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Mayor – City of West Allis Response 
1.  While the SDEIS continues to consider E1 and E1/E3 Hybrid viable, the substantial 

number of comments received during the DEIS comment period, along with direct 
coordination with the Cities of West Allis, Milwaukee, and neighborhood stakeholders 
along 76th Street and adjacent streets led to the development of the Modified E3 
alternative (see Section 2.5.2), which would mimic the existing access and travel patterns 
in-place today – ramps directly to/from 84th Street, and Kearney and O’Connor streets 
remaining in-place as one-way service drives providing connections between 84th Street 
and 76th Street. Little or no traffic diversion to 76th Street, beyond that noted with the 
current configuration, is anticipated as part of this alternative’s implementation. No 
widening of 76th Street is therefore anticipated. 
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2. Should either E1 or the E1/E3 Hybrid be selected as part of the preferred alternative, 
WisDOT and FHWA will coordinate with the cities of Milwaukee and West Allis 
regarding required improvements to 76th Street.  Should the Reduced Impacts 
Alternative be selected as part of the preferred alternative, no freeway-related 
improvements would be required to 76th Street. 
 

3. Should either E1 or the E1/E3 Hybrid be selected as part of the preferred alternative, 
WisDOT and FHWA will coordinate with the cities of Milwaukee and West Allis 
regarding required improvements to 76th Street.  Should the Reduced Impacts 
Alternative be selected as part of the preferred alternative, no freeway-related 
improvements would be required to 76th Street. 
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4. The 66 dBA Leq(1h) setback distance is based on the Noise Abatement Criteria for 
activity category B, “picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, 
parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries and hospitals.”  Other 
developments not as affected by traffic noise, such as commercial uses, could still be 
developed. That threshold noise level is 72 dBA Leq.  The fourth bullet point in section 
3.19.3 of the DEIS, “The local government must provide documentation of land use 
controls, which would reasonably eliminate the need for noise barriers adjacent to future 
developments that abut freeways or expressways” specifically applies to noise barriers 
constructed by WisDOT. The goal of TRANS 405 is that local governments develop land 
use controls that address the issue of incompatible land use applying methods 
acceptable to the development goals of the community. As stated in the DEIS, “Noise 
mitigation for future developments constructed within the setback distance will be the 
responsibility of the local communities or the developer.”
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Milwaukee County Supervisor Response 
1. WisDOT and FHWA will make every effort to maintain access to and from the 

Watertown Plank Road interchange during freeway reconstruction activities. Details on 
the type of access, duration, and other features will be developed in a subsequent design 
phase of the project. 

With respect to I-94 access to Bluemound/Wisconsin:  please note that access to this 
location will be afforded to both northbound and southbound US 45 traffic.  

Efforts to provide ramp access to Bluemound/Wisconsin from I-94 continued following 
the conclusion of the DEIS comment period. In an effort to ensure that current and 
accurate information was used to determine the need for this access, aerial surveys of 
traffic movements into and out of the Milwaukee Regional Medical Center were 
completed by WisDOT in 2010.  These surveys quantified the volume of existing traffic 
moving into and out of Medical Center parking areas and facilities from all directions 
and via all freeway and surface streets in the vicinity.  The surveys confirmed that 
approximately 5 percent of the total Medical Center traffic stream uses the 
Bluemound/Wisconsin interchange heading to, or coming from, I-94.  The use of 
arterials, as well as the other existing interchanges along I-94 and US 45, by the vast 
majority of Medical Center traffic reinforces the study’s conclusion that other options 
will successfully handle the traffic diverted as a result of the proposed access change.  
See also Section 2.5.1.  This information, when combined with the continued 
complications resulting from the close proximity of I-94 and Bluemound Road, led to an 
inability by FHWA and WisDOT to provide such access. However, the addition of (1) 
the Adjacent Arterials Component, and (2) a new US 45/Watertown Plank Road 
interchange configuration in the SDEIS address this concern. Improvements to 84th 
Street, Highway 100, and Watertown Plank Road (and intersections along each arterial) 
will address any increased traffic using these arterials to access the Milwaukee Regional 
Medical Center/Milwaukee County Research Park area. Additionally, the development 
of a free-flow interchange at US 45/Watertown Plank Road will significantly improve 
traffic operations along Watertown Plank Road, providing I-94 traffic opting to use US 
45 to the new Watertown Plank Road interchange with direct access to each.
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City of Milwaukee Response 
1. WisDOT has evaluated a broader range of alternatives in the SDEIS, namely the 

Reduced Impacts Alternative. Although WisDOT provides operating support to intra-
city mass transit systems in the state, the legislature has charged local governments and 
regional transit authorities, not WisDOT, with responsibility for implementing new or 
expanded transit systems like commuter rail or express bus systems. 

  WisDOT concurs that the need for a comprehensive and balanced approach to 
transportation in the region is important. WisDOT also supports the findings of the 2035 
Regional Transportation Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin. As you are aware, the 
Regional Transportation Plan (the development of which was assisted by the City of 
Milwaukee DPW via the advisory committee), does not include a north-south transit 
corridor through the Zoo Interchange nor is there any record that such a facility was 
ever discussed. Conversely, reconstruction of the Zoo Interchange is in the Regional 
Transportation Plan as a separate component. The development of a north-south transit 
corridor from Lincoln Avenue to Burleigh Street, or interim termini, in the absence of a 
regional plan that supports its development, is outside of the scope of this project and 
study.  Further, the purpose and need for this project is well-established as being 
justified even with a doubling of transit usage (along either existing or new corridors) in 
the region.
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2. The Reduced Impacts Alternative evaluated in this SDEIS, while it increases capacity 
within the East Leg, it does so with fewer lane drops in advance of the eastern project 
limit.  This change provides a more efficient transition and traffic operations to the 
existing 6-lane freeway section east of 70th Street. 
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3. Efforts to provide ramp access to Bluemound/Wisconsin from I-94 continued following 
the conclusion of the DEIS comment period. In an effort to ensure that current and 
accurate information was used to determine the need for this access, aerial surveys of 
traffic movements into and out of the Milwaukee Regional Medical Center were 
completed by WisDOT in 2010.  These surveys quantified the volume of existing traffic 
moving into and out of Medical Center parking areas and facilities from all directions 
and via all freeway and surface streets in the vicinity.  The surveys confirmed that 
approximately 5 percent of the total Medical Center traffic stream uses the 
Bluemound/Wisconsin interchange heading to, or coming from, I-94.  The use of 
arterials, as well as the other existing interchanges along I-94 and US 45, by the vast 
majority of Medical Center traffic reinforces the study’s conclusion that other options 
will successfully handle the traffic diverted as a result of the proposed access change.  
See also Section 2.5.1.  This information, when combined with the continued 
complications resulting from the close proximity of I-94 and Bluemound Road, led to an 
inability by FHWA and WisDOT to provide such access. However, the addition of (1) 
the Adjacent Arterials Component, and (2) a new US 45/Watertown Plank Road 
interchange configuration in the SDEIS address this concern. Improvements to 84th 
Street, Highway 100, and Watertown Plank Road (and intersections along each arterial) 
will address any increased traffic using these arterials to access the Milwaukee Regional 
Medical Center/Milwaukee County Research Park area. Additionally, the development 
of a free-flow interchange at US 45/Watertown Plank Road will significantly improve 
traffic operations along Watertown Plank Road, providing I-94 traffic opting to use US 
45 to the new Watertown Plank Road interchange with direct access to each. 

 By addition of the Adjacent Arterials Component elements described in Section 2 of the 
SDEIS, improvements to Highway 100, Watertown Plank Road, and 84th Street (and 
intersections along each arterial) will be included in the Zoo Interchange reconstruction. 
These improvements will address the portion of I-94-to-Bluemound/Wisconsin traffic 
that diverts to arterials as opposed to continuing north on US 45 to the new free-flow 
Watertown Plank Road interchange option described in the SDEIS. Some property 
acquisition is anticipated along each arterial, though most will be “strip” acquisitions 
along the existing right-of-way line.
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Wisconsin State Fair Park Response 
1. While the SDEIS continues to consider E1 and E1/E3 Hybrid viable, the substantial 

number of comments received during the DEIS comment period, along with direct 
coordination with the Cities of West Allis, Milwaukee, and neighborhood stakeholders 
along 76th Street and adjacent streets led to the development of the Modified E3 
alternative (see Section 2.5.2), which would mimic the existing access and travel patterns 
in-place today – ramps directly to/from 84th Street, and Kearney and O’Connor streets 
remaining in-place as one-way service drives providing connections between 84th Street 
and 76th Street. Little or no traffic diversion to 76th Street, beyond that noted with the 
current configuration, is anticipated as part of this alternative’s implementation. No 
widening of 76th Street is therefore anticipated. 
 
The Modified E3 alternative detailed in the SDEIS includes a further reduction in the 
impacts to State Fair parking along Kearney Street, from that quantified in the DEIS and 
discussed with State Fair Park officials earlier in the study (see Exhibit 3-25). As required 
by law, WisDOT and FHWA will coordinate with State Fair Park officials regarding 
compensation for acquired property, and any needed traffic mitigation, during the 
subsequent preliminary engineering phase for the project.
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Milwaukee Regional Medical Center Response 
1. Efforts to provide ramp access to Bluemound/Wisconsin from I-94 continued following 

the conclusion of the DEIS comment period. In an effort to ensure that current and 
accurate information was used to determine the need for this access, aerial surveys of 
traffic movements into and out of the Milwaukee Regional Medical Center were 
completed by WisDOT in 2010.  These surveys quantified the volume of existing traffic 
moving into and out of Medical Center parking areas and facilities from all directions 
and via all freeway and surface streets in the vicinity.  The surveys confirmed that 
approximately 5 percent of the total Medical Center traffic stream uses the 
Bluemound/Wisconsin interchange heading to, or coming from, I-94.  The use of 
arterials, as well as the other existing interchanges along I-94 and US 45, by the vast 
majority of Medical Center traffic reinforces the study’s conclusion that other options 
will successfully handle the traffic diverted as a result of the proposed access change.  
See also Section 2.5.1.  This information, when combined with the continued 
complications resulting from the close proximity of I-94 and Bluemound Road, led to an 
inability by FHWA and WisDOT to provide such access. However, the addition of (1) 
the Adjacent Arterials Component, and (2) a new US 45/Watertown Plank Road 
interchange configuration in the SDEIS address this concern. Improvements to 84th 
Street, Highway 100, and Watertown Plank Road (and intersections along each arterial) 
will address any increased traffic using these arterials to access the Milwaukee Regional 
Medical Center/Milwaukee County Research Park area. Additionally, the development 
of a free-flow interchange at US 45/Watertown Plank Road will significantly improve 
traffic operations along Watertown Plank Road, providing I-94 traffic opting to use US 
45 to the new Watertown Plank Road interchange with direct access to each. 
 

2. As portrayed on alternatives maps during the study, WisDOT and FHWA understand 
and recognize the potential value of increased north-south arterial access in the study 
area, particularly along 92nd Street. Though not a component of freeway system-related 
improvements, coordination with multiple stakeholders in the vicinity of the parcel 
north of Watertown Plank Road east of US 45 (Milwaukee County, UWM, Milwaukee 
Regional Medical Center, Milwaukee County Research Park, and others) will be 
continued during the FEIS and subsequent design phases of the project.  Such 
discussions will investigate the possible inclusion of locally-funded improvements that 
would complement the freeway project’s improvements. 
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HJCG Respones: 
1. This statement is incorrect. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) is responsible 

for developing regulations to implement NEPA. The CEQ’s regulations address the 
issue of “all reasonable alternatives” versus “reasonable range of alternatives.” Citing 
the AASHTO Center of Environmental Excellence, Practitioner’s Handbook 07: 

Duty to Evaluate “All Reasonable Alternatives.” The CEQ regulations 
require an EIS to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 
reasonable alternatives” and to “[d]evote substantial treatment to each 
alternative considered in detail . . . so that reviewers may evaluate their 
comparative merits.” The regulations also provide that “for alternatives 
which were eliminated from detailed study, [the EIS should] briefly 
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.”  

 “All Reasonable” vs. “Reasonable Range.” The reference in the CEQ 
regulations to “all reasonable alternatives” implies—if taken at face 
value—that every reasonable alternative must be rigorously evaluated, no 
matter how many reasonable alternatives exist. However, in many cases, 
the number of potentially reasonable alternatives is very large or even 
infinite. The CEQ has addressed this issue in guidance, stating that a 
“reasonable range” of alternatives can be studied when the number of 
potentially reasonable alternatives is very large: For some proposals, 
there may exist a very large or even an infinite number of possible 
reasonable alternatives. For example, a proposal to designate wilderness 
areas within a national forest could be said to involve an infinite number 
of alternatives from 0 to 100 percent of the forest. When there are 
potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a reasonable number 
of examples, covering the full spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed 
and compared in the EIS. An appropriate series of alternatives might 
include dedicating 0, 10, 30, 50, 70, 90, or 100 percent of the forest to 
wilderness. What constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives depends 
on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case.10 Therefore, 
despite the reference to “all reasonable alternatives” in the CEQ 
regulations, it is permissible to study a “reasonable range” of alternatives 
in an EIS. When relying upon this interpretation, it is important to ensure 
that the range of alternatives covers the “full spectrum” of potential 
reasonable alternatives. 

What is a Reasonable Alternative. The CEQ regulations do not define a 
“reasonable” alternative. The CEQ’s guidance states that “[i]n 
determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on 
what is ‘reasonable’ rather than on whether the proponent or applicant 
likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular alternative. 
Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from 
the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather 
than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”11 

2. The two key findings in Simmons v Corps of Engineers are that 1) the Corps of 
Engineers stated that the purpose of the project was to build their proposed solution, in 
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this case a dam and reservoir, and 2) the Corps used the purpose and need statement 
developed by the project’s proposer instead of independently developing its own 
purpose and need statement.  

For the Zoo Interchange WisDOT and FHWA developed the purpose and need 
statement that defined the problems with the study-area freeway system rather than the 
solutions. The purpose and need statement was presented to the project advisory 
committee, the public,  participating agencies (DNR, Corps of Engineers, US EPA, City 
of Milwaukee, City of West Allis and City of Wauwatosa). The purpose and need 
statement’s development was consistent with CEQ regulations implementing NEPA and 
Simmons v Corps of Engineers. 

3. This is only the purpose of the project from page 1-4 of the Draft EIS. The need for the 
project is documented on the following 39 pages. 
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4. The TSM and TDM alternatives were dismissed from consideration as stand-alone 
alternatives. Page 2-6 of the Draft EIS states that the “Modernization Alternatives 
assume certain TDM elements will be implemented, and would include certain TSM 
elements like ramp metering, variable message signs, crash investigation sites and 
closed-circuit television cameras.” Indeed, many of these elements are in place on the 
study-area freeway-system today. The TDM alternative assumes a 100 percent increase 
in mass transit and the regional plan concludes that it will still not eliminate the need to 
add capacity to the study-area freeway system.  

5. The Spot Improvement Alternatives were eliminated from consideration because they 
would not meet the purpose and need of the project, namely they would not adequately 
accommodate anticipated future traffic volumes. No local governments have advocated 
for the Spot Improvement Alternatives, and these alternatives have little public support. 
Also, the Spot Improvement Alternatives are not consistent with the regional 
transportation plan. See Evaluation of Spot Improvements Against Purpose and Need, Section 
2.2.4. 
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6. The Power Corridor Alternative was proposed by the Highway J Citizens Group during 
the WIS 164 corridor study and documented in WisDOT and FHWA’s EIS for the WIS 
164 project, approved in 2001. The WIS 164 EIS documents the impacts and traffic 
carrying aspects of that alternative and why it was not selected for implementation. The 
Highway J Citizens Group was the only entity to advocate for this alternative as part of 
the Zoo Interchange study. No other members of the public or local, county, regional, 
state or federal agencies asked WisDOT to consider it as part of the Zoo Interchange 
study. The Draft EIS did not mention the Power Line Corridor because there is no 
connection between the power line corridor 10-15 miles west of the project area and the 
deficiencies in the Zoo Interchange corridor. There is no provision in NEPA that requires 
all alternatives to be evaluated. The Power Corridor alternative failed to rise to the level 
of other alternatives considered that had the ability to address the project’s need factors. 
This document mentions the Power Corridor alternative in Section 2.3.4.  
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7. The Draft EIS and Supplemental Draft EIS document the project’s air quality impact in 
Section 3.20. Certain pollutants like ozone cannot be evaluated on a project-level basis 
because ozone is a regional pollutant. Therefore the project’s inclusion in a conforming 
TIP is an appropriate and relevant evaluation tool. 

Greenhouse gases are noted in the Draft EIS and Supplemental Draft EIS. The EPA has 
not yet developed criteria for greenhouse gas impacts. FHWA’s position is that 
greenhouse gas emissions are a national issue, and cannot be meaningfully addressed on 
a project-level basis. 
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8. 23 CFR 777.111 makes no mention of the type of hearing that a sponsoring agency must 
provide. WisDOT and other state transportation agencies around the country have used 
the open house format for years. WisDOT and FHWA will conduct a hearing on the 
Supplemental Draft EIS that will include the opportunity to publically speak before 
WisDOT officials and other hearing attendees.  
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