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Wisconsin Department of Transportation

I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project

Primary Need

Purpose
The purpose of the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge 
Project is to address the needs of the aging I-39/90/94 
structures and maintain vehicular traffic across the 
Wisconsin River in the towns of Dekorra and Caledonia 
located in Columbia County. 
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Black Road to south of I-90/94 & I-39/WIS 78

County: Columbia
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation

I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project

Development of Purpose 
and Need

Preliminary Alternatives

Detailed Study 
Alternatives

Preferred Alternative

Environmental Document 
Complete

Final Design /
Real Estate Acquisition 

Construction

Spring 2019 

Spring 2019

Summer 2019

Spring 2020

Fall 2020

2021 - 2023

2024 at the 
earliest

Contact Information
Rob Knorr, PE
Project Manager
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov
(608) 246-5444

Southwest Region Office
2101 Wright Street
Madison, WI 53704

Rehabilitation Alternative
• Repair the bridge in its current location
• Replace the concrete deck and repair steel 

supports

East Alternative
• Construct a new bridge just east of the existing 

bridge
• Evaluate County U and V bridges for possible 

replacement

West Alternative
• Construct a new bridge just west of the existing 

bridge
• Evaluate County U and V bridges for possible 

replacement

Project Schedule

Preliminary Alternatives

April 18, 2019
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation

I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project

Project Purpose
The purpose of the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge 
Project is to address the needs of the aging I-39/90/94 
structures and maintain vehicular traffic across the 
Wisconsin River in the towns of Dekorra and Caledonia 
located in Columbia County. 
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chipping off
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• Loss of the protective coating 
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Project Termini:
Black Road to south of I-90/94 & I-39/WIS 78

County: Columbia
Towns: Dekorra and Caledonia

September 12, 2019
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation

I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project

For more information, contact:
Rob Knorr, PE
Project Manager
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov
(608) 246-5444

Southwest Region
2101 Wright Street

Madison, WI 53704

Preferred Alternative

Environmental Document 
Complete

Final Design /
Real Estate Acquisition 

Construction

Spring 2020

Fall 2020

2021 - 2023

mid-2020’s

Project Schedule

East Alternative

No relocations
Avoids ATC pole impacts
Allows for future fourth lane of traffic

WisDOT Recommended Alternative

September 12, 2019
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12-10-2018  

  
  
 
Rob Knorr 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Division of Transportation Systems Development  
Southwest Region 
2101 Wright Street 
Madison WI 53704 
 
 
 
 Subject: DNR Initial Project Review 
  Project I.D. 1010-10-01 
  Wisconsin River Bridges: B-11-22/23 & Approaches  
  Madison - Portage  
  Columbia County  
  Section 12, T11N, R8E  
 
 
Dear Mr. Knorr: 

 
The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has received the information you provided for 
the above-referenced project. According to your proposal, this project will explore replacement 
alternatives, associated impacts, and help identify the preferred location for replacing these bridges. 
Columbia County V and County U bridges over I-39/90/94, and box culverts C-11-10/11 at I-39/90/94 
over Unnamed Tributary (south of County V) will also be evaluated for potential replacement. Roadway 
approach work will be necessary for the bridge replacements along I-39/90/94, County U, and County 
V. A tentative date of 2025 has been set for construction. The area to be studied extends approximately 
1.8 miles north and 2.1 miles south of the Wisconsin River along I-39/90/94. Right of way acquisition is 
anticipated.  
 
Preliminary information has been reviewed by DNR staff for the project under the DNR/DOT (Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation) 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. To ensure compliance with resource protections, we are recommending 
that Special Provisions be developed for specific resource protections described below. DNR expects 
that the full range of DOT roadway standards will be applied throughout the design and construction 
process. 
 
A. Project-Specific Resource Concerns 
  
Section 4(f) Requirement: 
Public lands are present in the vicinity of this project. If there is potential for impacts to these lands, 
please begin coordination with us as soon as possible. First and foremost, every effort should be taken 
to avoid impacts to these lands.   

 
Scott Walker, Governor 

Daniel L. Meyer, Secretary 
 Telephone 608-266-2621 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463 

TTY Access via relay - 711 
 

State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
101 S. Webster Street 
Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53703-7921 

 dnr.wi.gov 
wisconsin.gov 
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There is a U.S. Dept. of Transportation “Section 4(f)” process for federally funded transportation 
projects that impact various types of public parks, wildlife refuges, and recreation areas. This 
requirement is coordinated by state and federal transportation departments. Please ensure the 4f 
process is followed according to the DOT facilities development manual. 
 
This requirement applies to the Scattared Wildlife Lands located South and West of the CTH V 
overpass. No LAWCON, Stewardship, USFWS, PR-DJ Sportfish Restoration, or NAWCA funds were 
used to purchase these properties 
 
Wetlands:  
There is potential for wetland impacts to occur as a result of this project. 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 DOT Wetland 
Mitigation Banking Technical Guideline. DNR requests information regarding the amount and type of 
unavoidable wetland impacts. 
 
Fisheries/Stream Work: 
The Wisconsin River is a warm water sport fishery. There shall be no in-stream disturbance between 
March 1st- June 30th, with both dates inclusive of the timeout period. This construction BMP minimizes 
impacts to fish and other aquatic organisms during sensitive time periods such as spawning, and 
migration. 
 
This stretch of the Wisconsin River is a Priority Navigable Waterway Sturgeon Area.  
 

❖ Disclaimer: Requests to modify the in-stream timeout dates may be made, if seasonal conditions and/or extra best 
management practices (BMPs) would allow it. These requests must be submitted to the DNR for review and will be 
handled on a case-by-case basis. 

 
If erosion control matting is to be used along stream banks, DNR recommends biodegradable non-
netted matting (e.g. Class I Type A Urban, Class I Type B Urban, or Class II Type C). Long-term netted 
mats may cause animal entrapment. Avoid the use of fine mesh matting that is tied or bonded at the 
mesh intersection such that the openings in the mesh are fixed in size. 
 
Aquatic Connectivity and Culvert Work:  
Box culverts C-11-10/11 approximately ¼ mile south of the CTH V overpass should be set and sized in 
such a manner to avoid or minimize impacts to stream morphology, aquatic organism passage, and 
water quality. The invert elevation of the new culvert(s) should be set an adequate distance below the 
natural streambed elevation, to allow for a natural and continuous streambed condition to occur. The 
invert elevations of the existing and proposed structure(s), the water surface elevations, and the natural 
streambed elevations upstream and downstream should be specified in the plans. 
 
Habitat Connectivity:  
The DNR has identified valuable wildlife habitat along the proposed project limits, and if not properly 
designed, this project will likely result in a disruption to wildlife passage. DNR requests that wildlife 
passage accommodations be incorporated at the Wisconsin River bridge, in order to maintain or 
improve habitat connectivity. 
 
The Wisconsin River provides an important corridor for animal movement and migration. Given the size 
and nature of the river and this bridge crossing, most bridge designs will likely provide for adequate 
wildlife passage without specific accommodations being provided.  
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Additionally, there is a large wetland complex with an unnamed waterway crossing under the interstate 
approximately 0.24 miles southeast of the CTH V overpass at box culverts C-11-10/11. Wetland 
complexes and waterways often create natural corridors for wildlife movement and migration. When 
combined with the direct connection to the Wisconsin River corridor, this wetland complex has the 
potential to provide a migration corridor for many small mammals and several herpatile species. We 
ask that DOT consider incorporating ‘dry land’ passage to this crossing, especially if this structure is 
replaced during this project. One possibility is to include a raised ledge above the normal waterline 
running the length of the culvert, preferably with some type of connection to the stream bank, but other 
alternatives may be just as effective.   
 
Please continue to work with your Transportation Liaison throughout the design process to evaluate 
and consider suitable solutions. 
 
Endangered Resources:  
Based upon a review of the Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) and other DNR records dated 9-18-2018, 
the following Endangered Resources are known to occur in the project area or its vicinity and could be 
impacted by this project.  
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The Transportation Liaison has initiated coordination with DNR Conservation Biologist, Stacy Rowe and 
will continue consultation through the design process.   
 

❖ NHI Disclaimer: This review letter 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 letter 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 document 

 
Migratory Birds:  
Based on the information provided/based on site review, there is evidence of past migratory bird 
nesting on the existing structure. Under the U.S. Migratory Bird Treaty Act, destruction of swallows and 
other migratory birds or their nests is unlawful unless a permit has been obtained from the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Therefore, the project should either occur only between August 30th and 
May 1st (non-nesting season) or utilize measures to prevent nesting (e.g., remove unoccupied nests 
during the non-nesting season and install barrier netting prior to May 1). If netting is used, ensure it is 
properly maintained, then removed as soon as the nesting period is over. If neither of these options is 
practicable then the USFWS must be contacted to apply for a depredation permit.  
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To avoid impacts to nesting birds, removal of trees and shrubs which are likely to support active nests, 
or ground disturbance and vehicle traffic in grasslands with potential ground-nesting migratory birds 
should be completed between August 30th and May 1st. 
 
Invasive Species and Viral Hemorrhagic Septicemia (VHS): 
All project equipment shall be decontaminated for removal of invasive species prior to and after each 
use on the project site by utilizing other best management practices to avoid the spread of invasive 
species as outlined in NR 40, Wis. Adm. Code.  For more information, refer to 
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Invasives/bmp.html.  
 
 

• Emerald Ash Borer: This project has the potential for spreading the Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) 
beetle. It is illegal to move or transport ash material, the emerald ash borer, and hardwood 
debris (i.e. firewood) from EAB quarantined areas to a non-quarantined area without a 
compliance agreement issued by WI Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer 
Protection. Regulated items include cut hardwood (non-coniferous) firewood, ash logs, ash 
mulch or bark fragments larger than on inch in diameter, or ash nursery stock (DATCP statute 
21). 

o For more information regarding the EAB and quarantine areas please click on the following 
link: http://datcpservices.wisconsin.gov/eab/article.jsp?topicid=20 

o Recommendations to reduce the spread of EAB in potentially infested Ash wood: 
http://datcpservices.wisconsin.gov/eab/articleassets/Recommendations%20to%20reduce%2
0the%20spread%20of%20EAB.pdf 

 

• Oak Wilt: This project involves work that may involve cutting or wounding of oak trees. To 
prevent the spread of oak wilt disease, please avoid cutting or pruning of oaks from April 1 
through September 30. For more information and guidance see the DNR webpage at: 
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/foresthealth/oakwilt.html. 
 

• Pampas Grass: There are established areas of what we believe to be Pampas Grass within the 
median and right of way near the CTH V overpass and south of the bridge. If work is to occur in 
these areas, we would like to work with DOT to remove this invasive grass. We will work with 
DOT environmental staff to properly identify if this species is present and develop an action plan 
to address its removal.  

 
Floodplains: 
Floodplain impacts should be assessed, and/or quantified, and appropriate coordination must be 
carried out in accordance with the DOT/DNR Cooperative Agreement. Coordination must also occur 
with the appropriate Zoning authority. 
  

• A preliminary review of the Surface Water Data Viewer (SWDV) indicates that floodplain 
conditions exist within the project lmits. 

 
FERC Coordination:  
This bridge project falls within the FERC project boundary for the dam at Prairie Du Sac owned by 
Alliant Energy. We strongly recommend WisDOT begin early coordination with Alliant to ensure 
construction activities do not conflict with the FERC license for the hydropower dam downstream. 
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Issues to be mindful of include pool elevations, flow regimes, and the bald eagle conservation plan. The 
most recent revision of the FERC Operating License has been provided to WisDOT environmental staff.  
 
 
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. DOT should apply for permit coverage just before the project goes to final PS&E. 
Permit coverage will be issued by the DNR after design is complete and documentation shows 
that the project will meet construction and post-construction performance standards. For more 
information 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 
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.  

 
Selected Site & Commercial Non-Metallic Mines:  

• The DOT Select Site process must be adhered to for clean fill or any other material that leaves 
the work site. The DNR liaison will review all proposed select sites and a site visit may be 
required. Filling of wetlands, waterways or floodplain is not allowed under the select site 
process, unless the site owner obtains required permits. No new impermeable surfaces can be 
left at a select site (including gravel roads or pads), unless the site owner obtains required 
permits. Contaminated materials leaving the site need to adhere to the Hazardous Material 
Management Plan. 
 

• Use of Commercial Non-Metallic Mines must accompany documentation that such mines have 
received all applicable local, state and federal permits before being used on the project, 
including local non-metallic mining reclamation permits and applicable WPDES permits as 
issued by the DNR. 

 
 
Structure Removal/Bridge Demolition:  
 
Due to the characteristics of this section of the Wisconsin River, STSP 203-020, Removing Old 
Structure Over Waterway With Minimal Debris, will be adequate for this project. Please coordinate with 
DNR early in the design phase of the project if the bridge must be dropped into the waterway before 
removal. 
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Temporary Structure: 
It appears a causeway or temporary bridge may be desired to [build, construct or reconstruct] this 
bridge. If usage of a causeway or temporary bridge is being considered for this project, please 
coordinate specific needs with DNR as soon as possible.The causeway should be clearly marked and 
lit for the navigational safety of any recreationist who may use the river at night, and a waterway marker 
permit maybe required. 
 
 
Temporary Stream Channel or Culvert: 
If a temporary channel is needed for culvert construction, the channel should be lined with plastic or 
other non-erodible material and weighted down with clean stone. A temporary channel or culvert should 
carry as much stream flow as possible  and should must maintain a suitable depth and velocity to allow 
the passage of migrating fish and aquatic species. Fish that become stranded in dewatered areas or 
temporary channels should be captured and returned to the active channel immediately. 
 
These requirements should be addressed in the special provisions and require the contractor to outline 
these construction methods in the ECIP. 
 
 
Asbestos: 
A Notification of Demolition and/or Renovation and Application for Permit Exemption, DNR form 4500-
113 (chapters NR 406, 410, and 447 Wis. Adm. Code) may be required. Please refer to DOT FDM 21-
35-45 and the DNR’s notification requirements web page: http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Demo/Asbestos.html 
for further guidance on asbestos inspections and notifications. Contact Mark Davis, Air Management 
Specialist 262-574-2118, with questions on the form. The notification must be submitted 10 working 
days in advance of demolition projects. 
 
 
Public Waterway Navigation Issues:  
 
This reach of the Wisconsin River is regularly used by recreational watercraft. It will be necessary to 
place navigational aids around the construction area during construction. A Waterway Marker 
Application and Permit is required for both types of navigational markers (informational vs. 
control/restrictive) prior to construction. A local ordinance will also be required for buoys that control or 
restrict navigation. Adequate time should be allowed for the passage of an ordinance with the local 
municipality. A local ordinance is not required for informational navigational aids (a waterway marker 
permit is required). DNR will determine which type of navigational aids are needed in accordance with 
the project design and methods used during construction. The general steps for submission of a 
Waterway Marker Application and Permit are as follows: 
 

1. Please fill out the Waterway Marker Application and Permit form: 
http://dnr.wi.gov/files/PDF/forms/8700/8700-058.pdf  

2. The Wisconsin Department of Transportation should be listed as the applicant.  

3. Be sure to include an aerial map-diagram or engineered-diagram of the work location 
and the placement of the waterway markers (buoys). If proposed GPS coordinates for 
each buoy are not provided, then markers placed on the diagram must show distance (in 
feet) from each marker location and from one permanent fixture as a benchmark. 
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4. Provide the completed application/permit to the local municipality having jurisdictional 
authority over the area in which the waterway markers will be placed. If an ordinance is 
required, consult with the local municipality regarding their ordinance process.   

5. Forward the signed application/permit to myself as well as the Boating Program 
Specialist:  

Penny Kanable 
Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources 
101 S Webster Street - LE/8 
Madison WI 53703  

 
6. The Boating Program Specialist will communicate with the local Warden and 

Recreational Safety Warden in processing and finalizing the permit. If the permit 
application is incomplete or additional information is needed the Boating Program 
Specialist will work with DNR’s Regional DOT Liaison to resolve. 

 
7. Permanent Navigation Aids: The process outlined above will also apply to the placement 

of permanent navigational aids.  This includes modifications, additions or temporary 
relocations of existing navigational aids.  The locations of existing buoys (or other 
navigational aids) must be included in the permit application. 

 
 
Special Features:  
 
• Seeding and Mulching Recommendation: 

o DNR is recommending that seed mix #80 (or other native mix deemed suitable for these 
sites) be used on this project in areas adjacent to DNR wildlife areas in order to help promote 
native vegetation on those properties. 

 
o DNR is requesting that weed-free mulch be used for restoration of this project site in areas 

with native seeding. Some weed-free mulch suppliers can be found at: 
http://wcia.wisc.edu/mulch.pdf. 

 
 
Other Issues: 
This project may require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  For further permit 
details, you may contact Kyle Zibung of the USACE located in the Stevens Point office, at 651-290-
5877. All local, state, and federal permits and/or approvals must be obtained prior to commencing 
construction activities. 
 
The above comments represent the DNR’s initial concerns for the proposed project and do not 
constitute final concurrence. Final concurrence will be granted after further review of refined project 
plans, and additional consultation if necessary. If any of the concerns or information provided in this 
letter requires further clarification, please contact this office at 608-275-3308, or email at 
andrew.barta@wisconsin.gov. 
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Sincerely, 
 

Andy Barta 
 

Andy Barta 
Environmental Analysis & Review Specialist 
 
cc: Jennifer Grimes – WisDOT REC 
 Joel Brown- WisDOT BTS 
 Kyle Zibung – ACOE 
 Stacy Rowe – DNR 
 Eric Heggelund- DNR 
 Sara Kehrli- DNR 
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12-10-2018  

  
  
 
Rob Knorr 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Division of Transportation Systems Development  
Southwest Region 
2101 Wright Street 
Madison WI 53704 
 
 
 
 Subject: DNR Initial Project Review 
  Project I.D. 1010-10-01 
  Wisconsin River Bridges: B-11-22/23 & Approaches  
  Madison - Portage  
  Columbia County  
  Section 12, T11N, R8E  
 
 
Dear Mr. Knorr: 

 
The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has received the information you provided for 
the above-referenced project. According to your proposal, this project will explore replacement 
alternatives, associated impacts, and help identify the preferred location for replacing these bridges. 
Columbia County V and County U bridges over I-39/90/94, and box culverts C-11-10/11 at I-39/90/94 
over Unnamed Tributary (south of County V) will also be evaluated for potential replacement. Roadway 
approach work will be necessary for the bridge replacements along I-39/90/94, County U, and County 
V. A tentative date of 2025 has been set for construction. The area to be studied extends approximately 
1.8 miles north and 2.1 miles south of the Wisconsin River along I-39/90/94. Right of way acquisition is 
anticipated.  
 
Preliminary information has been reviewed by DNR staff for the project under the DNR/DOT (Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation) 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. To ensure compliance with resource protections, we are recommending 
that Special Provisions be developed for specific resource protections described below. DNR expects 
that the full range of DOT roadway standards will be applied throughout the design and construction 
process. 
 
A. Project-Specific Resource Concerns 
  
Section 4(f) Requirement: 
Public lands are present in the vicinity of this project. If there is potential for impacts to these lands, 
please begin coordination with us as soon as possible. First and foremost, every effort should be taken 
to avoid impacts to these lands.   

 
Scott Walker, Governor 

Daniel L. Meyer, Secretary 
 Telephone 608-266-2621 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463 

TTY Access via relay - 711 
 

State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
101 S. Webster Street 
Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53703-7921 

 dnr.wi.gov 
wisconsin.gov 
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There is a U.S. Dept. of Transportation “Section 4(f)” process for federally funded transportation 
projects that impact various types of public parks, wildlife refuges, and recreation areas. This 
requirement is coordinated by state and federal transportation departments. Please ensure the 4f 
process is followed according to the DOT facilities development manual. 
 
This requirement applies to the Scattared Wildlife Lands located South and West of the CTH V 
overpass. No LAWCON, Stewardship, USFWS, PR-DJ Sportfish Restoration, or NAWCA funds were 
used to purchase these properties 
 
Wetlands:  
There is potential for wetland impacts to occur as a result of this project. 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 DOT Wetland 
Mitigation Banking Technical Guideline. DNR requests information regarding the amount and type of 
unavoidable wetland impacts. 
 
Fisheries/Stream Work: 
The Wisconsin River is a warm water sport fishery. There shall be no in-stream disturbance between 
March 1st- June 30th, with both dates inclusive of the timeout period. This construction BMP minimizes 
impacts to fish and other aquatic organisms during sensitive time periods such as spawning, and 
migration. 
 
This stretch of the Wisconsin River is a Priority Navigable Waterway Sturgeon Area.  
 

❖ Disclaimer: Requests to modify the in-stream timeout dates may be made, if seasonal conditions and/or extra best 
management practices (BMPs) would allow it. These requests must be submitted to the DNR for review and will be 
handled on a case-by-case basis. 

 
If erosion control matting is to be used along stream banks, DNR recommends biodegradable non-
netted matting (e.g. Class I Type A Urban, Class I Type B Urban, or Class II Type C). Long-term netted 
mats may cause animal entrapment. Avoid the use of fine mesh matting that is tied or bonded at the 
mesh intersection such that the openings in the mesh are fixed in size. 
 
Aquatic Connectivity and Culvert Work:  
Box culverts C-11-10/11 approximately ¼ mile south of the CTH V overpass should be set and sized in 
such a manner to avoid or minimize impacts to stream morphology, aquatic organism passage, and 
water quality. The invert elevation of the new culvert(s) should be set an adequate distance below the 
natural streambed elevation, to allow for a natural and continuous streambed condition to occur. The 
invert elevations of the existing and proposed structure(s), the water surface elevations, and the natural 
streambed elevations upstream and downstream should be specified in the plans. 
 
Habitat Connectivity:  
The DNR has identified valuable wildlife habitat along the proposed project limits, and if not properly 
designed, this project will likely result in a disruption to wildlife passage. DNR requests that wildlife 
passage accommodations be incorporated at the Wisconsin River bridge, in order to maintain or 
improve habitat connectivity. 
 
The Wisconsin River provides an important corridor for animal movement and migration. Given the size 
and nature of the river and this bridge crossing, most bridge designs will likely provide for adequate 
wildlife passage without specific accommodations being provided.  
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Additionally, there is a large wetland complex with an unnamed waterway crossing under the interstate 
approximately 0.24 miles southeast of the CTH V overpass at box culverts C-11-10/11. Wetland 
complexes and waterways often create natural corridors for wildlife movement and migration. When 
combined with the direct connection to the Wisconsin River corridor, this wetland complex has the 
potential to provide a migration corridor for many small mammals and several herpatile species. We 
ask that DOT consider incorporating ‘dry land’ passage to this crossing, especially if this structure is 
replaced during this project. One possibility is to include a raised ledge above the normal waterline 
running the length of the culvert, preferably with some type of connection to the stream bank, but other 
alternatives may be just as effective.   
 
Please continue to work with your Transportation Liaison throughout the design process to evaluate 
and consider suitable solutions. 
 
Endangered Resources:  
Based upon a review of the Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) and other DNR records dated 9-18-2018, 
the following Endangered Resources are known to occur in the project area or its vicinity and could be 
impacted by this project.  
 

 

 
 

  
 

     
  

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

     
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
  

 
 

 
 

 

2-13



Rob Knorr- 12-10-18                                                                     DOT ID 1010-10-01 
            4  

(Rev. 4/18) 

 
     

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

     
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

2-14



Rob Knorr- 12-10-18                                                                     DOT ID 1010-10-01 
            5  

(Rev. 4/18) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
The Transportation Liaison has initiated coordination with DNR Conservation Biologist, Stacy Rowe and 
will continue consultation through the design process.   
 

❖ NHI Disclaimer: This review letter 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 letter 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 document 

 
Migratory Birds:  
Based on the information provided/based on site review, there is evidence of past migratory bird 
nesting on the existing structure. Under the U.S. Migratory Bird Treaty Act, destruction of swallows and 
other migratory birds or their nests is unlawful unless a permit has been obtained from the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Therefore, the project should either occur only between August 30th and 
May 1st (non-nesting season) or utilize measures to prevent nesting (e.g., remove unoccupied nests 
during the non-nesting season and install barrier netting prior to May 1). If netting is used, ensure it is 
properly maintained, then removed as soon as the nesting period is over. If neither of these options is 
practicable then the USFWS must be contacted to apply for a depredation permit.  
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To avoid impacts to nesting birds, removal of trees and shrubs which are likely to support active nests, 
or ground disturbance and vehicle traffic in grasslands with potential ground-nesting migratory birds 
should be completed between August 30th and May 1st. 
 
Invasive Species and Viral Hemorrhagic Septicemia (VHS): 
All project equipment shall be decontaminated for removal of invasive species prior to and after each 
use on the project site by utilizing other best management practices to avoid the spread of invasive 
species as outlined in NR 40, Wis. Adm. Code.  For more information, refer to 
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Invasives/bmp.html.  
 
 

• Emerald Ash Borer: This project has the potential for spreading the Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) 
beetle. It is illegal to move or transport ash material, the emerald ash borer, and hardwood 
debris (i.e. firewood) from EAB quarantined areas to a non-quarantined area without a 
compliance agreement issued by WI Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer 
Protection. Regulated items include cut hardwood (non-coniferous) firewood, ash logs, ash 
mulch or bark fragments larger than on inch in diameter, or ash nursery stock (DATCP statute 
21). 

o For more information regarding the EAB and quarantine areas please click on the following 
link: http://datcpservices.wisconsin.gov/eab/article.jsp?topicid=20 

o Recommendations to reduce the spread of EAB in potentially infested Ash wood: 
http://datcpservices.wisconsin.gov/eab/articleassets/Recommendations%20to%20reduce%2
0the%20spread%20of%20EAB.pdf 

 

• Oak Wilt: This project involves work that may involve cutting or wounding of oak trees. To 
prevent the spread of oak wilt disease, please avoid cutting or pruning of oaks from April 1 
through September 30. For more information and guidance see the DNR webpage at: 
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/foresthealth/oakwilt.html. 
 

• Pampas Grass: There are established areas of what we believe to be Pampas Grass within the 
median and right of way near the CTH V overpass and south of the bridge. If work is to occur in 
these areas, we would like to work with DOT to remove this invasive grass. We will work with 
DOT environmental staff to properly identify if this species is present and develop an action plan 
to address its removal.  

 
Floodplains: 
Floodplain impacts should be assessed, and/or quantified, and appropriate coordination must be 
carried out in accordance with the DOT/DNR Cooperative Agreement. Coordination must also occur 
with the appropriate Zoning authority. 
  

• A preliminary review of the Surface Water Data Viewer (SWDV) indicates that floodplain 
conditions exist within the project lmits. 

 
FERC Coordination:  
This bridge project falls within the FERC project boundary for the dam at Prairie Du Sac owned by 
Alliant Energy. We strongly recommend WisDOT begin early coordination with Alliant to ensure 
construction activities do not conflict with the FERC license for the hydropower dam downstream. 
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Issues to be mindful of include pool elevations, flow regimes, and the bald eagle conservation plan. The 
most recent revision of the FERC Operating License has been provided to WisDOT environmental staff.  
 
 
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. DOT should apply for permit coverage just before the project goes to final PS&E. 
Permit coverage will be issued by the DNR after design is complete and documentation shows 
that the project will meet construction and post-construction performance standards. For more 
information 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 
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.  

 
Selected Site & Commercial Non-Metallic Mines:  

• The DOT Select Site process must be adhered to for clean fill or any other material that leaves 
the work site. The DNR liaison will review all proposed select sites and a site visit may be 
required. Filling of wetlands, waterways or floodplain is not allowed under the select site 
process, unless the site owner obtains required permits. No new impermeable surfaces can be 
left at a select site (including gravel roads or pads), unless the site owner obtains required 
permits. Contaminated materials leaving the site need to adhere to the Hazardous Material 
Management Plan. 
 

• Use of Commercial Non-Metallic Mines must accompany documentation that such mines have 
received all applicable local, state and federal permits before being used on the project, 
including local non-metallic mining reclamation permits and applicable WPDES permits as 
issued by the DNR. 

 
 
Structure Removal/Bridge Demolition:  
 
Due to the characteristics of this section of the Wisconsin River, STSP 203-020, Removing Old 
Structure Over Waterway With Minimal Debris, will be adequate for this project. Please coordinate with 
DNR early in the design phase of the project if the bridge must be dropped into the waterway before 
removal. 
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Temporary Structure: 
It appears a causeway or temporary bridge may be desired to [build, construct or reconstruct] this 
bridge. If usage of a causeway or temporary bridge is being considered for this project, please 
coordinate specific needs with DNR as soon as possible.The causeway should be clearly marked and 
lit for the navigational safety of any recreationist who may use the river at night, and a waterway marker 
permit maybe required. 
 
 
Temporary Stream Channel or Culvert: 
If a temporary channel is needed for culvert construction, the channel should be lined with plastic or 
other non-erodible material and weighted down with clean stone. A temporary channel or culvert should 
carry as much stream flow as possible  and should must maintain a suitable depth and velocity to allow 
the passage of migrating fish and aquatic species. Fish that become stranded in dewatered areas or 
temporary channels should be captured and returned to the active channel immediately. 
 
These requirements should be addressed in the special provisions and require the contractor to outline 
these construction methods in the ECIP. 
 
 
Asbestos: 
A Notification of Demolition and/or Renovation and Application for Permit Exemption, DNR form 4500-
113 (chapters NR 406, 410, and 447 Wis. Adm. Code) may be required. Please refer to DOT FDM 21-
35-45 and the DNR’s notification requirements web page: http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Demo/Asbestos.html 
for further guidance on asbestos inspections and notifications. Contact Mark Davis, Air Management 
Specialist 262-574-2118, with questions on the form. The notification must be submitted 10 working 
days in advance of demolition projects. 
 
 
Public Waterway Navigation Issues:  
 
This reach of the Wisconsin River is regularly used by recreational watercraft. It will be necessary to 
place navigational aids around the construction area during construction. A Waterway Marker 
Application and Permit is required for both types of navigational markers (informational vs. 
control/restrictive) prior to construction. A local ordinance will also be required for buoys that control or 
restrict navigation. Adequate time should be allowed for the passage of an ordinance with the local 
municipality. A local ordinance is not required for informational navigational aids (a waterway marker 
permit is required). DNR will determine which type of navigational aids are needed in accordance with 
the project design and methods used during construction. The general steps for submission of a 
Waterway Marker Application and Permit are as follows: 
 

1. Please fill out the Waterway Marker Application and Permit form: 
http://dnr.wi.gov/files/PDF/forms/8700/8700-058.pdf  

2. The Wisconsin Department of Transportation should be listed as the applicant.  

3. Be sure to include an aerial map-diagram or engineered-diagram of the work location 
and the placement of the waterway markers (buoys). If proposed GPS coordinates for 
each buoy are not provided, then markers placed on the diagram must show distance (in 
feet) from each marker location and from one permanent fixture as a benchmark. 
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4. Provide the completed application/permit to the local municipality having jurisdictional 
authority over the area in which the waterway markers will be placed. If an ordinance is 
required, consult with the local municipality regarding their ordinance process.   

5. Forward the signed application/permit to myself as well as the Boating Program 
Specialist:  

Penny Kanable 
Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources 
101 S Webster Street - LE/8 
Madison WI 53703  

 
6. The Boating Program Specialist will communicate with the local Warden and 

Recreational Safety Warden in processing and finalizing the permit. If the permit 
application is incomplete or additional information is needed the Boating Program 
Specialist will work with DNR’s Regional DOT Liaison to resolve. 

 
7. Permanent Navigation Aids: The process outlined above will also apply to the placement 

of permanent navigational aids.  This includes modifications, additions or temporary 
relocations of existing navigational aids.  The locations of existing buoys (or other 
navigational aids) must be included in the permit application. 

 
 
Special Features:  
 
• Seeding and Mulching Recommendation: 

o DNR is recommending that seed mix #80 (or other native mix deemed suitable for these 
sites) be used on this project in areas adjacent to DNR wildlife areas in order to help promote 
native vegetation on those properties. 

 
o DNR is requesting that weed-free mulch be used for restoration of this project site in areas 

with native seeding. Some weed-free mulch suppliers can be found at: 
http://wcia.wisc.edu/mulch.pdf. 

 
 
Other Issues: 
This project may require a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  For further permit 
details, you may contact Kyle Zibung of the USACE located in the Stevens Point office, at 651-290-
5877. All local, state, and federal permits and/or approvals must be obtained prior to commencing 
construction activities. 
 
The above comments represent the DNR’s initial concerns for the proposed project and do not 
constitute final concurrence. Final concurrence will be granted after further review of refined project 
plans, and additional consultation if necessary. If any of the concerns or information provided in this 
letter requires further clarification, please contact this office at 608-275-3308, or email at 
andrew.barta@wisconsin.gov. 
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Sincerely, 
 

Andy Barta 
 

Andy Barta 
Environmental Analysis & Review Specialist 
 
cc: Jennifer Grimes – WisDOT REC 
 Joel Brown- WisDOT BTS 
 Kyle Zibung – ACOE 
 Stacy Rowe – DNR 
 Eric Heggelund- DNR 
 Sara Kehrli- DNR 
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4-12-19  

  
  
 
Rob Knorr 
WisDOT Southwest Region- Madison Office 
2101 Wright Street 
Madison WI 53704-2583 
 
 
 
 Subject: DNR Initial Project Review 
  Project I.D. 1010-10-01 
  I-39/90/94 
  Wisconsin River Bridges B-11-22/23 & Approaches 
  Columbia County   
  
 
 
Dear Mr. Knorr: 

 
We have received the information you provided on March 14, 2019 regarding the aging I-39/90/94 
crossing of the Wisconsin River. The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) in cooperation 
with the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) is evaluating alternatives for this crossing. The 
project is focused on the Wisconsin River crossing and approaches with a southern terminus 1.9 miles 
south of the Wisconsin River at Black Road and the northern terminus 1.6 miles north at the end of 
southbound taper from the I-90/94 & I-39/WIS 78 Interchange.  
 
The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has jurisdiction and special expertise with 
respect to environmental impacts involved in the proposed project and will continue to provide input 
throughout the environmental process. For a summary of previous coordination and comments, please 
see our initial comment letter dated 12-10-18. 
 
Purpose and Need 
As stated in your March 14th submittal the purpose of this project is to address the needs of the aging I-
39/90/94 structures and maintain vehicular traffic across the Wisconsin River in the towns of Dekorra 
and Caledonia located in Columbia County. This structure has been repaired 7 times since it was 
constructed in 1961 and continues to deteriorate. The need to reconstruct the bridge is primarily driven 
by deteriorating structure members, many of which are currently rated in poor or severe conditions. 
Past repairs and expansion of the structures make future repairs difficult and more costly and the 
structure is approaching the end of its serviceable life. 
 
Secondary needs, those that will be considered in alternative development but are not the primary 
focus of the project, include capacity concerns and substandard geometrics. Addressing these 
concerns will provide a safer crossing on a primary commercial and recreational corridor.  
 

 
 

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 
3911 Fish Hatchery Rd 
Fitchburg, WI 53711 

 dnr.wi.gov 
wisconsin.gov 
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The Department of Natural Resources recognizes and agrees with the purpose and need as outlined 
above. We have no further comments or concerns regarding the purpose or need of this project.  
 
We appreciate the ongoing coordination between WisDOT and DNR and look forward to that continued 
cooperation as the project progresses through design.  
 
If you have any further questions regarding this letter, or any other aspect of the project design, please 
don’t hesistate to contact this office at andrew.barta@wisconsin.gov or 608-275-3308. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Andy Barta 
 
Andy Barta 
Environmental Analysis & Review Specialist 
 
cc: Ian Chidisiter, FHWA-WI 
 Joe Balice, FHWA-WI 
 Joel Brown, WisDOT 
 Jennifer Grimes, WisDOT 
 Jess Billmeyer, AECOM 
 Ashley Schulze, AECOM 
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From: Brown, Joel R - DOT
To: Billmeyer, Jess; Schulze, Ashley; Dredske, Logan
Cc: Knorr, Robert - DOT; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; Brown, Joel R - DOT
Subject: FW: 1010-10-01 WI River Bridge, ENV, WI-River Islands
Date: Thursday, April 18, 2019 10:43:59 AM

Jess, Ashley and Logan,
 
See the e-mail response below from Andy Barta related to the islands in the Wisconsin River.
 
Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services
608-630-3202
 

From: Barta, Andrew H - DNR 
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 10:04 AM
To: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-
94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: RE: 1010-10-01 WI River Bridge, ENV, WI-River Islands
 
Hi Joel,
 
DNR does not have any ownership stake on the islands listed below. Additionally this section of river
does not have a specific management plan as it is not managed as a DNR property. This section of
river still sees and abundance of use primarily from recreational fisherman, pleasure boaters, and
canoe/kayak enthusiast and the Wisconsin River as whole is managed as a warm water sport fishery.
I am unaware of any DNR efforts to promote recreation, specific to this stretch of river, beyond
DNR’s promotion of outdoor recreation activities in general.
 
Andy
 
We are committed to service excellence.
Visit our survey at http://dnr.wi.gov/customersurvey to evaluate how I did.

Andy Barta
Phone: (608) 275-3308
Cell: (608) 235-2955
Andrew.Barta@Wisconsin.gov
 

From: Brown, Joel R - DOT 
Sent: Friday, April 05, 2019 7:48 AM
To: Barta, Andrew H - DNR <Andrew.Barta@wisconsin.gov>
Cc: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-
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94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: 1010-10-01 WI River Bridge, ENV, WI-River Islands
 
Andy,
 
This e-mail is a follow-up to our discussion yesterday related to the islands in the Wisconsin River. 
The e-mail below from BLM identifies they have interest in islands 021-013 and 021-014 and they do
not have interest in islands 021-015 and 021 -016 shown on the attached map.  Island 021-015 is
located under the existing WI-River Bridge and may be impacted to some extent with any build
alternatives considered for the WI-River Bridge project.  Does DNR have interest in island 021-015
under the existing bridge?  If so, does DNR manage the island or promote recreational uses in any
way?  I am aware of a management plan for the Lower Wisconsin River but have not seen or been
able to find anything related to the stretch of the river where the I-39/90/94 WI-River Bridge.
 
Jenny,
 
Please add anything to this e-mail I may have overlooked.
 
Thank you for any help with this.
 
Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services
608-630-3202
 
From: Carman, Stephanie [mailto:scarman@blm.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 4:13 PM
To: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Brown, Joel R -
DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Billmeyer,
Jess <jess.billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; DOT I 39-90-94
WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Katherine (Katie) Frauen
<kfrauen@blm.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, BLM
 
Hi Robert -
 
I wanted to provide you and your team with a quick update on our progress in determining the
Federal interest in the islands near the bridge projects.  As shown on the attached map, we can
affirm that islands 021-013 and 021-014 are Federal and that islands 021-015 and 021 -016 are not
Federal, and thus the BLM would have no interest/authority on islands 021-015 and 021-016.  We
are still awaiting determinations on islands 021-017 and 021 -018.  Once we have a final
determination for the project area, we will send you an official notification.
 
If you have any questions, please let me know.
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Stephanie
 
Stephanie Carman
Assistant District Manager for Resources
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
 
 
 
On Fri, Mar 15, 2019 at 10:07 AM Carman, Stephanie <scarman@blm.gov> wrote:

Thank you Robert.  We will review the documents and get back to you.
Stephanie
Stephanie Carman
Assistant District Manager for Resources
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
 
 
 
On Thu, Mar 14, 2019 at 5:08 PM Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov> wrote:

Stephanie,
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have
prepared a summary of the Purpose and Need Statement for the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River
Bridge in Columbia County, Wisconsin. Attached please find the project’s purpose and need
summary and a letter requesting your agency’s review and comment.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Robert Knorr, P.E. 
Project Manager – Major Studies Unit
WisDOT Southwest Region
2101 Wright St.
Madison, WI 53704-2583
(608) 246-5444
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov
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From: Schulze, Ashley
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 WI-River Bridge DNR Conversation
Date: Thursday, December 26, 2019 2:36:14 PM

 
 

From: Barta, Andrew H - DNR <Andrew.Barta@wisconsin.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 10:13 AM
To: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Billmeyer, Jess <Jess.Billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>;
Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: RE: 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 WI-River Bridge DNR Conversation
 
Thanks Joel for bringing me up to speed and forwarding along those   pictures, great to see!
 
Everything below is accurate to me, I look forward to continued coordination on this project.
 
Andy
 
We are committed to service excellence.
Visit our survey at http://dnr.wi.gov/customersurvey to evaluate how I did.

Andy Barta
Phone: (608) 275-3308
Cell: (608) 235-2955
Andrew.Barta@Wisconsin.gov
 

From: Brown, Joel R - DOT 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2019 9:20 AM
To: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>; Barta, Andrew H - DNR
<Andrew.Barta@wisconsin.gov>
Cc: Billmeyer, Jess <jess.billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>;
Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R - DOT
<Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 WI-River Bridge DNR Conversation
 
Rob,
 
I talked with Andy Barta this morning about the three questions we had for him during our meeting
yesterday, and one additional comment.  The following is a list of questions and responses.
 

AOP comments in the initial review letter
Field review is not necessary for this project, if the box culverts are replaced the
comment will be addressed by installing a properly sized box culvert/s
 nesting deterrents on the WI-River Bridge prior to construction

2-26

mailto:Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com
mailto:logan.dredske@aecom.com
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__dnr.wi.gov_customersurvey&d=DwMFAg&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=PrDYuCPkmOOdfwz_KKNzdSRwXuYivY9gPNVTUJ6phEo&m=tEAgUg6_kGSsGbMil0nS7SInkcCH0OrDtu0pRURyLo4&s=eoiMu4WlMlUO8831dmL4JtuzXELEKZeUuYnOO9V5u7w&e=
mailto:Andrew.Barta@Wisconsin.gov
mailto:Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Andrew.Barta@wisconsin.gov
mailto:jess.billmeyer@aecom.com
mailto:Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com
mailto:Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov
mailto:Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov


When we talk/share the range of alternatives we should discuss   deterrents being
installed prior to construction activities occurring. Once we have additional alternative
information to share Andy will talk with Stacy Rowe at NHC about types, timing and
requirements for deterrents.

Fox-WI Heritage Parkway
Include Andy on coordination with the Fox-WI-Heritage Parkway organization.  Brian
Taylor recently coordinated with this group for a project in Portage on US 51.  I will ask
Brian for information on who he coordinated with.

Mussel BA and BO with USFWS
Provide updates related to USFWS coordination so DNR is in the loop related to this
topic.

 
Andy,
 
Please respond to this e-mail with confirmation of the contents of our discussion and/or any
revisions needed.
 
Thank you
 
Joel Brown
Bureau of Technical Services
Environmental Process and Document Section

Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation 
608-630-3202
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1-14-20  
  
  
 
Jennifer Grimes  
WisDOT Division of Transportation Systems Development  
Southwest Region 
2101 Wright Street 
Madison WI 53704 
 
 
 
 Subject: Comment on Alternatives Analysis and Preferred Alternative  
  Project I.D. 1010-10-01 
  I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge  
  Columbia County   
   
 
 
Dear Ms. Grimes: 

 
WisDOT is in the planning stages to address the again bridges on I-39/90/94 over the Wisconsin River 
in Columbia county. As part of the design and planning process, WisDOT has narrowed the possible 
project options down to four potential alternatives. Based on an more analysis of the impacts and ability 
of those options to meet the purpose and need of this project, WisDOT has identified a single preferred 
alternative to carry forward into planning. The purpose of this letter is for the Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources to provide comment on the 4 preliminary alternatives, the alternatives evaluation, 
and on WisDOT’s preferred alternative.  
 
Purpose and Need 
The primary need for this project is to address the existing condition of this crossing. The purpose and 
need for this project was outlined in detail in the Purpose and Need Summary dated March 2019. The 
Department of Natural Resources has reviewed that document and provided comment and support in 
letter dated 4-12-19.  
 
Preliminary Alternatives  
The project team developed four preliminary alternatives for further analysis. Alternatives were 
evaluated for their ability to meet the project needs while balancing impacts to resources and the 
community needs.  
 
 -No-Build Alternative: Do nothing to the existing bridge.  
 

The no-build alternative consists of doing nothing to address the ageing 1-39/90/94 Wisconsin 
River Bridge. No repair, maintenance, or construction activities of any sort would occur on the 
bridge. Eventually the bridge would need to be closed due to safety concerns. Interstate traffic 
would be forced to use an alternate route to cross the Wisconsin River.  

 
 

Tony Evers, Governor 
Preston D. Cole, Secretary 

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

      
 

 
State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES 
101 S. Webster Street 
Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53707-7921 
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Since this alternative does not meet the purpose and need for this project, it was not carried 
forward fur further detailed alternatives analysis. 
 
It should be noted although initially a no-build alternative might seem to have little environmental 
impact, it’s likely this option would result in significant impacts spread across a broad 
geographic region. If this interstate crossing of the Wisconsin river where to be abandoned and 
traffic routed elsewhere, it is likely that significant capacity expansions would be required 
elsewhere to accommodate the increase in traffic resulting in yet unknown impacts to local 
resources. If this scenario were to play out to its full degree, eventually the bridge would need to 
be removed as it deteriorated, and this work would have environmental impacts on par with 
construction of a new bridge but without the public benefits to transportation systems.  
 
 
-Rehabilitation Alternative: Repair existing bridge in its current location.  
 
The Rehabilitation Alternative represents phases of rehabilitation work that would be completed 
on the existing I-39/90/94 to prolong its useable life. This alternative would feature 3 phases of 
rehabilitation work followed by a complete replacement around 2045. 
 
• Phase 1 (approx. 2025-2026) Two construction seasons 

o Girder painting, deck replacement, 1st round of structural steel repairs, bearing 
replacement, and pier wrapping.  
 

• Phase 2 (approx. 2027) One construction season  
o Thin polymer overlay  

 
• Phase 3 (approx. 2035) One construction season  

o Second round of steel repairs 
 

• Full bridge replacement (approx. 2045)  
 

This alternative results in substantial user delays related to frequent construction activities as 
demonstrated in your alternatives analysis submittal. Traffic backups are anticipated 157 times 
with an average queue distance of 8 miles and lasting 7.3 hrs. on average. Maximum backups 
could reach 41.3 miles and last up to 19 hrs. This alternative does meet the primary purpose 
and need for this project but does a very poor job of meeting secondary needs associated with 
user impacts. As such, this alternative was not carried forward for more detailed analysis.  
 
Additionally, this alternative would result in many of the same impacts we anticipate from a full 
bridge reconstruction, and those impacts could occur multiple times in a 20yr window making 
this alternative less desirable than a full replacement project.  
 
The work outlined in Phase 1 would almost certainly require use of a causeway and associated 
disturbances to access the bridge and complete the described work. These impacts would be 
similar to what we anticipate from a full bridge replacement. With this alternative, these impacts 
would occur a second time within a 20-year window.  
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-East Alternative: Construct a new bridge just east of the existing structure.  
 
The east alternative represents a complete replacement of the existing I-39/90/94 Wisconsin 
River bridge. The existing single structure would be replaced to two new bridges, the first of 
which would be constructed just east of the existing structure. Traffic would be shifted to allow 
for portions of the existing bridge to be removed for the construction of the other bridge. This 
strategy allows for three lanes of traffic in each direction to remain open during construction.  

 
The I-39/90/94 roadway mainlines would be shifted east to align the roadway to the new 
bridges. The mainline would be reconstructed to match the current lane configuration, three 12-
foot lanes in each direction. The CTH U and CTH V overpasses would be reconstructed to 
address alignment and access concerns. Bridges from this alternative would last well beyond 
the project design year of 2045 and would require routine inspection and maintenance much like 
all similar structures throughout Wisconsin.  
 
The east alternative would require building a retaining wall to prevent impacts to the ATC 
transmission line towers along St. Lawrence Bluff Road. The retaining wall would be a 
maximum of 35 feet high and maintain a minimum of 17 feet of separation from the transmission 
structures.  
 
Since this alternative meets the project purpose and needs, it was carried forward for further 
analysis.  
 
 
-West Alternative: Construct a new bridge just west of the existing structure.  
 
The west alternative represents a complete replacement of the existing I-39/90/94 Wisconsin 
River bridge. The existing single structure would be replaced to two new bridges, the first of 
which would be constructed just west of the existing structure. Traffic would be shifted to allow 
for portions of the existing bridge to be removed for the construction of the other bridge. This 
strategy allows for three lanes of traffic in each direction to remain open during construction.  

 
The I-39/90/94 roadway mainlines would be shifted east to align the roadway to the new 
bridges. The mainline would be reconstructed to match the current lane configuration, three 12-
foot lanes in each direction. The CTH U and and CTH V overpasses would be reconstructed to 
address alignment and access concerns. Bridges from this alternative would last well beyond 
the project design year of 2045 and would require routine inspection and maintenance much like 
all similar structures throughout Wisconsin.  
 
The west alternative would result in impacts to Oak Knoll Drive, a dead end. Mainline 
construction would shorten Oak Knoll Drive by 425 feet cutting off access to 6 residences and 2 
additional properties would be acquired since they would be within the proposed right of way.  
 
Since this alternative meets the project purpose and needs, it was carried forward for further 
analysis.  

 
The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources feels these alternatives adequately reflects the range 
of practicable and reasonable alternatives for this project.  
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Alternatives Impacts 
The east and west alternatives were further analyzed and impacts to area resources were evaluated 
against the control of a no build alternative. Factors considered include impacts to agricultural lands, 
floodplains, the Fox-Wisconsin Heritage water trail, hazardous materials, historic properties, noise 
analysis, parcel impacted, protected public lands, threatened and endangered species, water resources 
and wetlands.  
 
Many of the impacts to natural resources and riverway users would be similar between the east and 
west alternatives. The causeway required for construction would likely be in place for the same time 
period and built in a similar location. The biggest difference in impacts from a resource standpoint 
would be the acreage impacted within the Dekorra Hunting Grounds. The west alternative would impact 
about 1 acre of this property where the east alternative would impact 0.07 acres resulting from the CTH 
V overpass reconstruction. That taking was already determined to be de-minimus in nature and will not 
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of the Dekorra Public Hunting Grounds property, as 
detailed in a letter to WisDOT dated 1-9-20.  
 
 
WisDOT Recommended Alternative: East Alternative  
WisDOT recommended Alternative is based on the alternative that best meets the project’s purpose 
and need and best minimized impacts to the surrounding resources and community.  
The East Alternative is the WisDOT recommended alternative because: 
 
-It does not impact historic properties 
-Does not require residential relocations  
-Less impacts to protected public lands (Dekorra Public Hunting Grounds) 
-Less amount of private land needed for conversion to DOT right-of-way. 
 
The Wisconsin DNR agrees with WisDOT’s assessment and supports the recommended East 
Alternative. We find the methodology and alternative analysis to adequately document and accurately 
account for impacts to potentially affected resources. The recommended alternative best limits impacts 
to the adjacent environment and communities while providing for a safe and efficient transportation 
system.  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on this project and we look forward to continued 
coordination moving forward.  

 
If you have any comments or concerns regarding is letter, please don’t hesitate to contact Andy Barta 
at 608-275-3308, or email at andrew.barta@wisconsin.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

Andy Barta 
 
Andy Barta 
Environmental Analysis & Review Specialist 
 
cc: Ian Chidister – FHWA-WI 
 Joe Balice – FHWA-WI 
 Brandon Lamers – WisDOT 
 Joel Brown – WisDOT 
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 Jess Billmeyer – AECOM 
 Ashley Schulze -AECOM 
 Eric Heggelund – DNR 
 Sarah Kehlri – DNR, property manager  
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12-11-2020  
  
  
 
Daniel Schave 
Project Manager – Major Studies 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation SW Region 
2101 Wright Street 
Madison WI 53704 
 
 
 
 Subject: DNR Comment on Environmental Assessment  
  Project I.D. 1010-10-01 
  Wisconsin River Bridge   
  Columbia County 
   
 
Dear Mr. Schave: 
 
Purpose and Need: 
The purpose and need for this project area clearly and concisely presented in the Environmental 
Assessment (EA). As stated, the current bridge structure has deteriorated to the point where 
rehabilitation is no longer adequate or feasible and the crossing must be constructed to maintain traffic 
flow across the Wisconsin River. Additional improvements have been considered to address secondary 
needs such as projected traffic volumes and current geometric deficiencies. We find the information 
and logic provided to be reasonable and factual and have no additional comments to add. More 
detailed comments on purpose and need for this project was provided in a letter dated 4-12-19. 
 
 
Alternatives Analysis: 
WisDOT has considered 4 preliminary alternatives for this project, a no-build, a rehabilitation, and an 
eastern and western reconstruction option. These alternatives have been reviewed in detail and 
comment on the preferred alternative was provided in a letter dated 1-14-2020. DNR agrees with 
WisDOT’s preferred East alternative. As an alternative it is preferred by DNR because:  
 
-It does not impact historic properties 
-Does not require residential relocations  
-Less impacts to protected public lands (Dekorra Public Hunting Grounds) 
-Less amount of private land needed for conversion to DOT right-of-way. 
 
Additionally, the eastern alternative would not result in any greater impacts to endangered/threatened 
resources, water quality, or any other environmental concern under the Department’s purview than the 
other investigated alternatives. Given that background, we feel the East alternative has the least all-
around impacts to the local environment.  
 

 
 

Tony Evers, Governor 
Preston D. Cole, Secretary 

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

      
 

 
State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES 
101 S. Webster Street 
Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53707-7921 
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Continued Coordination: 
From the early stages of project conception, WisDOT has ensured WiDNR has a seat at the table and 
has sought DNR input and feedback at every step. It is our opinion that the Environmental Assessment 
does a good job of detailing the design work and discussions to date and presents them in an 
understandable and concise manner. While the EA adequately address the work and coordination to 
date, we are aware there will be continued close coordination as the design moves forward. We 
appreciate WisDOT’s commitment to ensure the project is designed and constructed in a manner that 
minimizes impacts to the numerous resources present at the project site.  
 
As the design moves forward, we look forward to continued coordination and dialogue regarding 
protections for the endangered and threatened species that utilize adjacent habitats, construction and 
erosion control practices to minimize off site impacts, and staging opportunities to minimize temporary 
impacts from the construction and demolition process.  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to review the environmental assessment and to provide feedback. We 
look forward to continued dialogue moving forward.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

Andy Barta 
 
Environmental Analysis & Review Specialist 
 
cc: Joel Brown - WisDOT REC 
 Jenny Grimes – WisDOT REC 
 Michael Hoelker – WisDOT  
 Brandon Lamers – WisDOT 
 Jess Billmeyer – AECOM 
 Ashley Schulze - AECOM 
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  Since the comments were received we have communicated 
numerous times and discussed that an update to the NHI has been completed and now includes the   

 in the area.   
 
The project team just completed a public hearing for the project that included both virtual and in‐person 
components.  Now that the hearing is completed, we are working on addressing comments and updating the EA with 
information presented during the document availability period and during both public hearing components.  To assist 
and further provide information related to the update, if you could, please provide an update to the NHI review for the 
project.  Once receiving the information, we look forward to discussing the   and any other species 
identified in the area that were not previously identified.  
 
Thank you 
 

Joel Brown 
Bureau of Technical Services 
Environmental Process and Documentation Section 
Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation  
608‐630‐3202 
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Project ID: 1010-10-01 

Appendix 3: 
State Historic Preservation Office Coordination 
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Project ID: 1010-10-01 

Appendix 4: 
Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection Coordination 

Updated: 4-3 thru 4-4 
  



The Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) has reviewed the notification and 

any supplemental information you have provided concerning the potential need for an agricultural impact 

statement (AIS) for the above project.  We have determined that an AIS will not be prepared for this project, 

based on the reasoning provided below.

Please note that if the proposed project or project specifications are altered in any way which could be 

construed as increasing the potential adverse effects of the project on agriculture or on any farm operation, 

DATCP should be renotified.  Please contact me with any questions.

November 8, 2019

Joel Brown

WisDOT Bureau of Technical Services

4822 Madison Yards Way

Madison, WI  53705

Dear Joel Brown:

I 39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge

Re:

Project Name:

Project ID: 1010-10-01

County:

DATCP ID: #4316

Alice Halpin

Agricultural Impact Statements

(608)224-4646

Alice.Halpin@wi.gov

Sincerely,

Since each of the proposed acquisitions of farm property is 5 acres or less, DATCP has discretion over 

whether or not to prepare an AIS.  No AIS will be prepared for this project since none of the other impacts on 

agriculture appear to be significant.

Columbia
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

5.  Major Crop(s)

8.  Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9.  Name of Local Site Assessment System 10.  Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For Segment
Corridor A            Corridor B              Corridor C            Corridor D

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

1.  Corridor Selected: 2.  Total Acres of Farmlands to be
     Converted by Project:

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

3. Date Of Selection: 4.  Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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Dredske, Logan

From: Schave, Daniel L - DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 8:51 AM
To: DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges
Cc: Joel Brown; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; Lamers, Brandon - DOT; Schulze, Ashley; Dredske, Logan
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: WisDOT ID 1010-10-01; I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to 

Request a Public Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment

FYI 
 

From: Zopp, Zach P ‐ DATCP <zach.zopp@wisconsin.gov>  
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 8:48 AM 
To: Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: RE: WisDOT ID 1010‐10‐01; I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to Request a Public 
Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment 
 
Hello Daniel, 
 
The Agricultural Impact Statement Program, as part of DATCP, has no comment. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Zach Zopp 
Agricultural Impact Statement Program Manager / Land and Water Program Specialist 
Bureau of Land and Water Resources ‐ Division of Agricultural Resource Management 
WI Department of Agriculture, Trade and 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.  
 

From: Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 7:55 AM 
To: DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT 
<Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Hoelker, Michael ‐ DOT <Michael.Hoelker@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon ‐ DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; 
Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Billmeyer, Jess <jess.billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley 
<Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com> 
Subject: WisDOT ID 1010‐10‐01; I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to Request a Public Hearing 
and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment 
 
Hello, 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is providing notice of availability of an Environmental 
Assessment and notice of opportunity to request a public hearing for a proposed improvement on Interstate 39/90/94 in 
Columbia County, Wisconsin.   
 
The proposed improvement includes:  
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 Replacement of the existing Interstate 39/90/94 Wisconsin River bridge with a new bridge that 
would accommodate construction staging, future maintenance work and future traffic needs  

 Replacement of the County U and County V bridges over Interstate 39/90/94  

 Construction of retaining walls to avoid impacts to transmission structures  
There will be no relocation of persons or businesses as a result of the proposed improvement. 
 
An online copy of the Environmental Assessment can be viewed at the following: 
https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/by‐region/sw/i399094‐bridge/default.aspx 
 
A public hearing may be requested by individuals to whom the proposed project is of significant concern. If you feel the 
project is of significant concern, I encourage you to contact me to discuss those concerns prior to requesting a public 
hearing. 
 
The attached PDF contains additional details of the Environmental Assessment availability as well as the opportunity to 
request a public hearing.  
 
Please reach out if you have comments or questions related to the proposed improvement.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Daniel Schave, P.E. 
 
Project Manager – Major Studies 
WisDOT – Southwest region 
2101 Wright Street  
Madison, WI 53704 
(608) 246‐3251 office 
(608) 716‐1585 cell 
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Dredske, Logan

From: Schulze, Ashley
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:50 AM
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: 1010-10-01, WI River Bridges, Env, USACE Initial project notification letter
Attachments: RE: WisDOT Project ID 1010-10-01, IH 39/90/94, Wisconsin River Bridges B-11-22/23 & Approaches, 

Columbia County Submittal

This email needs two separate updates, one for the USACE response, and then one for WisDOT responding back. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT [mailto:Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov]  
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 8:26 AM 
To: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) 
Cc: Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT; Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT; Schulze, Ashley; DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges; Balice, Joe; Holt, 
Daniel 
Subject: RE: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridges, Env, USACE Initial project notification letter 
 
Good morning Kyle, 
 
Thank you for the information in your response about the Wisconsin River Bridge EA.  We did receive the attached 
correspondence from the USCG concerning this project.  In summary, the USCG has suspended their jurisdiction 
pertaining to bridge permitting authorities for this specific portion of the Wisconsin River.  We will continue coordinating 
with you on applicable 404 permits and the EA process as you mentioned below. 
 
Robert Knorr 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) [mailto:Kyle.D.Zibung@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 8:44 AM 
To: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: RE: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridges, Env, USACE Initial project notification letter 
 
Robert‐ 
 
Thanks for the follow‐up reminder for comment.  My initial comment is that the Wisconsin River near Portage, WI is a 
federal navigable water.  The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) regulates bridges and causeways in navigable waters pursuant to 
Section 9 of the River and Harbors Act.  Therefore, I recommend coordinating with Mr. Scot Striffler of the USCG 
(Scot.M.Striffler@uscg.mil) for their comments on replacing the bridges.  I've included a link to the USCG Bridge Program 
website below.  It's my experience on other similar‐type projects that the USCG has an abbreviated permit process for 
bridge projects on the WI River.  The Corps would still regulate the placement of dredged and fill material in the 
Wisconsin River, its tributaries, and adjacent wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Please continue 
coordinating with me on applicable Section 404 permits required for the projects.  We can also provide more specific 
comment on the projects during the FHWA Environmental Assessment (EA) process.  I hope this information helps steer 
the projects.  If you have any questions, please contact me via email or at the telephone number below. 
 
https://secure‐web.cisco.com/1zZFkvarb3eBisc_E4TymsXlq7Zn8gaDPmQs0BOUXDHP02G3CtdTg11rC4skCayHSpUg‐
zYEOc4R6cz9ic5TNtqELiOXgwT‐nHXIZmK03DfQKbcMruejik6XapPz2bqhRNKByEXC4tr2Mx7HKgCePfiRBT‐
fY5qW4jLgHUo2oarXlzLX7UHeO0fTUzGhz_8fE28Lfn5t1cLHnnGRIDspB‐
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whduZ3s1d7y0BJD_TtC5wqm_KpxVp0S0POeO6BNsO0d3aJYov7rBtM‐
AiZuIid2zg/https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dco.uscg.mil%2FOffice‐of‐Bridge‐Programs%2F 
 
Thanks, 
 
Kyle Zibung 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Branch 
2926 Post Rd, Suite B 
Stevens Point, WI 54481 
 
Phone: (651) 290‐5877 
http://secure‐web.cisco.com/1ggQVDZ‐500lbYXLT2ZigpSWLVEz0HUtxYaciO1SE‐
R0NszL70BCW4BOH2c5BS51nzL_MSMpA7vyECbOraHFmDSVFzdGbGAXo1LZJG_W3cG6LUz8NaWJdEhuuZlsg0D8MqgSvu
UBkj_kLsqE5jgUcSq5ir7eOF5ttqkU0WeZcqARr0gzgBOGbDReIIKyOSJXkuqsbmVo2YsRaPKn1YGf‐
TPuOAR7lIIcS4jaYS1V_R2f1T8c5pTK3NrI3HKGyeCjq/http%3A%2F%2Fwww.mvp.usace.army.mil 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT [mailto:Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 9:57 AM 
To: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Kyle.D.Zibung@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Schulze, 
Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; 
Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Holt, Daniel <daniel.holt@dot.gov> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] RE: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridges, Env, USACE Initial project notification letter 
 
Good Morning Kyle, 
 
This email is a follow‐up to the previously sent correspondence referenced below from August 20th.  We are interested 
if you have any comments regarding this bridge replacement project.  Thank you in advance for your timely response. 
 
Robert Knorr, P.E. 
Project Manager ‐ Major Studies Unit 
WisDOT Southwest Region 
2101 Wright St. <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> Madison, WI 53704‐2583 <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> 
Office: (608) 246‐5444 <tel:(608)%20246‐5444> robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov <mailto:robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov> 
 
_____________________________________________ 
From: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT 
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2018 6:16 PM 
To: 'kyle.d.zibung@usace.army.mil' <kyle.d.zibung@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; 'Schulze, 
Ashley' <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com> 
Subject: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridges, Env, USACE Initial project notification letter 
 
 
Kyle, 
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have started to 
evaluate the future replacement of the I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridges near Portage, Wisconsin.  I've attached a 
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letter concerning the details and a project location map for your reference.  Please feel free to contact me with any 
questions. 
 
 
 
Robert Knorr, P.E. 
Project Manager ‐ Major Studies Unit 
WisDOT Southwest Region 
2101 Wright St. <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> Madison, WI 53704‐2583 <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> 
Office: (608) 246‐5444 <tel:(608)%20246‐5444> robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov <mailto:robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov> 
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Dredske, Logan

From: Schulze, Ashley
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 10:08 AM
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, USACE

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT [mailto:Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 12, 2019 3:26 PM 
To: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) 
Cc: Balice, Joe; Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT; Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT; Billmeyer, Jess; Schulze, Ashley 
Subject: FW: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, USACE 
 
FYI. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Kyle.D.Zibung@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, April 12, 2019 3:18 PM 
To: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: RE: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, USACE 
 
Rob‐ 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.  A Section 404 Clean Water Act (CWA) permit would be required for 
the placement of dredged and fill material into waters of the U.S.  Specific to this project, a CWA permit would be 
required for the placement of dredged and fill material into the Wisconsin River, its tributaries, and adjacent wetlands.  
The Wisconsin River is a federal navigable water at this location.  The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) regulates the construction 
of bridges and causeways in federal navigable waters pursuant to Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.  Below is a link 
to the USCG Office of Bridge Programs for more information.  While the USCG has authority over the bridge construction 
itself, the Corps would still retain authority over work regulated under the CWA.  Common examples of work regulated 
under the CWA are wetland fill for roadway widening and fill material placed below the ordinary high water mark of the 
Wisconsin River.  The Corps St. Paul District has a Transportation Regional General Permit (TRGP) which can authorize 
the loss of 3.0 acres or less of waters of the U.S. for an overall  project.  Projects exceeding the 3.0 acre TRGP loss 
threshold would need to be evaluated under an Individual Permit.  CWA permitting requirements require that applicants 
demonstrate that their preferred alternative is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.  We would 
welcome the opportunity to provide specific comments related to CWA permitting once alternatives are developed for 
this project.  If you have any questions, please contact me via email or at the telephone number listed below. 
 
 
USCG Office of Bridge Programs 
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https‐3A__secure‐2Dweb.cisco.com_1YUP‐
5FFHrEvpQq2bMrwhe8wsXfyCYyGpaODYNX7kF1C‐5FJfvOq9l2e‐2Did‐5F‐5FZieYJ2qj0ukG‐
5FkVQxX1ce5TJUCRnsnM6ubVnRSBeolWv9nfGG3DLCWwjOEJzOtZl90HT8VJoqIJ9c9crvaq9dIEzaUuLMmofRh1cpA41iq‐
2DdqKYM5s4BaTRwNoC8gQDVHIREVzqPm‐5FXTTZ3‐2DjHFvQgH‐2DnF‐5FAJLg2KwasZUENok0huVJjZZp0YAnFB‐
5F6D5Ulv7pOQA‐5Fdczll03vanSy5e‐5FqxhikjZjw_https‐253A‐252F‐252Fwww.dco.uscg.mil‐252FOffice‐2Dof‐2DBridge‐
2DPrograms‐252F&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61‐
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bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=PrDYuCPkmOOdfwz_KKNzdSRwXuYivY9gPNVTUJ6phEo&m=ipNWo4qEWIDQ04jNINgZw1fVgfe8CY
njwaStSgPGKng&s=PT4JYcqYv7OuTPAvpvNSBVIKzJ5JW9ZP4L21_bsIG‐Y&e= 
 
 
Regards, 
 
Kyle Zibung 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Branch 
2926 Post Rd, Suite B 
Stevens Point, WI 54481 
 
Phone: (651) 290‐5877 
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http‐3A__secure‐2Dweb.cisco.com_1hdzX2mKPDMx5ZpiPpYYz‐
5FSuIVBtq9AFXn0NfcTbZ‐5Fjsy0Jn42hwt2X1J92CEgUOow8etb1HuCezOlT2rDS47XJqlRliSt0aBs8sceg0N9‐
2D0xv0ReeGjMeQhwjbt4lHPWPmQ71Zw4U3Rm44JdbgiCkCHDzBhqRMjOAPG‐
5FmyO4gIZlguibJMWJKqCdosZiXACYPfrOeJIjilgQhlfcpIHdD‐2DdGoFRJcs7D6qn68dcVGNgLckiwPo49hvDiuThjQ2C‐
5FLGdUnIgAUM1up3mbNPrUEw_http‐253A‐252F‐252Fwww.mvp.usace.army.mil&d=DwIFAg&c=TQzoP61‐
bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=PrDYuCPkmOOdfwz_KKNzdSRwXuYivY9gPNVTUJ6phEo&m=ipNWo4qEWIDQ04jNINgZw1fVgfe8CY
njwaStSgPGKng&s=12OVHcmvvvU‐YKAiWW7x6wNCecqBygjIruc‐dzywAi8&e= 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT [mailto:Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2019 1:18 PM 
To: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Kyle.D.Zibung@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT 
<Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Billmeyer, Jess 
<jess.billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges 
<DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] RE: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, USACE 
 
Hello Kyle, 
 
 
 
We look forward to receiving your agency's comments on the Wisconsin River Bridge Purpose & Need Summary.  Please 
note that the we requested comments by April 14th, which falls on Sunday.  For practical purposes we ask that you 
provide any written comments by Monday, April 15, 2019.  Thank you. 
 
 
 
Robert Knorr, P.E. 
 
Project Manager ‐ Major Studies Unit 
 
WisDOT Southwest Region 
 
2101 Wright St. <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> 
 
Madison, WI 53704‐2583 <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> 
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(608) 246‐5444 <tel:(608)%20246‐5444> 
 
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov <mailto:robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov> 
 
 
 
From: Knorr, Robert ‐ DOT 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2019 5:08 PM 
To: kyle.d.zibung@usace.army.mil 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT 
<Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Billmeyer, Jess 
<jess.billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges 
<DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, USACE 
 
 
 
Kyle, 
 
 
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have prepared a summary of the 
Purpose and Need Statement for the I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge in Columbia County, Wisconsin. Attached please 
find the project's purpose and need summary and a letter requesting your agency's review and comment. 
 
 
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Robert Knorr, P.E. 
 
Project Manager ‐ Major Studies Unit 
 
WisDOT Southwest Region 
 
2101 Wright St. <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> 
 
Madison, WI 53704‐2583 <x‐apple‐data‐detectors://1/0> 
 
(608) 246‐5444 <tel:(608)%20246‐5444> 
 
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov <mailto:robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov> 
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Dredske, Logan

From: Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 10:42 AM
To: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA); Schave, Daniel L - DOT; Brown, Joel R - DOT
Subject: RE: 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USACE

Kyle, 
 
Thank you for the response on the alternative summary and additional information about the project area.  
 
Jenny, 

Jennifer Grimes  
Environmental Coordinator 
Mega Team Projects & Planning Major Studies 
WisDOT Southwest Region – Edgerton 
111 Interstate Blvd, Edgerton, WI 53534  
Phone 608.516.9760 

jennifer.grimes@dot.wi.gov  

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Kyle.D.Zibung@usace.army.mil>  
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 9:58 AM 
To: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ 
DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: RE: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USACE 
 
Jenny‐ 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the summary of alternatives for the I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River 
Bridge Project.  The St. Paul District Regulatory Branch concurs with the scope of alternatives presented in the December 
2019 Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, including WisDOT's recommendation that the East Alternative be carried 
forward as the preferred alternative in the EA.  To aid in our evaluation of the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA) for this project, please include a practicable alternatives analysis in the forthcoming EA 
that clearly demonstrates measures taken to avoid/minimize impacts (temporary and permanent) to aquatic resources 
for each alternative presented.  
 
We also are providing comments related to historic properties.  While we do not have sufficient information to suggest 
the preferred alternative should be altered, we believe you should be aware that an area of Tribal significance was 
identified to the east of the existing freeway. This area is not identified in the Wisconsin Historical Society 
database.  During our permit evaluation of the Badger‐Coulee transmission line, we worked with the Upper Sioux Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office to field identify and avoid an area of tribal significance  .  Precise limits 
of this resource were not identified, but are generally located on the north bluffs of the river to the east of the existing 
freeway.  It is possible that the selected preferred alternative may require additional consultation with the Upper Sioux 
or other Tribes as part of the FHWA federal process.   
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We look forward to continued coordination on this project.   If you have any questions, please contact me via email or at 
the telephone number listed below.        
 
Regards, 
 
Kyle Zibung 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Stevens Point Regulatory Field Office 
2926 Post Road, Suite B 
Stevens Point, WI  54481 
 
Phone: 651.290.5877 
 
We are pleased to introduce our new paperless communication procedures in Wisconsin.  Requests for action (pre‐
application consultations, permit applications, requests for delineation concurrences, requests for jurisdictional 
determinations, and mitigation bank proposals) should be sent directly to the following email: 
usace_requests_wi@usace.army.mil. Please include the county name in the subject line of the email (e.g. Washington 
County).  These changes will improve efficiency, reduce costs and reduce environmental footprint.  Additional 
information can be found in our public notice located here: http://secure‐
web.cisco.com/14k_4Y8reYl_0NA0jSX7C5vpjsEDtqFcSnQtrTg07d28dSwbsqeoJUSGE4zxr5P8Ls137YIG9NWXSKjyAPMpl8l
QdsObjx1NKZodeYnrJ5_pomh2OBJm566uM4RxxhYaDCAxkv2XsiYbqPR4flEIyHuFUjnTxkbiaZG6_YhTBLjtvD8zdnCDuaqCqy
‐5lA‐W1hIVGi8_bbAlELm‐
TCaIfnGrSapIz_VMwLeYWS5QmJrOWeE6BGOfhYXWbFjNOX505/http%3A%2F%2Fwww.mvp.usace.army.mil%2FMissions
%2FRegulatory.aspx 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT [mailto:Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 11:23 AM 
To: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Kyle.D.Zibung@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ 
DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] FW: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USACE 
 
Kyle, 
 
 
 
WisDOT is currently documenting its preferred alternative in an Environmental Assessment (EA). If there are any 
comments your agency would like to be included, please respond by 2/1.  
 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jenny 
 
Jennifer Grimes 
Environmental Coordinator 
 
Mega Team Projects & Planning Major Studies 
 

5-8



3

WisDOT Southwest Region ‐ Edgerton 
 
111 Interstate Blvd, Edgerton, WI 53534 ' Phone 608.516.9760 
 
* jennifer.grimes@dot.wi.gov <mailto:jennifer.grimes@dot.wi.gov>   
 
 
 
 
 
From: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT 
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2019 5:25 PM 
To: kyle.d.zibung@usace.army.mil 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Brandon Lamers 
<Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Schulze, Ashley 
<Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; Billmeyer, Jess <Jess.Billmeyer@aecom.com>; DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39‐
90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USACE 
 
 
 
Kyle, 
 
 
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have prepared a 
summary of the alternative evaluation process for the I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project in Columbia County, 
Wisconsin. Attached please find the Alternative Evaluation Summary Report which details the process on how WisDOT 
identified a recommended alternative and a letter requesting your agency's review and comment.  
 
 
 
At this time, we are seeking your agency's comments on the range of alternatives, alternatives evaluation, and the 
WisDOT recommended alternative. We ask that you provide any written comments by Friday, January 24, 2020. 
 
 
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jennifer Grimes 
Environmental Coordinator 
 
Mega Team Projects & Planning Major Studies 
 
WisDOT Southwest Region ‐ Edgerton 
 
111 Interstate Blvd, Edgerton, WI 53534 ' Phone 608.516.9760 
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Dredske, Logan

From: Schulze, Ashley
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 11:18 AM
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: WisDOT ID 1010-10-01; I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to Request a 

Public Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment

 
 

From: Zibung, Kyle D CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Kyle.D.Zibung@usace.army.mil>  
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 11:02 AM 
To: Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Hoelker, Michael ‐ DOT <Michael.Hoelker@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon ‐ DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; 
Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Billmeyer, Jess <Jess.Billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley 
<Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: WisDOT ID 1010‐10‐01; I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to Request a 
Public Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment 
 
Mr. Schave‐ 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the FHWA/WDOT Environment Assessment (EA) for the I‐
39/90/94 crossing of the Wisconsin River (WDOT I.D. 1010‐10‐01).  The Corps concurs with the purpose and need of the 
project as described in the EA, identification of the East Alternative as the Preferred Alternative, and FONSI 
determination for this project.  As currently proposed,  the East Alternative would result in approximately 5.9 acres of 
unavoidable wetland impacts and would be evaluated by the Corps under a Section 10/404  individual permit.  To aid in 
our future review of a permit application, please include sufficient design plans showing the square footage of all 
temporary and permanent discharges of dredged and fill material into wetlands and below the ordinary high water mark 
of the Wisconsin River and its tributaries for this project.  To further expedite our permitting process, please also include 
copies of all correspondence between the lead federal agency (FHWA) and other agencies documenting compliance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, USDOT Section 4(f) 
coordination, and other federal laws/responsibilities.  Last, the Corps also concurs with the conceptual compensatory 
mitigation proposal (final credit amounts TBD) of debiting wetland credits from the WDOT World Dairy Center Wetland 
Mitigation Bank to offset the loss of wetland functions from this project.  We appreciate your continued coordination 
and please contact me via email or at the telephone number below for all future matters related to this project.               
 
 
Regards, 
 
Kyle Zibung 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Stevens Point Regulatory Field Office 
2926 Post Road, Suite B 
Stevens Point, WI  54481 
 
Phone: 651.290.5877 
 
Information on Corps of Engineers Regulatory Program status during the COVID‐19 pandemic can be found at: 
https://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/missions/regulatory 
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We are pleased to introduce our new paperless communication procedures in Wisconsin.  Requests for action (pre‐
application consultations, permit applications, requests for delineation concurrences, requests for jurisdictional 
determinations, and mitigation bank proposals) should be sent directly to the following email: 
usace_requests_wi@usace.army.mil. Please include the county name in the subject line of the email (e.g. Washington 
County).  These changes will improve efficiency, reduce costs and reduce environmental footprint.  Additional 
information can be found in our public notice located here: http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx 
 

From: Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 7:55 AM 
To: DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT 
<Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Hoelker, Michael ‐ DOT <Michael.Hoelker@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon ‐ DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; 
Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Billmeyer, Jess <jess.billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley 
<Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] WisDOT ID 1010‐10‐01; I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to Request 
a Public Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment 
 
Hello, 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is providing notice of availability of an Environmental 
Assessment and notice of opportunity to request a public hearing for a proposed improvement on Interstate 39/90/94 in 
Columbia County, Wisconsin.   
 
The proposed improvement includes:  

 Replacement of the existing Interstate 39/90/94 Wisconsin River bridge with a new bridge that would 
accommodate construction staging, future maintenance work and future traffic needs  

 Replacement of the County U and County V bridges over Interstate 39/90/94  

 Construction of retaining walls to avoid impacts to transmission structures  
There will be no relocation of persons or businesses as a result of the proposed improvement. 
 
An online copy of the Environmental Assessment can be viewed at the following: 
Blockedhttps://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/by‐region/sw/i399094‐bridge/default.aspx 
 
A public hearing may be requested by individuals to whom the proposed project is of significant concern. If you feel the 
project is of significant concern, I encourage you to contact me to discuss those concerns prior to requesting a public 
hearing. 
 
The attached PDF contains additional details of the Environmental Assessment availability as well as the opportunity to 
request a public hearing.  
 
Please reach out if you have comments or questions related to the proposed improvement.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Daniel Schave, P.E. 
 
Project Manager – Major Studies 
WisDOT – Southwest region 
2101 Wright Street  
Madison, WI 53704 
(608) 246‐3251 office 
(608) 716‐1585 cell 
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Project ID: 1010-10-01 

Appendix 6: 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination 

Updated: 6-26 thru 6-28 
  



From: Brown, Joel R - DOT
To: Billmeyer, Jess; Schulze, Ashley; Dredske, Logan
Cc: Knorr, Robert - DOT; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; Brown, Joel R - DOT
Subject: FW: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge,
Date: Thursday, May 09, 2019 3:02:59 PM
Attachments: 1510 Mussel Report WI Complete.pdf

Jess, Ashley, Logan
 
FYI
 
Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services
608-630-3202
 

From: Brown, Joel R - DOT 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2019 2:43 PM
To: Horton, Andrew <andrew_horton@fws.gov>
Cc: Barrette, Alyssa - DOT <Alyssa.Barrette@dot.wi.gov>; Knorr, Robert - DOT
<Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; DOT I 39-90-94
WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Chidister, Ian (FHWA)
<ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Lamers, Brandon - DOT
<Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge,
 
Andrew,
 
Thank you for the discussion related to formal Section 7 consultation for the Higginsi and Sheepnose
mussels in the Wisconsin River under the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge project in Columbia
County Wisconsin.  During the discussion, you indicated it would be appropriate to utilize the Mussel
Survey completed in 2015 by Helms and Associates to assume presence of the species for the
project. As requested the Mussel Survey Report is attached.
 
We discussed project timeline, the project schedule identifies concluding the NEPA process in fall of
2020 with an anticipated EA/FONSI.  If a build alternative is selected, construction activities would
begin in 2024 at the earliest.
 
You indicated that the appropriate time for formal consultation to occur for the project is once the
NEPA process has identified a single alternative. 
 
You further identified that when an EIS is prepared, formal consultation often occurs following the
approval of a DEIS but prior to approval of an FEIS/ROD.  When an EA is prepared, often this occurs
following the issuance of a FONSI during final design, prior to construction.
 
Specific to this project, once the FONSI is issued it would be appropriate to initiate and complete
formal consultation for impacts to the species at that time.  The formal consultation process will
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The Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge viewed from downstream.   
(IMG_0040) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 The Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge viewed from upstream facing north. 
(IMG_0044) 
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The underside of the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge viewed from the south.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 


This report is for a quantitative/qualitative mussel survey at the Highway I-39/90/94 
Bridge site in Dane and Columbia Counties, Wisconsin (Figure 1).  The bridge is positioned over 


the Wisconsin River (N 43.448091°, W 89.494218°) in Dane and Columbia Counties, 


Wisconsin.  The river at this location varies in width with the upstream, bridge, and downstream 


locations being approximately 500 ft, 900 ft, and 1,000 ft wide, respectively.  Length of the study 


area portion of the river is approximately 2,400 ft.  In addition to the main river channel, there is 


a side channel that extends roughly parallel to Knoll Rd, west of I-39/90/94 and St. Lawrence 


Bluff Road east of I-39/90/94.  The side channel is approximately 3,500 ft in length.     


 
Figures 1 and 2.  Aerial view of the study limits for Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge site surveyed for 
mussels by Helms and Associates.  The red lines in Figure 2 are the upstream and downstream 


boundaries of the study area.  The blue line is the adjacent side channel. 
 


Of particular significance at this site is the potential presence of federal and/or state 


(Wisconsin) threatened or endangered mussel species.  Both the federally listed and several state 


listed species have been collected in the vicinity.   Federally listed species include:  Higgins eye 


(Lampsilis higginsi) and Sheepnose1 (Plethobasus cyphyus)2.      
                                                           
1 Sheepnose is listed as Bullhead in Wisconsin documents. 
2 http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/wisc-cty.html 



http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/clams/higginseye/index.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/clams/higginseye/index.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/clams/sheepnose/index.html
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Mussel sampling was conducted within the bridge corridor in both the main channel and 


the side channel (Figures 2 and 3).  Sampling locations included upstream, downstream, and 


beneath the bridge.  Additional samples were concentrated around each bridge pier in order to 


determine potential presence of species that may inhabit boulder and rock scour protection.  


Some species such as the endangered sheepnose are known to occur in that specific habitat.     


 


2.0  METHODOLOGY 


Much of the river in this reach is shifting sand which is not good mussel habitat.  In order 


to make sampling cost effective, sampling was minimized throughout the vast sandy reaches.   


Minimizing sampling effort within areas of shifting sand gives flexibility in being able to 


concentrate more effort in important areas.  However, sampling in sand is not time consuming, 


and documentation of mussel absence is also important.  


Sampling protocol was quantitative and qualitative, following that of Miller and Payne 


(1994).  Helms & Associates has used this methodology in numerous other mussel surveys 


including surveys in the Mississippi River and other medium to large river/stream locations in 


the Midwest.   


Quantitative/qualitative sample consisted of a cluster of four quarter-meter whole 


substrate collections.  The substrate was removed to a depth of 10.2 to 15.2 cm (4 to 6 inches) 


and brought to the surface where the sample was sieved through a series of screens; the smallest 


mesh screen was 6.35 mm (1/4 inch).  Material retained on each screen was examined for live 


mussels.   


Four quarter-meter substrate samples were collected at each of 84 locations randomly 


positioned throughout the main river area.  Thus, 336 quarter-meter samples (84 locations x 4 


samples per location = 336 samples) were examined.  No substrate samples were collected in the 


side channel.  Sample locations are shown in Figure 3. 


Qualitative dive searches were conducted to supplement substrate collections and were 


relied on around the rip-rap bases of piers where substrate collections are difficult to collect.  


Qualitative dive searches were also employed in the side channel.  Qualitative searches at most 


locations consisted of five minute periods of searching with the diver instructed to collect as 


many mussels as he could find in the allotted time.  Beneath the bridge and in the side channel 


where substrate samples were restricted due to conditions, search times were increased.  Dive 



http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/clams/sheepnose/index.html
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searches were conducted at 97 locations.  A total of 620 minutes (10 hours and 20 minutes) were 


expended in timed dive searches.   


 
Figure 3.  Area and locations sampled for mussels at the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge site in Dane 


and Columbia Counties, Wisconsin by Helms & Associates.  Sheepnose were collected at Locations 
585 and 586 (Orange), and Higgins eye were collected at Locations 633 and 668 (Red).   


Green dots represent highest densities (>10/m2, or >1/ minute). 
 


Mussels were handled in a manner acceptable to the Wisconsin Department of Natural 


Resources (WDNR) and incorporated relevant conditions contained in U.S. Fish and Wildlife 


Service (USFWS) Endangered Species Permit TE839777-13.    


Examination of captured mussels commenced immediately as they were encountered and 


proceeded quickly in order to reduce exposure times (Waller, D. L. et al. 1993).  Mussels were 


kept submersed in ambient water as much as possible to prevent thermal shock and desiccation 


while being processed.  All mussels encountered were identified, enumerated, and measured.  


  References used for field identification included Cicerello and Schuster (2003), 


Cummings and Mayer (1992), and Stietman (2003).  Nomenclature followed Turgeon et al. 


(1998).  Shell length (total shell length) of living individuals was measured to the nearest 


millimeter, and age was estimated by counting annular growth marks on the shell.   All 


specimens collected were released near the point of capture.  
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Ancillary data included substrate type, depth, stream velocity, temperature, water clarity, 


etc.  Each location sampled was identified by GPS coordinates.  Substrate was examined at the 


time each sample was processed.  The diver also described substrate and other phenomena as he 


collected samples.  Information for each sample location was recorded on individual data sheets.  


Following collection, data sheets were arranged in an orderly sequence (upstream to 


downstream) and assigned page numbers.  Copies of field data sheets are presented as Appendix 


A.  Field data are summarized in Appendix B.  GPS coordinates for each location are presented 


with catch and physical parameters in Table 1. 


 


3.0 RESULTS 


3.1 Physical Parameters    


 Sampling was completed September 14 through 25, 2015.  During this period, flow at 


USGS 05404000 Wisconsin River near Wisconsin Dells, WI ranged between 3,000 and 5,000 


cfs.  Normal flow for this period is near 4,000 cfs.  Surface velocity at the survey site ranged 


between .22 and 1.80 f/s.  Substrate was predominately sand with rubble around the bridge piers 


and near shore in the vicinity of the bridge.  Water temperature ranged between 67 and 74 o F, 


and air temperature ranged between 58 and 83 o F.  Depths ranged from 0.9 feet at Garmin 614 to 


13.8 feet at Garmin 579 (Table 1).   


3.2 Mussel Density and Distribution   


  Catch rate statistics for substrate sampling and timed searches are presented in Table 2.  


Density was determined from 336 quarter-meter substrate samples (84 m2), which produced 86 


live native mussels in the 84 locations.  Overall density was 1.02 (+ or – 0.63, p>.05) mussels 


/m2.  Ten mussels /m2  is considered to be the threshold for being a mussel bed.  Range was 18 (0 


to 18) mussels /m2.  Densities of 10 or more mussels /m2 were found at 2 (2.4 %) of the 84 


locations.     


 The 620 minutes of timed searches yielded 238 mussels.  Mean catch rate per location3 


was 0.39 (+ or – 0.12, p=.05) with a range of 0 to 2.6 mussels / minute search.  Catch rates of >1  


                                                           
3 Effort ranged from 5 to 25 minutes at each location.  Catch rate was adjusted to #/ minute at each location.   
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Table 2.  Catch rate statistics for substrate sampling and 
timed searches at the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge site in Dane 
and Columbia Counties, Wisconsin by Helms & Associates. 


Statistic Density (#/per m2) Catch rate (#/ min.) 
Mean 1.02 0.39 
Standard Error 0.32 0.06 
Median 0 0.1 
Mode 0 0 
Standard Deviation 2.90 0.58 
Sample Variance 8.38 0.34 
Kurtosis 20.01 3.45 
Skewness 4.23 1.91 
Range 18 2.6 
Minimum 0 0 
Maximum 18 2.6 
Count 84 97 
Confidence Level(95.0%) 0.63 0.12 
Upper limit 1.65 0.50 
Mean 1.02 0.39 
Lower limit 0.40 0.27 


 


mussels /minute were 


found at 16 locations.   


A catch rate of one or 


more mussels /minute is 


considered to be the 


threshold for being a 


mussel bed.   By these 


standards, 16.5 % of the 


survey points can be 


considered a mussel 


bed.  These data, 


however, are biased 


upward because sandy 


substrate increased 


catch efficiency, 


resulting in higher catch 


rates. 


3.3 Species Composition and Relative Abundance 


 Relative abundances by collection method are presented in Table 3.  This survey 


produced a total (substrate and timed searches combined) of 324 living mussels of 17 species.  


Threehorn wartyback at 60 (18.5 %), pink heelsplitter 56 (17.3 %), threeridge 51 (15.7 %), 


Wabash pigtoe 41 (12.7 %), pimpleback 35 (10.8 %), and hickorynut 32 (9.9%) were the 


dominant contributors to the catch with 275 individuals contributing 84.9 % of the total.  Each of 


the remaining 11 species was represented by 11 or fewer specimens contributing 3.4 % or less 


each.  Representation by species within each of the two sampling techniques was similar, but 


timed searches produced more individuals.  Photos of each species are presented in Appendix C.   
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3.4 Cumulative Species 


 Cumulative species were plotted against cumulative individuals to determine the 


likelihood of having collected all or most of the species present.  A graphical display of this 


relationship is presented in Figure 4.  Exhibited in this manner, slope of the curve for a typical 


data set is initially steep when species are first encountered.  After most of the species have been 


collected, the slope flattens.  By extending the trend line on a log scale (Figure 5), we would 


expect a collection of 1,000 individuals may have found as many as four or five additional 


species.  Lilliput (Toxolasma parvus) and pistolgrip (Tritogonia verrucosa) would likely have 


been included among the additional species, as these were represented by dead shells. 


Table 3.  Species and relative abundance of mussels sampled using substrate sampling 
and timed searches at the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge site in Dane and Columbia 


Counties, Wisconsin  
by Helms & Associates. 


Common name 1/ Scientific name 


Substrate 
samples 


Timed searches Combined catch 


Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 


Threehorn wartyback Obliquaria reflexa 10 11.6% 50 21.0% 60 18.5% 
Pink heelsplitter Potamilus alatus 19 22.1% 37 15.5% 56 17.3% 
Threeridge Amblema plicata 18 20.9% 33 13.9% 51 15.7% 
Wabash pigtoe Fusconaia flava 6 7.0% 35 14.7% 41 12.7% 
Pimpleback Quadrula pustulosa 6 7.0% 29 12.2% 35 10.8% 
Hickorynut Obovaria olivaria 7 8.1% 25 10.5% 32 9.9% 
Black sandshell Ligumia recta 4 4.7% 7 2.9% 11 3.4% 
Deertoe Truncilla truncata 8 9.3% 2 0.8% 10 3.1% 
Giant floater Pyganodon grandis 1 1.2% 9 3.8% 10 3.1% 
Fragile papershell Leptodea fragilis 3 3.5% 2 0.8% 5 1.5% 
Higgins eye Lampsilis higginsi     4 1.7% 4 1.2% 


Sheepnose Plethobasus cyphyus     2 0.8% 2 0.6% 


Fatmucket Lampsilis siliquoidea 1 1.2% 1 0.4% 2 0.6% 
Plain pocketbook Lampsilis cardium     2 0.8% 2 0.6% 
Creeper Strophitus undulatus 1 1.2%    1 0.3% 
Mucket Actinonaias ligamentina 1 1.2%    1 0.3% 
Paper pondshell Utterbackia imbecillis 1 1.2%    1 0.3% 
  Totals 86 100.0% 238 100.0% 324 100.0% 
  Total living species 14   14   17   
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3.5 Recruitment    


 Size distribution can be used as an indicator of recruitment of young individuals into a 


population.  The presence of small individuals indicates that reproduction is taking place and 


recruitment from that source is occurring.  In order to make this determination, all 324 


individuals collected were measured for length (Table 4).  Of these, 32 (9.9 %) were less than 30 


mm in length.  This suggests recruitment is happening for most mussel species at this site.  
  


y = 3.1239ln(x) - 0.4146 
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Figure 4.  Cumulative species of mussels versus cumulative number of 
individuals collected at the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge site in Columbia 


County, Wisconsin by Helms & Associates 2015. 
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Figure 5.  Cumulative species of mussels versus cumulative number of 
individuals collected (log scale) at the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge site in 


Columbia County, Wisconsin by Helms & Associates 2015. 
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Table 4.  Lengths (mm) of 324 mussels collected at the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge site in 
Dane and Columbia Counties, Wisconsin by Helms & Associates October, 2015. 
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Total 
mm 11 2 1 10 2 5 10 32 4 1 1 35 56 2 60 51 41 324 


5                         1       1 9 
10 1     1                 1 1 1 2   2.8% 
15       1             1       1 4 1   
20               1       1       3 3 32 
25       2               1       2 2 9.9% 
30       1     2 1       2     1 7 2 292 
35       2 1   1 3              1 2 90.1% 
40       1       2       7     1   8   
45       1       6       1       3 4   
50       1     1 2       4   1 1 1 7   
55               4       4       1 7   
60               3       4 2   1 1 2   
65           1   1       1     4 1 1   
70   1       1   2       6 1   2 2 1   
75             2 3       2 1   5 2     
80     1         1             2 1     
85           1 1 3       2 3   5 1     
90                 1       2   6 2     
95   1             1       2   7 4     


100                 2       1   12 3     
105           1             4   3 6     
110           1             4   3 2     
115         1               3   3 2     
120             1           3           
125             1           4   2       
130 2                       4           
135 4           1           1           
140                         4           
145                   1                 
150 2                       3           
155 1                                   
160                         5           
165                         2           
170                         3           
175 1                       2           
180                                     
185                                     
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3.6 Endangered and Threatened Species 


3.6.1 State (Wisconsin) and Federal Species        


 Two living species of state (Wisconsin) and federally listed threatened or endangered 


mussels were collected.  These included two specimens of sheepnose4 (Plethobasus cyphyus) and 


four specimens of Higgins eye (Lampsilis higginsi).  These two species are on both the federal 


and state endangered lists.  Detailed information is provided in Table 5, and photos are shown in 


Appendix C.  The sheepnose were collected during qualitative searches near the left, south shore 


at Garmin Locations 585 and 586 (approximately 300 and 100 feet upstream of the bridge).  


Locations of collection are shown in Figure 3.  They measured 72 and 96 mm in length and were 


estimated to be ages 13+ and 17+ years of age.   


 The Higgins eye specimens were all collected beneath the bridge during qualitative 


searches near Piers #2 and 3 (Garmin Locations 633 and 668), numbered from the right, north 


bank.  Their sizes were 92 through 104 and all appeared to be approximately 15+ years of age 


(the ~2000 year class).  There were additional dead shell specimens of Higgins eye found at 


these locations.  All were similar in size, and all (both dead and living) exhibited considerable 


shell erosion. 


 As required by our Federal T&E permit, we notified both the USFWS and WDNR when 


these specimens were collected.  Ms. Lisie Kitchel of the WDNR personally examined the 


Higgins eye specimens to verify identification.  Written permission was obtained from the 


USFWS (tamara_smith@fws.gov) to hold the specimens for up to 24 hours to verify 


identification.  Ms. Kitchel traveled to the site that evening and inspected specimen #H 17 and 


some dead shell specimens.  To further verify identification, photos were emailed to Mr. Kevin 


Cummings (kscummin@illinois.edu) and Mr. Jeremy Tiemann (jtiemann@illinois.edu), both 


with the Illinois History Survey.  They confirmed our identification as Higgins eye mussels.   


 No other living threatened or endangered species were observed.  However dead shell 


specimens of the state listed pistolgrip (Tritogonia verrucosa) were found.  A photo is presented 


in Appendix C, and the specimen was submitted with other voucher specimens to the Illinois 


Natural History Survey.        


  


                                                           
4 Sheepnose is listed as Bullhead in Wisconsin documents. 
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3.7 Introduced Nuisance Species  


3.7.1 Zebra mussels    


 No live zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha) were found.  However, a small number of 


dead shells were found scattered throughout the area.  Zebra mussel presence was absent for both 


living and dead shells in most samples (Table 1).     


3.7.2 Asian clams 


 No living specimens of the Asian clam (Corbicula sp.) were observed, and they are not a 


problem at this site. 


 


4.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS    


    On September 14 through 25, 2015, Helms & Associates surveyed a 2,400 ft reach of 


stream near the Highway I-39/90/94 Bridge in Dane and Columbia Counties, Wisconsin.  Due to 


the large expanses of sand, most of this reach of stream does not support significant numbers of 


mussels.  Sand is not good mussel habitat.  However, some of the near shore areas and locations 


beneath the bridge do support mussels.  Moderate densities were found at those locations.   


 Among the 324 mussels we collected were 17 species.  Two of these (Sheepnose and 


Higgins eye) are endangered at the state (Wisconsin) and federal levels.     


 Density was determined from 336 quarter-meter substrate samples (84 m2), which 


produced 86 live native mussels of 14 species.  Overall density was 1.02 (+ or – 0.63, p>.05) 


mussels /m2.  Densities of 10 or more mussels /m2 were found at two (2.4 %) of the 84 locations. 


Timed searches at 97 locations yielded 238 mussels of 14 species.  Mean catch rate per location5 


was 0.39 (+ or – 0.12, p=.05) with a range of 0 to 2.6 mussels / minute search.         


 In general, the mussel community at this location is sparse and will be minimally 


impacted by bridge construction.  However, two federally endangered species are present and 


may require special consideration.   


  


                                                           
5 Effort ranged from 5 to 25 minutes at each location.  Catch rate was adjusted to #/ minute at each location.   
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Appendix B.   
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Photos of representative mussel species collected at the  
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require completion of a Biological Assessment for impacts to the species.  Based on the survey
completed in 2015, the biological assessment will likely recommend completing relocation surveys
and relocating mussels if they would be impacted as construction is staged for the project.
 
When you are able, please reply all to this e-mail to confirm the discussion we had today, provide
any edits to my understanding of our conversation today, confirm the appropriate time to complete
formal consultation for the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project and provide any other
comments you may have related to the project.
 
I also would like to include, FHWA is the lead federal agency for this project.  FHWA project contacts
are Ian Chidister and Joe Balice at the FHWA WI-Division Office.
 
Joel Brown
Bureau of Technical Services
Environmental Process and Document Section

Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation 
608-630-3202
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From: Horton, Andrew
To: Brown, Joel R - DOT
Cc: Barrette, Alyssa - DOT; Knorr, Robert - DOT; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges;

Chidister, Ian (FHWA); Balice, Joe; Lamers, Brandon - DOT
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge,
Date: Monday, June 03, 2019 9:15:34 AM

This survey effort will still be valid.  You will just need to calculate the anticipated density of
HIggin's eye and Sheepnose within the proposed action area and then determine your proposed
relocation procedures.

- Andrew

Andrew Horton
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Minnesota-Wisconsin Field Office
4101 American Blvd East
Bloomington, MN 55425-1665
(952) 252-0092, ext. 208

On Mon, Jun 3, 2019 at 7:10 AM Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov> wrote:

Andrew,

thought I would check in again on this, please reply to this e-mail confirming the contents of
the 5/9 e-mail below.  Please give me a call to discuss further if needed.

 

Thank you

 

Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services

608-630-3202

 

From: Brown, Joel R - DOT 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 8:33 AM
To: Horton, Andrew <andrew_horton@fws.gov>
Cc: Barrette, Alyssa - DOT <Alyssa.Barrette@dot.wi.gov>; Knorr, Robert - DOT
<Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>;
DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>;
Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>;
Lamers, Brandon - DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R - DOT
<Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>
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Subject: RE: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge,

 

Andrew,

 

Thought I would check in on receiving a response to the e-mail below.  Please give me call
to discuss further if needed.  We could also schedule a conference call with Alyssa Barrette
and Ian Chidister (FHWA) if you desire.

Thank you

 

Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services

608-630-3202

 

From: Brown, Joel R - DOT 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2019 2:43 PM
To: Horton, Andrew <andrew_horton@fws.gov>
Cc: Barrette, Alyssa - DOT <Alyssa.Barrette@dot.wi.gov>; Knorr, Robert - DOT
<Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>; Jenny Grimes (Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov)
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-
94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Ian Chidister (ian.chidister@dot.gov)
<ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Lamers, Brandon - DOT
<Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge,

 

Andrew,

 

Thank you for the discussion related to formal Section 7 consultation for the Higginsi and
Sheepnose mussels in the Wisconsin River under the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge
project in Columbia County Wisconsin.  During the discussion, you indicated it would be
appropriate to utilize the Mussel Survey completed in 2015 by Helms and Associates to
assume presence of the species for the project. As requested the Mussel Survey Report is
attached.

 

We discussed project timeline, the project schedule identifies concluding the NEPA process
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in fall of 2020 with an anticipated EA/FONSI.  If a build alternative is selected, construction
activities would begin in 2024 at the earliest.

 

You indicated that the appropriate time for formal consultation to occur for the project is
once the NEPA process has identified a single alternative. 

 

You further identified that when an EIS is prepared, formal consultation often occurs
following the approval of a DEIS but prior to approval of an FEIS/ROD.  When an EA is
prepared, often this occurs following the issuance of a FONSI during final design, prior to
construction.

 

Specific to this project, once the FONSI is issued it would be appropriate to initiate and
complete formal consultation for impacts to the species at that time.  The formal
consultation process will require completion of a Biological Assessment for impacts to the
species.  Based on the survey completed in 2015, the biological assessment will likely
recommend completing relocation surveys and relocating mussels if they would be impacted
as construction is staged for the project.

 

When you are able, please reply all to this e-mail to confirm the discussion we had today,
provide any edits to my understanding of our conversation today, confirm the appropriate
time to complete formal consultation for the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project and
provide any other comments you may have related to the project.

 

I also would like to include, FHWA is the lead federal agency for this project.  FHWA
project contacts are Ian Chidister and Joe Balice at the FHWA WI-Division Office.

 

Joel Brown
Bureau of Technical Services

Environmental Process and Document Section

Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation 
608-630-3202
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From: Brown, Joel R - DOT
To: Dredske, Logan; Schulze, Ashley; Billmeyer, Jess
Cc: Brown, Joel R - DOT
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] RE: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Endangered Mussel Species Discussion
Date: Monday, September 09, 2019 10:45:49 AM

FYI
 
Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services
608-630-3202
 
From: Utrup, Nick <nick_utrup@fws.gov> 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2019 10:43 AM
To: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Barrette, Alyssa - DOT <Alyssa.Barrette@dot.wi.gov>; Knorr, Robert -
DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-
94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon - DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Endangered Mussel
Species Discussion
 
This looks accurate to me, thank you for the summary.
 
Nick

Nick Utrup
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Minnesota/Wisconsin Field Office
4101 American Boulevard East
Bloomington, MN 55425 
 
Office:        (952) 252-0092  Ext. 204
FAX:          (952) 646-2873
Email:        Nick_Utrup@fws.gov
 
 
On Mon, Sep 9, 2019 at 10:35 AM Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov> wrote:

Nick and Ian,
 
Below and notes from our discussion, last Friday, September 6, 2019 related to the Wisconsin
River Bridge project.  Please comment or modify my notes if you identify a discrepancy or have
additional information that has been inadvertently omitted.
 
Process to work through formal Section 7 Consultation for the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge
Project outlined in the May 9, 2019 e-mail to Andrew Horton is acceptable.  Key points outlined in
the May 9, 2019 e-mail are as follows:
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2015 Mussel Survey effort/results are still valid.
WI-River Bridge project will assume take of two federally listed mussel species for the NEPA
process.
Correct time to initiate Formal Section 7 Consultation for this project is after the NEPA
process has been completed (primarily because it is a large, complex bridge crossing
project).

 
In addition to confirming the items above the following discussions occurred related to the
project:

Nick Utrup prefers to resolve any adverse effects prior to getting to formal consultation if
possible.  This could be completed working with DNR to implement possible mitigation
measures prior to needed formal consultation.

Joel Brown identified that WisDOT has completed this for projects that may have
resulted in an adverse effect to mussel species for small river or stream crossings
prior to needing to initiate formal section 7 consultation.  The WI-River Bridge
project team explored this with DNR in 2015, DNR identified due to the size of the
Wisconsin River at the bridge location, they do not have staff to re-locate mussel
species for the project.  Since DNR does not have capacity, formal consultation will
required for the project.

Formal consultation should be initiated by submitting a completed Biological Assessment
(BA) for the project.

The BA needs to include construction staging information and WisDOT’s proposal for
mitigation of impacts to species. (re-locating mussel species in the river).
Once the BA is received, USFWS has 90 days for discussion and to request additional
information from WisDOT and FHWA.  Following the 90 days, USFWS has 45 days to
prepare a Biological Opinion (BO) for impacts to the species.

Nick Utrup asked what the project team needs from him during the NEPA process.

Ian Chidister discussed NEPA project reviews at major milestones (Purpose and
Need, Range of Alternatives, Preferred Alternative) and identified the next milestone
is Range of Alternatives.  Joel identified the Range of Alternatives Summary Memo
should be expected in mid October.

Joel Brown identified the importance for USFWS to provide a response to the
information distributed for review and comment related to range of
alternatives for this project.  A response will provide WisDOT and FHWA with
a level of confidence related to future completion of Section 7 consultation
following completion of the NEPA process.

Nick Utrup inquired about appropriate format of a response from
USFWS related to the range of alternatives
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Joel Brown and Ian Chidister responded that any format is
acceptable.  An e-mail reply works as well as a formal letter.
Joel Brown inquired if follow-up e-mails related to receiving a
response from USFWS for major milestones would be
acceptable, Nick Utrup identified that he encourages follow-up
e-mails and phone calls when WisDOT needs a response from
him for a project.

Ian Chidister inquired on whether Nick would be receiving many WisDOT projects moving
forward or if Nick has a specific niche that he will be working within.

Nick identified USFWS is still working to determine who would be working primarily
on transportation projects in both Wisconsin and Minnesota. 

 

 
Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services
608-630-3202
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Brown, Joel R - DOT 
Sent: Wednesday, September 04, 2019 9:29 AM
To: Brown, Joel R - DOT; Nick Utrup; Ian Chidister (ian.chidister@dot.gov)
Cc: Jenny Grimes (Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov); Barrette, Alyssa - DOT
Subject: 1010-10-01, I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Endangered Mussel Species Discussion
When: Friday, September 06, 2019 10:00 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada).
Where: Skype Meeting
 
Setting up a meeting to discuss the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge project in Columbia County
and bring Nick up to speed on discussions that have occurred previously.
 
The attached e-mail was previously sent to Nick.  In addition to the e-mail, I attached a project
location map for reference.
 
If anyone has questions prior to Friday, please let me know.
 
Joel Brown
WisDOT – Bureau of Technical Services
608-630-3202
 
.........................................................................................................................................

à Join Skype Meeting      
Trouble Joining? Try Skype Web App
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1

Dredske, Logan

From: Schulze, Ashley
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 9:23 AM
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USFWS

 
 

From: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 11:37 AM 
To: Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; Billmeyer, Jess <Jess.Billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT 
<Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon ‐ DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges 
<DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: FW: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USFWS 
 
Response from USFWS 
 

From: Utrup, Nick J <nick_utrup@fws.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 11:34 AM 
To: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: Re: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USFWS 
 

Hi Jenny, 
 
I have reviewed the alternatives, but don't have any comments at this stage in the process.  Most of our 
concerns are regarding underwater work involving mussels beds, which should be analyzed through the ESA 
section 7 process. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Nick 
 
Nick Utrup 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
4101 American Boulevard East 
Bloomington, MN  55425 
 

Office:  (952) 252‐0092 ext. 204 

Email:   Nick_Utrup@fws.gov 
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From: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 11:23 AM 
To: Utrup, Nick J <nick_utrup@fws.gov> 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USFWS  
  
Nick, 
  
Do you have any comments on the alternatives under consideration for the Wisconsin River Bridge Project on I‐
39/90/94? 
  
WisDOT is currently documenting its preferred alternative in an Environmental Assessment (EA). If there are any 
comments your agency would like to be included, please respond by 2/1.  
  
Jenny 
Jennifer Grimes  
Environmental Coordinator 
Mega Team Projects & Planning Major Studies 
WisDOT Southwest Region – Edgerton 
111 Interstate Blvd, Edgerton, WI 53534  
Phone 608.516.9760 
jennifer.grimes@dot.wi.gov  
  
  

From: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT  
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2019 5:25 PM 
To: Nick Utrup <nick_utrup@fws.gov> 
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Brandon Lamers 
<Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Barrette, Alyssa ‐ DOT 
<Alyssa.Barrette@dot.wi.gov>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; Billmeyer, Jess 
<Jess.Billmeyer@aecom.com>; DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: 1010‐10‐01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, USFWS 
  
Nick, 
  
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have prepared a 
summary of the alternative evaluation process for the I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project in Columbia County, 
Wisconsin. Attached please find the Alternative Evaluation Summary Report which details the process on how WisDOT 
identified a recommended alternative and a letter requesting your agency’s review and comment.  
  
At this time, we are seeking your agency’s comments on the range of alternatives, alternatives evaluation, and the 
WisDOT recommended alternative. We ask that you provide any written comments by Friday, January 24, 2020. 
  
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
  
Thank you, 
Jennifer Grimes  
Environmental Coordinator 
Mega Team Projects & Planning Major Studies 
WisDOT Southwest Region – Edgerton 
111 Interstate Blvd, Edgerton, WI 53534  
Phone 608.516.9760 
jennifer.grimes@dot.wi.gov  
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November 05, 2019

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: 03E17000-2019-SLI-0589 
Event Code: 03E17000-2020-E-00680  
Project Name: WisDOT 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project
 
Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed 

project location, and/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.
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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.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications 
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http:// 
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http:// 
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/ 
comtow.html.

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
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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: 03E17000-2019-SLI-0589

Event Code: 03E17000-2020-E-00680

Project Name: WisDOT 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project

Project Type: TRANSPORTATION

Project Description: The project is focused on the I 39/90/94 crossing of the Wisconsin River 
in Columbia County, and extends approximately 1.6 miles to the north 
and approximately 1.9 miles to the south. The southern terminus for the 
project is Black Road. The northern terminus for the project is the end of 
the southbound taper from the I 90/94 & I 39/WIS 78 interchange. The 
I-39/90/94 crossing of the Wisconsin River consists of two structures. 
However, the structures are collectively referred to as the Wisconsin River 
Bridge. 
 
The purpose of the project is address the needs of the aging I-39/90/94 
structures and maintain vehicular traffic across the Wisconsin River in the 
towns of Dekorra and Caledonia located in Columbia County. 
 
The bridge is inspected every two years to assess the condition of each 
bridge element. Inspectors assign 
multiple condition ratings to each bridge element. A portion of the bridge 
elements were given a rating of poor or severe. 
 
The Wisconsin River Bridge has been repaired seven times since it was 
constructed in 1961. The past repairs have served as solutions to preserve 
and extend the service life of the bridge. However even with the past 
repair work, deficiencies remain with the existing bridge due to the nature 
of how bridge elements deteriorate over time. 
 
Construction is anticipated for the mid-2020's, dependent on funding.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/place/43.45080235847964N89.49647857477623W
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Counties: Columbia, WI
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 6 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

Birds
NAME STATUS

Whooping Crane Grus americana
Population: U.S.A. (AL, AR, CO, FL, GA, ID, IL, IN, IA, KY, LA, MI, MN, MS, MO, NC, 
NM, OH, SC, TN, UT, VA, WI, WV, western half of WY)
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/758

Experimental 
Population, 
Non- 
Essential

Reptiles
NAME STATUS

Eastern Massasauga (=rattlesnake) Sistrurus catenatus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2202

Threatened

1
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Clams
NAME STATUS

Higgins Eye (pearlymussel) Lampsilis higginsii
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5428

Endangered

Sheepnose Mussel Plethobasus cyphyus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6903

Endangered

Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

Mead's Milkweed Asclepias meadii
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8204

Threatened

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

6-17

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5428
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6903
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8204


November 05, 2019

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: 03E17000-2019-TA-0589 
Event Code: 03E17000-2020-E-00682 
Project Name: WisDOT 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project 

Subject: Verification letter for the 'WisDOT 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge 
Project' 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 Joel Brown:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received on November 05, 2019 your effects 
determination for the 'WisDOT 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project' (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:

Eastern Massasauga (=rattlesnake), Sistrurus catenatus (Threatened)
Higgins Eye (pearlymussel), Lampsilis higginsii (Endangered)
Mead's Milkweed, Asclepias meadii (Threatened)
Sheepnose Mussel, Plethobasus cyphyus (Endangered)
Whooping Crane, Grus americana (Experimental Population, Non-Essential)

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

WisDOT 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge Project

2. Description

The following description was provided for the project 'WisDOT 1010-10-01 I-39/90/94 
Wisconsin River Bridge Project':

The project is focused on the I 39/90/94 crossing of the Wisconsin River in 
Columbia County, and extends approximately 1.6 miles to the north and 
approximately 1.9 miles to the south. The southern terminus for the project is 
Black Road. The northern terminus for the project is the end of the southbound 
taper from the I 90/94 & I 39/WIS 78 interchange. The I-39/90/94 crossing of the 
Wisconsin River consists of two structures. However, the structures are 
collectively referred to as the Wisconsin River Bridge. 
 
The purpose of the project is address the needs of the aging I-39/90/94 structures 
and maintain vehicular traffic across the Wisconsin River in the towns of Dekorra 
and Caledonia located in Columbia County. 
 
The bridge is inspected every two years to assess the condition of each bridge 
element. Inspectors assign 
multiple condition ratings to each bridge element. A portion of the bridge 
elements were given a rating of poor or severe. 
 
The Wisconsin River Bridge has been repaired seven times since it was 
constructed in 1961. The past repairs have served as solutions to preserve and 
extend the service life of the bridge. However even with the past repair work, 
deficiencies remain with the existing bridge due to the nature of how bridge 
elements deteriorate over time. 
 
Construction is anticipated for the mid-2020's, dependent on funding.

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://www.google.com/ 
maps/place/43.45080235847964N89.49647857477623W
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Determination Key Result

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.

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

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 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
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7.

8.

9.

10.

Will the action involve Tree Removal?
Yes

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:
0

2. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from April 1 to October 31
0

3. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from June 1 to July 31
0

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.
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10. What is the estimated wind capacity (in megawatts) of the new turbine(s)?
0
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1

Dredske, Logan

From: Schave, Daniel L - DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2020 9:55 AM
To: Schulze, Ashley
Cc: Dredske, Logan; Lamers, Brandon - DOT; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW:  FW: WisDOT ID 1010-10-01; I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of 

Opportunity to Request a Public Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment

FYI – no comments from USFWS 
 

From: Utrup, Nick J <nick_utrup@fws.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2020 9:52 AM 
To: Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] FW: WisDOT ID 1010‐10‐01; I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to 
Request a Public Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment 
 

Hi Daniel, 
 
Thanks for sending this to me.  I believe we provided consultation regarding threatened and endangered 
species.  Other than that, we don't have any further comments. 
 
Nick 
 
Nick Utrup 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
4101 American Boulevard East 
Bloomington, MN  55425 
 

Office:  (952) 252‐0092 ext. 204 

Email:   Nick_Utrup@fws.gov 

 

From: Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT <Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Monday, December 7, 2020 12:52 PM 
To: Utrup, Nick J <nick_utrup@fws.gov> 
Cc: Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R ‐ DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: WisDOT ID 1010‐10‐01; I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to Request a 
Public Hearing and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment  
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 This email has been received from outside of DOI ‐ Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or 
responding.   

 

Good afternoon Nick, 
  
Just a friendly reminder that the comment period for the Wisconsin River Bridge Environmental Assessment is scheduled 
to end this Saturday, December 12th.  
  
We would appreciate any comments that your agency has.   
  
Thank you, 
  
Daniel Schave, P.E. 
Project Manager – Major Studies 
WisDOT – Southwest region 
(608) 246‐3251 office 
(608) 716‐1585 cell 
  
  

From: Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 7:55 AM 
To: DOT I 39‐90‐94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39‐90‐94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Schave, Daniel L ‐ DOT 
<Daniel.Schave@dot.wi.gov> 
Cc: Hoelker, Michael ‐ DOT <Michael.Hoelker@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon ‐ DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; 
Grimes, Jennifer ‐ DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Billmeyer, Jess <jess.billmeyer@aecom.com>; Schulze, Ashley 
<Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com> 
Subject: WisDOT ID 1010‐10‐01; I‐39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge; Notice of Opportunity to Request a Public Hearing 
and Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment 
  
Hello, 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) is providing notice of availability of an Environmental 
Assessment and notice of opportunity to request a public hearing for a proposed improvement on Interstate 39/90/94 in 
Columbia County, Wisconsin.   
  
The proposed improvement includes:  

 Replacement of the existing Interstate 39/90/94 Wisconsin River bridge with a new bridge that would 
accommodate construction staging, future maintenance work and future traffic needs  

 Replacement of the County U and County V bridges over Interstate 39/90/94  
 Construction of retaining walls to avoid impacts to transmission structures  

There will be no relocation of persons or businesses as a result of the proposed improvement. 
  
An online copy of the Environmental Assessment can be viewed at the following: 
https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/by‐region/sw/i399094‐bridge/default.aspx 
  
A public hearing may be requested by individuals to whom the proposed project is of significant concern. If you feel the 
project is of significant concern, I encourage you to contact me to discuss those concerns prior to requesting a public 
hearing. 
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The attached PDF contains additional details of the Environmental Assessment availability as well as the opportunity to 
request a public hearing.  
  
Please reach out if you have comments or questions related to the proposed improvement.  
  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Daniel Schave, P.E. 
  
Project Manager – Major Studies 
WisDOT – Southwest region 
2101 Wright Street  
Madison, WI 53704 
(608) 246‐3251 office 
(608) 716‐1585 cell 
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Project ID: 1010-10-01 

Appendix 7: 
United States Coast Guard Coordination 

  



From: Schulze, Ashley
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: WisDOT Project ID 1010-10-01, IH 39/90/94, Wisconsin River Bridges B-11-22/23 & Approaches, Columbia

County Submittal
Date: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:44:07 AM

 
 

From: Stanifer, William B CIV [mailto:William.B.Stanifer@uscg.mil] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 10:11 AM
To: Knorr, Robert - DOT
Cc: Brown, Joel R - DOT; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; Schulze, Ashley; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges;
Balice, Joe; Holt, Daniel
Subject: RE: WisDOT Project ID 1010-10-01, IH 39/90/94, Wisconsin River Bridges B-11-22/23 &
Approaches, Columbia County Submittal
 
Good Morning Robert,
 
Not sure what happened here.  I went back through what I’ve received from WisDOT and
evidently never received this request or it ended up in my spam inbox. We do have severe
restrictions on attachment size, max out around 2MB, and I’m beginning to suspect I never
received this for that reason.
 
The Wisconsin River is considered navigable by the USCG.  However, your project crosses at
a location where we have suspended our jurisdiction as it pertains to our bridge permitting
authorities.  No USCG permit would be required.  No coordination during removal or
construction activities would be necessary.
 
If you need something more official than this email please let me know.  I can generate a
letter and get that over to you ASAP.  If you have any other questions or concerns please let
me know.
 
Blair Stanifer
Bridge Management Specialist
Ninth Coast Guard District
(216) 902-6086
Fax: (216) 902-6088
 
From: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 10:53 AM
To: Stanifer, William B CIV <William.B.Stanifer@uscg.mil>
Cc: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; DOT I 39-90-94 WI
River Bridges <DOTI39-90-94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Holt,
Daniel <daniel.holt@dot.gov>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: WisDOT Project ID 1010-10-01, IH 39/90/94, Wisconsin River Bridges
B-11-22/23 & Approaches, Columbia County Submittal
 
Good morning Mr. Stanfier,
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This email is a follow-up to the previously sent correspondence referenced below from August
20th.  We are interested if you have any comments regarding this bridge replacement project
and if you’ve had a chance to review and determine if the project impacts a waterway under
Coast Guard jurisdiction for bridge administration purposes.  Thank you in advance for your
timely response.
 
Robert Knorr, P.E. 
Project Manager – Major Studies Unit
WisDOT Southwest Region
2101 Wright St.
Madison, WI 53704-2583
Office: (608) 246-5444
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov
 

_____________________________________________
From: Knorr, Robert - DOT 
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2018 6:30 PM
To: 'william.b.stanifer@uscg.mil' <william.b.stanifer@uscg.mil>
Cc: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; 'Schulze, Ashley' <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; DOT I 39-90-94 WI
River Bridges <DOTI39-90-94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: WisDOT Project ID 1010-10-01, IH 39/90/94, Wisconsin River Bridges B-11-22/23 &
Approaches, Columbia County Submittal
 

 

Dear Mr. Stanifer,
 
Please review and determine if the bridge replacement project in Columbia County, Wisconsin
impacts a waterway under Coast Guard jurisdiction for bridge administration purposes.
 
Name of Waterways:     Wisconsin River & Un-named Tributary south of bridges

                               Section 12, Town 11 North, Range 8 East; (Map Attached)
Proposed Structure:       unknown
 
Also attached is a .kmz file to import and view the project location using Google Earth.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information for this request for
Coast Guard agency coordination.
 
This request is being made to fulfill federal NEPA environmental document coordination
commitments, which is planned for approval in 2020.
 
Your timely response is appreciated,
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Robert Knorr, P.E. 
Project Manager – Major Studies Unit
WisDOT Southwest Region
2101 Wright St.
Madison, WI 53704-2583
Office: (608) 246-5444
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

 
December 1, 2020 

 
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

  Mail Code RM-19J 

 

 

Ian Chidister        

Federal Highway Administration – Wisconsin Division 

525 Junction Road, Suite 8000 

Madison, Wisconsin 53717-2157 

 

Re:   Draft Environmental Assessment for the Interstate 39/90/94 Wisconsin River Bridge 

Project, Columbia County, Wisconsin 

 

Dear Mr. Chidister: 

 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 

Assessment (DEA), which was produced by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 

(WisDOT) in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). We undertook 

this review pursuant to our authorities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 

Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), Section 309 of the 

Clean Air Act, and as a cooperating agency in the NEPA-Clean Water Act Section 404 Merger 

Process (NEPA/404). 

 

The proposed project involves replacement of the existing Interstate 39/90/94 Wisconsin River 

Bridge (bridge), which is 58 years old. Three alternatives have been provided in the DEA: 

 

• No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative consists of doing nothing to address the 

aging bridge. No repair, maintenance, or construction activities of any sort would occur 

on the bridge. Eventually, the bridge would need to be closed due to safety concerns; 

• East Alternative. The East Alternative includes a complete replacement of the existing 

bridge. The existing bridge would be replaced by two new bridges, the first of which 

would be located just east of the existing bridge. The second bridge would be constructed 

where the existing bridge is located, after portions of the existing bridge are removed. I-

39/90/94 roadway mainlines would be shifted to the east to align the roadway to the new 

bridges. The bridges would consist of three 12-foot lanes in each direction. The shift of 

the I-39/90/94 roadway mainlines would require the replacement of the County U and 

County V bridges over I-39/90/94; and: 

• West Alternative. The West Alternative includes a complete replacement of the existing 

bridge. The existing bridge would be replaced by two new bridges, the first of which 

would be located just west of the existing bridge. The second bridge would be 

constructed where the existing bridge is located. The bridges would consist of three 12-

foot lanes in each direction. The shift of the I-39/90/94 roadway mainlines would require 

the replacement of the County U and County V bridges over I-39/90/94. 
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FHWA and WisDOT have selected the East Alternative as the preferred alternative for this 

project. As a cooperating agency in the NEPA/404 Merger Process, EPA provided concurrence 

on purpose and need (April 3, 2019), and alternatives to be carried forward (January 10, 2020). 

We appreciate FHWA and WisDOT identifying and addressing previous comments relating to 

avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures for wetlands and streams, air quality, 

erosion control, and historical and cultural resources. Based on our review of the DEA, we have 

no further comments. 

 

Please send us a copy of the Final EA (FEA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 

documents, when available. We are available to discuss our comments on the DEA at your 

convenience. Please feel free to contact Mike Sedlacek of my staff at 312-886-1765, or by email 

at sedlacek.michael@epa.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

  

 

Kenneth A. Westlake 

Deputy Director, Tribal and Multimedia Programs Office 

Office of the Regional Administrator 

 

cc:  Dan Schave, Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
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Appendix 9: 
Bureau of Land Management Coordination 

  



From: Schulze, Ashley
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridges, Env, BLM-WisDOT call on Wisconsin River Bridges
Date: Monday, December 23, 2019 5:05:12 PM
Attachments: mediacenter_blmpolicymanual8150.pdf

 
 
From: Carman, Stephanie <scarman@blm.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 3:13 PM
To: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; kfrauen@blm.gov;
Gettinger, Dean <dgettinger@blm.gov>; r35ander@blm.gov
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridges, Env, BLM-WisDOT call on Wisconsin River
Bridges
 
Thank you for the call today, I think we're in a good place moving forward with this project.  As I said,
we'll need a formal request (basically, a letter asking approval to survey and complete field work) to
authorize work, including the following items.  Please also include any information you have
regarding your work with other authorizing agencies, such as consultations with USFWS, SHPO or
tribes.   In addition to using this info to authorize the pending field work, it will also help us as we
work towards a ROW and the associated NEPA.  We would like to be able to tier to the NEPA
completed for your project as much as possible for our ROW process, so appreciate being involved
throughout.
 
From the BLM 8150 Manual Permitting Uses of Cultural Resources (additions to include wildlife
surveys, full manual attached) - information we require to provide authorization of 
- Name and address of lead permittee (who will be our primary contact) 
- Name and address of additional permittees, including organization applying, PI, Crew Chief, etc.
- Qualifications of organization, PI, Crew Chief, etc. (for agencies, Mission statement should work,
CVs for lead staff)
- Purpose and description of cultural resource work, including description of methodologies
- Purpose and description of wildlife resource work, including description of methodologies
- Specific location of work, referencing the BLM parcel numbers
- Identification of specific cultural/wildlife resource(s) involved 
- Anticipated start and end dates
- Name of approved curatorial facility where collections and records shall be deposited upon
completion of authorized work
- Summary of communications with other permitting agencies, including USFWS and SHPO
 
If you have any questions, or want to discuss any of the above information, please give me a call. 
After we receive your form request, we will try to turn around an authorization as soon as we can.
 
Stephanie
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 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
.01  Purpose. The purpose of this Manual Section is to provide specific procedural direction on 
authorizing the use of cultural resources on public land, and on administering permits and the 
products resulting from permitted work.  
 
.02  Objectives. Objectives of the program's utilization component are to facilitate appropriate 
scientific use of cultural properties on public lands; to ensure that collections of archaeological 
materials removed from public lands and records relating to them are maintained in qualified 
public repositories as United States property and are used for appropriate research or educational 
purposes; and to ensure that tangible public benefits follow from permitted uses of public land 
cultural resources. 
 
.03  Authority. 
  
 A. (See BLM Manual Section 8100.03A, H, I, and J.) 
 
 B. Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 3, 4, 7, and 2920. 
 
 C. Departmental Manual, 519 DM 2 and 411 DM  
 
 D. Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 79 
 
.04  Responsibility. (See also BLM Manual Section 8100.04.) 
 
 A. State Directors, through or with the assistance of the appropriate Deputy State Director(s) 
or his or her delegate within the State Office, as assigned, are responsible for receiving permit 
applications; for preparing permanent files; for conducting technical and management reviews to 
ensure that all qualifying requirements are met; for issuing or denying, modifying, suspending, 
and revoking permits; for establishing consultation relationships with potentially affected Indian 
tribes; and for maintaining complete and current files. Authority to issue, deny, modify, suspend, 
or revoke permits, and to issue warnings to permittees, may be delegated to an appropriate 
official within the State Office, at the State Director's discretion. Staffing of the necessary 
administrative work may be assigned as appropriate, but decision authority remains with the 
State Director or his or her immediate delegate in the State Office. 
 
 B. Field Office managers, through or with the assistance of their delegates, as assigned, are 
responsible for conducting technical and management reviews of permit applications as 
requested by the State Director; for making recommendations concerning permit issuance, 
denial, modification, warning, suspension, and revocation; for receiving requests to authorize 
field work proposed under the authority of a permit; for issuing or denying such fieldwork 
authorizations; for notifying and consulting with affected Indian tribes; and for monitoring work 
conducted under permits and fieldwork authorizations. 
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 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
 C. Cultural Resource Specialists on State Office or Field Office staffs are responsible, within 
the limits of their professional qualifications, for providing and documenting technical reviews 
and recommendations; for developing and recommending permit terms and conditions; for 
monitoring and documenting permittees' technical performance and compliance with permit 
terms and conditions; for overseeing and documenting the maintenance of collections in BLM 
and public repositories; and for promoting the beneficial use of cultural resources and 
information derived from them. 
 
.05  References (See BLM Manual Section 8100.05.) 
 
.06  Policy. 
 
 A. The BLM encourages appropriate scientific use of cultural resources on public land and 
authorizes such use, consistent with the controlling laws and regulations and the established 
objectives for the resources’ long-term management. 
 
 B. Responsible Field Office managers monitor activities under permits to ensure that 
permittees observe agreed-upon conditions of authorized cultural resource use. 
 
 C. As much as possible the BLM ensures that approved activities that change the integrity of 
cultural resources are prudent in the effects they cause, and generous in the public benefits they 
contribute. 
 
 D. The BLM ensures that archaeological materials removed from public lands are properly 
housed in approved curatorial facilities and maintained to Federal standards as U.S. property. 
 
 E. As appropriate, the BLM promotes the use of U.S. collections for educational and research 
purposes. 
 
 F. Each activity conducted under a permit must be assessed in writing for its contribution to 
cultural resource knowledge, for its implications for cultural resource planning decisions and 
protection priorities, and for its importance to the public.  
 
.07  File and Records Maintenance. See .12A, .12B1, .12B8, .12B9, .12C, .12E2, .12E3c-d, .13, 
.23, .31B, .32B2, .32D, .33D4, .33I, .34A3c, .35. Filing requirements are found in the GRS/BLM 
Combined Records Schedule (Schedule 4, Item 14). 
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 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
.1  Authorizing Scientific Uses of Cultural Resources
 
 .11  Limitations of Permits
 
  A. To Whom Permits May Be Issued. State Directors may issue permits to appropriately 
qualified non-Federal applicants, provided that work proposed would further knowledge in the 
public interest, would not conflict with other legitimate or protected uses of the public lands and 
resources, and would not be inconsistent with any approved management plan, objective, or 
established policy applicable to the public lands or resources concerned. 
 
  B. To Whom Permits May Not Be Issued.   
 
   1. Federal Agencies. State Directors may not issue permits to other Federal agencies. 
Officially proposed cultural resource work, which would be conducted on the public lands by 
appropriately qualified Federal employees from another agency and which would otherwise 
require a permit, may be authorized by a written agreement. Approval is subject to exactly the 
same review process and considerations as are specified in this Manual Section for a permit. 
Where the written agreement is not job specific, other Federal agencies are required to obtain a 
Fieldwork Authorization from the appropriate Field Office manager prior to beginning 
fieldwork. An employee of another Federal agency, proposing to do off-duty personal research 
that would require a permit, is subject to the regular permit application process. 
 
   2. BLM Employees and Agents. State Directors may not issue permits as such to 
BLM employees or cultural resource consultants under contract to BLM, who are carrying out 
official agency duties associated with the management of cultural resources on public lands. 
BLM employees and contractors must meet qualifications provisions in .12B2b and limiting 
provisions in .11B3 of this Manual Section. This must be documented through the means 
appropriate to employment and assignment of duties, or procurement of services (see BLM 
Manual Sections 1400-335, 1400-90, 1510, and 8100.2). A BLM employee, proposing to do off-
duty personal research that would require a permit, is subject to the regular permit application 
process. 
 
   3. Federal Employees Acting as Consultants. State Directors may not issue a permit 
to any Federal employee whose intent is to provide off-duty consultation services directly or 
indirectly to a BLM land use applicant. Field Office managers may not issue a fieldwork 
authorization for such consultation services to a Federal employee who holds a cultural resource 
use permit for off-duty personal research as allowed in paragraphs .11B1 and 2.  
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.11C 
 
 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
  C. Applicability of Permits
 
   1. Public Lands. Permit requirements described in this Manual Section pertain only 
where BLM administers the surface. Cultural resource consultants may not be required to hold 
BLM permits to conduct work on non-Federal surface overlying Federal subsurface (split estate), 
even though BLM is requiring the work prior to authorizing development of subsurface minerals. 
(Buried cultural resources are legally recognized as part of the surface estate.) 
 
   2. Non-Federal Lands. Although permits are not issued for consultants working on 
non-Federal surface under BLM requirements, BLM is responsible for the quality of work done 
to satisfy historic preservation requirements and should review both the project proponent’s 
proposed choice of consultant and the adequacy of the work proposed and advise the proponent 
about adequacy of the qualifications and/or the work through official correspondence. The BLM 
must accept a consultant’s work product, even if indirectly, before completing the historic 
preservation review process and approving the proponent’s land use application. 
 
   3. Ethnographic Work. Ethnographic work pertaining to public lands does not require 
a cultural resource use permit. However, when ethnographic work is being done on behalf of the 
BLM to enable the BLM to comply with a legal requirement, the qualifications of the 
ethnographer and proposed methodology should be reviewed, to ensure that they meet the 
Secretary of the Interior's professional qualification Standards, and approved in writing by the 
State Office prior to the initiation of field studies.  
 
  D. Uses Authorized. The following activities are subject to permitting under the 
procedures below. 
 
   1. Survey and Recordation may be authorized for applicants who propose to identify, 
evaluate, record, or conduct similar non-impacting studies of cultural properties that will not 
include excavation and/or removal of material remains or other significant disturbance of cultural 
properties. As agreed in advance and specifically limited in the permit conditions, such permits 
may authorize collection of isolated archaeological materials, not in association with cultural 
properties, and limited subsurface testing (e.g. shovel testing), as described in BLM Manual 
Section 8110.22B. Survey and Recordation permits may be issued on a multiple-Field Office or 
Statewide basis, for extended periods of time, to facilitate Section 106 compliance inventories 
and surveys. As appropriate, this type of permit may also be used to authorize nonimpacting 
research projects. 
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   2. Limited Testing and/or Collection may be authorized for applicants who propose to 
do small-scale testing and/or systematic collection and removal of material remains during field 
identification, evaluation, and recording activities, so that the significance or research potential 
of a cultural property may be better understood but not substantially diminished. Work proposed 
under Limited Testing and/or Collection permits may be used to determine future mitigation 
strategies. This category of permit does not normally require notification under .13 since the 
work proposed is unlikely to cause harm to or destruction of sites having religious or cultural 
importance. These are project-specific permits. 
 
   3. Excavation and/or Removal may be authorized for applicants who propose to 
excavate and/or remove material remains at a greater scale than the limited testing described in 
.11D2, with the result that the significance and/or future research potential of a cultural property 
or properties may be substantially altered. This category of permit includes major testing 
programs designed to answer research questions and to guide future data recovery efforts. 
Ordinarily, this type of permit will require notification and consultation with Indian Tribes 
pursuant to the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) and the Native American 
Graves Protection Act (NAGPRA) because of the substantial likelihood that the work authorized 
could result in harm to or destruction of sites having religious or cultural importance to Indian 
Tribes or disturb cultural items subject to NAGPRA. These are project-specific permits. 
 
   4. A Combination of Activities described in .11D1 through 3 may be authorized in a 
single permit, as appropriate to the extent and nature of work proposed in the application. A 
permit may be modified, under provisions of .32, to authorize additional activities, project areas, 
and/or cultural properties that were not specified in the permit at the time of issuance. 
 
  E. Curation Agreements are Required Regardless of the Use Authorized. The permittee 
will be required to deposit copies of records, data, photographs, and other documents, and 
collections as applicable, with an approved curatorial facility.  
 
 .12  Processing Applications for Permits. Any person (see Glossary) may apply for a cultural 
resource use permit by submitting an approved application form and required supporting 
documentation (see .12B2 through .12B5), in person or by mail, to the address designated by the 
State Director responsible for administering the public lands where the proposed work would 
occur. 
 
  A. Application Receipt and Initial Processing. Applications are officially received, 
assigned a case identifier number, and assembled in a permanent record folder by the appropriate 
staff, as determined under .04. 
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  B. Application Review and Evaluation. 
 
   1. Completeness. An appropriately qualified specialist shall examine each application 
upon receipt to determine if the filing is regular and completely fills all information 
requirements. 
 
    a. Information Lacking. Applications that are missing necessary information or 
required documentation in support of an information item may be withheld from further review 
until the needed information or documentation is provided. The applicant shall be informed as 
quickly as possible what is needed for review. For this purpose, documented telephone contact is 
preferable to written notification. 
 
     b. Unmet Criteria. Any application that fails to meet minimum qualifying criteria 
specified in .12B2 through .12B5, either upon initial receipt or through failure to respond 
adequately to a request for missing information, may be recommended for rejection without 
further review, by following the permit denial procedure in .12B8, .12B9, and .12C. An 
exception is that the criteria pertaining to organizational qualifications, principal investigator's 
qualifications, crew chiefs' qualifications, and purpose of proposed work shall not be applied to 
an application filed by the Governor for a permit on behalf of the State (16 U.S.C. 470cc(j)). 
  
   2. Qualifications of Applicant. Applications shall be reviewed by an appropriately 
qualified cultural resource specialist to determine whether or not applicants are adequately 
qualified for work proposed, except that among criteria in .12B, only the requirement to name a 
project administrator qualified to obligate the applicant organization shall apply to an application 
filed by the Governor for a permit on behalf of the State (16 U.S.C. 470cc(j)). Applicants may be 
disqualified on the basis of failure to meet qualifying criteria, which may include documented 
history of inadequate performance under a previous permit (e.g., revocation for cause). Similarly, 
individuals named in applications may be excluded from a permit or have their intended roles 
changed for insufficient qualifications or documented inadequate performance under a previous 
permit (see .33C). 
 
    a. Organizational Qualifications. Applications must show the applicant's 
organizational capability to accomplish work of the type and scope proposed. An organizational 
resume or summary of organizational experience should be submitted to provide the following 
minimum information: 
 
     (1) Statement of applicant's organizational ability to accomplish work, 
including: 
 
      (a) Location(s) of facilities and equipment. 
 
      (b) Description of facilities and equipment. 
 
       (c) Organizational structure and staffing. 
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      (d) Specification of which and to what extent facilities, equipment, and 
staff listed would be involved in the proposed work. 
 
     (2) Statement of applicant's organizational history in completing type of work 
proposed, including: 
 
      (a) Similar past projects. 
 
      (b) Past Government contracts. 
        
      (c) Selected bibliography of project or contract reports and/or publications 
resulting from (a) and (b). 
 
      (d) Federal permits held in the last 3 years, effective dates of permits 
currently in force, and applications pending or planned (information on current permits and 
applications is important for interagency or intrabureau coordination under .2). 
 
     (3) Other pertinent organizational experience, such as research and special 
studies. 
 
     (4) If the applicant is a newly formed entity, any information that might take 
the place of information about similar past projects and past Government contracts should be 
provided. In such cases, individual capabilities of personnel will carry greater weight in 
evaluation of organizational qualifications. Lack of an organizational history should not be the 
principal factor in a recommendation for permit denial. 
 
    b. Individual Qualifications. 
 
     (1) Permit Administrator. Applications must show the name of the individual 
proposed to be responsible for carrying out the conditions of the permit and otherwise complying 
with legal requirements applicable to the permitted activity. This individual must be legally 
empowered to obligate the applicant organization and must sign the application and other official 
correspondence such as permit amendments. Unless this individual is also named under 
12B2b(2) or (3), this individual need not be professionally qualified as a field investigator. 
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      (2) Principal Investigator. Applications must include the name of any 
individual(s) proposed to be responsible for planning, supervising, and overseeing field projects, 
including responsibility for the professional quality of evaluations and recommendations. 
Principal investigators shall have primary accountability for technical completeness and 
competence of work conducted under the permit. They shall be responsible for development of 
work plans and/or research designs, for performance of crew chiefs, for selection standards and 
limitations on work assignments of crew members, for analysis and interpretation of field data, 
for integration of fieldwork results into comparative regional perspectives, and for preparation of 
reports. For each such individual, information must be included with the application to 
demonstrate that the individual has achieved the following: 
 
      (a) Adequate professional instruction. This may be obtained in either of 
the following two ways: 
 
       (i) Formal education resulting in a graduate degree in the appropriate 
discipline. 
 
       (ii) Formal education resulting in a bachelor's degree in the appropriate 
discipline for the permitted activity plus at least 24 months of professionally supervised 
experience including similar duties as proposed in the application.  
 
      (b) Competence in theory and methods, and in recording, collecting, 
handling, analyzing, evaluating, and reporting cultural property data, relative to the type and 
scope of work proposed. 
 
      (c) Ability to plan, equip, staff, organize, and supervise activity of the type 
and scope proposed. 
 
      (d) Ability to carry research to completion, as evidenced by timely 
completion of theses, research reports, and similar documents. 
 
      (e) Completion of at least 16 months of professional cultural resource 
management experience including similar duties as proposed in the application. This experience 
must include at least 4 months of experience with comparable cultural resources in similar 
cultural contexts and environmental settings. The State Director may reduce the 4-month 
geographical experience requirement, as appropriate, if the proposed work is a narrow technical 
study independent of culture or location, such as research focused on a particular aspect of lithic 
technology. If equivalency is claimed under .12B2b(2)(a)(ii), the 16 months of experience 
required in this paragraph is to be included in, not in addition to, the required 24 months. 
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     (3) Crew Chief. Applications must include the name of any individual(s) 
proposed to be responsible for carrying out field projects. Crew chiefs shall be responsible for 
the technical quality of field work, for the direct on-the-ground supervision of all aspects of field 
work and data gathering, for proposing resource evaluations and recommendations for further 
treatment, and for preparing field records and descriptive reports. For each such individual, 
information must be included with the application to demonstrate that the individual has 
achieved the following: 
 
      (a) Adequate professional instruction, obtained in either of the following 
two ways: 
 
       (i) Formal education resulting in a baccalaureate degree in appropriate 
discipline (anthropology/archaeology, history, architecture) and at least 12 months of pertinent 
professionally supervised experience, with increasing responsibility leading to duties similar to 
those proposed in the application. 
 
       (ii) Equivalent training and experience, including at least 30 months of 
professionally supervised experience including increasing responsibilities leading up to 
responsibilities equivalent to those proposed in the application.  
 
      (b) Competence in recording, collecting, handling, analyzing, evaluating, 
and reporting cultural property data, relative to the type and scope of work proposed. 
 
      (c) Demonstrated ability to supervise activity of the type and scope 
proposed. 
 
      (d) Completion of at least 4 months of professional cultural resource 
management experience with comparable cultural resources in similar cultural contexts and 
environmental settings. This may be part of the experience required in .12B2b(3)(a)(i) and (ii). 
 
     (4) Individual qualifications can be documented by information such as the 
following, with greater weight being given to field experience that corresponds to work proposed 
in the application: 
 
      (a) Survey and excavation reports of cultural resource management or 
Section 106 (or other compliance) projects that the individual carried out or supervised. 
 
      (b) National Register documentation based on the individual's field work, 
resulting in property listings or determinations of eligibility. 
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      (d) Publications including articles in professional journals, monographs, 
books, or chapters in edited books, related to the preservation of cultural properties. 
 
      (c) Materials such as presentations, booklets, brochures, lesson plans, or 
videos that interpret the results of the individual's cultural resource investigations for the general 
public; 
 
      (e) Presentations at regional, national, or international professional 
conferences related to the preservation of cultural properties. 
 
      (f) Professional service on boards or committees of regional, national, or 
international professional organizations concerned with the preservation of cultural properties. 
 
      (g) Awards, research grants, research fellowships, or invitations to 
teaching posts. 
 
     (5) The same individual may be proposed to perform any combination of 
permit administrator, principal investigator, and crew chief duties, provided that evidence is 
submitted to show that all pertinent qualifications are met for those positions. 


BLM Manual                                                                                                             Rel. 8-78 
Supersedes Rel. 8-48, 8-49                                                                                       12/03/04 



scarman

Highlight



scarman

Highlight







 
 


.12B3 
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   3. Qualifications of Proposed Curatorial Facility. To the maximum extent possible, 
proposed curatorial facilities should meet the 36 CFR Part 79 standards. State Directors shall 
determine that those facilities proposed to house collections and/or copies of records, data, 
photographs, and other documents derived from the permitted work satisfy the following 
minimum considerations, as applicable: 
 
    a. Physical Considerations: 
 
     (1) Adequate security. 
 
     (2) Adequate protection for the types of materials expected to be housed, such 
as climate control for perishable material remains, if applicable. 
 
     (3) Adequate protection for records, data, photographs, and other documents. 
 
     (4) Adequate records/accessioning/retrieval systems, including full capability 
to account for materials. 
 
     (5) Adequate provisions for scholarly access and study. 
 
     (6) Maintenance of physical plant insurance. 
 
    b. Administrative Considerations: 
 
     (1) Provision for permanent preservation, including transfer to a Federal or 
federally approved location in the event the facility should cease to exist. 
 
     (2) Adequate staffing. 
 
     (3) Proximity to the region/culture area where work is proposed, preferably 
location in the same State within which work is proposed. 
 
     (4) Provision for granting qualified scholars reasonable access to records and 
collections for research purposes. 
 
   4. Certification by Curatorial Facility. Each application must include written 
certification, signed by a properly authorized official of the proposed curatorial facility, of 
willingness to accept any collections, as applicable, and records, data, photographs, and other 
documents generated during the proposed term of the permit, and to assume permanent curatorial 
responsibility and accountability for such materials on behalf of the United States Government.  
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   5. Purpose of Proposed Work. 
 
    a. Public Interest. Applications must show that the work proposed would further 
knowledge of cultural properties in the public interest. Work that conforms to the use of a 
cultural property determined appropriate through evaluation and planning, and work that has 
been agreed to through the section 106 consultation process (including the application of a BLM-
SHPO protocol), are considered to be in the public interest. Applications for excavation, 
research, or field school projects must include documentation that sets forth a 
methodological/theoretical framework appropriate to work proposed, and that proposes a 
schedule for timely and professional reporting of completed work.  
 
    b. Definite Need. Because of the considerable staff time it takes to review 
applications, prepare permits for approval, and monitor status, State Directors or their delegates 
should counsel prospective applicants not to apply for speculative permits. Permits must not be 
viewed or used as a Federal certification of consultants' credentials, a license to practice, or a 
precondition for consultants to compete for jobs. Applicants who are denied a speculative permit 
should be informed in writing (see .12B8) that an application for definite work will be processed 
promptly, and that denial under these circumstances does not reflect negatively on qualifications 
or performance. Land use applicants who will be requested to provide cultural resource 
information or services in support of their applications should be informed of the exact need, and 
asked to have their preferred consultant apply for a cultural resource use permit, as soon as the 
need is determined. 
 
   6. Conformity with Management Constraints. All applications must be reviewed for 
compatibility of proposed work with any approved management plan or established policy, 
objectives, or requirements applicable to the management of the public lands and resources 
involved. 
 
    a. Proposed work may be modified through limitations or conditions, or 
applications may be denied, if the application proposes work incompatible with: 
 
     (1) Cultural resource management commitments established through 
evaluation and planning. For example, if an applicant proposes to train university field school 
students in excavation techniques in a cultural property that has been allocated to long-term 
conservation because of scarcity and overriding scientific importance, a similar property that has 
been allocated to the research category should be substituted (after consultation with the 
applicant), or the application should be denied. (See BLM Manual Section 8110.)  
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     (2) Multiple use resource protection requirements pertaining to time of year, 
type of activity, type of equipment employed, access, personal safety, fire safety, or other 
management restrictions. For example, if an applicant proposes to do testing in a bighorn sheep 
lambing area during lambing season, or to use motorized equipment in a wilderness study area, 
the proposed timing or method of use should be changed through conditions (after consultation 
with the applicant) or the application should be denied. 
 
     (3) Other authorized uses of lands or resources exclusive in nature. 
 
    b. When the application is of a general nature, at a scope above the level of 
specific projects, so that potential conflicts cannot be identified, this review step may be limited 
or deferred until a request for fieldwork authorization is submitted pursuant to .12D. 
 
   7. Indian Tribal Religious or Cultural Concerns. All applications for Limited Testing 
and/or Collection permits and Excavation and/or Removal permits must be reviewed for 
potential harmful or destructive effects on locations of religious or cultural importance to Indian 
tribes. (See ARPA Section 4(c) and 43 CFR 7.7(a). See also Manual Handbook H-8120-1.) In 
addition, applications for Survey and Recordation permits may be so reviewed if there are 
reasons to think, because of an area's previously identified sensitivity, that even such 
nonimpacting use should be made known to Indian tribes. If it is determined that the potential 
exists for harm to or destruction of sites of religious or cultural concern to Indian tribes as a 
result of permit authorization, the notification procedures in .13 must be followed prior to 
making a decision to approve the application. Indian tribal religious or cultural concerns may be 
the basis for modification of the proposed work through limitations or terms and conditions, or 
for denial of the application.  
 
   8. Evaluation and Recommendation. Upon completing the review, the cultural 
resource specialist shall prepare a recommendation for permit issuance or denial. The basis for 
the recommendation, documented in writing, shall become a part of the permanent file. 
 
    a. Recommending Permit Conditions and Permit Term. When recommending that 
the State Director approve a permit, the cultural resource specialist shall prepare a brief written 
summary of review findings, complete an approved permit form with the standard conditions 
(Illustrations 1), and attach any special conditions determined appropriate to the work and 
recommended for approval (e.g., Illustration 2). The specialist’s recommendation for the 
permit’s term (duration) shall be indicated by the expiration date entered on the form. 
 
     (1) For permits that would cover a series of jobs over an extended period of 
time, the permit term reflects the confidence BLM has in the organization's ability to complete 
work and meet permit conditions. Three years is normal for survey permits issued to firms that 
have demonstrated a history of acceptable performance. 
 
     (2) New firms or firms that have experienced performance problems may be 
issued permits of shorter duration, such as one year, or held to a separate permit for each job.  
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Illustration 1, Page 1 of 2 
.12B8a 


 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
Illustration 1 


 
Required Permit Content 


 
 All cultural resource use permits must include completed information fields for: 
 


  
1. Permit number 
2. Name of permittee 
3. Permittee’s mailing address, telephone number, and email address 
4. Nature of authorized cultural resource work 
5. Location of authorized cultural resource work 


a. Description of Public Lands involved 
b. Identification of specific cultural resource(s) involved (if applicable) 


6. Authorized beginning date 
7. Expiration Date 
8. Name of individual(s) authorized to plan and supervise field work and approve reports, evaluations, 


and recommendations 
9. Name of individual responsible for carrying out terms and conditions of permit 
10. Name of approved curatorial facility where collections and records shall be deposited upon 


completion of authorized cultural resource work 
11. Signature of State Director or authorized official and date signed  


 
 
 All cultural resource use permits must include the following administrative conditions: 
 


 
1. This permit is subject to all applicable provisions of pertinent regulations (43 CFR 2920; 43 CFR 3; 


43 CFR 7), and policies and procedures (BLM Manual Section 8150), which are made a part hereof. 
2. This permit may not be assigned.  
3. Permittee shall immediately request that the State Director make a modification to accommodate 


any change in an essential condition of the permit (1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11 above), and shall without 
delay notify the State Director of any other changes affecting the permit or regarding information 
submitted as part of the application for the permit. Failure to do so may result in permit suspension 
or revocation or criminal charges. 


4. This permit is issued for the term specified in 6 and 7 above. It is subject to suspension or 
revocation, for management purposes or for cause, at the discretion of the State Director, upon 
written notice. 


5. Permittee may request permit extension, in writing, at any time prior to expiration of the term of the 
permit, specifying a limited, definite amount of time required to complete permitted work. 


6. Any correspondence about this permit or work conducted under its authority must cite the permit 
number. Any publication of results of work conducted under the authority of this permit must cite the 
Bureau of Land Management and the permit number. 


7. Special conditions attached to this permit are made a part hereof. 
8. Permittee shall contact the affected Field Office manager prior to beginning any field work under the 


authority of this permit by submitting a fieldwork authorization request except when a specific 
fieldwork authorization is included with the permit. 


9. Permittee’s initiation of work or other activities under the authority of this permit signifies the 
permittee’s acceptance of the terms and conditions of the permit. 


 (cont’d. next page)
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Illustration 1 (continued) 
 


Required Permit Content 
 
Administrative conditions continued 
 


 
10. Permittee may request a review, in writing to the official concerned, of any disputed decision 


regarding inclusion of specific terms and conditions in this permit or any fieldwork authorization, 
denial of a fieldwork authorization request, or modification, suspension, or revocation of this permit, 
setting out reasons for believing that the decision should be reconsidered.  


11. Permittee shall not be released from requirements of this permit until all outstanding obligations 
have been satisfied, whether or not the term of the permit has expired. Permittee may be subject to 
civil penalties for violation of any term or condition of this permit.  


12. Permittee shall use State Director-approved GPS technology to record all location data for field 
work authorized in this permit.   


13. Permittee shall submit a preliminary report to the authorized officer within 10 days of completion of 
any episode of field work, setting out what was done, how it was done, by whom, specifically where, 
and with what results, including maps, GPS data, an approved site form for each newly recorded 
cultural property, a BLM evaluation form for each cultural property examined, and the permittee’s 
professional recommendations, as results require. Depending on the scope, duration, and nature of 
the work, the authorized officer may require progress reports, during or after the fieldwork period or 
both. 


14. Permittee shall submit a final report to each the authorized officer and the State Director not later 
than 180 days after completion of field work. Where a fieldwork episode involved only minor work 
and/or minor findings, a final report may be submitted in place of the preliminary report.  


15. Permittee shall deposit all artifacts, samples and collections, as applicable, and copies of all 
records, data, photographs, and other documents, resulting from work conducted under this permit, 
with the curatorial facility named in item 11, above, not later than 90 days after the date the final 
report is submitted to the State Director. Not later than 180 days after the final report is submitted, 
permittee shall provide the State Director with a catalog and evaluation of all materials deposited 
with the curatorial facility, including the facility’s accession and/or catalog numbers.  
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Illustration 2 
 


Land Use and Resource Protection Conditions 
 


Following are additional conditions the State Director may add to the permit if applicable 
(conditions pertaining to excavation, for example, would not be applicable in a permit that 
does not authorize excavation). The State Director may add any pertinent State-specific 
conditions. The Field Office manager may adjust or add conditions to fieldwork 
authorizations as appropriate to the location, time of year, or work to be conducted. Such 
adjusted and added conditions become a fully enforceable part of the permit.  


 


 
1. Permittee shall observe all Federal, State, and local laws and regulations applicable to the public 


lands and resources, whether or not stipulated in the permit conditions. 
2. Permittee shall allow the State Director and authorized officer or their representatives full access to 


the work area specified in this permit at any time the permittee is in the field, for purposes of 
examining the work area and any recovered materials and related records.  


3. Permittee shall cease work upon discovering any human remains and associated funerary objects, 
and shall immediately notify the authorized officer. Work in the vicinity of the discovery may not 
resume until the authorized officer has given permission.  


4. Permittee shall backfill all subsurface test exposures and excavation units as soon as possible after 
recording the results, and shall restore them as closely as reasonable to the original contour.  


5. Permittee shall take precautions to protect livestock, wildlife, the public, or other users of the public 
lands from accidental injury in any excavation unit.  


6. Permittee shall not conduct any flint knapping or lithic replication experiments at any archaeological 
site, aboriginal quarry source, or non-site location that might be mistaken for an archaeological site 
as a result of such experiments.  


7. Permittee shall perform the field work authorized in this permit in a way that does not impede or 
interfere with other legitimate uses of the public lands, except when the authorized officer 
specifically provides otherwise.  


8. Permittee shall restrict vehicular activity to existing roads and trails unless the authorized officer 
provides otherwise.  


9. Permittee shall keep disturbance to the minimum area consistent with the nature and purpose of the 
field work.  


10. Permittee shall not cut or otherwise damage living trees unless the authorized officer gives 
permission.  


11. Permittee shall take precaution at all times to prevent wildfire. Permittee shall be held responsible 
for suppression costs for any fires on public lands caused by the permittee’s negligence. Permittee 
may not burn debris without the authorized officer’s specific permission.  


12. Permittee shall not disturb resource management facilities within the permit area, such as fences, 
reservoirs, and other improvements, without the authorized officer’s approval. Where disturbance is 
necessary, permittee shall return the facility to its prior condition, as determined by the authorized 
officer.  


13. Permittee shall remove temporary stakes and/or flagging, which the permittee has installed, upon 
completion of field work. Permittee shall clean all camp and work areas before leaving the permit 
area.  


14. Permittee shall take precautions to prevent littering or pollution on public lands, waterways, and 
adjoining properties. Refuse shall be carried out and deposited in approved disposal areas. 


 


  


BLM Manual                                                                                                             Rel. 8-78 
Supersedes Rel. 8-48, 8-49                                                                                       12/03/04 







 
 


.12B8b 
 
 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
    b. Preparation of Denial Letter. For any recommendation to deny a permit 
application, the cultural resource specialist shall prepare a letter to the applicant, setting out in 
detail the reasons for denial. 
 
   9. Decision. The file, including the staff recommendation and documentation and the 
completed permit form or denial letter, shall be transmitted to the appropriate official for 
decision (see .04). Once the permit or the denial letter has been signed, that information shall be 
returned to the permanent file.  
 
  C. Permit Issuance or Denial. 
 
   1. Final Processing. Upon receiving the file, the responsible staff shall check the file 
for completeness. 
 
   2. Distribution. The responsible staff shall distribute the decision document and 
copies as follows: 
 
    a. Original signed permit, including standard and special conditions, or original 
signed letter of denial to applicant/permittee. 
 
    b. Copy to the permanent file. 
 
    c. Copy to each Field Office affected. 
 
    d. Copy to any curatorial facility identified under .12B4. 
 
   3. Additional Material to Permittees. With each original permit, include in the mailing 
to the permittee information about requesting fieldwork authorization, together with any 
procedural instructions and materials (inventory forms, etc.) that will aid the permittee in 
meeting conditions of the permit. 
 


D. Information About Permits and Permittees. 
 


1. Confidentiality. The State Director may withhold information about the location 
and nature of permitted work if disclosing it would compromise the protection of archaeological 
resources and/or National Register properties. 


 
2. Public Information. The State Director and Field Office manager may on request 


provide the names of individuals and firms holding cultural resource use permits, but must not 
represent the information as identifying the only consultants who are qualified to conduct 
cultural resource studies. Land use applicants who are being required to provide inventory and 
evaluation data in support of their land use applications should be encouraged to select a 
qualified consultant and to request that the consultant apply for the appropriate permit. (See 
.12B5b) Permittee lists should not be used to limit competition in any way. 
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   E. Fieldwork Authorizations.  
 
   1. All permits require fieldwork authorizations, which may take the form of written 
documentation (including email or fax), a record of pre-field checks of office records, or 
documented oral authorizations by telephone. Project-specific permits (see .11D2 and 3) often 
include at issuance the only fieldwork authorization that they will require. However, if field work 
will be discontinuous, project-specific permits will need additional authorization prior to each 
episode of field work. The primary purpose of fieldwork authorizations is to determine whether 
areas have been previously surveyed, whether there are conflicts with other resources, or other 
factors (such as safety issues) that could affect timing and scope of the proposed fieldwork. For 
any recommendation to postpone fieldwork, the cultural resource specialist shall prepare a letter 
to the permittee, setting out in detail the reasons for delay and when work may begin. Fieldwork 
authorizations should not routinely be used to apply additional special conditions to the permit 
beyond what was attached at original issuance, nor should the fieldwork authorization process be 
used as a second level of review of proposed personnel. 
 
   2. Field Office managers are responsible for authorizing specific field work 
conducted under a cultural resource use permit. Field Offices shall maintain a file for each permit 
affecting them, documenting to the file all fieldwork authorized under the permit, and shall 
forward originals or copies of documentation, as appropriate, to the permanent file.  
 
   3. Written Authorization Procedures. Because fieldwork authorizations may be given 
as the product of in-office pre-field records checks, as telephone authorizations, as email or fax 
exchanges, or as more formal written documentation, the applicability of the procedural guidance 
in paragraphs .12E3a-d will vary from State to State, being most applicable to States that employ 
more formal fieldwork authorization procedures. States electing optional methods must 
document contacts and authorizations as part of the permit record. Permittees should also be 
advised to document contacts and authorizations for their own records. 
 
    a. Pre-work Contact. Except for project-specific permits that authorize work to 
begin immediately upon issuance, each permit shall require that the permittee contact the Field 
Office manager prior to beginning any work under authority of the permit. The permittee should 
make such contact by submitting a request for fieldwork authorization, in person or by mail, to 
the Field Office manager responsible for the administration of lands involved in the proposed 
field work (except when waived under paragraph .12E3b(1)). When proposed field work would 
consist of numerous instances of essentially similar tasks carried out in the same Field Office 
(e.g., oil and gas drill pad surveys), the Field Office manager may elect to limit pre-work 
contacts to initial and periodic (e.g., monthly or quarterly) submissions of fieldwork 
authorization requests, updated at the initiation of each new fieldwork episode by documented 
telephone contacts. 
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    b. Review. An appropriately qualified cultural resource specialist shall review 
proposed field work in consultation with the Field Office manager(s) with management 
responsibility for the location(s) specified. A cultural resource specialist who does not have 
appropriate professional qualifications to review the work proposed by the permittee may not be 
assigned to do the review. 
 
     (1) Site or Project-Specific Permits. When a permit is sufficiently specific to 
project location field work is proposed to begin immediately upon issuance of the permit, and the 
affected Field Office manager has approved the permit application, further review may be 
waived and a fieldwork authorization issued as part of the permit. 
 
     (2) General Authorization Permits. When permits are at a scope of 
generalization above the level of specific projects, so that pre-issuance review was limited or 
deferred, such review must be completed prior to approving a request for fieldwork 
authorization. 
 
     (3) Additional Permit Conditions. The cultural resource specialist in 
consultation with the Field Office manager may develop and recommend necessary and 
appropriate conditions that were not previously included in the permit. Additional conditions in 
fieldwork authorizations should ordinarily be limited to protecting other resources (e.g., 
restricting activity in specific areas during elk calving season) or ensuring public safety (e.g., 
alerting the permittee to extreme fire hazard and specifying necessary precautions). They may 
not substantially alter the scope of the permit. Simple instructions to the permittee that can be 
conveyed in a cover letter should not be added to the permit as conditions. Any conditions added 
in fieldwork authorizations have the same force and effect as conditions in the original permit. 
Special resource protection or safety considerations may be adequate reason to deny a request for 
fieldwork authorization or to delay its approval until the special circumstances have changed. 
Both as a courtesy and as a possible source of unconsidered alternatives, the permittee should be 
consulted before a decision is made to deny or delay a fieldwork authorization. 
 
     (4) Evaluation and Recommendation. Upon completing the review, the 
cultural resource specialist shall prepare a recommendation for approval, including any 
additional conditions considered necessary, or for denial. The basis for the recommendation must 
be adequately documented in writing. 
 
     (5) Preparation of Authorization Form. For any recommendation for approval, 
the cultural resource specialist shall prepare a fieldwork authorization, attaching any additional 
conditions recommended. 
 
     (6) Preparation of Denial Letter. For any recommendation to deny a request 
for fieldwork authorization, the cultural resource specialist shall prepare a letter to the permittee, 
setting out in detail the reasons for denial. 
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    c. Decision. A staff recommendation for approval or denial will be submitted to 
the Field Office manager for decision. Once the fieldwork authorization or denial letter has been 
signed, the temporary file shall be returned to the Field Office records section for further action. 
 
    d. Issuance. Upon receiving the temporary file, the Field Office records section 
shall distribute the decision document and copies as follows: Original signed fieldwork 
authorization, including additional conditions, if any, or original signed letter of denial to 
permittee; copy to issuing office for inclusion in the permanent file; copy to each Field Office 
manager affected. 
 
 .13 Notifying Indian Tribes. The State Director or Field Office managers, as appropriate, are 
responsible for notifying and consulting with Indian tribes when work proposed in an application 
for a permit might have a harmful or destructive effect on sites or areas that have tribal religious 
or cultural importance in accordance with ARPA and NAGPRA (see "site of religious or cultural 
importance" and "cultural item," Glossary of Terms). In general, only permits for major testing 
programs and excavation and/or removal are expected to be subject to consultation requirements 
(see .12B7 and .13). As defined in ARPA, the term "Indian tribe" includes Alaska Native 
Villages and Native Corporations defined in or established by the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act. Except as noted below, the specific notification or consultation procedures and 
processes contained in BLM Manual Section 8120 and the associated Manual Handbook H-
8120-1 shall be followed when dealing with Indian tribes on permitting issues. File information 
pertaining to the nature and location of sites or areas that are of concern to Indian tribes or 
groups for religious or cultural reasons, shall be protected from public disclosure to the extent 
allowed by statute. Sites or areas that are or coincide with archaeological resources as defined in 
ARPA and 43 CFR 7.3, or that are or coincide in location with a cultural property eligible for or 
included in the National Register of Historic Places, shall be protected from disclosure under a 
Freedom of Information Act request (16 U.S.C. 470w-3; 16 U.S.C. 470hh). 
 
  A. Permit Notification Requirement and Content. (See 43 CFR 7.7(a).) 
 
   1. When Notification Is Required. Upon receiving an application for an Excavation 
and/or Removal permit that could, if approved, result in harm to or destruction of already 
identified sites or areas of Indian tribal religious or cultural concern, the Field Office manager 
shall notify Indian tribe(s) known to have the concerns. Notification shall be by mail, return 
receipt requested. 
 
   2. When Notification Is Not Required. Notification shall not be required when one or 
more of the following conditions applies: 
 
    a. The proposed activity will not result in surface disturbance. 
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    b. Diligent attempts to identify Indian tribes with aboriginal or historic ties have 
had a negative conclusion. 
 
    c. Information obtained pursuant to this subsection indicates that notification is 
not necessary under the circumstances of the proposed work. 
 
    d. Information has been withheld by the Indian tribe or group, and the Field 
Office manager has informed the tribe or group in writing that the absence of information will 
preclude notification. 
 
    e. The tribe has already been consulted about the proposed archaeological work 
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the national Programmatic 
Agreement, and the State's BLM-SHPO Protocol, sufficient to satisfy the requirement of 43 CFR 
7.7. 
 
   3. Content of Notification. Any notification shall include, at a minimum, the 
following information: 
 
    a. Location and nature of proposed work. 
 
    b. Identification of anticipated harmful or destructive effects, to specific known 
sites or areas of religious or cultural importance, that the Field Office manager has determined 
might result from the proposed work. 
 
     c. Statement that any request for consultation with the Field Office manager must 
be received within 30 days from date of receipt of the notification (beginning as of the date of 
delivery shown on the return receipt). 
 
    d. Citation of ARPA Section 4(c) 43 CFR 7.7(a) as the basis for notification, and 
citation of NAGPRA Section 3(c) if the work involves intentional excavation of human remains 
and/or associated funerary objects. 
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.2  Coordinating with Other Agencies and Offices. 
 
  .21  Coordination With Other Federal Agencies. For permit applications filed under the 
authority of ARPA that involve the jurisdictions of more than one Federal land manager, State 
Directors or appropriate Field Office managers are required to coordinate the review and 
evaluation of applications and the issuance of permits (see 43 CFR 7.8(b)). 
 
  A. Exchange Information. If needed, each State Director or Field Office manager shall 
seek to develop an agreement, such as a memorandum of understanding, with counterpart office 
heads for other Federal agencies that have permit issuance responsibility on lands proximate or 
contiguous to lands under the State Director's or Field Office manager's administrative 
jurisdiction. The agreement should provide for exchange of information pertaining to permit 
applications that affect lands under more than one jurisdiction. Similar agreements may also be 
developed with State agencies as appropriate. 
 
  B. Consistency of Requirements. State Directors or Field Office managers should notify 
office heads of other agencies when a permit application indicates that the other agency's lands 
are involved, that a permit for similar work on the other agency's lands is in force, or that a 
comparable application is pending in the other agency. When work would be essentially similar 
on the lands of more than one agency, proposed terms and conditions should be compared so that 
improved interagency consistency of requirements may be achieved. 
 
  C. Performance of Permittees. Information pertaining to permit reviews, warnings, 
suspensions, and revocations should be provided to office heads of other agencies when 
appropriate. 
 
 .22  Coordination Within BLM. 
 
  A. Consistency Criteria and Requirements. When an applicant is applying to more than 
one BLM State for a permit for the same or essentially similar work, the authorized officers 
should coordinate the review of applications and shall ensure, when possible, consistency of 
decisionmaking criteria and selection of terms and conditions. 
 
  B. Permit Issuance Lead. Two or more State Directors may agree that one will assume a 
lead role and issue a single permit with terms and conditions appropriate to each participating 
State. Fieldwork authorizations shall remain individual and specific to each affected Field Office. 
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  C. Interstate Effect of Suspension or Revocation. If a State Director suspends or revokes 
a permit for cause, documentation about the decision shall be transmitted to all other States 
where the permittee holds an active permit. Other BLM States administering active permits held 
by the permittee in question shall review the circumstances and decide whether their active 
permits should also be suspended or revoked. If the State Director deems it necessary, the active 
permit may be suspended immediately, pending completion of the review. 
 
 .23  Status of Permits and Performance. Information relating to applications, permits, and 
performance of permittees should be maintained in current status in an automated permit status 
file, which should be of a format that can be shared electronically. Other BLM States in which a 
permittee also holds a permit should be notified in any case of a suspension or revocation for 
cause (see .33). 
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.3  Administering Permits
 
 .31   Monitoring and Documenting Performance. 
 
  A. Monitoring and Review. Field Office managers shall be responsible for monitoring the 
permittee's performance at various intervals throughout the life of the permit. Monitoring, 
adequate to ensure compliance, shall be conducted when the permittee is in the field. 
Performance is reviewed with direct regard to conditions in the permit as well as applicable 
standards and guidelines. Monitoring is intended to verify the permittee's adherence to 
administrative conditions as well as adherence to technical and resource protection conditions. 
Administrative conditions include, among others, conducting the survey at the times agreed to 
and having the required personnel present during field work. Performance monitoring should be 
carried out often enough that developing problems can be recognized and brought to the 
permittee's attention at a time when they may still be easily corrected, without requiring a formal 
State Director’s warning (see .33D). For any permit issued for a period greater than one year, the 
permittee's performance under the permit shall be reviewed at least annually. State Directors 
should establish the monitoring standards appropriate for their States. In addition to fieldwork 
monitoring, Field Office managers should verify the timely deposit of records and collections, as 
applicable, with approved curatorial facilities at least annually. 
 
  B. Documentation. Findings from any performance monitoring or annual review shall be 
entered into the permanent file and may be noted in an automated status file, as appropriate. The 
responsible manager should inform the permittee in writing of the results of performance 
monitoring, review, and verification. 
 
  .32  Modifying, Renewing, and Extending Permits. 
 
   A. Modification. 
 
   1. Initiated by Permittee. The permittee may request permit modification, in writing, 
at any time. The permittee must request a permit modification whenever a change in any 
essential condition of the permit is anticipated. Any change in an essential condition that is not 
accommodated by a modification shall make the permit invalid and shall be cause for 
suspension. Essential conditions include individuals named in the permit, type, scope, or location 
of work, location and facilities of permittee or curatorial facility, and any other conditions 
pertaining to the permittee's eligibility for the permit. A change of permit duration may not be 
accommodated by modification (see Renewal and Extension below). 
 
   2. Initiated by State Director. The State Director may modify a permit at any time 
when essential management considerations have changed but do not require that the permit be 
suspended or revoked. The State Director may modify a permit to remove an individual from a 
responsible position, such as crew chief, when monitoring has shown that the individual is 
incapable of performing adequately in the position, and suspension or revocation of the permit is 
otherwise not necessary. 
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   3. Written Notice. The State Director shall provide written notice of a permit 
modification to the permittee, in person or by mail (return receipt requested), setting out in full 
the reasons for the modification. Whenever possible, oral notice should precede written notice. 
 
  B. Renewal.  
 
   1. A permittee holding a permit for Survey and Recordation may request that the 
State Director renew it. The renewal request may be made up to 3 months prior to the expiration 
of the term of the permit or, provided no field work has been conducted after the permit expired, 
within a reasonable period of time after expiration. The permittee should submit an updated 
application form, showing any changes in essential conditions (see .32) since the original 
application. If such changes have been already been accommodated by modification, the State 
Director may allow the permittee to attest to this in a letter request in lieu of an application form. 
The State Director may renew a permit, provided that the permit is not suspended for cause and 
the permittee has no outstanding, significant performance problems. The State Director may 
modify and renew a permit at the same time.  
 
   2. A renewed permit should be given a new number so that case files do not become 
unwieldy, either in size or in complexity. This can be as simple a change as adding an ending-
year suffix. In the event of a dispute or appeal, reviewing officials should not have to work with 
an excessively large case file containing years-old, superseded information. Cultural resource 
permit files should follow the same basic case recordation standards as serialized lands and 
minerals case files, for similar reasons. 
 
  C. Extension. A permittee holding a permit for Limited Testing and/or Collection or for 
Excavation and/or Removal may request that the State Director extend the permit. The request 
should be made a reasonable period of time before the permit's term expires. Because these are 
project-specific permits, there should not be a need for numerous extensions. The State Director 
may extend a permit, provided that any changes in an essential condition (see .32A) have been 
accommodated by modification, the permit is not suspended for cause, and the permittee has no 
outstanding, significant performance problems. The State Director may modify and extend a 
permit at the same time. An extended permit may retain the same number.  
 
  D. Decision and Documentation. Decisions on permit modification, renewal, and 
extension shall be based on a review process comparable to the review in .12B. Any 
modification, renewal, or extension shall be documented in the permanent file and noted in an 
automated status file. 
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 .33  Suspending and Revoking Permits. 
 
  A. Suspension for Cause.  
  
   1. The State Director may suspend a permit for infringements of permit conditions 
that are of a serious or irresponsible nature. For example, acts of commission or omission or 
misrepresentation warrant suspension when they are directly or indirectly detrimental to cultural 
or natural resources or public safety. Also, suspension is appropriate when the permittee has 
failed to meet a condition of the permit, such as failure to request a modification to accommodate 
change in an essential condition and failure to meet special resource protection conditions added 
as part of a fieldwork authorization or as a permit modification (initiated by the State Director). 
When a permittee's actions warrant suspension, prompt suspension is the appropriate BLM 
response; the State Director should not instead allow a problem permit to run to term and then 
deny a request for its renewal.  
 
   2. The State Director shall suspend a permit when the permittee has been formally 
charged with a violation of any prohibition in 16 U.S.C. 470ee or 43 CFR 7.4.  
 
   3. Because not all permit conditions are of equal weight, good judgment must be 
exercised in determining whether a permit should be suspended. Lesser performance problems 
that warrant an action of record should be handled by a State Director’s warning (see .33D).  
 
   4. A suspended permit may be reinstated. 
 
  B. Revocation for Cause.  
 
   1. The State Director shall revoke a permit upon the permittee's conviction under 16 
U.S.C. 470ee, or the assessment of a civil penalty under 16 U.S.C. 470ff and 43 CFR 7.  
 
   2. The State Director may revoke a permit upon the permittee's failure after a 
reasonable time to correct the situation that led to suspension for cause. 
 
   3. The State Director shall revoke a permit upon determining that information 
presented as fact in an application, a fieldwork authorization request, or a report was knowingly 
falsified.  
 
   4. A revoked permit may not be reinstated.  
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  C. Effects of Suspension or Revocation for Cause  
 
   1. Effect on Organization. The permittee, usually an organization rather than an 
individual, is the entity most clearly affected by a suspension or revocation for cause. Before 
considering a reinstatement request or a reapplication, the State Director will require a firm 
whose permit is suspended or revoked for cause to demonstrate that the cause has been corrected. 
The State Director may bar a firm, whose permit is revoked for cause, from consideration for a 
permit to work on BLM-administered lands for a period of years.  
 
   2. Effect on Individual. For supervisory personnel who committed or allowed the 
deficient performance that led to the organization's suspension or revocation for cause, that 
person will no longer be eligible to work under a cultural resource use permit in a supervisory 
capacity for that or any other organization. Upon demonstration that the causes for unsatisfactory 
performance problems have been resolved (e.g., by demonstrating additional training or 
experience), the State Director may consider reinstating the individual in a supervisory capacity. 
 
  D. State Director’s Warning. The State Director may notify a permittee in writing when 
the permittee's performance under a permit is marginal and approaching cause for suspension. 
State Director’s warnings are optional, discretionary, BLM administrative courtesies that are not 
procedurally required by law, regulation, or policy.  
 
   1. The State Director’s warning notice should describe the problem in sufficient detail 
that the permittee can clearly understand the cause for the warning; should set forth what action 
is needed on the part of the permittee to correct the problem; and should set a time limit within 
which the permittee will be expected to remedy the problem.  
 
   2. The State Director’s warning notice should point out that continuation of the 
problem without remedy is likely to result in permit suspension for cause.  
 
   3. When a performance problem is of a relatively minor nature, such as inadvertent 
omissions or incorrect procedures in the completion of forms or the preparation of reports, the 
State Director’s or Field Office manager’s staff should alert the permittee more informally, such 
as by a telephone call or other direct personal contact.  
 
   4. Written State Director’s warnings become a part of the permanent permit file and 
could influence future permit decisions, including the outcome of disputes and appeals. Because 
of their gravity and their potential relationship to permit suspension, they may be issued only by 
the State Director.  
 
   5. Warnings below the State Director level are not authorized in the BLM cultural 
resource use permit system.  
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   E. Suspension for Management Purposes. The State Director may suspend a permit when 
management conditions that were not in effect at the time the permit was issued require that the 
permitted work be temporarily stopped. Protection of other resources, safety, or similar 
considerations might be cause for suspension for management purposes.  
 
  F. Revocation for Management Purposes. The State Director may revoke a permit if 
reasons warranting suspension for management purposes are expected to continue indefinitely. 
 
  G. Notice of Suspension. The State Director shall serve the permittee with written notice 
of suspension, in person or by mail (return receipt requested), setting out in full the reasons for 
the suspension. Suspension notices must inform the permittee clearly why the suspension has 
been imposed, what action the permittee must take and the time within which the permittee must 
act, as applicable, and potential legal consequences to the permittee if work under the suspended 
permit is continued. 
 
   H. Notice of Revocation. The State Director shall serve the permittee with written notice 
of revocation, in person or by mail (return receipt requested), setting out in full the reasons for 
the revocation and notifying the revokee that any continuation of work without a permit may be a 
violation of criminal law. Information on disputes and appeals must be included with any notice 
of revocation (see .34). 
 
  I. Documentation.  
 
   1. Any warning, suspension, or revocation shall be documented and entered in the 
permanent file. The permittee's performance record shall not be affected by suspension or 
revocation for management purposes, and the permittee shall be so informed. Warning, 
suspension, or revocation should be noted in an automated status file.  
 
   2. In the case of a State Director's warning, which does not take a permit out of 
operation, communication should be limited to BLM and the permittee. It is inappropriate for the 
State Director, or any official delegated to act in his or her stead (see .04), to send copies of 
warning letters and related correspondence to a permittee's client or sponsor. See Illustration 1. 
 
   3. In the case of suspension or revocation for cause, other agencies and BLM offices 
should be notified directly of the action. It is the permittee's or revokee's responsibility, not the 
BLM's, to notify any client or sponsor whose work will not be completed as scheduled. 
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Illustration 3 
 


Mutually Exclusive Relationships Among the BLM, Cultural Resource Permittees,  
and Land Use Applicants. 


 
 


 
 Mutually Exclusive Relationships Among the BLM,  
 Cultural Resource Permittees, and Land Use Applicants  
 
 


                  
 
$  A-B  The BLM has a direct A-B relationship with the permittee through the cultural 


resource permit process. This relationship is shaped by the laws, regulations, 
policies, and procedures that control such permits. BLM is not concerned about 
who employs permittees, but rather that they have appropriate staff and 
infrastructure to do the kind of work they are permitted to do, and that an approved 
curatorial facility agrees to receive the resulting records and collections (if any). 


       
  
$ A-C  The BLM has a direct A-C relationship with the land-use applicant, responsive to 


the laws and regulations that govern the particular land use. As a part of 
application reviews, BLM usually asks the land-use applicant to obtain the cultural 
resource data that BLM will need to comply with Sec. 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, by hiring a qualified consultant of C's choosing. (Optionally, BLM 
could hire a consultant and bill the applicant. However, applicants have always 
preferred to make their own market choices.) 


 
$  B-C  The B-C consultant-client relationship is purely a business relationship between 


the two private parties. It does not involve BLM at all. If B qualifies for a permit, C 
may contract to use B – or any other qualified consultant – to obtain the cultural 
resource data that BLM needs to process C's land-use application. 
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.34 
 
 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
 .34  Responding to Disputes and Appeals. 
 
  A. Disputes. In accordance with 43 CFR 7.36(a) and (b), any applicant, permittee, or 
revokee ("disputant") may question the decision of the authorized officer (i.e., State Director or 
Field Office manager, as applicable) with respect to the denial of a permit application or a 
request for fieldwork authorization, the inclusion of specific terms and conditions in a permit, or 
the modification, suspension, or revocation of a permit. 
 
   1. Request for Review. The disputant may file a written request to the authorized 
officer for review of the authorized officer's decision, setting out reasons for believing that the 
decision should be reconsidered. The authorized officer may modify the original decision in light 
of information presented, or may sustain the original decision, in either case providing the 
disputant with written explanation. 
 
   2. Request for Conference. Either the disputant or the authorized officer may request 
a conference to discuss the original decision and its basis. The authorized officer may modify the 
original decision in light of information presented, or may sustain the original decision, in either 
case providing the disputant with a written explanation. 
 
   3. Review at Higher Organizational Level. The purpose of the disputes process is to 
resolve differences of understanding as quickly as possible and at the lowest organizational level 
possible. It is incumbent on the reviewing official to seek a reasonable resolution and to avoid 
passing a case upward. However, in some circumstances, higher level review is necessary. 
 
    a. The disputant, if unsatisfied with the outcome of a review or conference 
addressing the authorized officer's decision, may request, in writing to the authorized officer, that 
the decision be reviewed at the next higher organizational level. The disputant's written request 
should set out the procedural or substantive basis for thinking that the authorized officer's 
decision is in error. The authorized officer's decision shall stand during the course of any higher 
level review.  
 
    b. Decisions of a Field Office manager may be reviewed by the State Director, 
and those of a State Director may be reviewed by the Director. The Director may request that the 
Departmental Consulting Archeologist participate in the Director's review. 
 
    c. Upon receiving a request for higher level review, the authorized officer shall 
transmit the request and the pertinent file(s) to the reviewing official, i.e., the State Director or 
Director, as appropriate. 
 
    d. The reviewing official shall inform the disputant by mail (copy to the 
authorized officer) of the estimated time required for the review. 
 


BLM Manual                                                                                                             Rel. 8-78 
Supersedes Rel. 8-48, 8-49                                                                                       12/03/04 







 
 


.34A3e 
 
 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
    e. If the reviewing official determines that the authorized officer's decision is 
procedurally and substantively correct and should stand unchanged, the reviewing official shall 
notify the disputant by mail (return receipt requested). 
 
    f. If the reviewing official determines that the authorized officer's decision is 
procedurally or substantively flawed, the reviewing official shall consult with the authorized 
officer, establish a course for correcting the decision, and notify the disputant by mail (return 
receipt requested). 
 
    g. Upon concluding the review, the reviewing official shall return the pertinent 
file(s) to the authorized officer (i.e., the State Director will return a temporary file to the Field 
Office manager; the Director will return any file(s) reviewed to the State Director). 
 
    h. The authorized officer shall immediately take any corrective actions 
determined under .34A3f. 
 
   4. Record of Review. Record of any reexamination of an authorized officer's decision 
shall be included in the permanent file. 
 
  B. Appeals. 
 
   1. Initiated by Disputant. In accordance with 43 CFR 7.36(c) and 43 CFR 7.11, after 
the dispute opportunities in .34A have been exhausted, the disputant may file a formal appeal 
with the Interior Board of Land Appeals by following the procedures in 43 CFR Part 4, Subpart 
E. When the authorized officer finds that suspension of the decision in accordance with 43 CFR 
4.21(a) would cause harmful effects to cultural resources, the authorized officer shall apply to the 
Board for a determination that the decision being appealed, or pertinent parts of the decision, 
shall stand in full force and effect during the appeal period in the public interest. 
 
   2. Initiated by Other Affected Person. Any other affected person wishing to appeal a 
decision connected with a permit may file a formal appeal with the Interior Board of Land 
Appeals by following the procedures in 43 CFR Part 4, Subpart E. As necessary, the authorized 
officer shall apply to the Board for a determination that the decision being appealed shall stand 
during the appeal period. 
 
  C. Departmental Review of Professional Issues. In accordance with 43 CFR 7.36(d), any 
affected person may request the Departmental Consulting Archeologist's review of any 
professional issues involved in a BLM permitting decision, such as qualifications, research 
design, or other professional archaeological matters. The Departmental Consulting 
Archeologist's final professional recommendation will be made to the Director. The Director 
shall consider the recommendation, but shall retain the decisionmaking authority. 
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.35 
 
 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
 .35  Maintaining an Automated Permit Status File. Information on applications, permit 
issuance, modification, extension, warning, suspension, revocation, or other actions should be 
entered in an automated permit status file to provide an easily retrieved summary of essential 
permit information within the State.  
 
 


BLM Manual                                                                                                             Rel. 8-78 
Supersedes Rel. 8-48, 8-49                                                                                       12/03/04 







 


BLM Manual                                                                                                             Rel. 8-78 
Supersedes Rel. 8-48, 8-49                                                                                       12/03/04 


.4 
 
 8150 - PERMITTING USES OF CULTURAL RESOURCES – (Public) 
 
 
.4  Reporting Results and Protecting Products of Permitted Cultural Resource Work
 
 .41  Reports. 
 
  A. Preliminary Report. The permittee shall submit two copies of a preliminary report to 
the authorized officer within 10 days of completion of any episode of field work, setting out 
what was done, how it was done, by whom, specifically where, and with what results, including 
maps, precise and accurate locational data, an approved site form for each newly recorded 
cultural property, a BLM evaluation form for each cultural property examined, and the 
permittee’s professional recommendations, as results require. 
  


B. Interim Report. Depending on the scope, duration, and nature of the work, the  
authorized officer may require progress reports, during or after the fieldwork period or both. 
 
 
  C. Final Report. The permittee shall submit two copies of a final report to each the 
authorized officer and the State Director not later than 180 days after completion of field work. 
Where a fieldwork episode involved only minor work and/or minor findings, a final report may 
be submitted in place of the preliminary report. 
 
 .42  Management of Collections. 
 


A. Responsibility of Permittee. The  permittee shall deposit all artifacts, samples and 
collections, as applicable, and copies of all records, data, photographs, and other documents, 
resulting from work conducted under this permit, with the curatorial facility named in the permit, 
not later than 90 days after the date the final report is submitted to the State Director.  
 


1. Catalog of Artifacts. Not later than 180 days after the final report is submitted, 
permittee shall provide the State Director with a catalog and evaluation of all materials deposited 
with the curatorial facility, including the facility’s accession and/or catalog numbers. 
 


2. Confirmation of Delivery. The permittee shall provide the State Director with a 
Confirmation of Museum Collections Deposition Statement (Illustration 4), signed by an 
authorized curatorial facility official, confirming the date of deposition, type, number and 
condition of the collected museum objects deposited at the facility.  The curatorial facility’s own 
collections receiving form may be substituted if it includes all of the information required in 
Illustration 4. Collections from each project must be listed separately. 


 
B. Responsibility of Curatorial Facility. Any curatorial agreement between the permittee 


and the approved curatorial facility must specify that the facility shall manage collections and 
associated records as United States property in a manner consistent with 36 CFR Part 79, and 
that the repository will assist the permittee in reporting to the BLM State Director about 
collections deposited with the facility, including confirmation of receipt, a brief description of 
the objects received, and the facility’s accession and/or catalog numbers for such collections. 
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.5  Assessing the Results of Permitted Cultural Resource Work
  
 .51 Assessing Project Results. Following a project, such as a data-recovery excavation, or a 
set of small but related projects, such as well-pad surveys in a particular well field, the permittee 
shall be instructed to prepare an assessment as part of the final report. The assessment is intended 
to give BLM managers a frank, after-the-fact appraisal of what the permitted use of publicly 
owned cultural resources has returned for the public good. The assessment should describe: 
 
  a. What was done, where, and for what purpose. 


 
  b. What was found, including whether and how finds add to the current body of 
knowledge. 
 
  c. How the finds fit, or do not fit, land use plans and cultural resource use decisions, 
including future field inventory priorities. 
 
  d. Whether and why the work was important to the public and worthy of the sponsor’s 
financial support. 
 
  e. What resulting changes should occur in the cultural resource knowledge base, cultural 
resource management plans, and cultural resource protection priorities. 
 
 .52 Assessing Cumulative Results. Where work is permitted generally instead of by 
individual projects, such as in survey and recordation permits, permittees shall be instructed to 
prepare at least an annual assessment, as described in .51a-e, due on the permit anniversary, or 
more frequently as the results of field work merit. 
 
 .53 Public Dissemination of Results. The State Director and Field Office manager shall use 
appropriate means to make the information in permittee’s assessments available to the public.  
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 Glossary of Terms
 
[Note: The following terms are defined as they apply to this Manual Section. Other definitions 
may be found in BLM Manual Section 8100.] 
 
 - C - 
 
cultural resource:  any cultural property, including records and physical remains related to such 
 property. 
 
cultural resource use permit:  a land use authorization that the State Director issues to a  


qualified applicant, pursuant to this Manual Section, for the purpose of carrying out various 
identification and/or data recovery operations on cultural properties that are located on lands 
where BLM administers the surface. Such permits are issued partly under the authority of 
Section 302(b) of FLPMA and the procedures in BLM Manual Section 2920, but in contrast 
to other "2920 permits," cultural resource use permits are nonexclusive, noncompetitive, 
minimum impact permits, and are not subject to Notice of Realty Action, filing fees, or cost 
reimbursement. 


 
 - P - 
 
person: "any individual, corporation, partnership, trust, institution,  association, or any other 


private entity, or any officer, employee, agent, department, or instrumentality of the United 
States, or of any Indian tribe, or of any State or political subdivision thereof" (quoted from 43 
CFR 7.3(g)). Although any "person" may apply for a permit, applicants and permittees are 
generally firms or organizations rather than individuals (see .06B, .06C, and .12B2a). 


 
 - S - 
 
site of religious or cultural importance: any location identified by an Indian tribe as having such 


importance. Note that the word "site" as used in Section 4(c) of the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act has a broad, general meaning and is not synonymous with 
"archaeological resource," although an archaeological resource could be, or could coincide in 
location with, a site* of religious or cultural importance. (See BLM Handbook H-8120-1.)  


__________________ 
 * A standard rule of legal construction is that any word not defined in the statute is to be understood according 
to its ordinary dictionary definition. In ARPA, “archaeological resource” is the defined term of art. “Site” is not 
defined. If the Congress had meant for “site of religious or cultural importance” to mean “archaeological resource of 
religious or cultural importance,” the drafters either would have used that wording or they would have defined “site” 
to mean the same as “archaeological resource.” Since neither of those things occurred, “site” means place or 
location.  











Stephanie Carman
Assistant District Manager for Resources
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
 
 
On Thu, Aug 30, 2018 at 9:09 AM, Carman, Stephanie <scarman@blm.gov> wrote:

Thank you Robert.  This is very helpful.  What we would like to go over during the call:
- the status of the island ownership determinations (attached is a quick map)
- the authorizations and approvals we need to complete prior to work commencing and federal
nexus
- potential for becoming a cooperator on the EA
- Right of Ways which may be needed in the future.  
 

Stephanie Carman
Assistant District Manager for Resources
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
 
 
On Thu, Aug 30, 2018 at 8:58 AM, Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov> wrote:

Hi Stephanie,
 
I’ve attached a display of the field investigation limits that we’ll be discussing in our
teleconference at 1 today.  There will be 3 separate phone calls coming in, WisDOT, AECOM
(Lead Consultant) and UW-Milwaukee (Arch / Hist field investigation).  Thank you.
 
Robert Knorr
 
From: Carman, Stephanie [mailto:scarman@blm.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2018 1:09 PM
To: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>;
kfrauen@blm.gov; Gettinger, Dean <dgettinger@blm.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridges, Env, Initial project notification letter
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Hi Robert -
We have taken a look at the information that you provided and there are about 9 islands in the
area, 2-4 in the immediate area, which are presumed currently to be managed by the BLM.  We
have been undertaking a process to confirm ownership/management of all presumed-federal
islands in Wisconsin, and have moved those in your project area to the top of the list for status
determination.  It will take a few weeks to months for the determinations to be complete.  
 
We would like to further discuss with you your use of the islands and the surveys to be
completed.  If these are determined to be federal lands, there is a permitting process necessary
for a right of way and approvals are needed for the surveys. Can we please set up a meeting
with the appropriate people on your staff to discuss prior to the initiation of work?
 
Thank you,
Stephanie
 
Stephanie Carman
Assistant District Manager for Resources
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
 
 
On Tue, Aug 21, 2018 at 8:11 AM, Gettinger, Dean <dgettinger@blm.gov> wrote:

Not sure if we have anything in the area or not.
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>
Date: Mon, Aug 20, 2018 at 5:54 PM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridges, Env, Initial project notification letter
To: "dgettinger@blm.gov" <dgettinger@blm.gov>
Cc: "Brown, Joel R - DOT" <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>, "Grimes, Jennifer - DOT"
<Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>, "Schulze, Ashley" <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>,
"kfrauen@blm.gov" <kfrauen@blm.gov>

Dean,
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have started to evaluate the future replacement of the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin River
Bridges in Columbia County near Portage, Wisconsin.  I’ve attached a letter concerning the
details and a project location map for your reference.  Please feel free to contact me with
any questions.
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Robert Knorr, P.E. 
Project Manager – Major Studies Unit
WisDOT Southwest Region
2101 Wright St.
Madison, WI 53704-2583
Office: (608) 246-5444
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov
 
 
 

 
--
Dean Gettinger
District Manager
Northeastern States District
626 E. Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 200
Milwaukee, WI 53202
(414) 297-4402
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United States Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management-Eastern States
Northeastern States District

626E. Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 200
Milwaukee, Wiscons in 53202-4617

IN REPLY REFER TO:
(81sl-03300)

September 13,2018

Mr. Robert Knorr, P.E.
WisDOT Project Manager
Southwest Region
2l0l Wright Street
Madison, WI53704

Dear Mr. Knorr,

Thank you for reaching out to us regarding the project to evaluate the replacement of the I-39190194 Wisconsin
River Bridges. Your letter dated September 11,2018 requested approval to acsess the Wisconsin River islands
managed by the BLM, listed below, for natural and cultural resources surveys beginning in the fall of 2018 and
continuing through summer of 2020. We are approve your request for access, from September 14, 20 I I -
September 15,2020, as described in your letter enclosed here, with the following stipulations and conditions:

¡ Access is provided for the following islands, purposes and time frames:
o Wisconsin River Island 021-013 - Raptor surveys, Spring and Summer 2019
o Wisconsin River Island 021-014 - Wetland delineation, Fall20l8; Archaeological investigations,

Fall 2018; Raptor surveys, Spring and Summer 2019; Threatened and Endangered species
surveys, Summer 2019; Soil surveys, Summer 2020

o Wisconsin River Island 021-015 - Wetland delineation, Fall20l8; Archaeological investigations,
Fall 2018; Raptor surveys, Spring and Summer 2019; Threatened and Endangered species
surveys, Summer 2019; Soil suryeys, Summer 2020

o Wisconsin River Island 021-016 - Raptor suryeys, Spring and Summer 2019
¡ Access is approved for the Wisconsin Department of Transport (WisDOT) and the Federal Highway

Administration (FHWA), as well as the following contractors/permittees:
o Quest Civil Engineers for wetland delineation and threatened and endangered species surveys
o University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee for archaeological investigations
o Raptor Services for raptor surveys

. All work shall be undertaken consistent with the Land Use and Resource Protection Conditions attached.
o All work will be completed with the appropriate permits and coordination which may be needed from

other agencies, such as U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, and
the State Historic Preservation Office.

o All appropriate safety measures will be utilized and any incidents immediately reported to the BLM-
Northeastern States District Office.

o All cultural/archaeological surveys will include the attached administrative conditions.
o Quarterly reports should be submitted to the BlM-Northeastern States District Office with updates on

surveys completed that quarter, as wellas copies of any intermediate or hnal reports on the surveys.
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Any changes in methodology or timing will be provided to the BlM-Northeastem States District prior to
undertaking surveys.

We look forward to working with you on this project. Please continue to keep us involved during this
investigative phase and especially as you begin the Environmental Assessment. If you have any questions, please
contact Stephanie Carman, Assistant District Manager for Resources, at (414) 297-4450 or

Sincerely,

c--
Randall C. Anderson
Associate District Manager

Cc: Anna Varney, FHWA
Joel Brown, ÌWisDOT

Jennifer Grimes, WisDOT
Ashley Schulze, AECOM

Enclosed: Administrative Conditions for Cultural/Archeological Investigations; Project Description and
Access Request from WisDOT to BlM-Northeastern States District Office dated September I1,2018
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Land Use and Resource Protection Conditions

l. Permittee shall observe all Federal, State, and local laws and regulations applicable to the public lands
and resources, whether or not stipulated in the permit conditions.

2. Permittee shall allow the State Director and authorized officer or their representatives full access to the
work area specified in this permit at any time the permittee is in the field, for purposes of examining the
work area and any recovered materials and related records.

3. Permittee shall cease work upon discovering any human remains and associated funerary objects, and
shall immediately notiÛ, the authorized officer. Work in the vicinity of the discovery may not resume
until the authorized officer has given permission.

4. Permittee shall backfill all subsurface test exposures and excavation units as soon as possible after
recording the results, and shall restore them as closely as reasonable to the original contour.

5. Permittee shall take precautions to protect livestock, wildlife, the public, or other users of the public lands
from accidental injury in any excavation unit.

6. Permittee shall not conduct any flint knapping or lithic replication experiments at any archaeological site,
aboriginal quarry source, or non-site location that might be mistaken for an archaeological site as a result
of such experiments.

7. Permittee shall perform the field work authorized in this permit in a way that does not impede or interfere
with other legitimate uses of the public lands, except when the authorized officer specifically provides
otherwise.

8. Permittee shall restrict vehicular activity to existing roads and trails unless the authorized officer provides
otherwise.

9. Permittee shall keep disturbance to the minimum area consistent with the nature and purpose of the field
work.

10. Permittee shall not cut or otherwise damage living trees unless the authorized officer gives permission.
I L Permittee shall take precaution at all times to prevent wildfire. Permittee shall be held responsible for

suppression costs for any fires on public lands caused by the permittee's negligence. Permittee may not
burn debris without the authorized officer's specific permission.

12. Permittee shall not disturb resource management facilities within the permit area, such as fences,
reservoirs, and other improvements, without the authorized officer's approval. Where disturbance is
necessary, permittee shall return the facility to its prior condition, as determined by the authorized officer.

13. Permittee shall remove temporary stakes and/or flagging, which the permittee has installed, upon
completion of field work. Permittee shall clean all camp and work areas before leaving the permit area.

14. Permittee shall take precautions to prevent littering or pollution on public lands, wate¡ways, and adjoining
properties. Refuse shall be carried out and deposited in'approved disposal areas.
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BLM Standard Administrative Conditions for Cultural Resource Permits, per BLM Manual Section 8150

l. This permit is subject to all applicable provisions of pertinent regulations (43 CFR 2920; 43 CFR 3;
43 CFR 7), and policies and procedures (BLM Manual Section 8150), which are made a part hereof.

2. This permit may not be assigned.
3. Permittee shall immediately request that the State Director make a modification to accommodate any

change in an essential condition of the permit, and shall without delay notifu the State Director of any
other changes affecting the permit or regarding information submitted as part of the application for
the permit. Failure to do so may result in permit suspension or revocation or criminal charges.

4. This permit is issued for the term specified in the letter dated September 13,2018, from the BLM-
Northeastern States District to the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. [t is subject to
suspension or revocation, for management purposes or for cause, at the discretion of the State
Director, upon written notice.

5. Permittee may request permit extension, in writing, at any time prior to expiration of the term of the
permit, specif,ing a limited, definite amount of time required to complete permiffed work.

6. Any correspondence about this permit or work conducted under its authority must cite the permit
number. Any publication of results of work conducted under the authority of this permit must cite the
Bureau of Land Management and the permit number.

7. Special conditions attached to this permit are made a part hereof.
8. Permittee shall contact the affected Field Office manager prior to beginning any field work under the

authority of this permit by submitting a heldwork authorization request except when a specific
fieldwork authorization is included with the permit.

9. Permittee's initiation of work or other activities under the authority of this permit signifies the
permittee's acceptance ofthe terms and conditions of the permit.

10. Permittee may request a review, in writing to the official concerned, of any disputed decision
regarding inclusion of specific terms and conditions in this permit or any fieldwork authorization,
denial of a fieldwork authorization request, or modification, suspension, or revocation of this permit,
setting out reasons for believing that the decision should be reconsidered.

I l. Permittee shall not be released from requirements of this permit until all outstanding obligations have
been satisfied, whether or not the term of the permit has expired. Permittee may be subject to civil
penalties for violation of any term or condition of this permit.

12. Permittee shall use State Director-approved GPS technology to record all location data for field work
authorized in this permit.

13. Permittee shall submit a preliminary report to the authorized officer within l0 days of completion of
any episode of field work, setting out what was done, how it was done, by whom, specifically where,
and with what results, including maps, GPS data, an approved site form for each newly recorded
cultural property, a BLM evaluation form for each cultural property examined, and the permittee's
professional recommendations, as results require. Depending on the scope, duration, and nature of the
work, the authorized officer may require progress reports, during or after the fieldwork period or
both.

14. Permittee shall submit a final report to each the authorized officer and the State Director not later than
180 days after completion of field work. Where a fieldwork episode involved only minor work and/or
minor findings, a final report may be submitted in place of the preliminary report.

15. Permittee shall deposit all artifacts, samples and collections, as applicable, and copies of allrecords,
data, photographs, and other documents, resulting from work conducted under this permit, with the
curatorial facility (University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee), above, not later than 90 days after the date
the final report is submitted to the State Director. Not later than 180 days after the final report is
submitted, permittee shall provide the State Director with a catalog and evaluation of all materials
deposited with the curatorial facility, including the facility's accession and/or catalog numbers.
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From: Schulze, Ashley
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, BLM
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 4:39:41 PM
Attachments: Map for Islands near DOT Bridge Project.pdf

 
 
From: Carman, Stephanie [mailto:scarman@blm.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 4:13 PM
To: Knorr, Robert - DOT
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA); Balice, Joe; Brown, Joel R - DOT; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; Billmeyer, Jess;
Schulze, Ashley; DOT I 39-90-94 WI River Bridges; Katherine (Katie) Frauen
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Purpose & Need Summary, BLM
 
Hi Robert -
 
I wanted to provide you and your team with a quick update on our progress in determining the
Federal interest in the islands near the bridge projects.  As shown on the attached map, we can
affirm that islands 021-013 and 021-014 are Federal and that islands 021-015 and 021 -016 are
not Federal, and thus the BLM would have no interest/authority on islands 021-015 and 021-
016.  We are still awaiting determinations on islands 021-017 and 021 -018.  Once we have a
final determination for the project area, we will send you an official notification.
 
If you have any questions, please let me know.
 
Stephanie
 
Stephanie Carman
Assistant District Manager for Resources
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
 
 
 
On Fri, Mar 15, 2019 at 10:07 AM Carman, Stephanie <scarman@blm.gov> wrote:

Thank you Robert.  We will review the documents and get back to you.
Stephanie
Stephanie Carman
Assistant District Manager for Resources
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
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On Thu, Mar 14, 2019 at 5:08 PM Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>
wrote:

Stephanie,
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have
prepared a summary of the Purpose and Need Statement for the I-39/90/94 Wisconsin
River Bridge in Columbia County, Wisconsin. Attached please find the project’s purpose
and need summary and a letter requesting your agency’s review and comment.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Robert Knorr, P.E. 
Project Manager – Major Studies Unit
WisDOT Southwest Region
2101 Wright St.
Madison, WI 53704-2583
(608) 246-5444
robert.knorr@dot.wi.gov
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From: Schulze, Ashley
To: Dredske, Logan
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, BLM
Date: Wednesday, December 18, 2019 9:18:04 PM
Attachments: Map for Islands near DOT Bridge Project - Dec 2019 update.pdf

 
 
From: Carman, Stephanie <scarman@blm.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 11:15 AM
To: Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Chidister, Ian (FHWA) <ian.chidister@dot.gov>; Balice, Joe <joe.balice@dot.gov>; Lamers,
Brandon - DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>;
Schulze, Ashley <Ashley.Schulze@aecom.com>; Billmeyer, Jess <Jess.Billmeyer@aecom.com>; DOT I
39-90-94 WI River Bridges <DOTI39-90-94WIRiverBridges@dot.wi.gov>; Filkins, Susan
<sfilkins@blm.gov>; Knorr, Robert - DOT <Robert.Knorr@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 1010-10-01, WI River Bridge, Alternative Evaluation Summary Report, BLM
 
Thank you Jennifer.  Our team will start looking at the documents and get you any comments by
January 24th - Susan Filkins, our acting Assistant District Manager for Resources, will be your primary
contact.  
 
Also, I wanted to update you, and including Rober Knorr on this too, that we have completed our
determination of the federal interest in the islands.  We will include the Land Status Determinations
and official transmission of this information with our comments, but if you want more information
now, please let me know.  
As shown on the attached map:
021-013 Federal
021-014 Federal
021-015 Non Federal
021-016 Non-Federal
021-017 Federal
021-018 Federal
 
Thank you,

Stephanie Carman
Associate District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Northeastern States District
scarman@blm.gov
office: (414) 297-4450
cell: (414) 391-9721
 
 
 
On Mon, Dec 9, 2019 at 5:25 PM Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov> wrote:
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Stephanie,
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have prepared a summary of the alternative evaluation process for the I-39/90/94
Wisconsin River Bridge Project in Columbia County, Wisconsin. Attached please find the
Alternative Evaluation Summary Report which details the process on how WisDOT identified a
recommended alternative and a letter requesting your agency’s review and comment. 
 
At this time, we are seeking your agency’s comments on the range of alternatives, alternatives
evaluation, and the WisDOT recommended alternative. We ask that you provide any written
comments by Friday, January 24, 2020.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
 
Thank you,
Jennifer Grimes 
Environmental Coordinator
Mega Team Projects & Planning Major Studies
WisDOT Southwest Region – Edgerton
111 Interstate Blvd, Edgerton, WI 53534 
' Phone 608.516.9760
8 jennifer.grimes@dot.wi.gov
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United States Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management-Eastern States
Northeastern States District

626E,. Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 200
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202-4617

IN REPLY REFERTO:
l6l0-03300

January 23,2020

Ms. Jennifer Grimes
Environmental Coordinator
WisDOT Southwest Region - Edgerton
I I I Interstate Boulevard
Edgerton, Vy'isconsin 53 534

Dear Ms. Grimes:

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on
the Alternative Evaluation Summary Report for the I-39190194 

'Wisconsin River Bridge Project
in Columbia County, Wisconsin. Our staff reviewed the report and did not have any comments
on the project at this time.

The BLM looks forward to reviewing the Draft Environmental Assessment when it becomes
available later this year.

Thank you for your continued collaboration with the BLM on this important project.

Sincerely

Dean Gettinger
District Manager

Cc:
Ian Chidister
Environmental Pro gram Manager
FHWA-Wisconsin Division
525 Junction Road, Suite 8000
Madison, Wisconsin 537 l7 -21 57
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