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Comment Responses 
(November 11, 2010 DNR Letter) 

 
1.  The last bullet under section 1.2 (page 1-1) has been revised to the following: 
 

Minimize impacts to the natural and built environment to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
2.  No change made.  The discussion on the 5-legged roundabout in section 2.1.2 (a) on page 2-2 is 

intended only to provide a physical description of this roundabout option, similar to the other 
alternatives discussed in section 2.1 (Description of  Initial Range of Alternatives).  Impact information 
(additional 1.1 acre of wetland impact) is provided in section 2.2.6 for comparison to the 4-legged 
roundabout option.  

 
3.  No change made.  Figure 2-1 (page 2-16) illustrates the key features and impact footprints for the five-

legged and four-legged roundabout options.  A traffic flow diagram would not provide any pertinent 
additional information with respect to the impacts. 

 
4.  For clarification, the discussion concerning safety aspects of the five-legged roundabout has been 

changed to the following (see second paragraph under section 2.2.6, page 2-10): 
 

The five-legged roundabout option would provide safer access for traffic entering and exiting the 
existing and planned development at this location.  However, with the increased complexity and high 
volumes/additional conflicts of the five-leg roundabout, there would likely be more crashes for traffic 
traveling through the roundabout than with the four-leg roundabout option.  

 
5.  For clarification, the discussion concerning access to property in the northwest quadrant of the US 

141/Velp Avenue interchange has been changed to the following (see third paragraph under section 
2.2.6, page 2-10): 

 
It would also improve access to the property zoned “Highway Commercial” in the northwest quadrant 
of the US 141/Velp Avenue interchange, according to the Village of Howard 2009 zoning map. 

 
6.  This correction has been made.  Note #1 in Figure 2-1 (page 2-12) has been changed to the following: 
 

The No Build Alternative does not address the project’s key purpose and need factors and therefore is 
not a viable course of action.  It serves as a baseline of comparison to the build alternatives. 

 
This same change has been made to the impact summary table in the EIS Summary, Exhibit S-2.        
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C21



 
 

C22





 
 

C23





Comment Response 
(November 18, 2010 EPA Letter) 

 
1.  Additional coordination has been completed with the Village of Howard concerning the five-legged and 

four-legged roundabout options, including the extent to which these options would be compatible with 
existing and proposed development, cost sharing and other factors.  At this time, the Village of Howard 
has indicated support for the four-legged roundabout while recognizing its limitations with respect to 
providing local access. Based on this input from the Village of Howard, the four-legged roundabout 
has now been identified as WisDOT’s recommended alternative in the Draft EIS.  However, both 
roundabout options will be carried forward as viable alternatives to provide an opportunity for 
additional public input at the public hearing. 
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Comment Response 
(November 22, 2010 Fish & Wildlife Service Letter) 

 
1.  To minimize duplication in the EIS, the description of the proposed action in Section 1 is intended to be an 

overview of the key improvement concepts.  For cross reference, a sentence has been added at the end of 
section 1.1 stating that more detailed information on the proposed action is provided in Section 2. 

 
2.  No changes made.  Per FHWA’s EIS preparation guidelines, the purpose of the proposed action should be 

briefly stated and not so narrowly defined that it appears to support or preclude certain improvement 
alternatives.  The bulk of the discussion/documentation concerning why the improvements are being proposed 
is provided under a separate EIS heading “Need for Proposed Action.”  At the 9/22/10 agency coordination 
meeting at which EIS Sections 1 and 2 were discussed, the USACE requested that the previous purpose 
statement be expanded somewhat to provide a stronger platform for the alternatives discussion.  The bulleted 
items under section 1.2 reflect the revision made to address the USACE’s comment. 

 
3.  No changes made.  The wetland impact quantities noted in Section 2 is one of several environmental impact 

measures for comparing and screening the alternatives.  Per FHWA’s EIS preparation guidelines and to avoid 
duplication in the EIS, more detailed information on wetland impacts, including wetland types is more 
appropriately provided in Section 3. 

 
4.  The threatened and endangered species discussion in Section 3.10 (page 3-31) mentions the need to consult 

the latest federal list if there is a lag time of more than 12 months between the project’s planning and 
construction phases. 

 
  



C25



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Draft EIS Distribution List 



 

  

Draft EIS Distribution List 

Federal Agencies 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of Commerce – NOAA Office of Program Planning and Integration 
U.S. Department of Interior – Bureau of Indian Affairs 
U.S. Department of Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Department of Interior – Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
State Agencies 
 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Legislative Fiscal Bureau 
Wisconsin Historical Society – State Historic Preservation Office 
State Reference and Loan Library 
Wisconsin Coastal Zone Management Program 
 
Federal and State Elected Officials 
 
Governor Scott Walker 
Honorable Herbert Kohl (U.S. Senator) 
Honorable Ron Johnson (U.S. Senator) 
Honorable Reid Ribble (U.S. Representative) 
Honorable Karl Van Roy (State Representative – District 90) 
Honorable David Hansen (State Senate – District 30) 
 
Local Units of Government / Interest Groups 
 
Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission 
Brown County 
Brown County Planning Department  
City of Green Bay 
Green Bay Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Village of Howard 
Village of Suamico 
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List of Preparers 

 
Organization/Name Primary Responsibility Qualifications 

FHWA 

Tracey McKenney EIS review for environmental 
and design aspects 

B.S., Civil Engineering; 22 years of 
experience in highway project 
development and environmental review 

WisDOT 

Bureau of Equity and Environment Services (BEES) 

Jay Waldschmidt, P.E. EIS review for environmental 
aspects and legal sufficiency 

B.S., Civil Engineering; B.S., Mining 
Engineering; Experience since 1989 in 
highway project development and 
environmental review 

Jim Becker Environmental Analysis & 
Review Specialist, 
Archaeology Program 
Manager 

B.A. Organizational 
Management;  Experience since 2005 
in archaeological and burial site 
resource issues, and environmental 
coordination and review 

Bob Newbery Cultural resource review B.A., M.A., U.S. history; 28 years 
experience as WisDOT historian 

Northeast Region 

Mindy Gardner, P.E. WisDOT project manager, 
public involvement, review of 
engineering studies, and EIS 
preparation 

B.S., Civil Engineering, Environmental 
Emphasis; 1 year experience in 
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
(LUST) investigations and remediation, 
5 years experience in site development 
engineering/consulting, 10 years 
experience at WisDOT in transportation 
engineering design, planning, and 
project management. 

Brett Wallace, P.E. WisDOT US 41 manager, 
public involvement, review of 
engineering studies, and EIS 
preparation 

B.S., Civil Engineering; 20 years of 
experience in planning, NEPA, design, 
construction and maintenance of 
transportation systems. 

Paul Vraney, P.E.  WisDOT project manager, 
review of engineering studies 

B.S., Civil Engineering; 24 years of 
experience in roadway design and 
management of transportation projects 
through project development process.  

Natasha Gwidt WisDOT US 41 Design 
Supervisor 

B.S., Civil Engineering; Project 
engineer with WisDOT since 2006, with 
an emphasis in construction and design 
in project development.    
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Northeast Region 
 

Danielle Block, P.E.  
 
 
 
Mike Helmrick 

 
 

WisDOT US 41 project 
manager 
 
 
WisDOT NE Region 
environmental coordinator 

 
 

B.S., Civil Engineering; 6 years 
experience in transportation 
engineering design and public 
involvement. 
B.S., Watershed Management; 
Experience since 1999 in 
transportation project development and 
environmental review. 

Kathie Van Price Hazardous materials B.S., Biology; M.S. Environmental 
Science and Policy; 4 years of 
experience in environmental analysis 
and document review 

Scott Ebel, P.E. Stormwater Issues 
 
 

B.S., Civil Engineering, 10 years 
experience in transportation and 
roadway drainage design and 
construction. 

 
Organization/Name Primary Responsibility Qualifications 

 
Matt Barr, P.E. 
Ayres Associates 

Project Manager; engineering 
studies; alternatives 
development; agency 
coordination; public 
involvement 

B.S., Civil Engineering; 26 years of 
experience in transportation design, 
public involvement, and environmental 
studies. 

Troy Robillard, P.E. 
Ayres Associates 

Environmental impact 
analysis; EIS preparation; 
public involvement 

B.S., Civil Engineering; 12 years of 
experience in environmental documents, 
transportation design, public 
involvement.  

Mary Ellen O’Brien 
Transportation 
Environmental 
Management 

Environmental impact 
analysis; EIS preparation and 
review; agency coordination 

B.S. and M.S., Environmental Sciences; 
Ph.D. course work in Land Resources; 
Experience since 1976 in transportation 
environmental studies and EIS 
preparation 

Scott Cramer 
KL Engineering 

Air quality and noise impact 
evaluation; Coordination plan 
and Impact Analysis 
Methodology; EIS preparation 

B.S., Biology/Environmental Sciences; 
M.S. course work in Environmental 
Sciences; 17 years of experience in 
environmental analysis and document 
preparation 

Dave Tollefson 
KL Engineering 

Air quality and noise impact 
evaluation; Coordination plan 
and Impact Analysis 
Methodology; EIS preparation 

B.S., Economics; M.S., Urban and 
Regional Planning; 4 years of 
experience in transportation planning 
and environmental document 
preparation 
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Organization/Name Primary Responsibility Qualifications 

 
Brandy Howe 
Vandewalle & Associates 
Inc 

 
Indirect and cumulative effects 
analysis 

 
 

BA in Communication Studies, Iowa 
MA in Urban and Regional Planning, 
Iowa.  3 years experience working on 
Transportation Studies under NEPA 
process, with a focus on Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects analysis and public 
participation. 
 

Mike Slavney 
Vandewalle & Associates 
Inc 

Indirect and cumulative effects 
analysis 

BS in Urban Sociology and Economic 
Geography; 18 years experience 
working on Transportation Studies under 
NEPA process, with a focus on Indirect 
and Cumulative Effects analysis, public 
participation, and community relations. 
 

William Roth, P.E. 
Ayres Associates 

Alternatives development  B.S. Civil Engineering; 22 years 
experience in transportation engineering 
design 

Phil Verville III, P.E. 
Ayres Associates 

Railroad impacts B.S. Civil Engineering; 11 years 
experience in transportation engineering 
design 

Cara Abts 
Strand Associates, Inc. 

Traffic modeling and crash 
analysis 

B.S. in Mechanical Engineering, M.S. in 
Civil and Environmental Engineering; 4 
years of experience in transportation 
planning and crash analysis 
 

Jeff Held, P.E., PTOE 
Strand Associates, Inc. 
 

Traffic modeling and crash 
analysis 

 

B.S. Civil Engineering; 11 years 
experience in transportation and traffic 
engineering 
 

 




