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SECTION 3 

Existing Conditions, Impacts, and Next Steps 
3.1 Introduction 
This section describes the potential impacts on the natural, human, and built environments. The existing 
environmental conditions are described, followed by a discussion of the possible environmental 
consequences of each alternative. Strategies for avoiding, minimizing, or compensating for potential 
adverse impacts are described, and an overview of subsequent Tier 2 studies is provided. Impacts 
associated with the No Build Alternative are discussed where present and when the discussion adds 
value to the comparison amongst alternatives. Impacts from the Corridor Alternative 2 C-D road option 
are discussed where present. 

3.1.1 Approach to Analysis of Environmental Impacts 
This Tier 1 EIS is a broad-scale document intended to provide an indication of potential impacts that may 
be associated with the proposed Corridor Alternatives. Each corridor contains a working alignment that 
is provided only for the purpose of estimating potential project impacts. In the Tier 1 Draft EIS, the Lead 
Agencies identified Corridor Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative. This Final EIS affirms the Draft 
EIS’s identification of Corridor Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative. In the Record of Decision, the 
Lead Agencies identified Corridor Alternative 2 as the Selected Alternative. The Selected Alternative is 
the 500-foot-wide corridor. If, and when, sections of the project corridor advance to Tier 2 study, 
refined alignments will be developed to a higher level of design detail, and actual construction impacts 
will be assessed at a more detailed level.  

As described in 
Section 2, The Lead 
Agencies 
developed a 
working alignment 
within the 
established 
500-foot corridors 
for each alternative 
(see Sections 2.3.1 
and 2.3.2). 
Resource impacts 
were calculated 
using the working alignments (125 to 150 feet for Alternative 1 and the 150 feet for Alternative 2). 
Then, to account for the uncertainty inherent in a Tier 1 NEPA document, that calculated impact number 
was broadened and presented as an impact range. The low end of the impact ranges presented in this EIS 
is 0.75 of the calculated impact number, and the high end of the range is 1.25 times the calculated number 
(see Exhibit 3.1-1). For example, if there are 4 acres of wetland in the working alignment, 3 to 5 acres is 
presented as the possible wetland impact range. These impact totals could increase or decrease based on 
Tier 2 studies when the actual roadway footprint and location of the alignment within the 500-foot 
corridor is determined.  

 
Exhibit 3.1-1. Impact Calculation 
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3.1.2 Environmental Topics 
Table 3.1-1 lists the resources or topics discussed in Section 3. 

This Tier 1 analysis relies on existing published data rather than field studies to evaluate and make an 
informed decision among Corridor Alternatives. The decision to use published data is based on the 
following:  

• Using published data to assess resources is sufficient to provide meaningful environmental 
information and differentiate among the 500-foot-wide Corridor Alternatives. While published data 
may not provide information to determine the quality of environmental resources, it provides 
appropriate comparative information for Tier 1 study. 

• Since the working alignments are only representative and may differ from the eventual build 
alignment developed in Tier 2 studies, performing more detailed assessments of resources would 
not necessarily lead to more certainty about impacts occurring or not occurring. 

• Conducting detailed field surveys within the 500-foot corridors would be costly and result in 
evaluating areas that would have a low likelihood of being impacted by the project. 

• As the project advances in Tier 2 studies, the appropriate level of detailed engineering and 
environmental analyses will be completed to inform a specific alignment decision. This will include 
consideration of environmental resource avoidance, minimization, and mitigation considerations.  

• Since at this Tier 1 approval stage alternative corridors are 500 feet wide, if previously unknown 
resources are identified during Tier 2 analysis, there is flexibility to shift the alignment. 

• This approach was documented in the project’s Impact Assessment Methodology document in 
December 2019, which laid out the methodology for resource data collection and evaluation.  

• Per NCHRP 25-25, Task 38 Guidelines on the Use of Tiered Environmental Impact Statements for 
Transportation Projects (NCHRP 2009), “Many Tier 1 EISs rely extensively on existing data sources, 
such as statewide geographic information systems mapping libraries, as the basis for identifying 
environmental resources in the study area. In principle, reliance on existing data sources and 
geographic information system mapping is appropriate as part of a tiered EIS (or any EIS).” 

The aerial photo exhibits following Section 3 (Exhibits 3.1-2 and 3.1-3) display buildings and natural 
resources, the 500-foot corridor, and the working alignment for each alternative. These exhibits are 
referenced in the appropriate resource sections. 

Table 3.1-1. Resources or Topics Discussed in Section 3 
Section Topic Section  Topic 

3.2 Land Use 3.11 Traffic Noise 

3.3 Residential Development 3.12 Air Quality 

3.4  Business Development 3.13 Cultural Resources 

3.5 Community Resources 3.14 Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 

3.6 Socioeconomic 
Characteristics/Environmental Justicea 

3.15 Aesthetics 

3.7 Transportation Services 3.16 Hazardous Materials  

3.8 Agriculture 3.17 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 

3.9 Water Resources 3.18 Relationship of Local and Short-term Uses versus 
Long-term Productivity 

3.10 Protected Species 3.19 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 
Resources 

a Defined in Executive Order 12898 as minority populations or low-income populations. 
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3.2 Land Use  
Section 3.2 discusses land use plans in the study area communities. As noted in Section 1.1.1, the Brown 
County 2020 Land Use and Transportation Plan (adopted in 1996) recommended a new Fox River bridge 
within a 0.5 mile of Southbridge Road, Red Maple Road, and Rockland Road. Local community plans and 
studies then incorporated a new Fox River bridge and connecting street system as an important 
component of future development patterns.  

The Corridor Alternatives were reviewed for compatibility with local plans and the future planned land 
uses outlined in those plans. Current land use is discussed in the applicable sections (Residential 
Development, Business Development, Community Resources, Agriculture). 

3.2.1 Land Use Plans/Future Land Use 
Regional and local land 
use plans guide future 
development decisions 
in the study area. 
Section 1.3.2 notes 
that study area 
communities recognize 
a new Fox River bridge 
as an important 
transportation system 
link to support future 
growth and travel 
demand. The 
communities of De 
Pere, Ledgeview, and 
Lawrence each 
acknowledge a new 
Fox River bridge in 
stated goals and policy 
recommendations, and 
their land use plans reflect a potential future Fox River bridge. Exhibit 2-8 shows the location of municipal 
boundaries relative to the Corridor Alternatives. Exhibit 3.2-1 shows future planned land uses for the 
communities in the study area.  

City of De Pere 
The City of De Pere 2010 Comprehensive Plan Update (City of De Pere 2010) considers and incorporates 
recommendations for future uses (business park expansion, uses at a potential new interchange at I-41 
[Corridor Alternative 2]) based on a new Fox River bridge and associated arterial roads consistent with 
the Corridor Alternative 2 alignment. The City of De Pere is largely built out, and most of its remaining 
farmland will be developed according to the Plan.  

De Pere’s future land use map shows “Neighborhood Residential (Including Multi-Family)” use on both 
sides of the Fox River near Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2. Other areas east and west of the Fox River are 
planned for “Business Park,” including continued expansion of the West De Pere Business Park.  

Town of Lawrence 
The Town of Lawrence Comprehensive Plan and Parks & Outdoor Recreation Plan 2016 Update (Town of 
Lawrence 2016) acknowledges the potential for the South Bridge Connector and future development 

 
Office building construction adjacent to I-41 near Southbridge Road 
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accounts for the land use and transportation impacts of a potential new Fox River bridge along the 
Corridor Alternative 2 alignment. Additionally, in 2018, the Town established two Tax Increment 
Districts to facilitate development.  

The Town of Lawrence is mostly agricultural. The Town’s future land use plan proposes converting 
agricultural land to residential, commercial, and mixed uses near Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2. A multi-
family residential development (Sand Lake Apartments) is in the northwest quadrant of the potential 
new Corridor Alternative 2 interchange with I-41.  

The Town’s development goals focus on mixing compatible land uses rather than separating residential, 
commercial, and other land uses. 

Town of Ledgeview  
The Town of Ledgeview Comprehensive Plan 2035; Amended 2019 (Town of Ledgeview 2019) states that 
the South Bridge Connector and connecting arterial streets projects, consistent with the Corridor 
Alternative 2 alignment, will provide important connections for residents who work or shop on the west 
side of the Fox River.  

Near the Fox River, the Plan recommends converting agricultural land to residential, mixed use, and 
commercial. The Town’s development goals focus on mixing compatible land uses rather than separating 
residential, commercial, and other land uses. 

Town of Rockland 
The Town of Rockland Comprehensive Plan; 2015 Update (Town of Rockland 2015) states that future 
development within the Town of Rockland is currently limited by the City of De Pere generally not 
permitting new land divisions less than 10 acres within its 3-mile extraterritorial land division review area. 
The Plan recognizes this fact; however, the Town has established a future land use plan should this 
limitation be removed at some point in the future.  

Between the Fox River and WIS 32, Rockland’s future land use map shows agricultural uses transitioning to 
residential. The plan’s land use recommendations emphasize development that would maintain the 
community’s rural atmosphere.  

The Plan does account for impacts of the South Bridge Connector Fox River crossing along the Corridor 
Alternative 2 alignment. The Plan notes there could be additional traffic along WIS 32/57 and County PP 
in the Town and this additional traffic could increase interest in new development in the area. In order 
to maintain the Town’s rural character and avoid potential negative impacts to traffic and 
bicycle/pedestrian movement, the Plan recommends focusing commercial development along STH32/57 
and CTH PP and in nodes at major intersections, rather than in long strips. 
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Exhibit 3.2-1. Planned Land Uses in South Bridge Connector Area 

3.2.2 Compatibility with Land Use Plans 
No Build Alternative 
Each community’s land use plan includes a new Fox River bridge in the southern portion of the Green 
Bay metropolitan area. The no build option would be incompatible with communities’ comprehensive 
land use plans. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
The Brown County 2020 Land Use and Transportation Plan (adopted in 1996) recommended a new 
Fox River bridge along the Southbridge Road/Red Maple Road/Rockland Road corridor, which is Corridor 
Alternative 2. Future land use plans were developed under this assumption. Thus, Alternative 1 would 
not be consistent with the future land use plan for the study area communities. Alternative 1 would 
likely not have a substantial impact on the residential, commercial/industrial, and other development 
planned in the study area communities.  

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
The comprehensive and future land use plans in the study area communities were based on Corridor 
Alternative 2. Thus, Corridor Alternative 2 would be compatible with local land use plans.  

Based on the recommendation in the Brown County 2020 Land Use and Transportation Plan that the 
new Fox River bridge follow the Southbridge Road/Red Maple Road/Rockland Road alignment, 
communities in the study area constructed streets and approved developments along and near the 

Source: Brown County 2019 
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corridor with that recommendation in mind. The construction of Corridor Alternative 2 would be 
compatible with land use plans, and planned residential areas, schools, parks, and businesses could 
benefit from the increased safety and efficiency.  

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The construction of Corridor Alternative 2 with the C-D road system option would be compatible with 
land use plans, and planned residential areas, schools, and parks. 

3.2.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
As part of the Tier 2 analysis, any new land use plans in the study area will be analyzed for compatibility 
with the Corridor Alternatives. The Tier 2 documents will provide more detailed analysis of future land 
use plans in the study area.  

3.3 Residential Development 
3.3.1 Existing Conditions  
There are numerous residential areas adjacent to Corridor Alternative 1 (Exhibit 3.3-1):  

• County F, east of I-41, has the densest concentration of residences. Adjacent residences are mainly 
multi-family residences or apartment complexes with direct access to County F. Near the CN rail 
line, single-family residences are mixed in with duplexes. Additionally, there are several single-family 
residences on the west bank of the Fox River near the proposed Corridor Alternative 1 crossing. 

• There are several single-family residences on the east bank of the Fox River near the proposed 
Corridor Alternative 1 crossing. 

• Along County X, east of County PP, are several neighborhoods on the north side of the road with 
single-family residences. These residences have back yards facing County X and do not have direct 
access to County X. On the south side of County X in this area are several apartment/condominium 
complexes. 

• Near the east end of the corridor, are over a dozen single-family residences on larger lots or 
residences that are part of a farm property with driveways connecting to County X.  

 
Residential construction on Mid Valley Road near I-41 
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There are several residential areas adjacent to Corridor Alternative 2 but fewer than Corridor 
Alternative 1 (Exhibit 3.3-2):  

• In 2019, a large apartment complex was constructed in what would be the northwest quadrant of a 
new Corridor Alternative 2 interchange at I-41. Access to the apartments is via Quarry Park Drive. 

• East of I-41 along Southbridge Road are two neighborhoods with residences near or adjacent to the 
road, but none with direct access. Most of these residences are single family, but there are some 
apartments and duplexes mixed in. Between the CN rail line and the Fox River near Red Maple Road 
is a neighborhood of single-family residences and the 6-story Fox River Condominiums.  

• East of the Fox River on the north side of Rockland Road is a neighborhood with several single-family 
residences, some of which have back yards along the north side of the road. South of Rockland Road 
between the Fox River State Trail and County PP is a neighborhood with a mix of single-family 
residences, duplexes, apartments, and condominiums.  

• East of County PP along the proposed Corridor Alternative 2 alignment is a neighborhood on 
Cottonwood Court. North of the proposed Corridor Alternative 2 alignment at the east end of the 
project is a newly constructed neighborhood with single-family homes, duplexes, and apartments. 

 
Homes adjacent to Rockland Road 
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Exhibit 3.3-1. Residences Adjacent to Corridor Alternative 1 

 
Exhibit 3.3-2. Residences Adjacent to Corridor Alternative 2 Source: Brown County 2019 

Source: Brown County 2019 
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3.3.2 Residential Impacts 
No Build Alternative 
No residential relocations would occur under the No Build Alternative. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Corridor Alternative 1 could require relocation of about four to six residences. Most of these residences 
are located on or near the banks of the Fox River. There could also be a residential relocation at the west 
end of the project and at the County X/County GV intersection at the east end of the project.  

In addition to relocations, some residences may experience direct impacts such as permanent 
acquisition of land from the edge of a parcel, or temporary use of land during construction. Corridor 
Alternative 1 may require property acquisition from about 45 to 75 residences. Corridor Alternative 1 is 
not anticipated to bisect (split or divide) any neighborhoods. 

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Corridor Alternative 2 could require relocation of about 10 to 16 residences scattered throughout the 
corridor. West of the Fox River, relocations include farmhouses west of I-41, clusters of residences near 
the Southbridge Road/Lawrence Drive intersection, and clusters of residences between the CN rail line 
and the Fox River. East of the Fox River, there are potential residential relocations along the river bank.  

In addition to relocations, some residences may experience direct impacts such as permanent 
acquisition of land from the edge of a parcel, or temporary use of land during construction. Corridor 
Alternative 2 may require property acquisition from about 16 to 25 residences. The proposed 
improvements are not anticipated to bisect any neighborhoods. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional impacts to residences.  

3.3.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
Tier 2 assessments will quantify residential relocations needed for the project based on the detailed 
design and right of way requirements that will be available at that time. As part of the Tier 2 analysis, 
the Lead Agencies will explore ways to minimize the project’s residential relocation impacts.  

Residential acquisitions and relocations would be completed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. In addition to providing for 
payment of just compensation for property acquired, additional benefits are available to eligible 
displaced persons required to relocate from their residence. Some available benefits include relocation 
advisory services, reimbursement of moving expenses, replacement housing payments, and down 
payment assistance. In compliance with state law, no person would be displaced unless a comparable 
replacement dwelling would be provided. Federal law also requires that decent, safe, and sanitary 
replacement dwelling must be made available before any residential displacement can occur.  

Compensation is available to all displaced persons without discrimination. Before initiating property 
acquisition activities, property owners would be contacted and given an explanation of the details of the 
acquisition process and Wisconsin’s Eminent Domain Law under Section 32.05, Wisconsin Statutes. 
Any property to be acquired would be inspected by one or more professional appraisers. The property 
owner would be invited to accompany the appraiser during the inspection to ensure the appraiser is 
informed of every aspect of the property. Property owners will be given the opportunity to obtain an 
appraisal by a qualified appraiser that will be considered by WisDOT in establishing just compensation. 
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Based on the appraisal(s) made, the value of the property would be determined, and that amount 
offered to the owner. 

The Lead Agencies would develop conceptual-stage relocation plans as part of the Tier 2 analysis. 
They would also evaluate the availability of comparable residences as part of an acquisition stage 
relocation plan prepared before real-estate acquisition begins. 

3.4 Business Development 
3.4.1 Existing Conditions 
Commercial and industrial businesses are adjacent to both Corridor Alternatives but concentrated in 
four primary locations (Exhibit 3.4-1):  

• West of I-41 along County F is the 113-acre Lawrence Business Park. This business park is on both 
sides of County F and adjacent to I-41. The Town of Lawrence plans on extending the business park 
to the south by 2040.  

• East of I-41 between County F and Red Maple Road is the 800-acre De Pere West Business Park, the 
largest business/industrial park in the City. Several businesses within this business park have direct 
access to County F. Adjacent to Red Maple Road in the De Pere West Business Park is a warehousing 
and distribution business. In 2001, the City of De Pere purchased 200 acres south of Southbridge Road 
and Red Maple Road to expand the De Pere West Business Park. 

• East of the Fox River is the 410-acre De Pere East Industrial Park. This industrial park includes 
numerous businesses on both sides of County X between WIS 32 and Swan Drive and north of 
Rockland Road between the Fox River State Trail and County PP. Belmark, Inc., an industrial business 
housed in three buildings, is located on both sides of County X and is connected by a skywalk over 
County X. Other businesses along County X in the De Pere East Industrial Park include a trucking 
business, industrial uses, a heating and cooling business, and a banquet hall. These businesses all have 
direct access to County X. Most of the businesses in the southern end of the industrial park are not 
adjacent to Rockland Road. The two businesses with direct access to Rockland Road are east of 
Enterprise Drive and are a plastics fabrication business and auto salvage yard. A limited amount of 
land in the industrial park remains open for development. 

• Several commercial properties are on the north side of County F immediately east of I-41, including 
banks, gas stations, restaurants, a hotel, Walmart, and offices. According to the City of De Pere 2010 
Comprehensive Plan Update, this is one of the primary economic activity locations in the city. 
As noted in the Plan, “This area also serves as a gateway to the community and should set a positive 
first impression for people entering the City.” (City of De Pere 2010). 

In addition, UnitedHealth Group is relocating to a new four-story, 174,000-square-foot office building 
just east of I-41 off the north side of Southbridge Road.  

There is also ongoing business development in the study area because its location between I-41 and I-43 
provides good access for businesses (see Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in Section 3.17). 
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Exhibit 3.4-1. Commercial and Industrial Business Centers in South Bridge Connector Area 

Source: Brown County 2019 
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3.4.2 Business Impacts 
No Build Alternative 
No commercial relocations would occur under the No Build Alternative. Due to the lack of a new 
Fox River bridge, the No Build Alternative would not improve access to I-41 or I-43 for businesses along 
the Corridor Alternatives and businesses in the area in general.  

Corridor Alternative 1 
Corridor Alternative 1 could relocate up to two businesses east of the Fox River near the 
County X/County PP intersection. In addition to the relocations, about 25 to 40 businesses may 
experience permanent acquisition of land from the edge of the parcel or a temporary use of land 
during construction. The business impacts of Corridor Alternative 1 are minimized by following existing 
roads. Corridor Alternative 1 would improve access to I-41 for those businesses east of the Fox River.  

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Corridor Alternative 2 could relocate three to five businesses dispersed throughout the corridor. 
In addition to the relocations, about 11 to 17 businesses may experience permanent acquisition of strips 
of land from the edge of the parcel or a temporary use of land during construction. The business impacts 
of Corridor Alternative 2 are minimized by following many existing streets. Corridor Alternative 2 would 
improve access to I-41 for businesses east of the Fox River. Additionally, the new I-41 interchange would 
provide a second connection to I-41 from the De Pere West Business Park and the Lawrence Business Park. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional impacts to businesses.  

3.4.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
Tier 2 assessments will quantify business relocations that are needed for the project based on the 
detailed design and right of way requirements that will be available at that time. As part of the Tier 2 
analysis, the Lead Agencies will explore ways to minimize the impacts of the project’s business 
relocations through more detailed engineering design.  

Where it will not be possible to avoid properties, commercial and industrial acquisitions and relocations 
would be in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, as amended. In addition to providing just compensation for property acquired, additional 
benefits are available to eligible relocated businesses, including relocation advisory services, 
reimbursement of moving expenses, and down-payment assistance. Under state law, no person would 
be relocated unless a comparable business location or other compensation (when a suitable business 
location replacement is not practical) is provided. Compensation is available to all relocated businesses 
without discrimination.  

Before initiating property acquisition activities, property owners would be contacted and given a detailed 
explanation of the acquisition process and Wisconsin’s Eminent Domain Law under Section 32.05, 
Wisconsin Statutes. Any property acquired would be inspected by one or more professional appraisers. 
The property owner would be invited to accompany the appraiser during the inspection to ensure that the 
appraiser is informed of every aspect of the property. Property owners will be given the opportunity to 
obtain an appraisal by a qualified appraiser that will be considered by the Lead Agencies in establishing just 
compensation. Based on the appraisal, the value of the property would be determined and that amount 
offered to the owner. 



SECTION 3—EXISTING CONDITIONS, IMPACTS, AND NEXT STEPS 

BI1204191414MKE  3-13 

3.5 Community Resources  
3.5.1 Existing Conditions 
Parks 
Three parks are located along the Corridor Alternatives (Exhibit 3.1-2 and 3.1-3). 

Preserve Park is a 76-acre municipal park in De Pere maintained by the City of De Pere Parks, Recreation, 
and Forestry Department. The north end of Preserve Park abuts County F immediately east of the I-41 
interchange. The south end of the park abuts the north side of Southbridge Road approximately 
1,500 feet east of I-41, and the west side of the park abuts I-41. The park has a mountain-biking path. 

Kiwanis Park is a 4-acre municipal park on the south side of Red Maple Road between the CN rail line 
and County D in De Pere. The park is maintained by the City of De Pere Parks, Recreation, and Forestry 
Department. Access is from the south side of the park where a parking lot and sidewalk are located. 
All amenities are on the south side of the park and include a playground, small soccer field, and 
sledding hill.  

Lions Trailside Park is a 4-acre municipal park on the south side of Rockland Road between Ryan Road 
and County PP in De Pere. The park is maintained by the City of De Pere Parks, Recreation, and Forestry 
Department. It is used as a sledding hill. Access is from the south side of the property where a parking 
lot and sidewalk are located.  

In addition to parks, the Fox River State Trail crosses both County X and Rockland Road west of 
Enterprise Drive in De Pere (Exhibits 3.1-2 and 3.1-3). The 25-mile-long Fox River State Trail is part of the 
Wisconsin State Park System and is maintained by Brown County. In the study area, the Fox River State 
Trail is paved, making the trail suitable for bicyclists, walkers, runners, and in-line skaters.  

Schools/Early Childhood Care Centers 
There are two public schools adjacent to Corridor Alternative 1 (Exhibit 3.1-2): 

• South of County F between the CN rail line and County D is Syble Hopp School, a public school 
funded through and operated by Brown County, providing educational programming for individuals 
with disabilities between the ages of 3 and 21. It has an enrollment of about 150 students. There are 
four access points to the school from County F. 

 
Syble Hopp School 
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• North of County X at the Swan Road intersection is Heritage Elementary School. Part of the De Pere 
School District, Heritage Elementary serves grades 4K through 4th and had an enrollment of 
561 students for the 2018-2019 school year. All access to the school is from Swan Road.  

There is one public school near Corridor Alternative 2:  

• Susan C. Altmayer Elementary School (De Pere School District) is located about 0.25-mile south of 
Rockland Road between the Fox River State Trail and County PP (Exhibit 3.1-3). Altmayer Elementary 
serves grades 4K through 4th and had an enrollment of 693 students for the 2018-2019 school year. 

There are three early childhood care centers adjacent to the Corridor Alternative 1: 

• Creative Kids is south of County F between Quarry Park Drive and Mid Valley Drive. Access is via 
County F. 

• Creekside Christian Montessori is north of County F just east of the CN rail line. There are two access 
points from County F to the school.  

• KinderCare is south of County X between County PP and Swan Road. Access to the center is from 
Arcadian Lane, and there are two fenced play fields adjacent to County X.  

Just north of County F (Corridor Alternative 1) between the CN rail line and County D is St. Norbert 
College’s Donald J. Schneider Stadium, constructed in 2010. The 2,454-seat stadium is home to 
St. Norbert’s football, soccer, and track and field teams. 

Places of Worship 
There are three places of worship adjacent to Corridor Alternative 1 (Exhibit 3.1-2): 

• Life Church is in the northeast quadrant of the County F/Lawrence Drive intersection. Access to the 
church is via Lawrence Drive. 

• St. John Lutheran Church is in the southwest quadrant of the County F/County D intersection. 
There is access to the church via both County F and County D.  

• Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses is in the southwest quadrant of the County X/Swan Road 
intersection. Access is via Swan Road.  

There is one place of worship adjacent to Corridor Alternative 2: 

• Cross Point Church is in the northwest quadrant of the Southbridge Road/Lawrence Drive 
intersection. The only access to the church is from Southbridge Road.  

Fire, Ambulance, and Police Protection 
The City of De Pere Fire and Rescue operates two fire stations, one on each side of the Fox River. The fire 
department provides fire and rescue (ambulance and paramedic) services to the entire City of De Pere, 
as well as rescue services to the Town of Lawrence and to the western half of the Town of Ledgeview.  

The east side station, Fire Station No. 1, is east of the Fox River near the Claude Allouez Bridge. 
Fire Station No. 2 is west of the Fox River along Grant Street, near I-41. Both fire stations are north of 
the South Bridge Connector study area. The City of De Pere 2010 Comprehensive Plan Update identifies 
the need for a new fire station on the City’s southwest side, which is to be built in the future, depending 
on the construction of the South Bridge Connector and available funding (City of De Pere 2010). This 
new fire station is planned to be near the intersection of Southbridge Road and American Boulevard.  

The Town of Ledgeview is served by a volunteer fire department, and Ledgeview’s Fire Station No. 2 is 
located in the southeast quadrant of the County X/Swan Road intersection. Access to the station is via 
Swan Road. This station serves the portions of Ledgeview within this study area.  
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The Town of Lawrence Volunteer Fire Department has two stations. One is about 0.5-mile north of 
County F, west of I-41. The main Town of Lawrence fire station is about 2 miles south of Southbridge 
Road, on the east side of I-41.  

The City of De Pere Police Department serves the City of De Pere, and its station is east of the Fox River 
near the Claude Allouez Bridge. Police service for the Town of Lawrence is provided by a shared local 
police department with the Village of Hobart. The Town of Lawrence has entered into an agreement 
with the Brown County Sheriff’s Department for additional police protection. The Brown County Sheriff’s 
Department also provides police services for the Town of Ledgeview. 

Government-Owned Buildings/Property 
In the northeast quadrant of the County F/American Boulevard intersection is a City of De Pere water 
storage tank (Exhibit 3.1-2). On the north side of County X near the east project terminus is a small 
pumping station operated by the Central Brown County Water Authority.  

The City of De Pere Compost Facility is located on the north side of Rockland Road immediately west of 
the Fox River State Trail (Exhibit 3.1-3). The compost facility is a cooperative effort between the City of 
De Pere and Town of Ledgeview where residents can drop off yard waste.  

3.5.2 Community Resource Impacts 
No Build Alternative  
There are no impacts to community resources under the No Build Alternative. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Parks 
Corridor Alternative 1 could impact the northern edge of Preserve Park. Approximately 0.2 to 0.3 acre of 
the park could be impacted. However, project improvements are not anticipated to disrupt access to the 
park or use of the park amenities.  

Trails 
A new Fox River bridge would provide a multimodal connection across the river and could enhance 
non-motorized connections in the study area. In addition, a new Fox River bridge could reduce traffic on 
the Claude Allouez Bridge in downtown De Pere, making the downtown more bicycle/pedestrian friendly. 

Corridor Alternative 1 would cross the Fox River State Trail. If the crossing is at-grade, this could require 
trail users to cross additional traffic lanes and be exposed to higher volumes of traffic.  

Schools/Early Childhood Care Centers 
Corridor Alternative 1 may impact the parking for Creative Kids, Syble Hopp School, and Creekside 
Christian Montessori childhood care centers. The additional traffic (including heavy truck traffic) 
projected along County F and wider road footprint as part of Corridor Alternative 1 could make access to 
and from these schools more difficult.  

Land may need to be acquired from Heritage Elementary School and KinderCare along County X. Tier 2 
studies will determine if there are impacts and the magnitude of impacts to these schools/early 
childhood care centers.  

No impacts are anticipated to the St. Norbert College’s Donald J. Schneider Stadium. 

Places of Worship 
Corridor Alternative 1 may require acquisition of a strip of land from the northern edge of the Kingdom 
Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses property. Impacts may occur to St. John Lutheran Church depending on the 
exact location of Corridor Alternative 1. Direct impacts are not anticipated to Life Church. 
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Fire, Ambulance, and Police Protection 
Corridor Alternative 1 may require acquisition of land from the Town of Ledgeview Fire Station No. 2. 
In general, a new Fox River bridge along Corridor Alternative 1 could improve the ability of all 
emergency services to respond to calls on opposite sides of the river due to an additional river crossing. 
According to the De Pere fire chief, a new Fox River crossing “dramatically improves” the department’s 
ability to meet its response-time goals (Matzke 2020). 

Government-Owned Buildings/Property 
Acquisition of a strip of land may be required from the City of De Pere and Central Brown County Water 
Authority properties.  

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Parks 
Potential park impacts are listed in Table 3.5-1. Corridor Alternative 2 could impact approximately 0.7 to 
1.1 acres at the south edge of Preserve Park and approximately 0.2 to 0.4 acre from the north edge of 
Kiwanis Park. No recreational features are located where Corridor Alternative 2 could impact these park 
properties. Corridor Alternative 2 would widen Rockland Road adjacent to Lions Trailside Park, but the 
roadway is not anticipated to encroach on park property.  

Trails  
A new Fox River bridge would provide a multimodal connection across the river and could enhance non-
motorized connections in the study area. In addition, a new Fox River bridge could reduce traffic on the 
Claude Allouez Bridge in downtown De Pere, making the downtown more bicycle/pedestrian friendly. 

Corridor Alternative 2 would cross the Fox River State Trail. If the crossing is at-grade, similar to Corridor 
Alternative 1, this could require trail users to cross additional traffic lanes and be exposed to higher 
volumes of traffic. 

Schools/Early Childhood Care Centers 
Corridor Alternative 2 is not anticipated to directly impact any schools or early childhood care centers.  

Places of Worship 
Corridor Alternative 2 may require a strip of land along the south edge of Cross Point Church property. 

Fire, Ambulance, and Police Protection  
A new Fox River bridge along Corridor Alternative 2 could enhance the ability of emergency responders 
to travel through the expanding southwest and southeast sections of the City of De Pere. This could be 
especially beneficial when the planned fire station is constructed near the intersection of Southbridge 
Road and American Boulevard. According to the De Pere fire chief, a new Fox River crossing would 
“dramatically improve” the department’s ability to meet its response-time goals (Matzke 2020). 

Government-Owned Buildings/Property 
Corridor Alternative 2 may require acquisition of a strip of land from the south edge of the City of 
De Pere Compost Facility. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
Parks  
The C-D road option associated with Corridor Alternative 2 may require an additional 4 to 8 acres from 
the west side of Preserve Park. While the area needed to implement the C-D road nears the trail that 
runs through the park, it is not anticipated to be directly impacted. However, trail users may experience 
increased noise and visual impacts in terms of altered view of the roadway from within the park.  

Other Community Resources 
The C-D road system option would not be anticipated to cause additional impacts to schools/early 
childhood care centers; places of worship; fire, ambulance, and police protection; or government-owned 
buildings/property. 



SECTION 3—EXISTING CONDITIONS, IMPACTS, AND NEXT STEPS 

BI1204191414MKE   3-17 

Table 3.5-1. Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 Park Impacts 

Park Name Owner Location Size Description 

Alternative that 
Potentially Impacts 

the Property Potential Impact 

Recreational Uses 
at Potential 

Impact Location 

Preserve 
Park 

City of De Pere East of I-41 between 
County F and 
Southbridge Road 

76 acres Municipal Park 
with a 
mountain-
biking path 

Alternatives 1 and 2 Alternative 1: 0.2 to 0.3 acre on 
the north side of park property 

Alternative 2: 0.7 to 1.1 acres on 
the south side of park property  

C-D road option for Alternative 2: 
4 to 8 acres from the west side of 
park property 

None 

Kiwanis Park City of De Pere South side of Red 
Maple Road 
between the CN rail 
line and County D 

4 acres Municipal park 
with a 
playground and 
small soccer 
field 

2 Alternative 2: 0.2 to 0.4 acre along 
northern edge of park property 

None 

Lions 
Trailside 
Park 

City of De Pere South side of 
Rockland Road 
between Ryan Road 
and County PP 

4 acres Municipal park 
with sledding 
hill used in 
winter 

2 None None 
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3.5.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
In Tier 2, a more detailed roadway design will be developed to refine impacts to each property. If there 
are impacts to community resources, avoidance and minimization measures will be evaluated and 
incorporated into design where possible. If necessary, the specific amount of land acquired from 
community resource properties will be documented in Tier 2. Any community resources that require 
relocation will be subject to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, as amended. 

Where applicable, Tier 2 will include commitments to minimize access and traffic impacts during 
construction. Coordination and communication with property owners will continue. 

As part of the Tier 2 studies, Brown County will investigate the potential for grade-separated crossings at 
the Fox River State Trail. 

3.6 Socioeconomic Characteristics/Environmental Justice 
3.6.1 Existing Conditions 
Population Levels and Trends 
The population in Brown County and the communities in the South Bridge Connector study area has 
grown since 2010 (Table 3.6-1). The study area communities have grown at a much faster rate than the 
county as new development moves south from the Green Bay metropolitan area. According to the 
Wisconsin Department of Administration’s 2040 projections (Wisconsin Department of Administration 
2013), all communities in the South Bridge Connector study area will continue to experience population 
growth. In fact, the Towns of Lawrence and Ledgeview are expected to be the first and third fastest-
growing municipalities in Wisconsin during that timeframe.  

For populations in the study area, the Lead Agencies obtained 2018 American Community Survey data for 
the block groups adjacent to a substantial portion of the corridor and representative of the core project 
area, as this is the population that could be directly impacted by the project. Exhibit 3.6-1 shows the block 
groups used for each Corridor Alternative. Tables 3.6-1 through 3.6-3 provide population data for the 
communities in the study area and Corridor Alternative block groups. 
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Exhibit 3.6-1. Corridor Alternative Census Block Groups 

Sources: Brown County 2019, U.S. Census 2019 
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Table 3.6-1. South Bridge Connector Community Populations 2010-2018 and 2040 Projected Population 

Community 2010 Population 2018 Population 
Percent Change 

(2010-2018) 
2040 Population 

Projectiona 
Percent Change 

(2018-2040) 

Brown County 248,007 263,378 6.2% 312,320 18.6% 

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

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

Town of Ledgeview 6,555 7,739 18.1% 12,480 61.3% 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Block Groups N/A 20,830 N/A N/A N/A 

Corridor Alternative 2 
Block Groups N/A 18,645 N/A N/A N/A 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Census; U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018; 5-year estimates 
a 2040 projected population obtained from Wisconsin Department of Administration Demographic Services Center’s Wisconsin’s 
Future Population: Projections for the State, Its Counties and Municipalities, 2010 – 2040. December 2013. 

N/A = not applicable 

Between 2010 and 2018, the percentage of minority1 residents increased in De Pere and Ledgeview but 
decreased in Lawrence (Table 3.6-2). The study area communities have lower percentages of minority 
population than Brown County as a whole. However, the percentage of minority residents in De Pere 
and Ledgeview grew at a faster rate than Brown County between 2010 and 2018. Both Corridor 
Alternatives have a percentage of minority population less than that of Brown County. Minority 
populations are further discussed in Section 3.6.3 Environmental Justice Regulatory Framework and 
Section 3.6.4 Impacts to Low-income and Minority Populations.  

Table 3.6-2. Study Area Minority Population 2010 - 2018 

Community 
2010 Minority 

Population 
2010 Percent of 
Total Population 

2018 Minority 
Population 

2018 Percent of 
Total Population 

Percent Change 
2010 - 2018 

Brown County 40,305 16.3% 50,989 19.3% 26.5% 

City of De Pere 1,718 7.2% 2,570 10.3% 49.6% 

Town of 
Lawrence 248 5.8% 49 1.0% -80.2% 

Town of 
Ledgeview 440 6.7% 599 7.7% 36.1% 

Corridor 
Alternative 1 
Block Groups 

N/A N/A 2,379 11.4% N/A 

Corridor 
Alternative 2 
Block Groups 

N/A N/A 2,272 12.2% N/A 

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Census; U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018; 5-year estimates 

In Brown County, Hispanics or Latinos are the largest minority population (Table 3.6-3). In the City of 
De Pere, Asians are the largest minority population; however, the percentage of American Indian and 
Alaska Native, two or more races, and Hispanic or Latino are all similar to Asian. Hispanics or Latinos are 
the largest minority population in the Town of Lawrence, and Asians are the largest minority population 
                                                            
1 Minority is defined as a person who is (1) Black: a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa; (2) Hispanic or Latino: a 
person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race; (3) Asian American: a 
person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia or the Indian subcontinent; (4) American Indian and Alaskan 
Native: a person having origins in any of the original people of North America, South America (including Central America), and who maintains 
cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition; or (5) Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: a person having 
origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa or other Pacific Islands (FHWA 2012). 
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in the Town of Ledgeview. A field review of the Corridor Alternatives produced no evidence of a 
concentration of minority residents. Additionally, through the public involvement process, no minority 
population concerns have been identified in the study area. 

Table 3.6-3. Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2018 

Area 
White 
alone  

Black or 
African 

American 
alone 

American 
Indian and 

Alaska Native 
alone 

Asian 
alone 

Native 
Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 

Islander alone 

Some 
Other 
Race 
alone 

Two or 
More 
Races 

Hispanic or 
Latino 

(of any race) 
Total 

Population 

Brown County 
212,389 
(80.6%) 

6,660 
(2.5%) 

5,578 
(2.1%) 

8,315 
(3.2%) 

213 
(0.1%) 

0 
(0%) 

7,164 
(2.7%) 

23,059 
(8.8%) 

263,378 

City of De Pere 
22,266 
(89.7%) 

157 
(0.6%) 

545 
(2.2%) 

639 
(2.6%) 

0 
(<0%) 

58 
(0.2%) 

565 
(2.3%) 

606 
(2.4%) 

24,836 

Town of 
Lawrence 

4,995 
(99.0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

49 
(1.0%) 

5,044 

Town of 
Ledgeview 

7,140 
(92.3%) 

5 
(0.1%) 

71 
(0.9%) 

442 
(5.7%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

51 
(0.7%) 

30 
(0.4%) 7,739 

Corridor 
Alternative 1 
Block Groups 

18,451 
(88.6%) 

136 
(0.7%) 

634 
(3.0%) 

658 
(3.2%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

485 
(2.3%) 

466 
(2.2%) 20,830 

Corridor 
Alternative 2 
Block Groups 

16,373 
(87.8%) 

70 
(0.4%) 

640 
(3.4%) 

658 
(3.5%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

515 
(2.8%) 

389 
(2.1%) 18,645 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018; 5-year estimates 

Income 
Based on U.S. Census Data from the 2014–2018 American Community Survey, the mean household income 
in the census blocks adjacent to the Corridor Alternatives was lower than the mean household incomes in 
the surrounding communities but similar to all of Brown County (Table 3.6-4). The U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services annually publishes poverty guidelines to determine financial eligibility for 
certain programs. According to Department guidelines, in 2018, a household containing four persons was 
considered to be living in poverty if the total income of the family/household was less than $25,100 (2018). 
As noted in Table 3.6-4, the percentage of residents living adjacent to the Corridor Alternatives living in 
poverty is greater than the Towns of Ledgeview and Lawrence but less than the City of De Pere and Brown 
County. Low-income populations are further discussed in Section 3.6.3, Environmental Justice Regulatory 
Framework and Section 3.6.4, Impacts to Low-income and Minority Populations.  

Table 3.6-4. Median Household Income and Poverty (2014-2018) 

Community 
Population for Whom 

Poverty Is Determineda 
Percent Below 

Poverty 
Mean Household 

Income 

Brown County 255,746 8.3% $73,969 

City of De Pere 22,713 7.0% $76,618 

Town of Lawrence 5,044 3.1% $110,074 

Town of Ledgeview 7,660 4.0% $112,337 

Corridor Alternative 1 Block Groups 18,889 6.1% $70,415 

Corridor Alternative 2 Block Groups 17,985 6.3% $75,548 

a Poverty status cannot be determined for people in institutional group housing (e.g., prisons or nursing homes), college 
dormitories, military barracks, and living situations without conventional housing (and who are not in shelters). In 
addition, poverty statistics for unrelated individuals under age 15 (such as foster children) are not determined. 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2018; 5-year estimates 
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3.6.2 Socioeconomic Impacts 
The impacts of roadway expansion or the construction of a new roadway can affect the physical and 
social settings, community services, and other factors that promote a sense of community among 
residents. Community cohesion is the ability of people to communicate and interact with each other in 
ways that lead to a sense of community. It is reflected in a neighborhood’s ability to function and be 
recognized as a singular unit and includes buildings and services important to the community such as 
churches, commercial development, social services, municipal buildings and services, parks, and schools. 
Displacing residential and commercial properties can impact community cohesion. 

No Build Alternative 
There are no socioeconomic impacts under the No Build Alternative. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Corridor Alternative 1 follows existing roads, limiting the splitting of existing residential areas. 
Residential displacements would occur along the edges of established neighborhoods or in more rural 
areas. On the east and west banks of the Fox River, the bridge would bisect an area of uninterrupted 
residences. 

Potential business relocations are of industrial uses, thus impacts on community cohesion from a 
commercial business perspective would be limited. Corridor Alternative 1 would improve connectivity 
and safety through new or improved sidewalks and pedestrian mobility by making it safer to walk along 
the corridor roadways to local businesses and services and other residences or neighborhoods. 

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Corridor Alternative 2 would mainly follow existing roads. Where the corridor is on a new alignment, 
it would pass through open (mainly agricultural) land areas and is not anticipated to bisect any existing 
neighborhoods. Most residential displacements would occur along the edges of established neighborhoods 
or in more rural areas. On the east and west banks of the Fox River, the bridge would bisect an area of 
uninterrupted residences.  

Most potential business relocations are of industrial uses, thus impacts on community cohesion from a 
commercial business perspective would be limited. Corridor Alternative 2 would improve connectivity 
and safety through new or improved sidewalks and pedestrian mobility by making it safer to walk along 
the corridor roadways to local businesses and services and other residences or neighborhoods. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional socioeconomic impacts. 

3.6.3 Environmental Justice Regulatory Framework 
The key legislation and policy directive behind environmental justice assessment requirements is 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations, issued by President Clinton in 1994.  

Executive Order 12898 directs federal agencies to take appropriate and necessary steps to identify and 
address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of 
minority populations and/or low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable by law. 
The Executive Order states that, to the extent practicable and permitted by law, neither minority 
populations nor low-income populations may receive disproportionately high and adverse impacts as a 
result of a proposed project. The Order requires that representatives of any low-income population or 
minority population that could be affected by the project be given the opportunity to be included in the 
impact assessment and public involvement process.  
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In response to Executive Order 12898, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) issued the Order to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (DOT Order 5610.2(a); 
updated May 2012), which sets forth the DOT policy to consider environmental justice principles in all 
(DOT) programs, policies, and activities. It describes how the objectives of environmental justice will be 
integrated into planning and programming, rulemaking, and policy formulation. The DOT Order 5610.2(a) 
notes that environmental justice discussion in environmental documents should include the following: 

• Identification of existing minority populations and low-income populations. 
• Description of how outreach opportunities were provided and the results from coordination with 

the environmental justice populations, as well as their access to information and participation in the 
outreach events. 

• Identification of disproportionately high and adverse effects (if applicable) on environmental justice 
populations.  

FHWA Order 6640.23A, Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations, issued in 2012,2 requires the Lead Agencies to conduct an environmental 
justice analysis. The Lead Agencies completed an environmental justice analysis for this project to 
determine whether the proposed project has the potential to incur disproportionately high and adverse 
effects3 upon minority populations or low-income populations. For any high and adverse effects found to 
be borne disproportionately by low-income and minority populations, the analysis examines mitigation 
measures, offsetting benefits, and impacts of other system elements in accordance with FHWA Order 
6640.23A (as well as DOT Order 5610.2(a)). 

3.6.4 Impacts to Low-income and Minority Populations 
It is anticipated that the project will not have disproportionately high and adverse impact on low-income 
and/or minority populations, but that will be evaluated through additional environmental justice 
analysis in the Tier 2 documents. As noted in Tables 3.6-3 and 3.6-4, there does not appear to be a high 
percentage of minority and/or low-income persons in the study area, and none of the identified impacts 
are anticipated to be disproportionately borne by minority and/or low-income persons. At public 
meetings, no concerns regarding minority or low-income populations have been raised, nor did local 
governments indicate any concerns.  

Based on that, regardless of which alternative is implemented, the project is not expected to have a 
disproportionately high and adverse impact on low-income or minority communities. The improved 
roadways and connections across the Fox River of both Corridor Alternatives could benefit the 
population in the study area, including low-income and/or minority residents. 

3.6.5 Tier 2 Analysis 
As part of the Tier 2 studies, the Lead Agencies will verify if residents potentially directly affected by the 
Corridor Alternatives, through property acquisition, relocation, noise, and/or other impacts, generally 
reflect the Census data for residences adjacent to the Corridor Alternatives. Additionally, the Lead 

                                                            
2 FHWA Order 6640.23A cancels FHWA Order 6640.23, which was issued in 1998. 

3 Adverse effects are defined in FHWA Order 6640.23A as the totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or 
environmental effects, including interrelated social and economic effects, which may include, but are not limited to: bodily 
impairment, infirmity, illness, or death; air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination; destruction or disruption of human-
made or natural resources; destruction or diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a 
community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private facilities and services; vibration; 
adverse employment effects; displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased traffic congestion, 
isolation, exclusion, or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given community or from the broader community; 
and the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of FHWA programs, policies, or activities. 
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Agencies will investigate if any commercial relocations are owned by a member of an environmental 
justice population, provide employment to minority and/or low-income workers, or provide goods and 
services unique to an Environmental Justice population. The Lead Agencies will continue public outreach 
efforts to provide meaningful public engagement to ensure full participation by all potentially affected 
persons in the transportation decision-making process. This will help the Lead Agencies better balance 
the benefits of the project against its adverse effects and consider whether the project would result in 
the denial, reduction, or delay in the receipt of project benefits by environmental justice populations. 
The Lead Agencies will review Census data, project impacts, and public outreach information to 
determine if the proposed action will have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on low-income 
and/or minority populations.  

Both negative and positive effects would likely occur for both minority and/or low-income populations 
and non-minority, non-low-income populations. Mitigation measures developed for any impacted 
resource as part of the Tier 2 documents would benefit minority and/or low-income populations and 
non-minority, non-low-income populations.  

3.7 Transportation Services 
3.7.1 Existing Conditions 
Highways/Roadways 
Several federal, state, and county highways cross or are part of Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 (Exhibit 2-2): 

• I-41 is the main north-south interstate on the west edge of the study area between Green Bay and 
the Fox Valley. 

• WIS 32/57 is a north-south arterial road that generally parallels the east side of the Fox River. 
• County EB, which is west of I-41, extends north from County F to the west side of Green Bay. 
• County F and County X are east-west roads that make up part of the Corridor Alternative 1. 
• County D (Lost Dauphin Road) is a north-south road that parallels west side of the Fox River. 
• County PP is a north-south road east of the Fox River. 
• County GV is a northeast-southwest road and is the east terminus of this project. 
Other major routes in the area are I-43, which is about 6.5 miles east of the east project limit, and 
WIS 172, which is about 3.5 miles north of the study area.  

Rail 
A CN rail line crosses both Corridor 
Alternatives on the west side of the 
Fox River (Exhibits 3.1-2 and 3.1-3). 
At County F, the rail line crosses the 
roadway at-grade; while at Red 
Maple Road, the crossing is grade-
separated, with the rail line crossing 
over the road. This is Brown County’s 
most heavily used freight rail line and 
could serve any potential high-speed 
rail routes planned between Green 
Bay and Milwaukee.   

Red Maple Road at CN rail line underpass. 
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The Fox River State Trail is federally railbanked and subject to future restoration and reconstruction of 
the right of way for rail purposes consistent with Section 208 of the National Trails System Act 
Amendment of 1983, Publ. L. No. 98-11 (16 USC 1247(d)). A railroad could petition to re-establish rail 
service in this corridor in the future.  

Public Transit 
Green Bay Metro is the public transit provider for the greater Green Bay area. A Green Bay Metro bus 
route (Route #17, Brick Line) travels along County F, providing a connection from the study area to other 
parts of De Pere and the Bay Park Square Mall area. Along County F, there are stops at the Walmart and 
Syble Hopp School. Green Bay Metro’s paratransit provider serves County F between I-41 and the 
Fox River and the area north of Southbridge Road/Red Maple Road. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian 
County F has a sidewalk on the north side extending from Lawrence Drive to County D, and there is a 
nearly mile-long shared-use path on the south side that extends from American Boulevard to Patriot 
Way. County F also has a sidewalk on the south side that extends from Patriot Way to County D. 
County X, Southbridge Road, Red Maple Road, and Rockland Road do not have sidewalks. 

The Ledgeview Park Loop is an existing 3.8-mile bicycle loop, which uses the existing narrow paved 
shoulder along County X from Swan Road to County GV as part of the route. The loop provides access to 
Ledgeview Park and the trails within, and two schools.  

3.7.2 Transportation Impacts 
No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, traffic volumes would increase, and congestion worsen on the 
Claude Allouez Bridge and WIS 172 bridge as development continues to progress southward. The traffic 
projections in Section 1, Purpose of and Need for the Project, note that between 2018 and 2045, traffic 
volumes are projected to increase 30 percent on the WIS 172 Fox River bridge. Between 2015 and 2045, 
traffic volumes are projected to increase by 40 percent on the Claude Allouez Bridge. This increase in 
traffic volumes will cause congestion to worsen, deteriorating from level of service C in 2015 to E in 
2045 on the Claude Allouez Bridge, and from level of service D in 2018 to E in 2045 on the WIS 172 
bridge. As traffic increases and congestion worsens on the existing system, motorists will continue to 
experience less-desirable traveling conditions. 

The No Build Alternative would not affect public transit. Under the No Build Alternative, the CN rail line 
would continue to cross County F at grade and cross over Red Maple Road. The No Build Alternative 
would not improve the conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists. 
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Corridor Alternative 1 
See Section 2.4 for a discussion of 
the traffic operations and safety 
aspects of Corridor Alternative 1.  

Constructing a new Fox River 
bridge would provide a 
multimodal connection across 
what is currently a barrier to east-
west movements in the southern 
portion of the metropolitan area. 
This bridge and the improved 
streets that would connect to it 
are expected to remove a 
substantial number of heavy 
trucks from the Claude Allouez 
Bridge, which would relieve 
congestion on the bridge. A new 
bridge would provide multimodal 
connections across the river and 
would take trucks out of 
downtown De Pere, making it 
more bicycle/pedestrian friendly. 

Corridor Alternative 1 would have 
an at-grade crossing of the CN rail 
line due to the extensive 
residential development and a 
school on Scheuring Road adjacent 
to the rail line. Rebuilding the road 
to cross over or under the railroad 
would require removing driveway 
access from the road, which would cut off driveway access to a dozen or more homes, Syble Hopp School, 
and one entrance to St. Norbert College’s stadium. 

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
See Section 2.4 for a discussion of the traffic operations and safety aspects of Corridor Alternative 2.  

Constructing a new Fox River bridge would provide a multimodal connection across what is currently a 
barrier to east-west movements in the southern portion of the metropolitan area. This bridge and the 
improved streets that would connect to it are expected to remove a substantial number of heavy trucks 
from the Claude Allouez Bridge, which would relieve congestion on the bridge. A new bridge would 
provide multimodal connections across the river and would take trucks out of downtown De Pere, 
making it more bicycle/pedestrian friendly. 

Corridor Alternative 2 would likely have a grade-separated crossing of the CN rail line. 

Based on the PEOR (SRF Consulting Group 2018), I-41 would operate at an acceptable level of service 
without the C-D road system option. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
Based on the PEOR (SRF Consulting Group 2018), I-41 would operate at an acceptable level of service 
with the C-D road system option. 

 
Scheuring Road Railway Crossing 

 
Scheuring Road Two-Way Left-Turn Lane 
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3.7.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
Tier 2 analysis will provide information on travel and safety improvements along these corridors as part 
of the project. As part of the Tier 2 analysis, the Lead Agencies will coordinate with CN to minimize 
disruptions to rail service during construction and will also work with Green Bay Metro to minimize 
disruption to its routes during construction.  

With regard to the potential grade-separated rail crossing, the appropriate time to evaluate environmental 
and traffic impacts of the roadway crossing at-grade or grade-separated would be if/when a railroad 
expressed interest in restoring a rail line in that right of way. During Tier 2, this issue will be revisited to 
determine likelihood of restoration and to consider reasonable accommodation for railroad restoration 
following WisDOT’s Facilities Development Manual (2002), Project Development Process with regard to rail 
corridors. There would also be a separate NEPA study for restoration of the rail line. 

3.8 Agriculture 
3.8.1 Existing Conditions 
As the Green Bay 
metropolitan area 
continues to grow, this 
growth often converts 
agricultural lands to 
non-agricultural uses 
such as homes, 
apartments, businesses, 
roads, and schools. 
This is true in the South 
Bridge Connector study 
area as development of 
the Green Bay 
metropolitan area 
continues to move 
south. According to the 
2017-2027 Brown County, WI Farmland Preservation Plan Update (Brown County Planning Commission 
2017) in 2016, for the first time, agricultural land was less than half (168,686 acres; 49.2 percent) of all 
land in Brown County. The amount of land used for agriculture in Brown County has decreased by 
22 percent since 1980.  

All of the farms adjacent to Corridor Alternative 1 and Corridor Alternative 2 are under 400 acres, with most 
between 30 and 200 acres (Exhibit 3.8-1). The farmland in these corridors is considered prime farmland, 
which means the soil in the area can be cultivated and is suited for all crops grown in Brown County. 

Adjacent to Corridor Alternative 1, there is agricultural land at the west end of the corridor at the 
County F/County EB intersection. A parcel near the southeast quadrant of this intersection, directly west 
of Scheuring Heights and south of County F, has been identified as a farmland preservation area4 by 

                                                            
4 Wisconsin has a Farmland Preservation Program that helps farmers and local governments preserve farmland, protect soil and water, and 
minimize land-use conflicts with agriculture. Through participation in the program, counties develop farmland preservation plans; local 
governments can develop farmland preservation zoning districts; landowners and local governments together form Agricultural Enterprise 
Areas (areas comprised of large blocks of generally contiguous agricultural lands, consisting of at least five separate landowners); and 
landowners meet soil and water conservation standards to become eligible to claim an income tax credit. Local governments and landowners 
renew their commitment to the Farmland Preservation Program annually.  

 
Agricultural land adjacent to Rockland Road 
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Brown County and should continue to be used for agricultural activities. Smaller chunks of agricultural 
land are also present along the easternmost 0.5 mile of County X. Recently, a large portion of 
agricultural land in this area was converted to residential land use.  

Agricultural land is more plentiful along Corridor Alternative 2. West of I-41 are several parcels of 
agricultural land, including the farmland preservation area noted in the Corridor Alternative 1 
discussion. Agricultural land is also present east of I-41 along Southbridge Road; however, in recent 
years, some of that agricultural land was converted to residential and commercial land uses. East of the 
Fox River, the land adjacent to Corridor Alternative 2 is primarily agricultural land. Portions of 
agricultural land east of the Fox River were recently converted to residential land use.  

3.8.2 Agricultural Impacts 
The Build Alternatives could impact some agricultural land and farming operations in the study area. These 
agricultural impacts could include loss of farmland, farmland severances, change in field access, and loss of 
farm-related buildings/structures. Brown County coordinated with the Wisconsin Department of 
Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP), a Participating Agency, as part of this Tier 1 
agricultural land impact analysis. DATCP provided information regarding nearby drainage districts.  

No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not require land from farm operations in the area and would not directly 
impact farm operations. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Corridor Alternative 1 is anticipated to have minor agricultural impacts due to the fact that it is aligned 
along existing roadways, and no new interchange construction is required at I-41. Corridor Alternative 1 
could impact between 13 and 23 acres of farmland, including the farmland preservation parcel. All 
farmland impacts are anticipated to consist of strip takings adjacent to existing roads and occur west of 
I-41 along County F or east of County PP along County X. It is not anticipated to sever any existing farms. 
Exhibit 3.8-1 highlights the locations where agricultural land could be impacted by Corridor Alternative 1. 
Access to some agricultural land along the corridor could be altered. 

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Corridor Alternative 2 could impact between 47 and 78 acres of farmland. Most of this impact is likely to 
occur on new alignment between the west end of the project and I-41, at the new I-41 interchange at 
Southbridge Road/Orange Lane, and east of County PP at the east end of the project where the corridor 
is on a new alignment. Corridor Alternative 2 could sever 4 to 8 farms.  

Agricultural impacts along existing Southbridge Road, Red Maple Road, and Rockland Road are 
anticipated to consist of strip takings. Exhibit 3.8-1 highlights the locations where agricultural land could 
be impacted by Corridor Alternative 2.  

It is possible that some of the severed agricultural land could be of a size impractical for use as farmland. 
Additionally, access to some agricultural land along the corridor could be altered. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional impacts to agricultural land. 
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Exhibit 3.8-1. Agricultural Land Adjacent to Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 Source: Brown County 2019 
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3.8.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
Tier 2 will specify the amount and type of land acquired from farm operations. A Farmland Conversion 
Impact Rating Form (form NRCS CPA-106) would be prepared and coordinated with the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). Agricultural impacts will be quantified 
and reported to DATCP in an agricultural impact notice. Based on the extent of the impacts, DATCP will 
determine whether an Agricultural Impact Statement is required. During Tier 2, potential measures to 
mitigate agricultural impacts would be developed. 

3.9 Water Resources 
3.9.1 Existing Conditions 
Surface Water 
The project is in the Lake Michigan basin and the Lower Fox River Watershed. According to DNR’s 
Surface Water Data Viewer, 10 waterbodies are crossed by one or both Corridor Alternatives 
(Exhibit 3.1-2 and 3.1-3) (DNR 2020a). Table 3.9-1 describes the characteristics of each of the 
waterways, including current uses and impairment status.  

Along Corridor Alternative 1, unnamed stream (122700) and Ashwaubenon Creek pass under County F 
via a culvert. Similarly, unnamed stream (5019110) and unnamed stream (5019379) pass under County X 
via culverts. The East River passes under County X by bridge.  

Along Corridor Alternative 2, Ashwaubenon Creek passes under Southbridge Road via a culvert. 
Similarly, unnamed stream (122300) and unnamed stream (5019215) pass under Red Maple Road via 
culverts. There is no existing crossing of Hemlock Creek, unnamed stream (5019430), or Fox River along 
the Corridor Alternatives. Hemlock Creek passes under I-41 in a culvert in the segment of I-41 where the 
Corridor Alternative 2 C-D road option is located. Also, within Corridor Alternative 2 is a 24-inch water 
intake siphon line that runs from the Fox River to an underground vault located at the corner of County 
D (Lost Dauphin Road) and Red Maple Road.  

Water Quality 
Fox River, Hemlock Creek, Ashwaubenon Creek, and the East River are the major waterways that cross 
the Corridor Alternatives. Fox River, Ashwaubenon Creek, and the East River are all considered impaired 
waterbodies under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. While Hemlock Creek is considered to be in 
“good” condition, all waterways receive agricultural and urban stormwater runoff contributing to 
reduced quality. 

The Ashwaubenon Creek, Fox River, East River, and their tributaries are considered Areas of Special 
Natural Resource Interest (ASNRI)5 and are part of the approved Lower Fox River Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL). This TMDL was established for total phosphorus and total suspended solids. Federal and 
state regulations require implementation of the TMDL to meet water quality standards.  

 

                                                            
5 Areas of Special Natural Resource Interest (ASNRI) include designated state natural areas, designated trout streams, or unique ecological 
communities identified in the Natural Heritage Inventory; wild rice waters; federal or state waters designated as wild or scenic rivers; waters in 
and ecologically significant coastal wetlands along Lakes Michigan and Superior as identified in the Coastal Wetlands of Wisconsin. 



SECTION 3—EXISTING CONDITIONS, IMPACTS, AND NEXT STEPS 

BI1204191414MKE     3‐31  

Table 3.9‐1. Waterways Crossed by Alternative Working Alignments  
Waterway (Waterbody 
Identification Code for 
Unnamed Streams)  Natural Community 

Designated 
Use(s) 

General 
Condition  Impaired (Impairments)  Pollutants 

Existing Crossing  
(Exhibit 3.1‐2 and 3.1‐3)  

Unnamed Stream 
(122700) 

Cool‐Cold Headwater, 
Macroinvertebrate 

Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A  Existing culvert under County F along Corridor 
Alternative 1  

Hemlock Creek  Cool‐Cold Headwater, 
Macroinvertebrate 

Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Good  No  N/A  Existing culvert under I‐41 along Corridor 
Alternative 2 C‐D Road System Option  

Ashwaubenon Creek  Cool‐cold Headwater, 
cool‐warm headwater 

Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Poor  Yes (low dissolved 
oxygen, degraded 
habitat) 

Total 
phosphorus, 
sediment/ total 
suspended solids 

Existing culvert under County F along Corridor 
Alternative 1 
Existing culvert under Southbridge Road along 
Corridor Alternative 2 
Existing bridge under I‐41 along Corridor 
Alternative 2 C‐D Road System Option  

Unnamed Stream 
(122300) 

Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A  Existing culvert under Red Maple Road along 
Corridor Alternative 2  

Unnamed Stream 
(5019215) 

Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A  Existing culvert under Red Maple Road along 
Corridor Alternative 2  

Unnamed Stream 
(5019430) 

Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A  None 

Fox River  Large River  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Poor  Yes (low dissolved 
oxygen, polychlorinated 
biphenyl contaminated 
fish tissue) 

Polychlorinated 
biphenyls, total 
phosphorus 

None 

Unnamed Stream 
(5019110) 

Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A   Existing culvert under County X along Corridor 
Alternative 1  

East River  Warm headwater, cool‐
warm headwater, cool‐
warm mainstream 

Fish and Aquatic 
Life Warmwater 

Poor  Yes (chronic aquatic 
toxicity, low dissolved 
oxygen, degraded 
biological community, 
degraded habitat, high 
phosphorus levels) 

Unspecified 
metals, total 
phosphorus, 
sediment/total 
suspended solids 

Existing bridge under County X along Corridor 
Alternative 1  

Unnamed Stream 
(5019379) 

Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A  Existing culvert under County X along Corridor 
Alternative 1  

N/A = not applicable 
Macroinvertebrate = Very small, almost always intermittent (i.e., ceases flow for part of the year, although water may remain in the channel) streams. Few or no fish are present, but a 
variety of aquatic invertebrates are common, at least seasonally (https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/rivers/naturalcommunities.html; accessed March 3, 2020). 
Default Fish and Aquatic Life = These waters do not have a specific use designation subcategory but are considered fishable, swimmable waters. 
Source: DNR 2020a. 
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Aquatic Habitat and Wildlife 
Existing wildlife habitat is generally found along the rivers and streams. These linear tracts of open space 
consist of both upland and lowland vegetation. Waterways in the area likely serve as habitat and 
passageways for terrestrial wildlife. 

The Fox River, East River, Ashwaubenon Creek, and their tributaries are considered warmwater streams 
and either have year-round or seasonal sport fisheries. These waterways are used by fish for spawning. 
Fox River is considered a smallmouth bass stream where the alternatives would cross it (DNR 2020a). 
None of the waterways are Trout Streams or Outstanding or Exceptional Resource Waters (DNR 2020b 
and 2020c). In addition to fish, the waterways in the study area contain other aquatic wildlife, including 
macroinvertebrates such as mussels and crustaceans.  

The waterways and surrounding wooded areas are also used by a variety of mammals, songbirds, 
amphibians, insects, and reptiles. Wildlife in the area use the waterways and surrounding habitat for 
feeding, roosting, and movement. 

Recreation 
DNR, in its April 13, 2020 letter, stated that these reaches of the Fox River, East River, and 
Ashwaubenon Creek are, or may be, regularly used by recreational watercraft (DNR 2020f). There is a 
public boat launch for the Fox River in the City of De Pere just south of the Claude Allouez Bridge. 
Additionally, the St. Norbert College crew team uses Fox River for practice and regattas. Smaller 
watercraft, such as kayaks or canoes, may use the East River and Ashwaubenon Creek. 

Wetlands 
Wetlands are defined by the Clean Water Act as “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (40 CFR 230.3). 
Wetlands are typically associated with waterbodies and pockets of wet, depressional areas. Wetlands 
may provide flood storage, water quality benefits, wildlife habitat, and be used as spawning areas by fish 
species such as northern pike (Esox lucius). The corridors are a mixture of developed, undeveloped, and 
agricultural land uses, and as such, wetlands are found sporadically along the corridors.  

Readily available information was used to identify wetlands along the Corridor Alternatives in Tier 1. 
Specifically, wetland boundaries developed by Brown County in 2011 were used,6 as well as additional 
wetlands identified in DNR’s Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory (DNR 2020a). Forty-two wetlands were 
identified along the Corridor Alternatives (Exhibits 3.1-2 and 3.1-3). Nearly all wetlands along Corridor 
Alternative 1 are adjacent to waterways. Wetlands along Corridor Alternative 2 are also adjacent to 
waterways and are associated with depressions in less developed portions of the corridor; therefore, 
they are scattered along the corridor.  

                                                            
6 Brown County identified wetlands by first accessing DNR’s Wisconsin Wetland Inventory. Subsequently, DNR, Corps of Engineers, and 
Brown County conducted field visits on October 12 and November 14, 2011, to identify possible additional wetlands not mapped in DNR’s 
Wisconsin Wetland Inventory.  
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Floodplains 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood Hazard mapping was viewed on DNR’s Surface 
Water Data Viewer to identify floodplains and floodways in the study area (2020d). Hemlock Creek, 
Ashwaubenon Creek, Fox River, unnamed stream (5019110), and East River have 100-year floodplain 
and/or regulatory floodway where the Corridor Alternatives cross them (Table 3.9-2 and Exhibits 3.1-2 
and 3.1-3). The Federal Emergency Management Agency defines “regulatory floodway” as “the channel 
of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge 
the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated 
height” (2019). A 100-year floodplain is an area that has a 1 percent chance of being inundated by a 
flood event in a given year. 

Table 3.9-2. Floodways and Floodplains Crossed by Corridor Alternatives 

Waterbody 100-Year Floodplain Floodway 

Hemlock Creek Yes No 

Ashwaubenon Creek Yes Yes 

Fox River Yes Yes 

Unnamed stream (5019110) Yes Yes 

East River Yes Yes 
 

Stormwater 
Along County X and County F (Corridor Alternative 1), stormwater that drains from existing roadways is 
collected either into ditches that drain into adjacent streams or storm sewer. Similarly, along Rockland 
and Red Maple roads (Corridor Alternative 2) stormwater drains into ditches or storm sewers.  

A detention basin is in the northeast quadrant of Rockland Road and Greenleaf Road (Corridor 
Alternative 2) owned by the City of De Pere. Another detention basin is in the northeast quadrant of 
Southbridge Road and Innovation Court (Corridor Alternative 2). 

Corridor Alternative 2 would cross one Drainage District. Drainage Districts are special-purpose units of 
government created by petition of the landowners within the proposed district for the purpose of draining 
land, primarily for agricultural purposes. Drainage District #5 spans from just north of Red Maple Road to 
north of Little Rapids Road between the CN rail line and Lawrence Drive on the west side of the Fox River. 
The district encompasses 724 acres and is overseen by the Brown County Drainage Board.  

3.9.2 Water Resource Impacts 
Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 would cross wetlands, waterways, and floodplains. Some waterways and 
floodplains are already crossed by existing roads. In some locations, the structures carrying waterways 
under the roads (e.g., culverts) would need to be adjusted to accommodate the improved roadway. 
In other cases, new structures would need to be installed to accommodate a new roadway crossing. 
Because of the width of the Fox River at the Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 crossings, it is anticipated that 
multiple bridge piers would need to be placed in the river.  

No Build Alternative 
There would be no impacts to water resources under the No Build Alternative.  
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Corridor Alternative 1 
Surface Waters 
Waterways would be impacted where existing bridges or culverts are widened, or a new crossing is built. 
The existing culverts carrying unnamed stream (122700), Ashwaubenon Creek, unnamed stream 
(5019110), and unnamed stream (5019379) under existing roadways and the bridge carrying the 
East River under an existing roadway may be lengthened and/or widened. Additionally, a new bridge over 
the Fox River is proposed as part of Alternative 1 and would require bridge piers to be placed in the river. 

During construction, clearing, grading, filling, and excavation in the vicinity of the waterways could 
increase the potential for erosion of surface soils with the reduction in vegetative cover and increased 
impervious areas resulting from the compaction of soils by heavy equipment. Additionally, construction 
of piers in the stream channels could cause sedimentation and increased turbidity. Boaters and rowers 
would have to consider bridge construction when planning their use of the Fox River. 

After construction, water quality could be affected by operational use of the roadway and stormwater 
runoff from road surfaces, adjoining right of way, and bridge decks. Notably, a new bridge could introduce 
additional stormwater runoff into the Fox River. Stormwater runoff volumes and velocity could increase 
with increased impervious surfaces and reduced vegetative cover, increasing the potential for additional 
pollutant loading and erosion.  

Wetlands 
Corridor Alternative 1 could impact 18 wetlands (Table 3.9‐3). Most of these impacted wetlands are 
adjacent to streams, but some impacted wetlands are depressional areas along the corridor. 
The greatest impacts to wetlands are to those associated with the unnamed stream (122700), 
Hemlock Creek, Fox River, East River, and unnamed stream (5019379). Total impacts to the wetlands 
could range from 5 acres to 8 acres.  

Table 3.9‐3. Corridor Alternative 1 Wetland Impacts 

Wetland ID  Total Area (Acres) 
Approximate Impacted Area 

(Acres) 
W‐01  0.1  0.1 
W‐02  2.4  0.8 
W‐03  3.5  0.2 
W‐04  2.5  0.4 
W‐05  2.7  0.1 
W‐06  8.1  1.4 
W‐07  0.2  0.2 
W‐08  1.1  >0.1 
W‐09  0.1  0.1 
W‐10  0.2  0.1 
W‐11  1.6  0.1 
W‐12  2.3  0.6 
W‐13  11.8  >0.1 
W‐14  1.9  1.0 
W‐15  2.5  0.2 
W‐16  0.9  0.5 
W‐17  0.4  0.4 
W‐18  1.0  0.1 
Total  43.3  6.2 
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Floodplains 
Corridor Alternative 1 would cross the Ashwaubenon Creek, Fox River, unnamed stream (5019110), and 
East River floodways and the unnamed stream (5019110) and East River floodplains. The floodway and 
floodplain crossings would be required to widen existing roadways to accommodate the proposed 
improvements. The one exception is the Fox River, where a new bridge is proposed, and bridge piers 
would need to be placed in the floodway.  

Stormwater 
Stormwater runoff could increase where the roadway will be added or widened. Stormwater best 
management practices could be implemented to manage increased stormwater volumes.  

Ditches would be provided to handle stormwater runoff on the east and west ends of Corridor 
Alternative 1. Stormwater would continue to drain to storm sewers in the middle section of the corridor.  

Aquatic Habitat and Wildlife 
Constructing a new bridge across the Fox River and replacing existing bridges and culverts at other 
waterway crossings, could impact aquatic habitat and other wildlife. A new Fox River bridge and replacing 
bridges and culverts on other waterways may remove vegetation and habitat along the river and water 
banks, and bridge piers could impact in-river habitat. 

Bridges encroaching on, or crossing, streams would require in-stream work that may cause an increase in 
turbidity and sedimentation, and temporarily alter downstream hydraulics and substrate conditions. 
Longer-term increases in suspended sediments could reduce aquatic productivity by limiting 
photosynthesis, lowering oxygen levels, and physically covering fish-spawning areas and food sources. 
In addition to the physical effects, sediment particles can transport other pollutants that are attached to 
them, including nutrients, trace metals, and hydrocarbons.  

Corridor Alternative 1 generally follows existing roadway corridors, so many of the barriers to wildlife 
movement already exist. Impacts to wildlife populations due to vehicle collisions are a potential 
consequence of the project. 

Recreation 
The Fox River bridge is not anticipated to adversely affect recreational use of the river, as appropriate 
clearance under the bridge and between piers for river traffic would be provided. The culvert carrying the 
Ashwaubenon Creek and the bridge across the East River may be widened or lengthened; however, it is not 
anticipated to change the ability for watercraft to use the waterways.  

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Surface Waters 
Waterways would be impacted where existing crossings are modified to accommodate the widened 
roadway or a new crossing is built. The existing culverts that carry Ashwaubenon Creek, unnamed stream 
(122300) and unnamed stream (5019215) may be lengthened and/or widened. Additionally, a new bridge 
over the Fox River is proposed as part of Corridor Alternative 2 and would require bridge piers. New 
crossings of Hemlock Creek, Ashwaubenon Creek, unnamed stream (5019430), East River, and unnamed 
stream (5019379) could require fill to be placed in the waterway to build the new crossings. 

During construction, clearing, grading, filling, and excavation in the vicinity of the waterways could 
increase the potential for erosion of surface soils with the reduction in vegetative cover and increased 
impervious areas resulting from the compaction of soils by heavy equipment. Additionally, construction 
of bridge piers in the stream channels could cause sedimentation and increased turbidity. Boaters and 
rowers would have to consider construction when planning their use of the Fox River. 

After construction, water quality could be affected by operational use of the roadway and stormwater 
runoff from road surfaces, adjoining right of way, and bridge decks. Notably, additional stormwater 
runoff into the Fox River could be introduced with a new bridge. Stormwater runoff volumes and 
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velocity could increase with increased impervious surfaces and reduced vegetative cover, increasing the 
potential for additional pollutant loading and erosion.  

It is unlikely that improvements along Corridor Alternative 2 in the vicinity of the County D/Red Maple 
Road intersection would directly affect the siphon line and associated underground vault.  

Wetlands 
Corridor Alternative 2 could impact 24 wetlands (Table 3.9-4). More than half of the impacts to wetlands 
are to depressional areas; the remainder are adjacent to waterways. Impacts to the wetlands could 
range from 12 to 20 acres. 

Table 3.9-4. Corridor Alternative 2 Wetland Impacts 

Wetland ID Total Area (Acres) 
Approximate Impacted Area 

(Acres) 

W-01 0.1 >0.1 

W-19 >0.1 >0.1 

W-20 19.1 0.6 

W-21 2.7 2.7 

W-22 0.8 0.8 

W-23 29.4 >0.1 

W-24 21.1 1.4 

W-25 6.4 0.1 

W-26 3.4 0.7 

W-27 1.3 1.1 

W-28 12.0 0.9 

W-29 >0.1 >0.1 

W-30 0.4 0.4 

W-31 1.1 0.3 

W-32 0.3 0.2 

W-33 0.4 0.4 

W-34 0.2 >0.1 

W-35 1.0 1.0 

W-36 0.2 0.2 

W-37 0.1 0.1 

W-38 4.8 2.7 

W-39 10.1 1.2 

W-40 12.0 0.6 

W-41 3.9 0.9 

Total 130.8 16.3 
 

Floodplains 
Corridor Alternative 2 would cross the Ashwaubenon Creek, Fox River, and East River floodways and the 
Ashwaubenon Creek floodplain. The Ashwaubenon Creek floodway and floodplain crossing would be 
impacted as part of the widening of Southbridge Road. The floodplain would also be impacted by the 
proposed interchange (specifically, the northbound exit ramp from I-41 to Southbridge Road). Corridor 
Alternative 2 would cross the Fox River and East River floodways, both of which would be impacted.  
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Stormwater 
Stormwater runoff could increase where the roadway will be added or widened. Stormwater best 
management practices could be implemented to manage increased stormwater volumes. 

Approximately 0.6 to 1.4 acres of the detention basin in the northeast quadrant of Rockland Road and 
Greenleaf Road could be impacted to construct the Rockland Road/Greenleaf Road intersection. The 
detention basin in the northeast quadrant of Southbridge Road and Innovation Court could be partially 
impacted or removed to reconstruct Innovation Court. Corridor Alternative 2 would cross Drainage District #5. 

Aquatic Habitat and Wildlife 
For Corridor Alternative 2, constructing a new bridge across the Fox River, and constructing new or 
replacing existing bridges and culverts at other waterway crossings could impact aquatic habitat and other 
wildlife. A new Fox River bridge may remove vegetation and habitat along the banks of the river, and 
potential bridge piers could impact in-river habitat. Similar impacts would occur where other new bridges 
are constructed (at the East River) or where bridges are replaced (Ashwaubenon Creek).  

Bridges encroaching on or crossing streams would require in-stream work that may cause an increase in 
turbidity and sedimentation and temporarily alter downstream hydraulics and substrate conditions. 
Longer-term increases in suspended sediments could reduce aquatic productivity by limiting 
photosynthesis, lowering oxygen levels, and physically covering fish-spawning areas and food sources. 
In addition to the physical effects, sediment particles can transport other pollutants that are attached to 
them, including nutrients, trace metals, and hydrocarbons.  

Where Corridor Alternative 2 follows existing roadway corridors, many barriers to wildlife movement 
already exist. Where the alternative involves new alignment, constructing a new roadway would introduce 
a barrier where it does not currently exist. Impacts to wildlife due to vehicle collisions are a potential 
consequence of the project. 

Recreation 
A new Fox River bridge is not anticipated to adversely affect recreational use of the river as appropriate 
clearance under the bridge and between piers for river traffic would be provided. The culvert carrying 
the Ashwaubenon Creek may be widened or lengthened; however, it is not anticipated to change the 
ability for watercraft to use the waterway. Corridor Alternative 2 would involve building a new bridge 
across the East River with piers. This is not anticipated to adversely affect recreational use of the East 
River, as appropriate clearance under the bridge and between piers along the river would be provided. 
Although the additional piers may require additional in-stream navigation, the same types of watercraft 
that may use the East River today would continue to be able to use the East River in the future.  

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
Surface Waters 
The C-D road option for Corridor Alternative 2 would require a longer culvert under I-41 to accommodate the 
widened freeway crossing of Hemlock Creek and a wider I-41 bridge to accommodate the widened freeway 
crossing of Ashwaubenon Creek. 

Wetlands 
The C-D road system option for Corridor Alternative 2 could impact 0.4 acre of one wetland (wetland ID W-42).  

Floodplains 
The C-D road system option would require a wider crossing of the Hemlock Creek floodplain and a crossing 
of the Ashwaubenon Creek floodway. 

Stormwater 
Stormwater runoff could increase where the roadway will be added or widened. Stormwater best 
management practices would be implemented to manage the increased stormwater volumes. 
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3.9.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
Surface Waters 
In Tier 2, the proposed improvements will be designed to minimize impacts to surface water. Where 
bridge pier placement is needed, the fewest number of bridge piers will be placed to minimize impacts 
to fish habitat and, in the case of the Fox River, recreational boating traffic and rowers. Bridges and 
culverts may be sized to accommodate wildlife crossings, where possible and applicable. A commitment 
will be made to implement and maintain erosion control measures during construction to limit 
sedimentation and stormwater runoff from entering surface waters. To minimize potential impacts to 
fish species during the spawning period, in-stream construction in the Fox River, Ashwaubenon Creek, 
the East River, and their tributaries, will be restricted between March 1 and June 15.  

During Tier 2 studies, necessary permits from permitting agencies would be identified and coordination 
with necessary federal and state agencies would occur, including permits related to discharge of any 
dredged or fill material into surface waters (Corps of Engineers’ Section 404 permit[s] and DNR water 
quality certification permit[s]), as well as permits related to constructing a bridge over a navigable 
waterway of the U.S. (U.S. Coast Guard bridge permit).  

Although impact to the siphon line or associated underground vault is unlikely, potential impacts and, if 
necessary, mitigation measures will be assessed and documented during Tier 2 studies.  

Wetlands 
Wetland delineations or determinations will also be conducted in Tier 2 to determine more precise wetland 
boundaries and gather information on pertinent characteristics of the wetlands including type, function and 
value, and quality. Impacts to the wetlands will be determined, and avoidance and minimization measures, 
for example shifting the alignment, narrowing the cross-section, installing retaining walls, or bridging the 
wetlands, will be incorporated into the design where practicable. Required permits would be identified, 
including Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit and DNR water quality certification requirements. 
Permitting and mitigation requirements will be determined where impacts cannot be avoided.  

Floodplains 
In Tier 2, the proposed improvements will be designed to minimize floodplain impacts to the greatest 
extent practicable. Transverse and longitudinal floodplain crossings by the Tier 2 alternative(s) will be 
determined. During detailed design, a hydraulic analysis will be conducted to determine the anticipated 
changes to the regional flood profile.  

Stormwater 
During Tier 2, stormwater management features will be incorporated into the design. Adverse impacts to 
existing stormwater detention facilities will be minimized to the greatest extent possible. Coordination will 
occur with the Brown County Drainage District in Tier 2 to minimize impacts to Drainage District #5.  

Aquatic Habitat Wildlife 
In Tier 2, the proposed improvements will be designed to minimize impacts to aquatic habitat and wildlife. 

Recreation 
In Tier 2, coordination will occur when designing bridge piers to limit or minimize navigational concerns. 
Measures to ensure safe recreational passage, such as waterway markers, will be in place during construction. 
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3.10 Protected Species and Other Wildlife 
3.10.1 Existing Conditions 
Federally Protected Species 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
Threatened and endangered plant and animal species are afforded federal protection under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531) and state protection under state Statute 29.604, Endangered and 
Threatened Species Protected. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the agency that oversees the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, defines endangered species as those that are in danger of becoming extinct, and 
threatened species as those that are likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future.  

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s online Information for Planning and Consultation tool7 was used to 
identify federally protected threatened and endangered species in the study area (Table 3.10-1) and 
identified the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis), red knot (Calidris canutus rufa, a bird), and 
dwarf lake iris (Iris lacustris) as potentially occurring in the study area (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2020a).  

Table 3.10-1. Federally Protected Threatened and Endangered Species  
Species Designation Habitat 

Northern Long-eared Bat  
(Myotis septentrionalis) 

Threatened Hibernates in caves and mines – swarming in surrounding wooded 
areas in autumn. Roosts and forages in upland forests and woods. 

Red Knot  
(Calidris canutus rufa) 

Threatened Coastal sandy beaches  

Dwarf Lake Iris (Iris lacustris) Threatened Old beach ridges or behind open dunes close to the Great Lakes 
shoreline. 

Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2020a 

The east end of Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 are within a rusty patched bumblebee “low potential 
zone” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2020a). Low potential zone means it is unlikely to be present. 
The bee is a federally endangered species.  

Bald Eagles 
Bald eagles are found along the Fox River. While no longer considered a federally threatened or 
endangered species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531), bald eagles are protected 
under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 USC 668-668c). Protections extend to their 
eggs and both active and inactive nests. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act prohibits the “take” of 
bald eagles, their eggs, or their nests, without a permit. “Take” is defined as pursuing, shooting, shooting 
at, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, destroying, molesting, or disturbing bald 
eagles or their nests or eggs. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act states that to “disturb” is to: 

agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on 
the best scientific information available, (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, 
by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) nest 
abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior. 
In addition to immediate impacts, this definition also covers impacts that result from human-
caused alterations initiated around a previously used nest site during a time when eagles are not 
present, if, upon the eagle’s return, such alterations agitate or bother an eagle to a degree that 
injures an eagle or substantially interferes with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering habits 
and causes, or is likely to cause, a loss of productivity or nest abandonment. 

                                                            
7 http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac 
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Migratory Birds 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 protects migratory birds, their nests, and their eggs. A survey for 
active migratory birds and nests was not conducted for this Tier 1 study, but the study area does contain 
bridges that are common nesting sites for migratory birds. 

State-Protected Species 
DNR, the agency that oversees the Wisconsin Endangered Species Act, defines endangered species as 
those whose continued existence as a viable component of the state’s wild animals or wild plants is 
determined by DNR to be in jeopardy on the basis of scientific evidence, and threatened species as 
those likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future on the basis of scientific evidence. 

DNR identified two state-listed species and one state special concern species as potentially occurring in 
the study area. Table 3.10-2 describes these species. 

Table 3.10-2. State-Protected Species 
Species Designation Habitat 

State-protected turtle Threatened Rivers and streams with adjacent riparian wetlands and upland deciduous forests.  

State-protected plant Threatened Hardwood forests, sometimes second-growth, often adjacent to rivers or streams.  

State-listed special 
concern fish 

State Special 
Concern 

Mississippi, Lake Michigan, and Lake Superior drainage basins (freshwater lakes, 
rivers, and streams). In the Lake Michigan basin, it occurs in Green Bay, Lake 
Michigan, the Menominee River, and the Fox River.  

Source: DNR 2020f  

Other Wildlife  
In addition to state- or federally protected species, the study area provides habitat for a variety of 
mammals, songbirds, amphibians, insects, and reptiles. These species rely often on the waterways in the 
study area and surrounding habitat as discussed in Section 3.9, Water Resources. 

3.10.2 Protected Species and Other Wildlife Impacts 
No Build Alternative 
There are no impacts to protected species under the No Build Alternative. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Corridor Alternative 1 is not likely to impact the red knot (Calidris canutus rufa) or the dwarf lake iris 
(Iris lacustris) federally listed species, as no critical habitats for these species are known to occur in the 
study area. The project is not along coastal sandy beaches and is therefore anticipated to have no effect 
on the red knot. The project is not close to a Great Lakes shoreline and is therefore anticipated to have 
no effect on the dwarf lake iris. 

DNR, in its April 13, 2020 letter, stated that its review determined that there are no known northern 
long-eared bat maternity roost trees within 150 feet of the project or known hibernacula within 
0.25 mile of the proposed project area. DNR’s letter also stated that its review determined that this 
project is located outside of any High Potential Zones for the rusty patched bumblebee and therefore 
should have no impact on this federally endangered species. Further coordination will occur during 
Tier 2 studies. 

Corridor Alternative 1 has the potential to impact two state-listed threatened and one state-listed 
special concern species, as habitat for these species may occur in the study area: 
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• State-protected turtle and state-protected plant, as a new Fox River crossing and other stream 
crossings could disturb their habitat. 

• State-listed special concern fish during bridge construction. 

In addition, the bald eagle and migratory birds could be affected during construction.  

Potential impacts to other wildlife could include converting wildlife habitat, mortality due to roadway 
construction and operation, and creating barriers to animal movement. Locations where the project 
crosses waterways or wooded corridors could result in the loss of wildlife habitats. Corridor Alternative 1 
generally follows existing roadway corridors, so many of the barriers to wildlife movement already exist. 
The project could impact wildlife due to loss of habitat and/or further fragment habitat.  

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Corridor Alternative 2 is not likely to impact the red knot (Calidris canutus rufa) or the dwarf lake iris 
(Iris lacustris) federally listed species, as no critical habitats for these species are known to occur in the 
study area. The project is not along coastal sandy beaches and is therefore anticipated to have no effect 
on the red knot. The project is not close to a Great Lakes shoreline and is therefore anticipated to have 
no effect on the dwarf lake iris. 

DNR, in its April 13, 2020 letter, stated that its review determined that there are no known northern 
long-eared bat maternity roost trees within 150 feet of the project or known hibernacula within 
0.25 mile of the proposed project area. DNR’s letter also stated that its review determined that this 
project is located outside of any High Potential Zones for the rusty patched bumblebee and therefore 
should have no impact on this federally endangered species. Further coordination will occur during 
Tier 2 studies. 

Corridor Alternative 2 has the potential to impact two state-listed threatened and one state-listed 
special concern species, as habitat for these species may occur in the study area: 

• State-protected turtle and state-protected plant, as a new Fox River crossing and other stream 
crossings could disturb their habitat. 

• State-listed special concern fish during bridge construction. 

In addition, the bald eagle and migratory birds could be affected during construction.  

Potential impacts to other wildlife include converting wildlife habitat, mortality due to roadway 
construction and operation, and creating new barriers to animal movement. Where Corridor Alternative 2 
follows existing roadway corridors, barriers to wildlife movement already exist. Where the alternative 
involves new alignment, constructing a new roadway would result in loss of habitat, as well as introduce a 
new barrier to wildlife movement, most notably, at locations where new alignment would cross 
waterways or wooded corridors. The project could impact wildlife due to loss of habitat and/or further 
fragment habitat. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 

The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional impacts to protected species. 

3.10.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
In Tier 2, the study area will be re-assessed for the presence of federal and state-protected species and 
impacts to those species will be identified. If impacts to protected species are anticipated, avoidance 
and minimization measures will be evaluated and incorporated into design where possible. Where 
applicable, Tier 2 studies will include commitments for implementation during the construction phase to 
avoid or minimize impacts to the protected species, for example restrictions on construction activities 
during the times of the year that protected species are most vulnerable. If necessary, the appropriate 
permits will be sought from DNR or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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Additionally, the Lead Agencies will evaluate ways to avoid and minimize impacts to wildlife and habitat 
that are not state or federally protected. 

3.11 Traffic Noise 
Title 23 CFR 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise and 
WisDOT’s procedures for implementing the FHWA regulations (WisDOT 2020) guide the evaluation of 
traffic noise on transportation projects in Wisconsin. Title 23 CFR 772 establishes noise abatement criteria 
for various land use categories. These noise abatement criteria are measured as hourly equivalent noise 
levels (Leq). WisDOT uses the same noise abatement criteria but refers to them as noise-level criteria in its 
noise analysis procedure.8 Table 3.11-1 shows noise-level criteria for each land use category. 

Table 3.11-1 Noise-Level Criteria for Considering Barriers 

Land Use 
Category 

Leq(h) a 
(dBA) 

Evaluation 
Location Description of Land Use Category 

A 57 Exterior Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an important 
public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue 
to serve its intended purpose.  

Bb 67 Exterior Residential. 

Cb 67 Exterior Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day-care centers, 
hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public 
meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, 
recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television studios, paths, and path crossings. 

Db 52 Interiorc Auditoriums, day-care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of worship, public 
meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, 
schools, and television studios. 

Eb 72 Exterior Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, properties or activities 
not included in A-D or F. 

F --- --- Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging, maintenance facilities, 
manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, water 
treatment, electrical), and warehousing. 

G --- --- Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 

Source: Wisconsin Administrative Code – Chapter Trans 405. 
a Leq = the equivalent steady-state sound level, which in a stated period of time contains the same acoustical energy as the time-
varying sound level during the same period. For purposes of measuring or predicting noise levels, a receptor is assumed to be at ear 
height, located 5 feet above ground surface.  

Leq(h) = the hourly value of Leq. 
b Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category or publicly owned recreation lands formally designated in a public 
agency’s master plan. 
c Use of interior noise levels shall be limited to situations where a determination has been made that exterior abatement measures will 
not be feasible and reasonable and after exhausting all outdoor mitigation options. 

Traffic noise impacts typically occur within 500 feet of a roadway’s edge (FHWA 2011). As such, monitoring 
and modeling for existing and projected traffic noise levels, respectively, is typically conducted at 
noise-sensitive receptors (see land use categories in Table 3.11-1) within 500 feet of the edge of the current 
                                                            
8 WisDOT believes “noise level criteria” more accurately reflects the intent of the noise thresholds to identify a sound level at which a noise 
impact occurs, thus requiring a determination whether abatement is reasonable, feasible, and likely to be incorporated into a particular project. 
In July 2011, FHWA accepted WisDOT’s noise policy and impact evaluation procedures as described in Chapter 23 of the WisDOT Facilities 
Development Manual (WisDOT 2020). 
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and proposed roadway edge of pavement. Because design of the proposed improvements has not been 
developed to a detailed enough level to identify edge of pavement during Tier 1, no monitoring or modeling 
will be conducted during the Tier 1 study. Rather, consistent with FHWA guidelines (FHWA 2011), 
noise-sensitive receptors within 500 feet of the working alignments’ edge of pavement have been identified 
and used to compare the magnitude of potential noise impact for each Corridor Alternative.  

3.11.1 Existing Conditions 
Roadway traffic is the primary noise source along the roadways, particularly where the corridors follow 
existing roadways. Most of the noise-sensitive receptors are residences, with some schools, medical 
facilities, places of worship, restaurant patios, and office patios. The noise-sensitive receptors are 
located throughout Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2. 

3.11.2 Traffic Noise Impacts 
The proposed improvements would impact noise levels for sensitive receptors to varying degrees 
depending on where they are located along the Corridor Alternatives. Some sections of 
Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 are existing arterials, and sensitive receptors already experience traffic 
noise. In other portions of the corridor alignments, a new arterial would be built. As such, sensitive noise 
receptors along a road on new alignment would experience a greater increase in traffic noise than if 
they were already adjacent to an existing arterial.  

No noise modeling occurred to predict traffic noise levels under the proposed improvements. Instead, 
consistent with FHWA guidelines (FHWA 2011), noise-sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of 
the working alignments’ edge of pavement9 were identified to compare the magnitude of potential noise 
impact for each Corridor Alternative. Because modeling to predict traffic noise impacts is not being 
completed during Tier 1, specific traffic noise abatement measures are not being evaluated for 
implementation. 

No Build Alternative 
Land adjacent to the existing roadway would continue to experience traffic noise. Traffic volumes are 
expected to increase as the study area grows, which may increase traffic noise.  

Corridor Alternative 1 
Corridor Alternative 1 could impact approximately 300 noise-sensitive receptors (see Exhibit 3.11-1). 
These noise-sensitive receptors can be found along most of the corridor, except the commercial/industrial 
areas on the east and west sides of the river and the agricultural area on the west end of the corridor. 
Most noise-sensitive receptors are clustered at the multiple residential subdivisions across the corridor.  

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Corridor Alternative 2 could impact approximately 250 noise-sensitive receptors (see Exhibit 3.11-2). 
Most noise-sensitive receptors are residences in the multiple residential subdivisions in the corridor. 
There are several non-residential noise-sensitive receptors, including office patios, paths, and a place of 
worship interspersed along the corridor.  

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
One additional noise-sensitive receptor, the trail in Preserve Park, is located along I-41 and could be 
affected by the C-D road system option for Corridor Alternative 2. 

                                                            
9 Different from the 500-foot corridor referred to in other places in the document, which is 250 feet in each direction from the center of the 
working alignment.  
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Exhibit 3.11-1. Noise-Sensitive Receptors along Working Alignment for Alternative 1 

 

 
Exhibit 3.11-2. Noise-Sensitive Receptors along Working Alignment for Alternative 2 Source: Brown County 2019 

Source: Brown County 2019 
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3.11.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
Traffic noise modeling will occur during Tier 2 to determine existing traffic noise conditions at noise-
sensitive receptors and future traffic noise conditions under the No Build and Build Alternatives. Where 
traffic noise impacts are predicted to occur, traffic noise abatement strategies will be considered. Traffic 
noise abatement strategies that are typically considered include traffic control measures, buffer zones, 
noise barriers, and soundproofing. Noise barriers are the most common method of noise abatement. 
For WisDOT to consider implementing a noise barrier, it must meet specific cost, constructability, and 
performance criteria. If a noise barrier meets these criteria, the viewpoints of residents and property 
owners benefitted by the barrier will be solicited to make the final determination regarding its 
implementation. Any noise abatement measures must meet certain feasibility and reasonableness 
standards (WisDOT 2019). 

3.12 Air Quality 
3.12.1 Existing Conditions 
The Clean Air Act and Amendments (40 CFR Part 50) requires U.S. EPA to set National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS), or maximum allowable concentration limits, for air pollutants that are 
considered harmful to human health and the environment. In response, U.S. EPA set NAAQS for six 
common, or “criteria”, air pollutants, carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate 
matter, and sulfur dioxide. Areas where NAAQS are persistently exceeded are designated as 
“nonattainment” areas. States with nonattainment areas are required to develop a plan to attain NAAQS 
for each criteria air pollutant for which the NAAQS are consistently exceeded, otherwise known as a 
State Implementation Plan. Former nonattainment areas that are now reclassified by U.S. EPA to 
attainment with a maintenance plan are maintenance areas. Transportation projects within 
nonattainment and maintenance areas must demonstrate “conformity” with the State Implementation 
Plan and not jeopardize its success. Because Brown County is in attainment for all NAAQS pollutants, this 
project is exempt from conformity requirements. The project would improve travel efficiency and access 
across the Fox River. Therefore, the project would likely improve regional air quality by relieving 
congestion and reducing delay from incidents, thereby reducing vehicle emissions. 

In addition to setting NAAQS for criteria air pollutants, U.S. EPA also regulates mobile source air toxics 
(MSAT) pursuant to the Clean Air Act. MSAT refers to compounds emitted from highway and off-road 
vehicles and equipment and are known to or suspected to cause serious health and environmental 
effects. FHWA’s 2016 Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis in NEPA 
Documents suggests an approach with three categories based on project characteristics for evaluation in 
NEPA documents: (1) no analysis for projects with no potential meaningful MSAT effects or exempt 
projects; (2) qualitative analysis for projects with low potential MSAT effects (projects projected to have 
less than 140,000 annual average daily traffic in the design year); or (3) quantitative approach for 
projects with higher potential MSAT effects (projects projected to have higher than 140,000 annual 
average daily traffic in the design year). Because the Tier 1 analysis is a planning-level study that would 
not directly lead to construction, it would have no potential meaningful MSAT effects, and no MSAT 
analysis is required. However, design year traffic projections were developed for the No Build and Build 
Alternatives, and because the traffic volumes are projected to be well below 140,000 AADT, a qualitative 
MSAT analysis can be conducted for this project. See Appendix A.  

3.12.2 Air Quality Impacts 
While no air quality analysis is required for the project during Tier 1, the improvements under 
consideration may be beneficial to regional air quality because they would relieve congestion and reduce 
delay from incidents. Similarly, regional MSAT emissions are anticipated to be lower than present levels in 
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the future years. MSAT emissions are proportional to the vehicle miles traveled assuming that other 
variables such as fleet mix are the same for each Corridor Alternative. Because the vehicle miles traveled 
estimated for the No Build Alternative (2,362,031) is higher than that for either of the Build Alternatives 
(2,342,243 for Corridor Alternative 1 and 2,344,292 for Corridor Alternative 2), lower levels of MSAT are 
expected from Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 compared to the No Build Alternative. In addition, because 
the estimated vehicle miles traveled under both Corridor Alternatives is nearly the same, varying by less 
than 0.1 percent, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions 
between the Build Alternatives. Also, regardless of the Corridor Alternative chosen, emissions will likely 
be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of U.S. EPA's national control programs that 
are projected 

to reduce annual MSAT emissions by over 
90 percent between 2010 and 2050 (see 
Exhibit 3.12-1) (FHWA 2016). Local conditions 
may differ from these national projections in 
terms of fleet mix and turnover, vehicle miles 
traveled growth rates, and local control 
measures. However, the magnitude of the 
U.S. EPA-projected reductions is so great that 
MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be 
lower in the future in nearly all cases (see 
Appendix D for additional information related to 
the MSAT analysis).  

3.12.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
In Tier 2, the NAAQS attainment status of the 
study area will be revisited to determine if it is 
still in attainment for all NAAQS. If it has become 
a maintenance or nonattainment area, 
conformity with the State Implementation Plan 
will be demonstrated. Additionally, the 
appropriate level of MSAT analysis will be 
conducted based on FHWA guidance. 
Minimization and mitigation measures to 
address impacts to air quality during design and 
construction will be evaluated and implemented 
where feasible.  

3.13 Cultural Resources 
3.13.1 Existing Conditions 
The Lead Agencies reviewed existing archaeological and historic property data on file with the Wisconsin 
Historic Preservation Database in February 2020.  

The review of Wisconsin Historic Preservation Database data identified previous cultural resource 
studies that occurred in the study area. This includes:  

• Archaeological Investigations for the Southern Brown County Environmental Impact Statement 
Project #1436 in Brown County, Wisconsin, a Phase I investigation completed for this project in 2012, 
which included archival and background research, a field investigation for archaeological resources 
(which included shovel testing), and laboratory analysis of field data. 

Exhibit 3.12-1. FHWA Projected National MSAT Emission 
Trends 2010 - 2050 for Vehicles Operating on Roadways 

Using U.S. EPA’s MOVES2014a Model 
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• Architectural Investigations for the Southern Brown County Environmental Impact Statement Project
#1436 in Brown County, Wisconsin, involving an archival records search and field investigation of
structures.

Note that the cultural resource review for this Tier 1 EIS relied on previous cultural resource 
investigations in the study area that occurred when specific alignments were being assessed. As a result, 
the previous investigations do not necessarily cover the entire 500-foot corridor for each Corridor 
Alternative. Additional investigations would be required for the Tier 2 studies.  

On February 13, 2020, the Lead Agencies met with the Oneida Nation of Wisconsin, Menominee Indian 
Tribe of Wisconsin, and Ho-Chunk Nation to discuss cultural resources important to the tribes that may 
be in or near the study area. The Lead Agencies also coordinated with the Forest County Potawatomi to 
identify cultural resources that the project may impact. There are no cultural properties or sacred sites 
known at this time, but properties may be identified by Native American tribes during the Tier 2 process. 
No tribal lands are anticipated to be acquired for this project. 

Archaeological Sites 
A search of Wisconsin Historic Preservation Database data indicated that there are six previously 
recorded archaeological sites located within 500-feet of the Corridor Alternatives (Table 3.13-1). Of the 
six, two are pre-contact sites (before European arrival), three are post-contact sites (after European 
arrival), and one is a mixed component site (with elements of both pre-contact and post-contact). 

Table 3.13-1. Archaeological Sites Recorded within 500-feet of the Corridor Alternatives 

Site Type 
National Register of 

Historic Places Eligibility Corridor Alternative 

BR-0392 Unknown Pre-Contact Not yet evaluated 2 

BR-0343 Unknown Pre-Contact Not yet evaluated 2 

BR-0467 Post-Contact 
Euro-American 

Not yet evaluated 1 

BR-0468 Unknown Pre-Contact; 
Post-Contact 
Euro-American 

Not yet evaluated 2 

BR-0469 Post-Contact 
Euro-American 

Not yet evaluated 1 and 2 

BR-0470 Post-Contact 
Euro-American 

Not yet evaluated 2 

Source: Wisconsin Historic Preservation Database 2020 

Architectural/Historic Sites 
As part of Brown County’s earlier project development, initial investigations identified 41 potential 
historic properties. Of those, only one site along Corridor Alternative 2—a farmstead on the east bank of 
the Fox River, south of Rockland Road—was found to be potentially eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. The farmstead was found to be well-preserved and representative of an early twentieth 
century farmstead, and potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C 
as a local farmstead that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction. A determination of eligibility has not been completed for this property. 

The other 40 sites were determined to not be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 
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3.13.2 Cultural Resource Impacts 
No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not affect any identified archaeological resource or historic property. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
The two potential archaeological sites (BR-0467 and BR-0469) along the corridor could be affected. 
If determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, more detailed corridor design as 
part of the Tier 2 documentation will attempt to avoid or minimize impacts to these sites.  

There are no other known significant architectural sites that would be affected by Corridor Alternative 1. 

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Five potential archaeological sites (BR-0392, BR-0343, BR-0468, BR-0469, and BR-0470) could be 
affected. If determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, more detailed corridor 
design as part of the Tier 2 documentation will attempt to avoid or minimize impacts to these sites.  

One National Register-eligible architectural/historic site could be affected by Corridor Alternative 2. 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional impacts to cultural resources. 

3.13.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
Tier 2 analyses will follow the consultation process in Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, including formal determinations of eligibility, assessment of effects, consultation, and resolution of 
adverse effects, if necessary. Formal consultation will be initiated with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, and other consulting parties to obtain concurrence on 
National Register-eligible sites and their impacts, and develop an agreed-upon mitigation plan, if 
necessary.  

As part of the Tier 2 analyses, archaeological investigations will cover any areas in the study area not 
previously surveyed. These Phase 1 investigations will take place in accordance with the Guide for Public 
Archaeology in Wisconsin (Wisconsin Archaeological Survey 2012), as revised. The investigations will be 
designed to fulfill responsibilities for identifying, recording, and managing cultural resources as 
stipulated under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 or Wisconsin Statute 
44.40 (if federal funds are not used, then Section 106 would not apply but Statute 44.40 would apply). 
The Phase 1 investigation will include an extensive literature search of documentation of previously 
recorded sites and visual inspections, pedestrian field survey, surface collection, and shovel testing to 
verify the presence or absence of archaeological material along the Corridor Alternatives.  

Due to the proximity of the two Corridor Alternatives to the Fox River, it is possible that previously 
unrecorded cultural resources could be discovered during additional investigation or construction. 
Freshwater sources such as the Fox River valley are locations where cultural resources, especially 
pre-contact archaeological sites or early Euro-American sites, are often located. During the Tier 2 
process, every reasonable effort will be made during further investigations to identify and evaluate 
possible locations of pre-contact and post-contact archaeological sites; however, should evidence of 
unrecorded cultural resources be discovered during construction activities, all work in that portion of 
the construction site will temporarily stop. Should archaeological materials be uncovered during 
excavation, a Secretary of the Interior Qualified Archaeologist will assist the Lead Agencies in the 
identification and preliminary assessment of the materials. 
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Due to the passage of time since the previous historic property investigations for this project, as part of the 
Tier 2 analyses, historic properties will be investigated to identify potentially historically significant structures 
within the area of potential effect. During Tier 2, a field survey may be conducted to determine if these 
resources are still extant and evaluate their eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 
Determinations of eligibility will be completed for those surveyed properties deemed potentially eligible for 
the National Register. During Tier 2, potential measures to mitigate cultural resource impacts would be 
developed. 

3.14 Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act protects properties purchased with grants under 6(f) of 
the Act. Section 6(f) properties cannot be converted to uses other than public outdoor recreation without 
prior authorization from the Department of the Interior’s National Park Service.  

Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 protects parks, recreation areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges, and 
historic properties. Section 4(f) requirements apply to all transportation projects that require funding or 
other approvals by the USDOT. Section 4(f) requires consideration of: 

• Parks and recreational areas of national, state, or local significance that are both publicly owned and 
open to the public 

• Publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuges of national, state, or local significance 
• Historic sites of national, state, or local significance in public or private ownership regardless of 

whether they are open to the public that are listed in, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic 
Places 

23 CFR 774.7(e) and FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper (FHWA 2012) provide direction on the level of 
Section 4(f) analysis that is to be applied during the preparation of a Tier 1 EIS. If sufficient information is 
available for FHWA to determine whether impacts resulting from the use of a Section 4(f) is de minimis or 
if feasible and prudent alternatives exist to avoid impacts to a Section 4(f) property, then a preliminary 
Section 4(f) approval is required (23 CFR 774.7(e)). However, if sufficient information is not available to 
make these determinations, the Tier 1 EIS must document why a preliminary approval is not possible at 
this stage, how the anticipated Section 4(f) approval has affected any decisions made in Tier 1, and what 
the process will be in subsequent tiers to complete the Section 4(f) evaluation (FHWA 2012). 

During this Tier 1 analysis, there is insufficient information available to make a preliminary Section 4(f) 
approval. The alternatives developed for consideration in Tier 1 are at a 500-foot-corridor level; while 
working alignments were developed for each alternative corridor, they were only developed to represent 
possible improvements within those corridors and were not designed to a level at which impacts can be 
determined and identify avoidance and minimization measures with certainty. Further, readily available 
information was used to identify archaeological and historic sites, and because that data did not identify 
National Register of Historic Places eligibility in all cases and an eligibility determination was not 
conducted at this stage, Section 4(f) applicability cannot be determined for all sites.  

Because the working alignments in the Corridor Alternatives would impact the edge of properties eligible 
or likely eligible for Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) protections, it is possible that impacts to Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f) properties could be avoided or minimized. This will be assessed in Tier 2.  

The process for completing a Section 4(f) analysis in Tier 2 is discussed in Section 3.14.3.  

3.14.1 Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Applicability 
This section describes the applicability of Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) protection to parks, trails, and historic 
sites located along the working alignments for Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2. There are no wildlife and/or 
waterfowl refuges. Properties purchased with LWCF funds were identified by DNR. 
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Parks and Trails 
Preserve Park, Kiwanis Park, and Lions Trailside Park, which are described in more detail in Section 3.5, are 
Section 4(f) properties because they are significant, publicly owned parks that are open to the public and 
have recreational uses.  

The Fox River State Trail is a rails-to-trails project built on a former railroad corridor. Per the exceptions in 
23 CFR 774.13(f)(3) and applicability in 23 CFR 774.11(h), Section 4(f) does not apply to trails occupying a 
transportation facility right of way because, in this case, a reversionary clause provides that the rail owner is 
not abandoning the rail bed but has offered it for other uses in the interim until such time as they may need 
the rail bed again (see Appendix H for reversionary clause between rail owner and DNR). 

LWCF funding has been used on the Fox River State Trail,10 thereby qualifying it as a Section 6(f) resource. 
See Appendix H for documentation of LWCF funding. Section 6(f)(3) of the Act requires that property 
acquired or developed with LWCF funds shall not be converted to uses other than for public outdoor 
recreation uses, whether through fee or permanent limited easement. Building a roadway across the trail, 
with appropriate provisions for safety of trail users, may not be a conversion as defined by Section 6(f)(3).  

Table 3.14-1. Potential Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources 

Resource 
Name Location Size Description Jurisdiction 

Section 4(f) 
Resource 

Section 6(f) 
Resource 

Preserve Park East of I-41 between 
County F and 
Southbridge Road 

76 acres Municipal Park with 
a mountain-biking 
path 

City of De Pere 
Parks, Recreation, 
and Forestry 
Department 

Yes No 

Kiwanis Park South side of Red 
Maple Road between 
the CN rail line and 
County D 

4 acres Municipal park with 
a playground and 
small soccer field 

City of De Pere 
Parks, Recreation, 
and Forestry 
Department 

Yes No 

Lions Trailside 
Park 

South side of Rockland 
Road between Ryan 
Road and County PP 

4 acres Municipal park with 
sledding hill used in 
winter 

City of De Pere 
Parks, Recreation, 
and Forestry 
Department 

Yes No 

Fox River State 
Trail 

Crosses County X and 
Rockland Rod west of 
Enterprise Drive 

25-miles Asphalt-paved trail 
suitable for 
bicyclists, walkers, 
runners, and in-line 
skaters 

DNR No Yes 

 

Cultural Resources 

Six previously recorded archaeological sites are adjacent to Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2. Readily available 
information was used to identify the archaeological sites. National Register of Historic Places eligibility was 
not included in the information. Section 4(f) would apply to the archaeological sites if they are determined 
to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and warrant preservation in place.  

The farmstead located on the east bank of the Fox River south of Rockland Road is potentially eligible for 
the National Register. If the farmstead is determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, it would qualify for Section 4(f) protection. 

                                                            
10 DNR, in its April 13, 2020 Initial Review letter, noted additional Community Financial Assistance funds that the Fox River State Trail has 
received, including Land and Water Conservation Funding, Stewardship Funding (Acquisition and Development of Local Parks, Outdoor 
Recreation Act Program (precursor to Stewardship) Urban Rivers, and Recreational Trails Program funding. 
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3.14.2 Impacts 
Because the working alignments developed for each Corridor Alternative in Tier 1 are intended to 
represent possible alignments for each alternative, it is not possible to determine if there will be specific 
impacts to Section 4(f) resources or what specific avoidance and minimization measures can be 
implemented. As such, the type of Section 4(f) impact and how each impact is processed (individual 
evaluation, de minimis determination, programmatic evaluation or 4(f) exception) cannot be determined 
at this stage. This section summarizes the potential impacts Corridor Alternative 1 and 2 could have on 
identified or potential Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) properties.  

No Build Alternative 
There are no impacts to Section 4(f) and 6(f) properties under the No Build Alternative. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Parks and Trails 
Corridor Alternative 1 could impact the northern edge of Preserve Park. Approximately 0.2 to 0.3 acre of 
the park could be impacted. However, project improvements are not anticipated to disrupt access to the 
park or use of the park amenities. Corridor Alternative 1 would cross the Fox River State Trail. If the 
crossing is at-grade, this could require trail users to cross additional traffic lanes and be exposed to 
higher volumes of traffic. 

Cultural Resources 
Two known archaeological resources, which are both subsurface features of former Euro-American 
farmsteads, could be affected by Corridor Alternative 1. Section 4(f) would apply to the archaeological 
sites if they are determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and warrant 
preservation in place. There are no other known architectural/historic sites that would be impacted by 
Corridor Alternative 1. 

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Parks and Trails 
Corridor Alternative 2 could impact 0.7 to 1.1 acres at the southern end of Preserve Park and 0.2 to 0.4 acre 
from the northern edge of Kiwanis Park. The land acquired from these parks would be incorporated into 
transportation uses. No recreational amenities are located where Corridor Alternative 2 could impact park 
properties. While Corridor Alternative 2 includes improvements to Rockland Road adjacent to Lions 
Trailside Park, impacts to the park are not anticipated. Corridor Alternative 2 would cross the Fox River 
State Trail. If the crossing is at-grade, similar to Corridor Alternative 1, this could require trail users to 
cross additional traffic lanes and be exposed to higher volumes of traffic. 

Cultural Resources 
Five known archaeological resources could be affected by Corridor Alternative 2—two pre-contact, 
two post-contact Euro-American farmsteads, and one site that contains elements of both pre-contact 
and post-contact. Section 4(f) would apply to the archaeological sites if they are determined to be eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and warrant preservation in place. 

Tier 2 studies will assess whether Corridor Alternative 2 could be designed to avoid direct impacts to the 
one known potentially National Register-eligible architectural/historic site along Corridor Alternative 2—
the farmstead on the east bank of the Fox River south of Rockland Road.  
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Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
Parks and Trails 
The C-D road option associated with Corridor Alternative 2 could require an additional 5 to 8 acres from 
the west side of Preserve Park. While the area needed to implement the C-D road nears the trail that 
runs through the park, it is not anticipated to be directly impacted. However, trail users may experience 
increased noise impacts as well as changes to views/visual impacts resulting from the presence of the 
new roadway. 

Cultural Resources 
The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional impacts to cultural resources. 

3.14.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
During Tier 2, the proposed improvements will be designed to avoid and minimize impacts to parks, 
trails, and historic sites. Alignment shifts and narrower cross sections could avoid or minimize impact to 
Section 4(f) resources.  

Per 23 CFR 774.3, FHWA will not be able approve the use of a Section 4(f) property unless a 
determination is made that either:  

• There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of land from the property; and the 
action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use; or  

• FHWA determines that the use of the property, including any measure(s) to minimize harm (such as 
any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures) committed to by the applicant, 
will have a de minimis impact on the property. 

Potential uses of the Section 4(f) properties will be identified, and avoidance and minimization measures 
will be evaluated and implemented were feasible and prudent. Neither Corridor Alternative 1 nor 2 
(including the C-D road option) would preclude the ability to evaluate and implement avoidance and 
minimization measures in Tier 2. Where impacts are unavoidable, FHWA and the officials with jurisdiction 
over the impacted property will identify appropriate mitigation measures.  

In addition, during Tier 2, avoidance and minimization measures will be evaluated to reduce impacts to 
Section 6(f) properties. Because the Fox River State Trail, a Section 6(f) property, traverses the entire 
study area, it is not possible to avoid involvement with the trail during construction. However, during 
construction, it is likely that alternate routes can be provided to maintain access to the trail north and 
south of the construction area. Additionally, after construction, the trail would be reinstated in as good 
or better condition than it was in before construction.  

During Tier 2, additional federal and state funding programs, such as Community Financial Assistance and 
associated stewardships and grants, will be reviewed for all impacted public recreational lands. The Lead 
Agencies will coordinate with the appropriate agencies regarding potential limitations and mitigation 
requirements resulting from use of these funds for recreation improvements. 

3.15 Aesthetics 
3.15.1 Existing Conditions 
The visual character of the study area varies from the west to east sides of the Fox River. For both Corridor 
Alternatives, the areas east of the Fox River have a more natural visual landscape, which transitions to a 
more built visual landscape west of the river. The Fox River corridor, itself, is a dramatically different 
viewshed than the areas to its east and west. Those that live along the Fox River or who are on the river 
(such as boaters or other recreational users) have views of a wide, slow-moving river with a relatively steep 
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bank on the west side and a more gradual river bank on the east side. There is dense vegetation on both 
sides of the river, occasionally interrupted visually by the presence of houses and some boat docks.  

County F (Corridor Alternative 1) transitions from a 2-lane rural roadway at the west end of the study 
area to a wider multi-lane urban road as it approaches I-41 and heads east to the Fox River. The west 
end of the corridor along County F provides views of a typical rural, agricultural landscape. Moving east 
along County F towards I-41, the corridor becomes more urban with views of residences and businesses. 
County F crosses over I-41, and the viewshed is broken up by the aesthetics on the bridge. East of I-41, 
the viewshed along County F becomes much “busier,” with a variety of commercial businesses and their 
associated signs on the north side of the road and warehousing and other industrial uses as part of the 
De Pere West Business Park on the south side of the road. East of 9th Street, the viewshed becomes 
more residential along the north side of the road with a mix of single family and duplexes. Towards the 
east end of County F as it approaches the Fox River, trees become more plentiful. The residences along 
the west bank of the Fox River are generally shielded by trees. The residences along the east bank of the 
Fox River have large lots that have a lot of trees and other vegetation. Moving east along County X to 
County PP, the viewshed consists of industrial uses. East of County PP, the views are of a typical 
suburban setting with some service businesses and single-family residences and apartment complexes. 
The east end of the corridor provides views of farmsteads and wooded areas.  

For Corridor Alternative 2, the existing views west of I-41 are of a typical agricultural setting. East of I-41 
along Southbridge Road, views of an agricultural setting remain but are interspersed with woodlands and 
business and industrial development along Southbridge Road. Along Southbridge Road, between 
Lawrence Drive and American Boulevard, the viewshed adds some residences. Along the west portion of 
Red Maple Road, between American Boulevard and the CN rail line, larger industrial buildings dominate 
the views. Along Red Maple Road, east of the CN rail line, the viewshed transitions to a residential setting.  

East of the Fox River, the viewshed is generally that of a rural area mixed with suburban development. 
South of Rockland Road, the view is of agricultural and residential land uses, and to the north is a mix of 
agriculture, residences, and businesses.  

 
Fox River near Corridor Alternative 2 crossing 
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3.15.2 Aesthetic Impacts 
Aesthetic impacts take in to account impacts to the visual environment of both those traveling on the 
road and those viewing the road. For both Corridor Alternatives, the biggest aesthetic change would be 
the new bridge over the Fox River. New views of the bridge and views from the bridge would alter the 
visual landscape. Viewers of the improved/new roadway and Fox River bridge include residents, 
business owners and customers, recreationists, users of the Fox River, and motorists driving along the 
corridor and over the bridge. 

No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not change the visual characteristics of the corridors.  

Corridor Alternative 1 
Corridor Alternative 1 would contribute to a change in the visual character of the study area due to a 
wider roadway and a new bridge over the Fox River. Most of County F would be expanded. Those living 
along the corridor would experience new views of the road, most notably additional paved areas. 
In addition, the road would be closer to the residences and businesses adjacent to the road.  

The Fox River bridge would be large in scale and introduce a highway bridge to an area that currently 
has no roadway elements. Exact height and length of the bridge will be determined beginning with 
preliminary design of the river crossing during Tier 2. Residences along the river and existing vegetation 
may need to be removed in order to construct the bridge, impacting the viewshed of those looking at 
the river from both sides of the river. However, the bridge would provide an opportunity for the public 
to view the river and its natural surroundings from the new bridge. In addition, river and riverbank views 
from the water (by boaters, other recreation users, and river property owners) would be altered by the 
new bridge. Views would be impacted by the presence of the bridge, bridge deck, and bridge piers.  

The expansion of County X from a two-lane to a divided four-lane road with bicycle lanes and sidewalks 
means that viewers of the road would see more pavement than they have in the past and that the 
road’s edges would be closer to adjacent buildings.  

Corridor Alternative 1 could have an at-grade or grade-separated crossing of the Fox River State Trail. 
If grade-separated, this would add a new structural element to the area and alter the viewshed. 

Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Corridor Alternative 2 would contribute to a change in the visual character of the study area due to a 
wider roadway and a new bridge over the Fox River. Corridor Alternative 2 crosses undeveloped land, 
and therefore viewers who currently do not view a road would have views of the new road. The west 
end of Corridor Alternative 2 between I-41 and County EB is almost entirely undeveloped, so viewers of 
and from the roadway would now see a divided four-lane street instead of the existing farm fields. 
A new full-service interchange at I-41 would be constructed near Orange Lane and Southbridge Road. 
The interchange would be a prominent visual feature amid what is currently farm fields and vacant land. 

Southbridge Road, Red Maple Road, and Rockland Road will need to be expanded for the project. 
The expansion of these roads from two-lane to divided four-lane roads with bicycle lanes and sidewalks 
means that viewers of the roadway would see more pavement than they have in the past and that the 
street’s edges will be closer to adjacent land uses. Additionally, the Tier 2 analysis will determine if the 
CN rail line crossing along Red Maple Road will be at-grade or grade-separated. A grade-separated 
crossing would add a new structural element to the area and alter the viewshed to a large degree.  

Like Corridor Alternative 1, the Fox River bridge would be large in scale and introduce a highway 
structure to an area that currently has no roadway elements. Exact height and length of the bridge will 
be determined beginning with preliminary design during the Tier 2 documentation of the river crossing. 
Residences along the river and existing vegetation may be removed in order to construct the bridge, 
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impacting the viewshed of those looking at the river from both sides of the river. A six-story 
condominium building on the west side of County D, and a condominium complex further north on the 
east side of County D with Fox River frontage would have altered views of the Fox River. The bridge 
would partially block views of the Fox River and introduce a large man-made element in what is now a 
relatively intact view of the large river corridor. Views from the river would be impacted by the new 
bridge and piers. River and riverbank views from the water (by boaters, other recreation users, and river 
property owners) would also be altered by the presence of the bridge, bridge deck, and bridge piers.  

Corridor Alternative 2 could have an at-grade or grade-separated crossing of the Fox River State Trail. 
If grade-separated, this would add a new structural element to the area and alter the viewshed.  

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The C-D road system option would contribute to a change in the visual character of the study area due 
to a new C-D road parallel to I-41. While I-41 is a major element of the existing viewshed, residences and 
businesses along the corridor would experience new views, most notably additional paved areas. Also, 
residences and businesses would be closer to a road. 

In addition, the C-D road option could encroach on the west side of Preserve Park and the park 
viewshed. The C-D road would be near the trail that runs through the park, and trail users may see views 
of the new road. 

3.15.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
During Tier 2 analysis, the design for the bridge and roadway would be refined to provide a detailed 
account of the location and dimensions of the river crossing. As part of the Tier 2 analysis , simulations 
showing how the bridge and roadway would look would be developed to provide a more accurate 
depiction of what viewers of the roadway would experience. During Tier 2, potential measures to 
mitigate visual impacts would be developed.  
The Tier 2 assessments will evaluate the need for and include a visual impact assessment depending on 
the proposed improvements, and the visual quality of the affected environment and viewsheds, in 
accordance with Facilities Development Manual Chapter 27, Section 10 (2002). WisDOT will hold 
meetings in the design phase with the local communities to discuss potential aesthetic treatments for 
the Fox River bridge. 

3.16 Hazardous Materials 
3.16.1 Existing Conditions  
To evaluate existing conditions, a database search was conducted to determine the potential for each 
Corridor Alternative to impact hazardous materials. The database search focused on identifying sites 
where petroleum constituents or other hazardous substances are documented to have been released into 
the environment (generally in soil or groundwater) or where petroleum constituents or other hazardous 
substances are likely present in soil or groundwater or as a result of a regulatory listing or other condition 
(e.g., a landfill or spill). No Phase 1 hazardous material investigation11 was conducted for the Tier 1 EIS.  
A review of the study area was performed using aerial and ground-level photographs to determine if 
sites with the potential for impacts are present.  
The Fox River Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA)/Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) Releases 
Superfund Site, also known as the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Superfund Site, encompasses the 
proposed river crossings of both Corridor Alternatives. During the 1950s and 1960s, pulp and paper mills 
                                                            
11 A Phase 1 hazardous material investigation is more in depth than the database search conducted for the Tier 1 EIS and includes a review of 
records, a site inspection, and interviews with owners, occupants, neighbors, and local government officials. 
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routinely used PCBs in their operations, which ultimately contaminated the river. Remediation of the 
contamination included dredging to remove contaminated soils, mixing the soil with sand to lower 
contamination to below remediation action levels, and capping contaminated soils below the surface of 
the river bed. Areas where contaminated soil was dredged and removed do not require continuing 
remedial action. Capped areas and areas where sand was mixed with contaminated soil require testing, 
if dredged and removed, to determine the appropriate landfill for disposal.  

3.16.2 Hazardous Materials Impacts 
No Build Alternative 
There are no impacts to hazardous materials under the No Build Alternative. 

Corridor Alternative 1 
Eight potential hazardous materials sites were identified along Corridor Alternative 1. These sites have documented 
petroleum or hazardous material releases to soil and groundwater on parcels adjacent to the corridor: 

• Two sites with closed Leaking Underground Storage Tanks releases  
• Four sites with closed Leaking Underground Storage Tanks releases and spills  
• Two sites with closed Leaking Underground Storage Tanks releases, spills, and a closed DNR 

Environmental Repair Program site 

Review of aerial imagery indicates that Corridor Alternative 1 crosses the CN rail line and the Fox River 
State Trail, which was installed on a former rail line. All railroad crossings, former and current, are 
considered potential hazardous material sites because of their historic use of coal, diesel fuel engines, 
creosote coatings on railroad ties, and herbicides, and potential for chemical spills. Phase 2 subsurface 
investigation of these sites would need to be performed if property acquisition or excavation is required. 

Review of aerial imagery indicates that an asphalt plant/gravel quarry is present on the west side of the 
corridor. Current and former asphalt plants are considered potential hazardous material sites because of 
their historical use of asphalt-related petroleum products and potential landfilling of mined areas.  

Fox River NRDA/PCB Releases Superfund Site remediation activities where Corridor Alternative 1 crosses 
the Fox River include areas where contaminated soil was either mixed with sand or capped. These areas 
could potentially be disturbed for pier installation and during construction of the bridge. Corridor 
Alternative 1 would have greater impact on the Lower Fox River Superfund cleanup sites because it crosses 
more capped areas containing contaminated sediment (see map in Appendix I as part of DNR letter). 

Corridor Alternative 2 without C-D Road System Option 
Four potential hazardous materials sights were identified along Corridor Alternative 2 and include: 

• An open DNR Environmental Repair Program site manufacturing facility with shallow groundwater 
contaminated with chlorinated solvents that may extend below the corridor. 

• A former wood-preservative facility with capped impacted soil adjacent to the corridor. 
• An open DNR Environmental Repair Program site former construction company facility with 

impacted soils and capped impacted soil stockpiles. The proposed corridor path extends through a 
portion of the site and is adjacent to a capped impacted soil stockpile.  

• A municipal composting facility. 

Review of aerial imagery indicates that Corridor Alternative 2 crosses the CN rail line and the Fox River 
State Trail, which was installed on a former rail line. All railroad crossings, former and current, are 
considered potential hazardous material sites because of their historical use of coal, diesel fuel engines, 
creosote coatings on railroad ties, and herbicides, and potential for chemical spills. Phase 2 subsurface 
investigation of these sites would need to be performed if property acquisition or excavation is required. 
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Review of aerial imagery indicates that a used automobile parts/junkyard is present adjacent to the corridor. 
These facilities are considered potential hazardous material sites because of potential spills of hazardous 
material and petroleum products from their handling of automobile fluids and lead acid batteries.  

Fox River NRDA/PCB Releases Superfund Site remediation activities where Corridor Alternative 2 crosses 
the Fox River include areas where contaminated soil was either mixed with sand or capped. These areas 
could potentially be disturbed for pier installation and during construction of the bridge. Corridor 
Alternative 2 would have less impact on the Lower Fox River Superfund cleanup sites because it crosses 
fewer capped areas containing contaminated sediment (see map in Appendix I as part of DNR letter). 

Corridor Alternative 2 with C-D Road System Option 
The C-D road system option is not anticipated to result in additional impacts to hazardous materials. 

3.16.3 Tier 2 Analysis 
During Tier 2, additional site screening, a Phase I analysis, and more advanced site characterization 
studies will occur as needed. Studies will be designed based on the detailed design and right of way 
acquisition information that will be available at that time. Fox River bridge pier placement and 
construction will require special considerations related to the caps placed in the river as remediation for 
the Fox River NRDA/PCB Releases Superfund Site, including: 

• While it is best to avoid the caps, it is not imperative; any affected cap would need to be repaired and 
controls put in place for avoiding dispersion of contaminated soils in the river during construction.  

• Underwater survey will need to be conducted before and after construction to document what the 
preconstruction and post-construction conditions are in the vicinity of the caps to determine if there 
was any impact to them.  

• Assuming standard construction techniques for installing piers, cofferdams will be built in the water, 
the interior of the cofferdams will be dewatered, and the bed of the river will be excavated to place 
the bridge foundations. The cofferdams would act as a containment for the river-bottom excavation 
that occurs inside the cofferdams. 

• Drilled shaft foundations for the bridge piers could be used, which would minimize the pier footprint 
on the river bed and minimize the amount of soil below the river bed that would need to be 
excavated. Temporary or permanent casing pipes would serve as containment for the excavation 
similar to a cofferdam.  

• River-bottom soil excavated for pier construction, even if outside the cap limits, could have some 
level of contamination that may require special handling and/or disposal. Soil to be disposed of will 
need to be tested to determine if it is contaminated and identify the appropriate landfill for disposal. 

• Construction staging and access would need to be planned so as to minimize impacts to the caps. 
Buoys could be used to mark off caps so their locations can be visible from the water surface.  

• If any damage were to occur to PCB Project caps, they would need to be repaired or replaced to the 
satisfaction of DNR, U.S. EPA, and PCB Project responsible parties who monitor those caps. 

3.17 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
This section summarizes the indirect and cumulative impacts analysis conducted for the South Bridge 
Connector. In general, indirect and cumulative impacts are consequences of the project that are not 
direct and may not be readily observable. Unlike direct impacts, indirect impacts would occur after 
construction is completed and would be located outside the project’s construction footprint. Cumulative 
impacts would result from the incremental consequences of an action like this project when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Indirect impacts and cumulative impacts 
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are less defined than direct impacts, and by definition, cumulative impacts are incremental in nature 
and usually are less defined than indirect impacts. 
Because corridors rather than specific build alignments are being evaluated in Tier 1, the indirect and 
cumulative impacts analysis describes the types of impacts that could potentially occur if the South 
Bridge Connector was constructed. It broadly considers the growth inducing impacts that could result 
from Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2, including potential redevelopment or secondary development, 
population/job growth, economic benefits or other impacts that may result from project-influenced 
development, as well as the project encroachment impacts of the proposed action. Additionally, the 
analysis broadly considers potential cumulative impacts on the environment from the incremental 
impact of the South Bridge Connector when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such actions. This is a high-level 
discussion of the potential impacts, based on existing published data, local plans, and input from 
experts, agencies, local governments, and the public, consistent with the Impact Assessment 
Methodology provided to Participating and Cooperating Agencies in December 2019. This high-level 
discussion includes type of mitigation strategies that could be employed, and the agency that would be 
responsible for implementation. During Tier 2, the indirect and cumulative impacts analysis will be 
revisited based on the design available at that time. 
More information about indirect and cumulative impacts and the analysis of potential indirect and 
cumulative impacts is found in the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Technical Memorandum in Appendix E.  

3.17.1 Indirect Impacts 
The indirect impacts analysis followed the systematic approach outlined in WisDOT Guidance for 
Conducting an Indirect Effects Analysis (2014).12 The guidance identifies two categories of indirect impacts:  
1. Project-influenced impacts: Project-influenced development related to improved accessibility to an 

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

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

Exhibit 3.17-1 shows the Indirect Impacts Study Area boundary. The study team considered a combination 
of accepted approaches for delineating the Indirect Impacts Study Area, including the 20-year growth 
boundary (sewer service area [SSA] boundary; Brown County Planning Commission, Planning and Land 
Services Department 2015), traffic analysis (SRF Consulting Group 2018), and stakeholder interviews. 
The study team conducted nine stakeholder interviews in January 2020, with local planners, developers, 
agency officials, and tribes who are knowledgeable of growth and development in the region, including 
representatives from:  
• City of De Pere 
• Town of Lawrence 
• Town of Ledgeview 
• Brown County Planning and Land Services 

Department 

                                                            
12 Effects and impacts are used interchangeably. WisDOT preference is to use “impacts;” however, this technical memorandum uses the term 
“effects” when indicated by the guidance that is cited. 

• Brown County Land and Water Conservation Department 
• River City Realtors 
• Wisconsin DATCP  
• DNR 
• Oneida Nation of Wisconsin
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The study team interviewed the stakeholders separately and used their input to identify available 
information and data, as well as indirect impact issues.13 

More information about indirect impacts and the analysis of potential indirect impacts is found in 
Section 2 of the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Technical Memorandum in Appendix E.  

 
Exhibit 3.17-1. Indirect Impacts Study Area  

                                                            
13 Appendix F, Attachment 1 contains meeting summaries of the stakeholder interviews held in January 2020. 

Source: Brown County 2019 
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Project-Influenced Development 
The project is anticipated to have minimal impacts on the location, magnitude and/or pace of future 
planned development because growth and development in the study area is already being driven by its 
proximity to both the Green Bay and Appleton job markets, diverse economic base, schools, and low 
cost of living, as identified by stakeholders. Local and regional planning agencies have strong land use 
controls and regulatory constraints that direct future development to areas consistent with local and 
regional plans that are served by municipal sewer and water and protect environmentally sensitive 
areas. Key underlying issues contributing to the conclusion that the project is not likely to contribute to 
substantial project-influenced development are summarized in Table 3.17-1. 

Table 3.17-1. Assessing the Potential for Project-Influenced Land Use Change 
Key Issues to Consider Assessment 

Growth Trends and Projections There is ongoing population and employment growth in the study area due to 
proximity to both the Appleton and Green Bay job markets without the proposed new 
bridge and roadway improvements. Based on the number of ongoing and future 
developments identified during stakeholder interviews, current growth trends are likely 
to continue regardless of whether the project is implemented. 

Constraints on Growth Potential The region's strong regional and local land use controls and regulatory constraints will 
direct new development to locations consistent with regional and local plans (see 
Section 2.3.2). 
• Stakeholders indicated that study area communities follow their land use plans. It is 

difficult to depart from comprehensive plans because sewer service has been 
allocated to municipalities based on population (existing and 2040 projections), 
anticipated residential needs, as well as anticipated commercial and industrial areas 
(per comprehensive plans). 

Land Use 
 

The project has been a part of long-range plans since 1968. Broad changes in future 
land use patterns are not anticipated. 
• Corridor Alternative 1 is mostly developed; land use changes and redevelopment as 

a result of the proposed action is unlikely.  
• Corridor Alternative 2 has been a part of long-range plans since 1996; some of the 

"undeveloped" land adjacent to Corridor Alternative 2 is being held by developers 
waiting for a decision on the bridge. Stakeholders commented that if the bridge is 
not built the mix of development may change, but development is anticipated 
either way. Much of the development adjacent to the route identified in long-range 
plans has been developed with the corridor in mind; thus, to some extent the 
planned route has already influenced development patterns. 

Changes in the Pattern of Land 
Use 

The project would not affect regional travel patterns nor induce additional traffic on 
I-41 from the no-build condition north and south of the study area. Thus, the proposed 
action is unlikely to change the amount and intensity of development in the study area 
from the no-build condition.a  

a SRF Consulting Group 2020 
 

Development is occurring in the Indirect Impacts Study Area without the South Bridge Connector, and is 
planned to continue (see Exhibit 3.17-2). Over one dozen ongoing and future planned developments 
were identified during the stakeholder interviews. West of the Fox River development in the vicinity of 
the proposed interchange of Corridor Alternative 2 and I-41 includes United Health Group’s new 
174,000 square foot office building and the 252-unit Sand Lake Apartments, and two Tax Increment 
Financing districts in Lawrence. Development east of the Fox River includes several residential 
developments in the vicinity of the eastern project terminus, such as Grand Ridge Estates (56 homes), 
Red Hawk Landing Subdivision (87 homes), a new neighborhood development (60 homes), and Trellis 
Ridge Estates (multi-family development); two neighborhood commercial centers (small-scale retail 
stores, service shops, office); as well as a cluster of industrial-type businesses at the border of Ledgeview 
and De Pere. 
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Exhibit 3.17-2. Notable Existing and Planned Developments 

Note: Additional information on each  
development can be found in Table 3-2 of Appendix E. 

Sources: Brown County 2019, Village of Allouez 2013, 
Village of Ashwaubenon 2016, Village of Bellevue 2012, 
Village of Hobart 2016, Town of Ledgeview 2019, Town 
of Lawrence 2016, City of De Pere 2010, DATCP 2019 
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When asked the likely impact of not constructing the bridge, stakeholders noted that the mix of 
development may change (for example, land slated for commercial use based on the assumption that 
the bridge will be built may be better suited for residential use if the bridge is not constructed), but 
development is anticipated to continue in the area either way. Lands available for development are 
identified in future land use plans. For example, there are parcels available for commercial/industrial 
development in the De Pere East Industrial Park. Additionally, there is agricultural land south of 
Rockland Road within the 2040 SSA, that is identified on land use plans for expansion of the De Pere East 
Industrial Park, along with other isolated agricultural land identified for future development. During the 
stakeholder interviews it was noted that some undeveloped land in the area is being held in speculation 
in anticipation of the bridge being built in Corridor Alternative 2; nonetheless, local plans and land use 
controls will guide the development of this land.  

Stakeholders consistently stated that development in the region does not depart from comprehensive 
plans. Stakeholders also stated that it is difficult to depart from comprehensive plans because sewer 
service has been allocated to municipalities based on population (existing and 2040 projections), 
anticipated residential needs, as well as anticipated commercial and industrial areas (per comprehensive 
plans). Due to sewer constraints, study area communities follow smart growth principals and prioritize 
infill development and areas contiguous to existing development. The project is unlikely to cause 
development in locations where it is not planned by local and regional planning agencies due to land use 
policies and regulations.  

While both Corridor Alternatives may improve the attractiveness of land in the study area, in 
consideration of stakeholder input and strong regional and local land use policies and regulation, the 
proposed project would not substantially change the location, magnitude, or pace of future development 
within the study area. Although the mix of land use may change on those parcels being held in 
speculation and the pace of development has been slowed down in some instances waiting for a decision 
on the project, it is not anticipated to lead to a substantial change. As demonstrated by the traffic 
analysis, travel patterns within the study area may change with the Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2, but the 
proposed action would not result in additional future traffic on I-41 from the no-build condition north 
and south of the study area, and thus it is unlikely to change the amount and intensity of development 
from the no-build condition. The Corridor Alternatives would contribute to a more efficient 
transportation system in the general study areas and is not driving planned development in the area. 

Substantial changes in development patterns are not anticipated from the construction of the South 
Bridge Connector. Therefore, it is anticipated that there would be minimal impacts to air, water, natural 
systems, and cultural resources from project-influenced development. The analysis will be revisited 
during Tier 2 assessments. 

Project Encroachment Impacts 
Table 3.17-2 identifies the resources considered for potential project encroachment impacts. Agriculture 
was identified as having a potential project encroachment impact and is discussed in more detail 
following Table 3.17-2. Other resources with the potential for project encroachment impacts, such as 
surface waters/stormwater, wetlands, aquatic habitat and wildlife, and protected species, will be 
re-examined during Tier 2 when more detailed engineering and resource surveys are available to 
understand potential direct and indirect impacts.  
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Table 3.17-2. Resources Considered for Project Encroachment Impactsa 

Resource Would this resource experience substantial project encroachment impacts? 

Community Resources 
(parks; schools; places of 
worship; fire, ambulance, 
and police protection; 
community owned 
buildings/property) 

Parks: No. Potential impacts of the Corridor Alternatives are not anticipated to change the use of 
park facilities.  

Schools: No. Area schools are anticipated to have sufficient capacity to accommodate students that 
may be relocated as a result of the Corridor Alternatives.  

Places of Worship: No. Potential impacts of the Corridor Alternatives are not anticipated to change 
parishioner ability to attend places of worship. If a place of worship is relocated, some parishioners 
may be closer or farther away to the new location; future studies would identify parcels/properties 
for potential relocation, if needed.  

Fire, Ambulance, and Police Protection: No. Indirect impacts are not anticipated. 

Community Owned Buildings/Property: No. Indirect impacts are not anticipated.  

Socioeconomic 
Characteristics (Community 
Cohesion)/Environmental 
Justice 

Community Cohesion: No. Project encroachment impacts are not anticipated. 

Environmental Justice: No. Project encroachment impacts are not anticipated. 

Agriculture Potential impacts to farmland include remnant sections outside the construction footprint that are 
no longer suitable for agricultural production.  
Construction of the South Bridge Connector is anticipated to acquire some agricultural land, which 
will impact the amount of land available for the spreading of manure.  
See the discussion following this table. 

Water Resources Surface Waters/Stormwater: Project encroachment impacts could result from stormwater runoff, 
but they are not anticipated to be substantial. Stormwater detention facilities and other best 
management practices will be implemented with the improvements per state and federal 
regulations. During Tier 2, mitigation measures would be implemented where feasible and 
appropriate, or as set forth in permits. 

River Recreational Traffic: No. Project encroachment impacts are not anticipated. If a new boat 
landing or other recreational amenity were constructed in the vicinity of the Fox River, East River, or 
Ashwaubenon Creek crossings, the crossing may improve travel efficiency to the site/features, but 
the bridge would not be anticipated to affect the use of the site. 

Floodplains: No. Indirect impacts are not anticipated as improvements within floodplains would be 
in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Regulations on Floodplain 
Management, Executive Orders and local regulations.  

Wetlands: Indirect impacts could result from disturbances that occur in areas outside of wetlands, such 
as uplands, other wetlands, or waterways. Impacts could include the influx of surface water and 
sediments, fragmentation of a wetland from a contiguous wetland complex, loss of recharge area, 
changes in local drainage patterns, or change in wetland type due to changes in vegetation 
composition, wetland hydrology, and wetland size. Indirect impacts are not anticipated to be 
substantial and wetland mitigation requirements for the project are subject to federal and state 
regulations. Tier 2 studies will include wetland delineations or determinations to better understand 
impacts.  

Aquatic Habitat and Wildlife: Project encroachment impacts could result from a new or widened road 
built across wildlife corridors, but they are not anticipated to be substantial. Tier 2 studies will delineate 
wildlife corridors and availability of upland habitat. All efforts will be made, first, to avoid impacts, 
followed by minimization and compensation, in accordance with state and federal regulations. 

Protected Species and Other 
Wildlife 

State or Federally Protected Species: Indirect impacts to protected species could result from habitat 
disturbances and loss that occur in wetlands, uplands, or waterways, but they are not anticipated to 
be substantial. Direct impacts to protected species after avoidance and minimization efforts will be 
compensated per state and federal regulations. 

Other Wildlife and Habitat: Project encroachment impacts could result from a new or widened road 
built across wildlife corridors, but they are not anticipated to be substantial. Tier 2 studies will 
delineate wildlife corridors and availability of upland habitat. In addition, the Natural Heritage 
Inventory and federally protected official species list will be updated at the time of Tier 2. All efforts 
will be made to first avoid impacts, followed by minimization and compensation, in accordance with 
state and federal regulations. 
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Table 3.17-2. Resources Considered for Project Encroachment Impactsa 

Resource Would this resource experience substantial project encroachment impacts? 

Traffic Noise No. Indirect impacts of traffic noise would be assessed as part of future traffic noise modeling. Noise 
analysis use traffic volumes that include the future users attracted to the proposed improvement. 
Receptors would be identified for undeveloped land and undeveloped land permitted for 
development. Therefore, the noise levels predicted by traffic modeling already incorporate 
anticipated indirect traffic noise impacts and would be analyzed and mitigated for as a direct impact. 

Air Quality No. The Corridor Alternatives are not anticipated to violate the NAAQS nor increase MSAT 
compounds. Future air quality analyses would include anticipated future users of the Build 
Alternative. Therefore, the air quality analyses would incorporate anticipated indirect impacts. It is 
anticipated that the improvements under consideration would be beneficial to regional air quality 
because it would relieve congestion and reduce delay from incidents. 

Cultural Resources (historic, 
archaeological, and Oneida 
Nation) 

Indirect impacts to archaeological sites are not anticipated. Indirect impacts to the potentially 
National Register-eligible architectural/historic site could include new visual, atmospheric, or audible 
elements that may diminish the integrity of a National Register of Historic Places property, if eligible.  

Aesthetics No. Indirect impacts are not anticipated. 
Hazardous Materials No. Indirect impacts are not anticipated. 
a The indirect impacts analysis examines project encroachment impacts because the project is not anticipated to have substantial 
project-influenced development impacts. 
b Improved travel times are considered a direct impact and therefore not discussed in this analysis. 

 

Agriculture 
Project encroachment impacts to farmland include remnant sections outside the construction footprint 
that are no longer suitable for agricultural production. For example, the remaining sections of a bisected 
property that are either too small or otherwise impractical or uneconomical to farm. Typically, these 
remaining sections are difficult for farm equipment to access. During Tier 2, when the design is available, 
an assessment of the amount of remnant sections would be assessed. 

Another important issue facing farming in the study area mentioned during a stakeholder interview and 
cited in the Brown County Comprehensive Plan is the increasing number of cattle combined with a 
decreasing availability of agricultural lands for the spreading of manure. Brown County is one of 
Wisconsin’s premier dairy counties, producing over 900 million gallons of manure in the Lower Fox River 
basin annually (Dynamic Concepts, LLC 2017). Farmers use the manure as fertilizer for crop production, 
as it is rich in nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, and other micro nutrients. Constructing the South Bridge 
Connector is anticipated to acquire up to 78 acres of agricultural land (amount varies based on the 
alternative), which will reduce the amount of land available for the spreading of manure. This could 
result in over application of manure on remaining farmland.  

Potential Consequences 
Consequences of the potential indirect impacts to agriculture include remnant sections of agricultural 
lands that are either impractical or uneconomical to farm. 

Decreases in available land for the spreading of manure has several implications. It increases conflicts 
with rural residents and creates the potential for increased runoff into surface water and groundwater 
resources, if proper spreading and nutrient management techniques are not followed.  

Potential Mitigation Measures 
If Tier 2 assessments determine direct impacts to prime farmland soils would be unavoidable, the 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (NRCS CPA-106) and Agricultural Impact Notice for Highway 
Projects (form ARM-LWR-359) would be completed and coordinated with NRCS and DATCP in accordance 
with standards and applicable laws. Potential mitigation measures for indirect impacts would be assessed 
at that time, which could include compensating for the impact by providing substitute resources. 
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A community-scale manure digester that takes in nutrients from multiple farms may be a means to 
address excess manure, reduce nutrient flow to the surface waters, and generate a consistent source of 
renewable electricity at the same time. The excess manure could be used to generate methane and 
subsequently electricity. This strategy is identified in the 2017-2027 Brown County, WI Farmland 
Preservation Plan Update (Brown County Planning Commission 2017). It is a current effort outside the 
South Bridge Connector Project and is being spearheaded through a partnership between DNR, DATCP, 
Public Service Commission, and BC Organics, which is a consortium of farms, technology suppliers, 
renewable natural gas buyer, fertilizer buyer, and investors (Hubbuch 2019). 

3.17.2 Cumulative Impacts 
This section describes the project’s potential cumulative impacts on the built and natural environment 
when considered in conjunction with the impacts of other projects in the study area. It analyzes resources 
that might experience cumulative impacts because of the project, and it identifies other projects that 
impact one or more of the same social, economic, or environmental resources that the project would also 
impact. This section also evaluates the need to mitigate the project’s potential cumulative impacts.  

More information about cumulative impacts and the analysis of potential cumulative impacts is found in 
Section 3 of the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Technical Memorandum in Appendix E.  

Background 
Cumulative impacts are “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period” (40 CFR 1508.7). The analysis of cumulative impacts identifies 
direct and indirect impacts that may be minimal when examined within the context of the project, but that may 
accumulate and become significant when considered with other planned actions in the study area.  

The methodology used to assess cumulative impacts for the South Bridge Connector study is based on 
the WisDOT Guidance for Conducting a Cumulative Effects Analysis (2007), which includes the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s 11-step process identified in the handbook Considering Cumulative Effects 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (1997). Based on the guidance, agriculture and surface 
water were identified as the resource topics to analyze for cumulative impacts. The Cumulative Impacts 
Study Areas for the two resources are as follows (and are illustrated in Figure 3-1 in Appendix E).  

• Agriculture – Indirect Impacts Study Area 
• Surface Water – East River Watershed and Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks Watershed 

Table 3-1 in Appendix E also summarizes the other resources considered but not included in the 
cumulative impact analysis.  

The timeframe for the analysis is 2040, which coincides with the Agriculture Chapter of the Brown County 
Comprehensive Plan (2017-2027 Farmland Preservation Plan Update) and the availability of population, 
employment, and land use information. In addition, this timeframe is long enough for cumulative impacts 
to unfold, but not so far into the future that the impacts become too difficult to reasonably anticipate. 

More information on the process to select the resources for the cumulative impacts analysis is found in 
Section 3 of the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Technical Memorandum in Appendix E.  

Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
Table 3-2 of Appendix E identifies notable past, present or reasonably foreseeable future actions, that 
when considered with the South Bridge Connector, may have cumulative impacts on environmental 
resources. Exhibit 3.17-3 identifies the locations of notable past, present or reasonably foreseeable 
future transportation projects and developments in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area.  
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Exhibit 3.17-3. Major Transportation Projects and Notable DevelopmentsSources: Brown County 2019, Village of 
Allouez 2013, Village of Ashwaubenon 2016, 
Village of Bellevue 2012, Village of Hobart 
2016, Town of Ledgeview 2019, Town of 
Lawrence 2016, City of De Pere 2010 
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Existing Conditions, Impacts, and Potential Mitigation Measures 
The following subsections describe the potential cumulative impacts that agriculture and surface water 
could experience because of the South Bridge Connector, and other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions identified on Exhibit 3.17-3. The subsections also summarize the current 
conditions or trends in agriculture and surface water in the study areas. 

Agriculture Resource Condition, Trends, and Other Future Actions. Brown County and the Green Bay 
metropolitan area is urbanizing, however the county has undertaken planning and implemented zoning 
ordinances, such as the Animal Waste Management Ordinance and Land Division and Subdivision 
Ordinance, to ensure the continued success of agricultural production and supportive industries 
consistent with community goals. The 2017-2027 Brown County, WI, Farmland Preservation Plan Update 
(2017) identifies the following goal for agricultural resources: “Balance the development of agricultural 
lands with the long-term sustainability of agricultural production in Brown County.” 

As illustrated in Table 3.17-3, there has been a decrease in farmland in Brown County since 1970. 
The Brown County Farmland Preservation Plan identified that from 1987 through 2012 the number of 
farms in Brown County decreased from 1,263 to 1,111 farms. Between 1970 and 2016, approximately 
58,600 acres of land transitioned from agriculture to other land uses, such as homes, businesses, roads, 
and schools. Agricultural land in 2016 was approximately 50 percent of the land uses in Brown County 
(Brown County Planning Commission 2017). 

Table 3.17-3. Total Agricultural Lands, 1970 to 2016 

Year Acres 
Percentage of 

County 
Absolute Change 

 (in acres) Percent Change 

1970 227,254 66% -- -- 

1980 216,809 63% -10,445 -4.6% 

1990 201,668 59% -15,141 -7.0% 

2000 176,695 53% -24,973 -12.4% 

2016 168,686 49% -11,645 -6.46% 

Source: Brown County Planning Commission 2017. 

The farms adjacent to Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2 are under 400 acres, with most between 30 and 
200 acres. The farmland in these corridors is considered prime farmland which means the soils in the 
area can be cultivated and is suited for all crops grown in Brown County.  

The land surrounding Corridor Alternative 1 is mostly developed, with a mixture of residential, 
commercial, industrial, and institutional uses. There is agricultural land at the west end of the corridor 
surrounding the County F/County EB intersection, and a small section of agricultural land along the 
easternmost half-mile of County X. The farmland in the southeast quadrant of the County F/County EB 
intersection, as well as adjacent to the Town of Lawrence’s Tax Incremental District (TID) #2, is part of the 
farmland preservation program. At the eastern end of the corridor, a large portion of agricultural land 
was recently converted to residential land use. Approximately six percent of the land within the Corridor 
Alternative 1 is agricultural. 

Land surrounding Corridor Alternative 2 is mostly developed, with a mixture of residential, commercial, 
and industrial uses. More lands are in agricultural use along Corridor 2 than Corridor 1. West of I-41 are 
several parcels of agricultural land, including the farmland preservation area previously noted at the 
County F/County EB intersection adjacent to the Town of Lawrence’s TID #2. Agricultural land is also 
present immediately east of I-41 along Southbridge Road, however, in recent years some of agricultural 
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land has been converted to commercial land use. Portions of agricultural land east of the Fox River were 
recently converted to residential land use. Approximately one-third of the land within Corridor 
Alternative 2 is agricultural. During the stakeholder interviews it was noted that some of the 
“undeveloped” land14 has been purchased for development. 

Table 3.17-4 identifies existing land use within the agriculture Cumulative Impacts Study Area. Within 
this study area, land use is approximately 40 percent agricultural, while residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses make up approximately 27 percent. Parks, recreation, and open space are approximately 
24 percent of the study area. These agricultural lands are mostly south of the proposed Corridor 
Alternatives. 

Table 3.17-4. Existing Land Use within the Cumulative Impacts Study Area 

Land Use Category Acres Percent 

Residential 8,492 20.1 

Commercial 1,116 2.7 

Industrial 1,610 3.8 

Transportation/Communications/Utilities 2,914 6.9 

Institutional 723 1.7 

Agriculture 16,827 39.9 

• within 2040 Brown County SSA 6,376 15.1 

• outside 2040 Brown County Sewer Service Area 10,451 24.8 

Parks, Recreation, and Open Spacea 10,228 24.3 

Land Under Development 256 0.6 

Total 42,166 100.00 
a Includes parks, recreation, open space, fallow fields, natural areas, woodlands, and undeveloped 
open space.  
Source: Brown County 2019 

 

Within the study area, population and employment growth has resulted in a gradual loss of farmland. 
This trend is anticipated to continue based on land use plans of study area communities that illustrate a 
gradual development of remaining agricultural land within the 2040 Brown County SSA. These 
communities have established incremental growth areas in their comprehensive plans, which encourage 
growth to occur adjacent to existing development to minimize the costs of extending infrastructure and 
impacts on natural resources. Tables 3.17-5 through 3.17-7 show the growth in acreages for residential, 
commercial, industrial, and agricultural land uses in De Pere, Lawrence, and Ledgeview.  

Residential land uses are forecast to increase by approximately 3,000 acres in the three communities. 
Commercial and industrial land uses will also increase (590 acres in De Pere, 256 acres in Lawrence, and 
107 acres in Ledgeview). De Pere and Lawrence do not identify future acres for agriculture but note that 
agricultural land uses will continue to decrease as they are converted to other uses as the communities 
grow. In Ledgeview, agricultural lands are expected to decrease by more than 1,000 acres. During 
stakeholder interviews, local planners stated that farmers are aware of development opportunities in the 
area, regardless of whether a new bridge is constructed and selling their land is their retirement plan. 

                                                            
14 Undeveloped land is assumed to be farmland. 
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Table 3.17-5. Existing and Future Land Use in the City of De Pere 

Land Use Category 

Acres 

Existing (2009) Future (2030) Difference 

Residential 2,454 3,456 1,002 

Commercial 475 665 190 

Industrial 985 1,385 400 

Agriculture 917 N/Aa N/A 

a It is expected that agricultural land uses within the City will continue to decrease as they are 
converted to other uses and as the City continues to grow. 
Source: City of De Pere 2010 

Table 3.17-6. Existing and Future Land Use in the Town of Lawrence 

Land Use Category 

Acres 

Existing (2014) Future (2040) Difference 

Residential 1,509 2,530 1,022 

Commercial 137 230 93 

Industrial 241 404 163 

Agriculture 5,290 N/Aa N/A 

a It is expected that agricultural land uses within the Town of Lawrence will continue to 
decrease as the land is converted to other uses and as the Town of Lawrence continues to 
grow.  
Source: Town of Lawrence 2016 

Table 3.17-7. Existing and Future Land Use in the Town of Ledgeview 

Land Use Category 

Acres 

Existing (2015) Future (2035) Difference 

Residential 2,002 3,023 1,021 

Commercial 112 169 57 

Industrial 98 148 50 

Agriculture 4,866 3,738 -1,128 
Source: Town of Ledgeview 2019 

Another important issue facing farming in Brown County is the production of manure in excess of 
available land for its spreading, as well as the high levels of phosphorus reaching the Fox River, its 
tributaries, and the Bay of Green Bay (Brown County Planning Commission 2017). Federal and state 
regulations require implementation of the TMDLs to meet water quality standards. In 2012, U.S. EPA 
and DNR, under Section 303 (d) of the Federal Clean Water Act, established TMDLs for the Lower Fox 
River basin for total phosphorus and total suspended solids. If current trends continue, this will become 
an increasing important issue for study area communities. 

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

• Include areas with soils suitable for agricultural production 

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

• Include lands in close proximity to agricultural infrastructure 
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• Include undeveloped natural resource or open space areas that connect other farmland parcels to 
create a large, uninterrupted block 

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

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

The plan acknowledges that there are portions of municipalities where the planned farmland 
preservation areas appear to be somewhat fragmented. Participation in the program is renewed 
annually by land owners. As local communities update their farmland preservation areas it will be 
reflected in their local comprehensive plans. When the Brown County Farmland Preservation Plan is 
revised in the future, the local comprehensive plans will serve as the primary source of information for 
the update (Brown County Planning Commission 2017).  

Summary – Baseline Condition for the Resource. Development, as a result of population and 
employment growth in the study area, has resulted in a gradual decrease of land within agricultural 
production since 1970. Population and employment projections indicate that the area will continue to 
grow. Study area communities that intend to allow development within areas that are currently farmed 
have established incremental growth areas in their comprehensive plans. The plans encourage infill 
development and growth next to existing development to minimize the costs of extending infrastructure 
and consistent with the 2040 Brown County Sewage Plan. 

Environmental Consequences. Cumulative impacts to agricultural land would include those general 
direct impacts to agriculture discussed in Section 3.8, Agriculture, of the Draft EIS and indirect impacts 
discussed in the previous section, as well as the impacts of the projects illustrated on Exhibit 3.17-3.  

Population and employment growth will contribute to the continued decline in the amount of land in 
agricultural production in the study area. This growth is driven by the area’s proximity to both the 
Appleton and Green Bay job markets and its attractive quality of life. As discussed in the section on 
project-influenced development, the proposed action’s contribution to this decline is anticipated to be 
minimal. Although some developers are holding onto land waiting for a decision on the preferred 
corridor, the land is anticipated to be developed, possibly with a changed mix of land use. 
As demonstrated by the traffic analysis, travel patterns within the study area may change with the Build 
Alternatives, but the proposed action would not change traffic volumes on I-41 from the No Build 
Alternative. The growth which is leading to a decline in agricultural land in the study area is driven by 
factors other than proposed action. 

Additionally, the loss of agricultural land impacts opportunities to spread manure on agricultural lands 
for break down by soil microorganisms. This could contribute to additional loads of phosphorus reaching 
the Fox River, its tributaries, and the Bay of Green Bay, if more manure is spread than can be 
accommodated on the land. 

Potential Mitigation. If Tier 2 assessments determine direct impacts to prime farmland soils would be 
unavoidable, the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (NRCS CPA-106) and Agricultural Impact 
Notice for Highway Projects (form ARM-LWR-359) would be completed and coordinated with NRCS and 
DATCP in accordance with standards and applicable laws. Potential mitigation measures for cumulative 
impacts would be assessed at this time. 

As discussed in Section 2.3.3.3 (Environmental Regulations) of Appendix E, local governments and the 
state have regulations and management practices in place to mitigate potential impacts from the South 
Bridge Connector and other current and future developments illustrated on Exhibit 3.17-3. Conforming 
with land use planning and regulation tools such as comprehensive planning, SSA planning, zoning and 
subdivision ordinances, extraterritorial review and approval, farmland preservation program and official 
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mapping, will play an important role in avoiding, minimizing, and compensating the cumulative impacts 
to agriculture.  

A community-scale manure digester that takes in nutrients from multiple farms may be a means to 
address excess manure and reduce phosphorus flow to the surface waters (see Section 3.17.1 for 
additional information). 

Surface Water Quality 

Resource Condition, Trends, and Other Future Actions. The South Bridge Connector is located in the 
Lower Fox River basin, East River Watershed and Apple and Ashwaubenon Creek Watershed. The East 
River Watershed includes the 206 square mile area extending inland from the Fox River and lower Bay of 
Green Bay, stretching from the Town of Red Banks on the shore of the Bay of Green Bay to the village of 
Wrightstown along the Fox River (DNR 2020d). The Apple and Ashwaubenon Creek Watershed is 
113 square miles extending from Ashwaubenon to Appleton (DNR 2020e). Land use in both watersheds 
is a mix of agriculture and residential, though industrial areas do exist in the urban areas of Green Bay 
and the north side of Appleton. Creeks and streams in both watersheds drain to the Fox River, which 
flows northeasterly to the Bay of Green Bay. 

Water quality in the watersheds has been affected by farming and urban development. Due to past 
point-source pollution, the Fox River and lower Bay of 
Green Bay has been designated an Area of Concern 
under the United States- Canada Great Lakes Water 
Quality Agreement. The causes of the impairment have 
historically been thought to be the result of point 
sources of pollution, such as industrial discharges and 
sewage treatment plants (Brown County Planning 
Commission 2019). The Fox River is nearing completion 
of a multi-year process to remediate PCBs within the 
sediment of the river. The effort is referred to as The Fox 
River Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) 
/Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) Releases Superfund Site, 
also known as the Lower Fox River and Green Bay 
Superfund Site. 

Nonpoint source pollution cannot be as readily identified 
as a point source, and typically enters surface waters via 
stormwater runoff of excess fertilizers from agricultural lands or urban land uses. Nonpoint source 
pollution is also a contributor to poor water quality in the Fox River and lower Bay of Green Bay. 
The Fox River through the study area is listed on the federal “303(d)” impaired waters list (i.e., does not 
meet federal Clean Water Act standards) due to excessive total phosphorus and total suspended solids 
loadings from nonpoint sources (Brown County Planning Commission 2019).  

There are 10 waterbodies near Corridor Alternatives 1 and 2. Table 3.17-8 describes the characteristics 
of each of the waterways, including current uses and impairment status. Ashwaubenon Creek and the 
East River have also been identified as “303(d)” impaired waters. While Hemlock Creek and unnamed 
streams are considered to be in “good” condition, all waterways receive agricultural and urban 
stormwater runoff contributing to reduced quality. Waterways in the study area classified as ASNRI are 
used by fish for spawning and also serve as wildlife corridors. None of the waterways are Trout Streams 
or Outstanding or Exceptional Resource Waters (DNR 2020b and 2020c).  

Both Corridor Alternatives would cross the 
Lower Fox River and Green Bay Superfund 
Site. During the 1950s and 1960s, pulp and 
paper mills routinely used PCBs in their 
operations, which ultimately contaminated 
the river. Remediation of the contamination 
included dredging to remove contaminated 
soils, mixing soil with sand to lower 
contamination to below remediation action 
levels, and capping contaminated soils below 
the surface of the river bed. Areas where 
contaminated soil was dredged and removed 
do not require continuing remediation action. 
Capped areas and areas where sand was 
mixed with contaminated soil require testing, 
if dredged and removed, to determine the 
appropriate landfill for disposal. 
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Table 3.17‐8. Waterways Near Corridor Alternatives 

Waterway (Waterbody 
Identification Code for 
Unnamed Streams)  Natural Community 

Designated 
Use(s) 

General 
Condition 

Impaired 
(Impairments)  Pollutants 

Unnamed Stream (122700)  Cool‐Cold 
Headwater, 
Macroinvertebrate 

Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A 

Hemlock Creek  Cool‐Cold 
Headwater, 
Macroinvertebrate 

Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Good  No  N/A 

Ashwaubenon Creek  Cool‐cold 
Headwater, cool‐
warm headwater 

Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Poor  Yes (low dissolved 
oxygen, degraded 
habitat) 

Total 
phosphorus, 
sediment/total 
suspended solids 

Unnamed Stream (122300)  Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A 

Unnamed Stream (5019215)  Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A 

Unnamed Stream (5019430)  Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A 

Fox River  Large River  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Poor  Yes (low dissolved 
oxygen, 
polychlorinated 
biphenyl 
contaminated fish 
tissue) 

Polychlorinated 
biphenyls, total 
phosphorus 

Unnamed Stream (5019110)  Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A  

East River  Warm headwater, 
cool‐warm 
headwater, cool‐
warm mainstream 

Fish and Aquatic 
Life Warmwater 

Poor  Yes (chronic 
aquatic toxicity, 
low dissolved 
oxygen, degraded 
biological 
community, 
degraded habitat, 
high phosphorus 
levels) 

Unspecified 
metals, total 
phosphorus, 
sediment/total 
suspended solids 

Unnamed Stream (5019379)  Macroinvertebrate  Default Fish and 
Aquatic Life 

Unknown  No  N/A 

N/A = not applicable 
Source: DNR 2020a 

In 2012 the EPA approved the Total Daily Maximum Load Report for the Lower Fox River as required under 
the Clean Water Act for all “303(d)” impaired waters. The Brown County Comprehensive Plan Update 
indicates that 63 percent of the sources of total phosphorus and 98 percent of total suspended solids 
within the Lower Fox River basin are from nonpoint sources (Brown County Planning Commission 2019). 

Resource Management. Water quality is monitored under the following regulations: 

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

 Nonpoint source pollution is regulated by DNR through performance standards for runoff 
management in NR 151 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. 
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• The Lower Fox River Basin TMDL establishes and regulates pollutant load allocations to both point 
and nonpoint sources in order to achieve pollutant load reductions needed to meet water quality 
goals.  

• Brown County’s Agricultural Shoreland Management Ordinance and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
identified in the 2040 Brown County Sewer Service Plan15 (areas within the 2040 sewer service 
boundary where public sanitary sewer service and development should not be allowed) are 
important for reducing total phosphorus and total suspended solids in surface waters. 

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

Summary – Baseline Condition for the Resource. Water quality in the watersheds of the cumulative 
surface waters study area has been affected by human activities, such as farming practices and urban 
development. Several streams in the study area are considered impaired waterbodies under Section 
303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Brown County’s comprehensive plan indicates that water quality in the 
both the lower Bay of Green Bay and in the Fox River has improved from historical conditions. This is 
likely from resource regulation and management, and water quality improvement efforts. Waterways in 
the study area provide valuable aquatic habitat and serve as spawning areas and wildlife corridors. 

Environmental Consequences. Cumulative impacts to surface water quality would include those general 
direct impacts to surface water discussed in Section 3.9 Water Resources of the Draft EIS and indirect 
impacts discussed in the previous section, as well as the impacts of the projects illustrated on 
Exhibit 3.17-3.  

Current and future land development (see Exhibit 3.17-3) within the East River and Apple and 
Ashwaubenon Creek watersheds could cumulatively impact water quality. Increased impervious area in 
the study area would increase the likelihood of stormwater carrying sediment and other nonpoint 
source pollutants to the Fox River and lower Bay of Green Bay.  

The increase in impervious area for the South Bridge Connector will vary between Corridor Alternative 1 
and Corridor Alternative 2. Stormwater detention facilities, hydraulic features and other best 
management practices are anticipated to partially offset any increase in runoff volume and suspended 
solid loads resulting from the addition of impermeable cover. Best management practices could offset 
negative impacts to water quality and reduce erosion and sedimentation. After mitigation, the increase in 
impervious area from the Corridor Alternatives is anticipated to have a small contribution, when 
compared to total impervious area for the East River and Apple and Ashwaubenon Creek watershed. 
Local, state, and federal regulations will limit the adverse impacts of other current and future land 
development. 

Potential Mitigation. Implementing stormwater detention facilities, hydraulic features, and other best 
management practices would partially offset direct impacts of the South Bridge Connector. As discussed 
in Section 2.3.3.3 Environmental Regulations of Appendix E, local governments and the state have 
regulations and management practices in place to mitigate potential impacts from other current and 
future developments illustrated on Exhibit 3.17-3. 

                                                            
15 Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) include parts of the landscape generally associate with surface water features, which should be 
protected from intensive development. They include all lakes, rivers, streams, wetlands, floodways, and other locally designated significant and 
unique natural resource features.  
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3.18 Relationship of Local and Short-term Uses versus 
Long-term Productivity 

Roadway construction projects require the investment or commitment of resources in the study area. 
Short-term uses refer to the immediate consequences of the project, whereas long-term productivity 
relates to direct and indirect impacts on future generations.  

The following are short-term consequences of the No Build Alternative: 

• Localized construction impacts associated with repairs to the existing roads. 

The following are long-term consequences of the No Build Alternative: 

• Projected traffic growth in the study area would further reduce the operational efficiency of the 
existing highways, reducing safety and mobility. 

• Increased congestion could contribute to the loss of economic growth opportunities by impacting 
timely freight and delivery service and increasing travel times. 

The following are short-term consequences of the two Corridor Alternatives: 

• Committing public funds to construct the roadway improvements. Because highway funding is 
derived mainly from vehicle user fees and motor fuel taxes, motorists using the highway ultimately 
pay for the improvements. 

• Removing private properties, thereby reducing the local tax base. 

• Converting residential and commercial land, wetland, and other uses to transportation uses. 

• Displacing residences. Although displacement costs would be reimbursed through state and federal 
relocation assistance programs, displaced residents may relocate outside the study area, thus 
further reducing or shifting the local tax base. 

• Acquiring right of way from some residential properties, which may result in nonconforming lot sizes 
and residences that are closer to the new roadway. 

• Increasing travel time and inconvenience for through and local traffic, area residents, and 
businesses during the construction period. 

• Generating construction noise and dust that may affect residences, schools, and businesses near 
construction areas.  

Long-term benefits of the two Corridor Alternatives include the following: 

• Reduced congestion and increased safety on surrounding roads 
• Less out of direction travel 
• Added roadway capacity to address future traffic demand 
• Redevelopment potential of adjacent land 
• Increased operational energy efficiency 

The local short-term impacts and use of resources by the Corridor Alternatives are consistent with 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. 

3.19 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
The No Build Alternative would involve substantial commitments of resources to maintain the existing 
deteriorating pavement and to make spot safety improvements. Under the Corridor Alternatives, land 
acquired for highway construction is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period such 
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land is used for highway purposes. Considerable amounts of fossil fuel, labor, and highway construction 
materials such as cement, aggregate, and asphaltic material would be required. Considerable labor and 
natural resources would be used in the fabrication and preparation of construction materials. 
The resources generally are not retrievable. However, they are expected to remain in adequate supply.  

Expenditure of public funds for construction of the Corridor Alternatives is considered an irretrievable 
commitment. In addition, land converted from private to public use would reduce local tax revenues. 
Finally, impacts to wetlands, waterways, and wildlife are also considered an irretrievable commitment. 

As an alternative to total use of new resources, clean construction demolition materials and recycled 
cement or asphaltic materials will be considered. Depending on current technology available when the 
project would be constructed, alternative types and sources of materials may be available.  

The proposed commitment of resources is based on the concept that residents in the study area, region, 
and state would benefit from the improved quality and access of the roadways. Benefits, which are 
expected to outweigh the commitment of resources, will include improved safety, preservation of an 
important transportation corridor, and reduced travel times. 
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