
Appendix I 

Correspondence and Comments



NOTICE  
The information contained in this Appendix was developed strictly for the purpose 
of evaluating the environmental impacts associated with the Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project and responding to the regulatory requirements applicable 
to this proposal. Use of this information for other purposes is not intended, and 
any such use is at the risk of the user.  
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April 15,2005 

Mr. Scott Korpi 
Project Manager 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida 
41 11 Land O'Lakes Boulevard, Suite 210 
Land O'Lakes, Florida 34639 

Dear Mr. Korpi: 

As you may know, Transport Canada posted a Notice of Commencement of an 
Environmental Assessment on the web site of the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Registry on December 15,2004. The purpose of this letter is to request additional 
information that is necessary for the environmental assessment (EA) process. 

As discussed during our teleconference on October 21, 2004, Trrinsport Canada and the 
Windsor Port Authority have formal environmental assessment responsibilities in relation 
to your proposal. Further, the federal EA process is being coordinated by the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency (the Agency), which is serving as the Federal 
Environmental Assessment Coordinator (FEAC) for this project. This letter was prepared 
by Transport Canada in consu1tation.with the Windsor Port Authority and the Agency. 

We have carefully reviewed the document titled "Preliminary permit Application for the 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project", which is being treated as a Project 
Description for the purpose of the federal EA process, and we have determined that 
additional information is required. The information requested in this letter will assist 
Transport Canada and the Windsor Port Authority in fulfilling our obligations under the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act in relation to this proposal. In particular, we 
require this information to proceed with the scoping phase of the EA. The Agency's 
Operational Policy Statement on Establishing the Scope of the Environmental Assessment 
notes that: "scoping establishes the boundaries of an environmental assessment . . . and 
focuses the assessment on relevant issues and concerns." The scope of the project and 
the scope of the factors to be considered in the EA must be determined by the 
Responsible Authority - in this case, Transport Canada, as well as by the Windsor Port 
Authority. 
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The Project Description proposes specific changes to municipal roads in the vicinity of 
the existing bridge, including new access to Huron Church Road fiom Mill Street, and 
closing a portion of Huron Church Road. In order to meet our obligations under the 
Canada-Ontario Agreement on Environmental Assessment Cooperation, additional 
information is required about this aspect of your proposal. In particular, we need to 
confirm whether the proposed changes to municipal roads will be subject to the Ontario 
Environmental Assessment Act. In this regard, please provide an update on any 
discussions that you have had with the City of Windsor, particularly with respect to the 
potential application of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process to this 
component of your proposal. As we indicated during the October teleconference, if an 
EA is required under provincial legislation, we have a responsibility to coordinate our 
activities with that process. We also plan to contact the City of Windsor on this issue, 
however, we would appreciate receiving any information that you can provide at this 
time. 

The Project Description also indicates that various studies and analyses were prepared to 
support the document. In particular, the document states that various options were 
considered for stormwater management, and that a noise assessment was carried out. We 
would appreciate receiving copies of this information, as well as any other supporting 
studies that you have undertaken. This data will assist us in developing the scoping 
document, which will identify specific issues that need to be addressed in the EA process. 

We also require clarification about the purpose of your proposal, in order to establish the 
scope of the project to be assessed in this EA. The Project Description indicates that the 
purpose of the project is to reduce congestion on the existing bridge structure. However, 
the document identifies access road capacity as a key issue, indicating that access to the 
Ambassador Bridge fiom Huron Church Road is expected to reach capacity in the next 
five years. To establish the scope of the project, we need to determine what other 
physical works are likely to be carried out in relation to your proposal. In particular, we 
require information concerixing any other infrastructure work that may be planned to 
address these access and capacity issues, or that may be required as a result of the project 
that you are proposing. For example, please indicate specifically whether hrther 
modifications to bridge access on Huron Church Road will be proposed or considered 
necessary because of the proposed second span. 

We also understand that you have submitted a proposal to the Canada Border Services 
Agency with respect to the expansion of the Canadian customs plaza at the bridge. We 
would appreciate receiving a description of this proposed work, and any other related 
proposals (such as site plan applications), in order to help us understand the relationship 
of this work with the Project Description that was submitted to us for review. 



- 
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We also note that the purpose of your proposal, as described in your Project Description, 
is to relieve congestion at the Windsor-Detroit border. As you know, this is also one of 
the objectives of the Canada-U.S.-Ontario-Michigan Border Transportation Partnership, 
of which Transport Canada is a partner. The Partnership has recently launched a formal 
EA process that is looking more broadly at a range of options in the Windsor-Detroit area 
that will contribute to a long-term solution to the border transportation needs of the 
region. We would appreciate understanding how the objectives of your proposal would 
differ from those of Bi-national EA process, and how these might be communicated to 
the public. 

Once we receive your reply, we will proceed accordingly. In the meantime, if you have 
any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact the undersigned at (613) 990-2861 
or stif&@tc.nc.ca. Please also note that any information provided during the EA process 
will be added to the public registry for the EA, and is available to the public on request. 

Yours sincerely, 

Kaarina Stiff 
Environmental Assessment Project Manager 
Surface Programs 

cc: Windsor Port Authority 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
Environment Canada 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
Health Canada 
City of Windsor 
Ministry of the Environment (Ontario) 







STATE OF M I C H I G A N  

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES REBECCA A. HuMPHRIES 
GOVERNOR LANSING . , DIRECTOR 

May 3,2005 

Mr. Scott Korpi, PE, SE 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC 
41 11 Land O'Lakes Blvd., Suite 210 
Land O'Lakes, FL 34639 

Dear Mr. Korpi: 

Proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement - Preliminary Review Permit Application Version 2.0 

Thank you for your request for an endangered and threatened species review of the above project. 
Director Humphries asked me to reply. 

The location of the proposed project was checked against known localities for rare species and unique 
natural features, which are recorded in a statewide database. This continuously updated database is a 
comprehensive source of information on Michigan's endangered, threatened and special concern 
species, exemplary natural communities and other unique natural features. Records in the database 
indicate that a qualified observer has documented the presence of special natural features at a site. 
The absence of records may mean that a site has not been surveyed. Records may not always be up- 
to-date. In some cases, the only way to obtain a definitive statement on the presence of rare species is 
to have a competent biologist perform a field survey. Projects that are submitted to the Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) are routinely checked for such features regardless if they are on public 
or private land. 

Under Act 451 of 1994, the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, Part 365, 
Endangered Species Protection, "a person shall not take, possess, transport, ... fish, plants, and 
wildlife indigenous to the state and determined to be endangered or threatened," unless first receiving 
an Endangered Species Permit from the Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Division. 
Responsibility to protect endangered and threatened species is not limited to the list below. Other 
species may be present that have not been recorded in the database. 

The presence of threatened or endangered species does not preclude activities or development, but 
may require alterations in the project plan. Special concern species are not protected under 
endangered species legislation, but recommendations regarding their protection may be provided. 
Protection of speciai concern species wiii heip prevent them from cieciining to the point of being iisteci 
as threatened or endangered in the future. 

If the project is located on or adjacent to wetlands, lakes, streams, or other regulated resources, 
additional permits may be required. To obtain more information regarding permits in these areas, 
please visit the DEQ's website at http://www.michiqan.qov/deq or, you may contact the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality, Land and Water Management Division at 51 7-241 -1 51 5. 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 
Keith J. Charters-Chair Mary Brown Bob Garner Gerald Hall John Madigan Frank Wheatlake 

STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING P.O. BOX 30028 LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7528 
www.rnichigan.gov/dnr (517) 373-2329 
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Mr. Scott Korpi 
Page 3 
May 3, 2005 

1. Description of the project area with regard to the species habitat type(s) described above. 
A recent photo of the project site and a map that shows habitat type(s) and location(s) of 
the proposed project will be necessary. This can be done by the landowner, other 
responsible party, or knowledgeable source (i.e. botanist, ecologist, biologist, experienced 
birder, etc.). This level of evaluation will only define the presence or absence of available 
habitat. If this office determines that there is no significant available habitat, the project 
may be cleared at this point. 1.1: potential habitat does exist, the next level of evaluation 
must be undertaken (see options 2 or 3 below). 

2. A statement from a knowledgeable source (see above) stating that suitable habitat is or is 
not present and why the project will not impact the species or habitat(s) identified above. 

3. Results from a complete and adequate survey by a knowledgeable source (see above) 
showing whether or not the above listed species are present in the affected project area. 
Guidelines for conducting surveys can be obtained from this office on request. For 
additional information and guidance for conducting surveys, including consultation with 
MNFl staff biologists, please contact me at the number below. 

In most situations, the most efficient, thorough, and expeditious evaluation of the project and its 
impacts results from option 3. 

Thank you for your advance coordination in addressing the protection of Michigan's natural resource 
heritage. Responses and correspondence can be sent to me at the Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources, Wildlife Division - Natural Heritage Program, P.O. Box 301 80 Lansing, Michigan 48909. 
If you have further questions, please call me at 51 7-373-1 263 or e-mail at SargenL2@rnichigan.gov . 

Sincerely, 

Endangered Species Specialist 
Wildlife Division 

cc: Ms. Rebecca Humphries, Director, DNR 
Mr. Dennis Fedewa, Chief Deputy, DhlR 
Ms. Mindy Koch, Resource Management Deputy, DNR 
Mr. Craig Czarnecki, US Fish &Wildlife Service 
Mr. Walter Gauthier, Chief, US Army Corps of Engineers, Detroit District 
Planning Division, Michigan Department of Transportation, Lansing 

































 
 
 
 

4111 Land O’ Lakes Boulevard, Suite 210 
Land O’ Lakes, Florida 34639 

Tel 813.996.2800 • Fax 813.996.1908 
american@ace-fla.com • www.ace-fla.com 

“A Culture of Engineering Excellence” 

 
 
June 30, 2006 
 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Land and Water Management Division 
P.O. Box 30204 
Lansing, MI 48909-7704 
 
RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
 Joint Permit Application – Section 401 Clean Water Act 
 
Dear MDEQ: 
 
We submitted a Joint Permit Application for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project on 
June 28, 2006. It does not appear that Section 401 of the Clean Water Act is specifically 
addressed in the application. We have been asked by the United States Coast Guard to 
request that you specifically address by title the requirements of Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act during the review and processing of the application. 
 
If you have any questions or would like additional information, please call me directly at 813-
996-2800 ext. 5567. 
 
Very truly yours, 
AMERICAN CONSULTING ENGINEERS OF FLORIDA, LLC 

 
Scott Korpi, PE, SE 
Project Manager 
 
 
cc: Robert Bloom, United States Coast Guard (OBR) (Joint Permit Only) 
 Nick Mpras, United States Coast Guard (Joint Permit Only) 
 Dan Stamper, Detroit International Bridge Company (Joint Permit Only) 
 Craig Stamper, Detroit International Bridge Company (Joint Permit Only) 
 
  
F:\Project\5049964\File Cabinet\E. Environmental\E.21 PERMITS\060630 LET Section 401.doc 
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55 St. Clair Avenue East  55, avenue St-Clair Est 
Suite 907    Bureau 907 
Toronto, Ontario   Toronto (Ontario) 
M4T 1M2    M4T 1M2 
Tel. (416) 952-6063  Tél. (416) 952-6063 
Fax (416) 952-1573  Télec. (416) 952-1573 
 
 
August 30, 2006 
 
 
Robert W. Bloom, Jr.  
Bridge Program Manager  
Ninth Coast Guard District  
1240 East Ninth Street  
Cleveland, Ohio 44199 
 
Dear Mr. Bloom: 
 

In March of this year, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (Agency) 
received a revised project description for the proposed Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project. Upon our receipt of this project information, a letter was sent to a 
number of federal departments and agencies in Canada to identify potential 
environmental assessment requirements under the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act.  

 
In Canada, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act applies to federal 

authorities when they contemplate some action in relation to a project that would enable 
it to proceed in whole or in part. A federal environmental assessment is required when a 
federal authority: 

 
(a) is the proponent of a project;  
(b) provides financial assistance to the proponent;  
(c) makes federal lands available for the project; or  
(d) issues certain permits or licences, or other approvals.  
 

For the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project, Transport Canada 
has determined that it requires an environmental assessment because the project 
requires a permit under the Navigable Waters Protection Act. The Windsor Port Authority 
has also identified a need for an environmental assessment of the project as it would 
involve crossing over federal water lots in Windsor, Ontario. Environment Canada, 
Health Canada, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and Foreign Affairs Canada are 
participating in this environmental assessment process as federal authorities with expert 
advice to contribute to the conduct of the environmental assessment.  

 
The Canadian Environmental Assessment Act also requires that for every project 

where a federal environmental assessment is required, a federal environmental 
assessment coordinator (FEAC) is assigned. Currently, the Agency has assumed the 
role of the FEAC for this project, as we are of the understanding that the National 
Environmental Policy Act may apply, and therefore this project may be subject to the 
environmental assessment requirements of another jurisdiction. 

 

Canadian Environmental  Agence canadienne 
Assessment Agency  d’évaluation environnementale  



-2- 

 
In accordance with the requirements of the Canadian Environmental Assessment 

Act, Transport Canada and the Windsor Port Authority have posted a Notice of 
Commencement on the Canadian Environmental Assessment Registry. This notice 
provides a preliminary scope of the project to be assessed, and for your reference, can 
be found at the following link:  

 
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/050/Viewer_e.cfm?SrchPq+1&CEAR_ID=21100 
 
Should it be determined that this project also requires an environmental 

assessment in the United States, I am interested in discussing with you our process and 
any opportunities that may exist for environmental assessment coordination. 

 
With respect to Transport Canada’s administration of the Navigable Waters 

Protection Act, I anticipate that you may receive further correspondence from Transport 
Canada directly that provides you with additional details on this permit requirement. 

 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss further, please do not hesitate 

to contact me at (416) 952-6063.  
 

Yours sincerely,  
 
Original signed by 
 
Cathy Hainsworth, Senior Program 
Officer, Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency, Ontario Region 

 
c.c.:  
Kaarina Stiff, TC 
David Cree, WPA 
Shawn Morton, FAC 
Sherry Kamke, USEPA 















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
 
 
September 14, 2006 
 
Robert W. Bloom, Jr. 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Ninth Coast Guard District  
1240 East Ninth Street  
Cleveland, Ohio 44199 
 
RE:  Second Fixed Highway Bridge Adjacent to Ambassador Bridge 
 
Dear Mr. Bloom:   
 
I am writing on behalf of the Southwest Detroit Business Association regarding the permit 
application Due to the complexities, controversy, and potential impacts of this permit application, we 
respectfully request that the U.S. Coast Guard conduct a public hearing within the host communities.   
 
We are requesting that the U.S. Coast Guard provide a detailed explanation of the basis for the 
preliminary determination that the proposed project is categorically exempted under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Federal Highway Administration, the lead agency, has 
clearly stated to the Environmental Protection Agency that the environmental assessment completed 
for the Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project did not review and report on the impacts of a second, 
twin, or companion bridge structure, including plaza and connections, of the Ambassador Bridge.  
The Gateway Project environmental assessment was completed over ten years ago in the mid- 1990s 
and is not entirely applicable to the context at the Ambassador Bridge crossing today.  The proposed 
“Enhancement Project” is not accurately named in that the project will result in a second bridge 
located adjacent to the existing Ambassador Bridge adding significant border crossing and 
transportation infrastructure.  The construction of a second bridge would increase international 
border traffic capacity by 50 -150 percent.  The impacts are vast and significant and require a full 
Environmental Impact Statement.   
 
The optimal location for expanded international border crossing capacity within the Detroit and 
Windsor area is currently being evaluated through the Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) 
Study.  The GCDC has been actively engaged in discussions and plans regarding the international 
border and several member organizations serve on the DRIC Local Advisory Council.  At the 
inception of the DRIC Study, the GCDC advocated for a moratorium on governmental actions that 
would promote any border crossing option until the study is completed.  While the DIBC may 
pursue its plans independent of the DRIC Study, the proper evaluation of the permit application 
requires review within the context of a bi-national, multi-agency analysis of expanded border 
crossing capacity in the Detroit and Windsor area.  The DRIC Study evaluated the feasibility and 
impacts of expanded capacity at the Ambassador Bridge and concluded that it is not feasible and 
that there are viable alternatives.  The U.S. Guard should consult the data and information gleaned 
through the DRIC Study process.   
 
GCDC understands that there are outstanding questions regarding the process, requirements, and 
timeline for processing local, state, and federal governmental permits for expanded and new 

SDBA –USCG Perrmit Application – September 14, 2006 



international border crossing capacity external to the DRIC Study.  The U.S. Coast Guard should 
conclusively ascertain that the permit application must be processed prior to completion of the DRIC 
Study.  The GCDC would appreciate reviewing any correspondence on this matter. 
 
The GCDC is particularly concerned that the ABEP permit application improperly and inadequately 
describes the full scope of the expansion that could occur at the Ambassador Bridge location and 
thereby segments the proposed project disallowable under NEPA.  As already indicated, the project 
consists of the construction of a second bridge – it is not a modification or an enhancement of the 
existing bridge or plazas.  In fact, there are no modifications, enhancements, or other changes to the 
existing bridge and the application states that there are no modifications to the plazas :  
 

“This project consists of additional lanes over the Detroit River to the west of the existing 
span and connecting directly into the existing plazas in both Windsor and Detroit without the 
need for modification.”   
 

However, during the DIBC’s presentation to the Detroit City Council on September 14, 2006, they 
clearly stated their intention to initiate plaza expansions and a relocation of Fort Street to 
accommodate existing and future traffic processing demands.  The DIBC contends that these 
endeavors are separate and distinct from the construction on a second bridge and therefore are not 
including these activities in their proposed Enhancement Project.  NEPA is clear that cumulative and 
future contemplated actions are collectively assessed and reported.   
 
Additionally, the DIBC has repeatedly and publicly announced their intention to construct an 
“international plaza” that would accommodate joint United States and Canadian customs inspections 
requiring a substantial expansion of the existing U.S. plaza.  This international plaza is described as 
consisting of between 100 to 200 toll booths.  The DIBC has presented these plans to local, state, 
and federal public officials and has had these plans depicted in advertisements published in the 
Detroit News, Detroit Free Press, and Crain’s Detroit Business.  In October, 2005 a proposal to sell 
the Detroit interest in the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel to a DIBC-affiliated company including 
construction of a joint customs facility and connector road between the Ambassador Bridge and the 
Detroit-Windsor tunnel, was presented to the Detroit City Council and represented in a document 
entitled “Binding Agreement.”  Finally, the DIBC has submitted a request to the Michigan 
Department of Transportation requesting that Fort Street be reconfigured and relocated to the south 
to accommodate their expansion plans.  Collectively, these actions create a compelling case that the 
DIBC is misrepresenting the full scope of their intended project and that the permit application 
segments the project in violation of the National Environmental Protection Act.   
 
In March and May 2006, the joint Michigan Senate and House of Representatives Transportation 
Committee held four hearings on the DRIC Study.  The DIBC testified at each of these hearings 
directly and through their consultants.  The transcripts of these hearings should be considered in the 
evaluation of the permit application as there were various, and conflicting, representations made by 
or on behalf of the DIBC with respect to the need and timing of expanded international border 
crossing capacity, whether state and federal funding would be requested for their border crossing 
projects, and the capacity of existing plaza facilities to accommodate increased traffic.  Today, the 
DIBC testified that their Enhancement Project will not increase capacity.  Traffic infrastructure is 
one variable that strongly predicts traffic levels.  The second proposed bridge will be six lanes with 
the capacity to go to eight lanes.  The existing Ambassador Bridge is four lanes.  There is no firm 
plan for the future of the existing Ambassador Bridge.  Today, the DIBC testified that the 
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Ambassador Bridge would eventually be taken out of service.  In their permit application the future 
of the Ambassador Bridge is predicated on the economic outcomes of leaving it in service or taking 
it out.  They further state that once the second bridge is constructed, the Ambassador Bridge would 
provide desired redundancy in crossing capacity.  The future of the existing Ambassador Bridge 
under the DIBC’s Enhancement Project is anything but clear and therefore should be clarified before 
a processing the permit application.   
 
The General Services Administration (GSA) is currently undertaking a Master Planning analysis for 
the Ambassador Bridge inspection facility, expected to be complete in September.  The outcome of  
this planning process may change the location, size, and operation of the plaza facility and therefore 
the impacts of the project.  It would be prudent to delay evaluation of the permit application until the 
GSA completes its Master Plan.   
 
Under Item 2 – Project Description, the following is stated:  
 

“The proposed bridge will run roughly parallel to the existing Ambassador Bridge and will 
tie directly into the existing plaza areas without need for plaza configuration modifications 
beyond those already approved under the Gateway project approved by FHWA and 
undertaken by MDOT and DIBC.  Once the new structure is completed, the exiting 
Ambassador Bridge will be taken out of service in order to evaluate and make repairs 
deemed necessary and economically feasible.  Upon completion of the anticipated repairs, 
the existing bridge will be used to provide redundancy and backup support when necessary to 
ensure the free flow of traffic at all times.  The existing bridge would not be placed back into 
service before all necessary approvals are obtained.”   

 
The Environmental Assessment (EA) conducted for the Gateway Project resulted in a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI).  Although the Gateway Project was designed to accommodate a second 
span of the Ambassador Bridge – should that action be studied, mitigated, and undertaken in the 
future – the impacts of a new six lane bridge or two parallel bridges, representing a doubling of 
capacity, were not included in the Gateway Project EA.  Therefore, a full Environmental Impact 
Statement should be conducted on the impacts of a new six-lane bridge as well as the operations of 
two parallel bridges.  In addition, the capacity of the plaza, following completion of the Gateway 
Project, to accommodate the traffic estimates for two bridges, with an appropriate time horizon, must 
be evaluated and its impacts determined.   
 
One of the objectives of the DRIC Study is to recommend an alternative that will provide 
redundancy, or other options, for crossing the Detroit and Windsor border. Given that the permit 
application explicitly discusses the possibility of the project providing redundancy, the  U.S. Coast 
Guard should inquire and secure a clear definition of redundancy from the various agencies and 
departments participating in the DRIC Study; specifically such a definition should be requested of 
the Department of Homeland Security.  Based on previous commentary and testimony, redundancy 
is not achieved by the close proximity of two parallel bridges.    
 
The U.S. Coast Guard should ascertain the positions of the Canadian parties as it relates to the  
permit application.  The DRIC Study partners developed several principles that govern the study 
process and the final recommendations.  One principle is that decisions would not be made that 
disproportionately burden one side of the border.  The U.S. Coast Guard evaluation of the permit 
application should acknowledge that the DRIC Study has already determined that increased capacity 
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at the Ambassador Bridge location is not feasible due to its impacts on the Canadian border and 
therefore be denied.      
 
The permit application states that the existing Ambassador Bridge structure will be evaluated to 
determine the extent of repairs required and its future use.  Whether the existing structure will 
continue to be used is predicated on the economic feasibility of the repair costs.  The economic 
feasibility of repairs is a subjective matter and can be significantly different for a private corporation 
than for a public entity.  Given the importance of the international crossing to the commerce, trade, 
and security of the United States and Canada, what is the government’s role in the evaluation of the 
conditions of the Ambassador Bridge and the determination of economic feasibility?  Since the 
future use of the existing structure is described in the permit application, the U.S. Coast Guard 
should require that an independent third party inspection of the Ambassador Bridge is completed and 
reviewed in evaluating the permit application.   
 
Southwest Detroit hosts extensive transportation infrastructure that primarily benefits the regional 
and state economies while the host communities shoulder the negative impacts.  Expanded 
transportation infrastructure has not been coordinated within a comprehensive and cumulative 
framework.  In particular, the environmental impacts have not been comprehensively evaluated.  The 
permit application is another example of the piecemeal approach to transportation infrastructure 
expansion in southwest Detroit.  The U.S. Coast Guard should require and participate in a 
comprehensive analysis of the environmental impacts – including air quality impacts which are not 
reported in the permit application.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the permit application.  As the process continues and 
additional information is disclosed, we are likely to have additional comments.   The SDBA is 
available for additional discussion of this important matter.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Kathleen H. Wendler, President  
Southwest Detroit Business Association  
 
cc:  Senator Carl Levin 
Senator Debbie Stabenow 
Representative Carolyn Cheeks-Kilpatrick  
Governor Jennifer Granholm 
Representative Steve Tobocman 
Senator Buzz Thomas 
Senator Hansen Clarke 
Mayor Kwame Kilpatrick 
Detroit City Council 
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70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, NY 14202 
Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

“A Consortium of Professionals” 
 

 
TELEPHONE CALL RECORD 

 

Date: February 7, 2007 Date Issued: February 7, 2007 

Time: 1000 hrs Issued by: Arthur K. Marks 
 
Contact: Cathie Ballard Phone #: 517-335-3456 

Company: Michigan Dept. of Env. Quality, CZM Program 
 
Project: Detroit Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 

Subject: CZM Certification 
 
The following notes reflect our understanding of the discussions and decisions made during this telephone 
conversation. If you have any questions, additions or comments, please contact us at the above address.  We 
will consider the record to be accurate unless written notice is received within 10 working days of the date 
issued. 
 

1. I explained to Ms. Ballard that Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC) applied for a DEQ 
permit for the project that involves construction of a bridge adjacent to the existing 
Ambassador Bridge and they received a permit on January 17th, 2007 (Parts 301 and 31). I 
stated that the DIBC signed the CZM certification on the application and I asked if permit 
issuance constitutes the State’s concurrence that the project is consistent with the CZM 
program. She stated that permit issuance does grant their concurrence on consistency.   

2. I also asked if this permit issuance conveys their concurrence on the Federal consistency level 
since DIBC is applying for a U.S. Coast Guard bridge permit. She stated that issuance of the 
state permit does mean that they concur on a federal consistency basis also.  She also said 
she believes that permit issuance conveys water quality certification. 

3. If we have any further concerns about this or other projects related to CZM she said we could 
call Chris Antieau of her staff at 517-373-3894. 

American Project #: 5049964  

Copies To: File, Korpi 
F:\Marketing\Stationary Masters\LLC\Phone Record_LOL.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Winnay Wemigwase 
Little Traverse Bay Band of Odawa 
7500 Odawa Circle 
Harbor Springs, Michigan 49740 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Wemigwase: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Dan Shepard 
Little River Band of Ottawa, Planning Department 
375 River Street 
Manistee, Michigan 49660 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Shepard: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
D.K. Sprague, Tribal Chairman 
Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi Indians, Gun Lake Tribe 
P.O. Box 218 
Dorr, Michigan 49323 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Sprague: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Gerald F. Parish, Superintendent  
Michigan Agency 
2901.5 I-75 Business Spur 
Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan 49783 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Parish: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
agency have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the 
issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Mr. Charles Todd, Chief 
Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma 
811 Third Avenue NE, P.O. Box 110 
Miami, Oklahoma 74355  
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Todd: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
council have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the 
issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Mr. Tom Topash 
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi 
58620 Sink Rd, P.O. Box 180 
Dowagiac, Michigan 49047 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Topash: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
William Johnson 
Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan 
6650 E. Broadway Road 
Mt. Pleasant, Michigan 48858 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Johnson: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Cecil E. Pavlat Sr. 
Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa 
523 Ashmun Street 
Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan 49783 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Pavlat Sr.: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Ms. Wanda Perron, History Department 
Bay Mills Indian Community 
12099 W. Lakeshore Drive 
Brimley, Michigan 49715 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Perron: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Mr. Curtis Chambers, Tribal Chair 
Burt Lake Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians 
6461 Brutus Rd 
Brutus, Michigan 49716 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Chambers: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Mr. Giiwegiizhigookway 
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians 
P.O. Box 249 
Watersmeet, Michigan 49969 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Giiwegiizhigookway: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Harold G. Frank, Chairperson 
Forest County Potawatomi Community of Wisconsin 
P.O. Box 340 
Crandon, Wisconsin 54520 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Frank: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

 
February 19, 2007 
 
Ms. Clarice M. Werle, NAGPRA Contact 
Forest County Potawatomi Community of Wisconsin 
P.O. Box 340 
Crandon, Wisconsin 54520 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Werle: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Robert Kewaygoshkum 
Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians 
2605 NW Bayshore Drive 
Peshawbetown, Michigan 49682 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Kewaygoshkum: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Ronald Yob, Chairperson 
Grand River Bands of Ottawa Indians 
1251 Plainfield, N.E., Suite B 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49501 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Yob: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Mr. Kenneth Meshiguad, Chairperson 
Hannahville Indian Community Council 
N14911 Hannahville B1 Rd. 
Wilson, Michigan 49896-9728  
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Meshiguad: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Ms. Laura Spurr, Chairperson 
Huron Potawatomi, Inc.  
2221 - 1 1/2 Mile Rd  
Fulton, Michigan 49052 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Spurr: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 

“ A  Cu l t u r e  o f  Exc e l l e nce ”  



 
 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

 
February 19, 2007 
 
Ms. Sharon Teeple, Executive Director 
Inter-Tribal Council of Michigan, Inc. 
2956 Ashmun Street 
Sault Ste Marie, Michigan 49783 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Ms. Teeple: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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February 19, 2007 
 
Summer Sky Cohen 
Keweenaw Bay Indian Community 
16429 Beartown Road 
Baraga, Michigan 49908 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Mr. Cohen: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should you have 
any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Donald V. Kolb 
Urban Planner/GIS Specialist 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
F:\Project\5049964_Detroit\E._Environmental\E.37 Indian Affairs\Correspondence\Consultation_06022007_2nd_Draft_dvk.doc 
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Commander (dpb) 
Ninth Coast Guard District
1240 E. Ninth Street, Room 2019
Cleveland, OH  44199-2060

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Phone: (216) 902-6085
FAX: (216) 902-6088

                                                  16590 
  B-015/sms 
  February 20, 2007 
 
Mr. Craig A. Czarnecki 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
East Lansing Field Office (ES) 
2651Coolidge Road – Suite 101 
East Lansing, Michigan 48823-6316 
 
Dear Mr. Czarnecki, 
 
I am writing in regards to your letter dated August 29, 2006, and the ongoing permit process for the 
proposed second structure to the existing Ambassador Bridge across Detroit River in Wayne County, 
Detroit, Michigan. 
 
The applicant for this proposed project, the Detroit International Bridge Company, has received a permit 
from Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), dated January 17, 2007, to construct six 
additional lanes over Detroit River adjacent to the west side of the existing bridge and connect directly 
into the existing plazas.  The permit does not list any state-listed threatened or endangered species that 
may be affected by the proposed project.  The permit does not specifically identify any expected impacts 
to the northern riffleshell mussel, which was identified by your office as a federally listed endangered 
species that may occur in the vicinity of the project.  The applicant is required to employ siltation barriers 
during construction, but there are no other significant impacts or requirements in the MDEQ permit. 
 
The United States Coast Guard, as lead federal agency for a possible federal Bridge Permit for this 
project, does not believe that the project, as proposed, will impact any federally or state listed threatened 
or endangered species.  This determination is based on the documentation received and the fact that the 
proposed project would not require the placement of piers in Detroit River.   
 
I am writing to obtain your concurrence with this determination to conclude coordination pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, or for you to provide additional information regarding 
this proposed project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.  Please contact Scot Striffler of this staff by calling (216) 
902-6087 for further discussion.  
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 ROBERT W. BLOOM, JR. 
 Chief, Bridge Branch 
 By direction of Commander, 
 Ninth Coast Guard District 
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"A Culture of Professional Excellence" 

 
TELEPHONE CALL RECORD 

 

Date: February 27, 2007 Date Issued: February 27, 2007 

Time: 0945 hrs Issued by: Arthur K. Marks 
 
Contact: Barbara Hosler Phone #: 517-351-6326 

Company: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, East Lansing, MI 48823-6316 
 
Project: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project (ABEP) 

Subject: Federally endangered species. 
 
The following notes reflect our understanding of the discussions and decisions made during this telephone 
conversation. If you have any questions, additions or comments, please contact us at the above address.  We 
will consider the record to be accurate unless written notice is received within 10 working days of the date 
issued. 
 

1. This telephone call was made by Anna Peterfreund and Art Marks to discuss federally 
endangered species impacts. 

2. Ms. Hosler is the threatened and endangered species point of contact for the East Lansing 
Field Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). We called to follow-up on the 
August 29, 2006 letter from USFWS to Robert Bloom, Chief, Bridge Program Manager, U.S. 
Coast Guard, Cleveland, OH.  

3. We advised that in our opinion the project will have no impact on the federally endangered 
northern riffleshell mussel because there will be no work or structures within the Detroit River, 
barges will only be used to deliver materials, and the closest structure (support tower) will be 
constructed upland over 100 feet from the river bank. We explained that erosion and sediment 
control systems will be used for the tower construction and no impacts from siltation are 
anticipated. Delivery barges must meet USCG marine safety standards.  

4. Ms. Hosler stated that she received a letter last week from the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) that 
was sent pursuant to Section of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. The letter 
from the USCG stated that the ABEP would have no effect. We inquired about the USFWS 
response and Ms. Hosler said there is no requirement for USFWS to respond or concur unless 
they disagree.  She advised that they do not disagree with the USCG assessment.  

5. In regard to the Michigan threatened and endangered species program, Ms. Hosler stated this 
is a program under state law and we should call Ms. Lori Sargent of MDNR to discuss their 
concerns.  

American Project #: 5049964_Detroit  

Copies To:  Peterfreund, Korpi, File 
F:\Marketing\Stationary Masters\LLC\Phone Record_LOL.doc 
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"A Culture of Professional Excellence" 

 
TELEPHONE CALL RECORD 

 

Date: February 27, 2007 Date Issued: March 1, 2007 

Time: 4:00 Issued by: Anna Peterfruend 
 
Contact: Carmen Palambo Phone #: 313-961-4266 

Company: SEMCOG 
 
Project: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 

Subject: LRTP 
 
The following notes reflect our understanding of the discussions and decisions made during this telephone 
conversation. If you have any questions, additions or comments, please contact us at the above address.  We 
will consider the record to be accurate unless written notice is received within 10 working days of the date 
issued. 
 
Carmen Palambo of SEMCOG was contacted to discuss the process required for a project to be 
entered on the Long Range Transportation Plan.  
 
Carmen stated that a copy of the EA or other environmental documentation would be required 
including the geometrics of the new roadway, estimates of vehicles and types so that they could 
conduct an air quality analysis. 
 
Once the project is listed on the LRTP, it will also be included in the TIP and SIP for air quality.  
 
Carmen also suggested that if we could turn in an application by the first of April, it would go in front of 
the Transportation Advisory Council that month. They currently meet on the 4th Wednesday of each 
month. The Executive Committee meets on the 3rd Friday of every month. 

American Project #: 5049964, B.9  

Copies To: File, Korpi, C. Stamper 
F:\PROJECT\5049964\File Cabinet\B. Correspondence\B.09 PHONE RECORDS\070227_TCR_CPalambo_SEMCOG.doc 
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"A Culture of Professional Excellence" 

 
TELEPHONE CALL RECORD 

 

Date: March 1, 2007 Date Issued: March 2, 2007 

Time: 2:00 Issued by: Anna Peterfruend 
 
Contact: Lori Sargent Phone #: 517-373-9418 

Company: MDNR 
 
Project: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 

Subject: Mussel survey 
 
The following notes reflect our understanding of the discussions and decisions made during this telephone 
conversation. If you have any questions, additions or comments, please contact us at the above address.  We 
will consider the record to be accurate unless written notice is received within 10 working days of the date 
issued. 
 
ACE received a letter from the MDNR regarding threatened and endangered species concerns for the 
ABEP project that stated a letter of no effect would be required from MDNR and a survey by a 
biologist would be required due to the potential presence of mussels in the Detroit River. We called 
Lori to explain that the project will not require work within the Detroit River nor will any piers be placed 
in the River.  
 
Lori explained that she did not realize this at the time the letter was sent out. Once she received that 
information, she realized that the project would not have an effect on mussels or other threatened and 
endangered species. She will be sending a letter of no effect for our records. 

American Project #: 5049964, B.9  

Copies To: File, Korpi, C. Stamper 
F:\PROJECT\5049964\File Cabinet\B. Correspondence\B.09 PHONE RECORDS\070301_TCR_LSargent_MDNR_no_effect.doc 



JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM 
OWERNOR 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES , 

March 1,2007 

Mr. Scott Korpi, PE SE 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC 
41 11 Land O'Lakes Blvd., Suite 21 0 
Land O'Lakes, FL 34639 

Dear Mr. Korpi: 

".*-~ii) ' :(,REBECCA A. HUMPHRIES 
. I !  '". ': .ti ii ,. , , DIRECTOR 

Information received regarding the impacts of the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
in Wayne County (section 19, T2S R12E), has been reviewed. The information was found 

X - to adequately address the concerns for potential threatened and endangered species 
at the site in question. 

- - not adequately address the concerns for potential threatened and endangered 
species at the site in question. 

Based on the provided information, 

X - The proposed project should have no direct impacts on known special natural features 
at the location(s) specified if it proceeds accordinp to the ~ lans  provided. Please 
contact me for an evaluation if the project plans are changed. 

The following special features may occur on the site(s) and should be avoided and 
protected fmm harm from all activities associated with the project and in perpetuity 
from any future activities on the property. 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 
Kelth J. Charters, Chair Mary Brown Hurley J. Coleman, Jr. Darnel1 Earley John Madlgan J. R. Rlohardron Frank Wheatlake 

STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING P.O. BOX 30028 LANSINQ, MICHIQAN 489097528 
www.mlchigan.govbnr (517) 373.2328 

Qreat Lakes, Oreat Tlmes, Qreat Outdoorsl 



Scott Korpi 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida, U C  

03/01 ROO7 
Page 2 

X - An endangered species permit is required if activities will harm the species that are 
present, including trans~lantina them to another location. 

- The project may proceed with recommendations listed below. You are advised to 
minimize or eliminate impacts on endangered and threatened species and to report 
observations to this office. 

- Other recommendations: 

Thank you for your cooperation in addressing the protection of Michigan's Natural Resource 
Heritage. If you have further questions I can be reached at 517-373-9418. 

&9Q&c Lori G. Sargent 

Endangered Species Specialist 
Wildlife Division 
SaraentL@michinan.aov 

cc: Mr. Craig Czarnecki, US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Mr. Walter Gauthier, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Planning Division, Michigan Department of Transportation 
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March 21, 2007 
 
Carmen Palambo 
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 
535 Griswold Street, Suite 300 
Detroit, MI 48226-3602 
 
 
Re: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
 
 
Dear Carmen Palambo: 
 
Enclosed please find a brief project description and the preliminary construction plans for the 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project for your review. The major components of the Ambassador 
Bridge Enhancement project include the construction of a 6-lane cable stayed, toll bridge connecting 
Detroit, Michigan, United States with Windsor, Ontario, Canada adjacent to the existing Ambassador 
Bridge.  The bridge will connect directly into the existing bridge and plaza in Detroit and into the existing 
plaza in Windsor.  No modifications will be required in the plazas or the existing roadway infrastructure, 
instead the new bridge will connect directly to the plazas constructed by the ongoing Ambassador 
Bridge Gateway and Windsor Plaza Expansion Projects. The existing Ambassador Bridge would then 
be taken out of service for necessary repairs and would provide reserve capacity in the event of an 
emergency. 
 
The proposed bridge will provide four full service traffic lanes plus two lanes dedicated to low risk 
commercial travelers (FAST). The entire project is a bridge approximately 6200 feet (1890 m) in length 
with approximately 2200 feet (670 m) traversing the Detroit River from tower to tower.  The bridge will 
be a minimum of 152 feet (46 m) above the Detroit River, which meets the minimum vertical clearance 
requirements for deep draft navigation. 
 
In the United States, an environmental assessment, including an air quality study, is currently underway 
and will be submitted to the United States Coast Guard, the lead agency for this project, in April. The 
Coast Guard will then publish the EA for comments at the end of April. We plan to submit the final 
environmental assessment at the end of June. A public workshop for this project was held in Detroit on 
March 1, 2007. 
 
An environmental assessment screening report (EASR) will also be required by the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency. The scope for this document is currently out for public comment 
and the environmental assessment is underway in accordance with that scope. A public workshop in 
Windsor is being planned for April. 
 
As part of the bridge permit application and environmental assessment required by the United States 
Coast Guard, the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project needs to be added to the Long Range 
Transportation Plan and State Implementation Plan. We would like to set up a meeting with your office 
at your earliest convenience to go over the project in more detail and determine the necessary steps to 
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add the project to the LRTP.  Please call with a suitable time to meet, or if you have any questions or 
need additional information. You can reach me directly at 813-996-2800 ext. 5567. 
 
Sincerely, 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC 

 
Scott Korpi 
Project Manager 
 
cc: Dan Stamper - DIBC, Craig Stamper -DIBC, Skip McMahon – CTC, Bob Bloom - USCG, Pat 
Holland, file B.04 
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4111 Land O’ Lakes Boulevard, Suite 210 
Land O’ Lakes, Florida 34639 

Tel 813.996.2800 • Fax 813.996.1908 
american@ace-fla.com • www.ace-fla.com 

"A Culture of Professional Excellence" 

 
 
March 30, 2007 
 
Carmine Palombo 
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 
535 Griswold Street, Suite 300 
Detroit, MI 48226-3602 
 
 
Re: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
 
 
Dear Carmine Palombo: 
 
Enclosed please find a brief project description and the preliminary construction plans for the 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project for your review. The major components of the Ambassador 
Bridge Enhancement project include the construction of a 6-lane cable stayed, toll bridge connecting 
Detroit, Michigan, United States with Windsor, Ontario, Canada adjacent to the existing Ambassador 
Bridge.  No modifications will be required in the plazas or the existing roadway infrastructure. The new 
bridge will connect directly to the plazas constructed by the ongoing Ambassador Bridge Gateway in 
Detroit and the Plaza Expansion Projects in Windsor. The existing Ambassador Bridge would then be 
taken out of service for necessary repairs and would provide reserve capacity in the event of an 
emergency.  
 
The proposed bridge will provide four full service traffic lanes plus two lanes dedicated to low risk 
commercial travelers (FAST). The entire project is a bridge approximately 6200 feet (1890 m) in length 
with approximately 2200 feet (670 m) traversing the Detroit River from tower to tower.  The bridge will 
be a minimum of 152 feet (46 m) above the Detroit River, which meets the minimum vertical clearance 
requirements for deep draft navigation. 
 
In the United States, an environmental assessment, including an air quality study, is currently underway 
and will be submitted to the United States Coast Guard, the lead agency for this project, in April 2007. 
The Coast Guard will then publish the EA for comments at the end of April 2007. We plan to submit the 
final environmental assessment at the end of June 2007. A public workshop for this project was held in 
Detroit on March 1, 2007.  
 
An environmental assessment screening report (EASR) will also be required by the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency. The scope for this document is currently out for public comment 
and the environmental assessment is underway in accordance with that scope. A public workshop in 
Windsor is being planned for April 2007.  
 
As part of the bridge permit application and environmental assessment required by the United States 
Coast Guard, the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project needs to be added to the Long Range 
Transportation Plan and State Implementation Plan. We would like to set up a meeting with your office 
at your earliest convenience to go over the project in more detail and determine the necessary steps to 
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add the project to the LRTP. Please call with a suitable time to meet, or if you have any questions or 
need additional information. You can reach me directly at 813-996-2800 ext. 5567.  
 
Sincerely, 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC 

 
Scott Korpi 
Project Manager 
 
cc: Dan Stamper - DIBC, Craig Stamper -DIBC, Skip McMahon – CTC, Bob Bloom - USCG, Pat 
Holland, file B.04 
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RTP Project Amendment Proposal  

Project Details   
County:  Wayne County 

Project Name:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 

Project Limits:  Project connects to the plazas in Detroit and Windsor (see attached) 

Proposed Work:  Four full service traffic lanes plus two lanes dedicated to low risk commercial 
travelers over the Detroit River between Detroit and Windsor in the same corridor 
as the existing Ambassador Bridge 

Project Deficiency:  The existing bridge does not provide safety shoulders, is nearly 80 years old and 
does not have adequate width to provide dedicated lanes for low risk truck 
travelers who have been pre-approved under the FAST program. The existing 
structure contains fracture critical members and does not provide alternative 
means of crossing in case of emergencies.  

Project Length:  Approximately 6,200 feet 

Urban Area:  Southwest Detroit 

Jurisdiction:  Agency with financial responsibility for maintaining transportation facility: N/A. The Detroit 
International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company (both private 
companies) will pay for all design and construction costs as well as maintaining 
the structure 

Community:  Communities in which the project is located: Southwest Detroit 
Hubbard/Richard District 

Project Submitter:  Agency, contact person, and contact information, including address, phone, and e-mail:  
Dan Stamper, President   Thomas “Skip” McMahon, Special Projects 
Detroit International Bridge Company Canadian Transit Company 
12225 Stephens    780 Huron Church Road, Suite 202 
Warren, MI 48089   Windsor, Ontario N9C 2K2 
Tel 586-939-7000                  Tel 519-977-0700 
Fax 586-755-8924   Fax 519-977-1262 
Email laura@ambassadorbridge.com Email: skip@canadiantransit.com  
 

Public Involvement:  Describe how the public was involved in development of this project:   
A Public Hearing was held on November 14, 2006 conducted by MDEQ. 
A public workshop was held on March 1, 2007 to solicit input 
Numerous stakeholder meetings have been conducted and will continue 

Justification 
Statement:  

Describe why this project is needed and how it will improve the transportation system in Southeast 
Michigan:  
The Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project will more efficiently process 
commercial vehicles, promote economic growth and development, and is 
expected to improve air quality while the existing bridge will provide a redundant 
resource in the event of an emergency.  The cable stayed bridge also provides 
greater structural security than the existing suspension bridge. 

 



Funding Details  

Federal Funds  Non-Federal Funds  
Fiscal Year  Phase  

Source  Amount  Source  Amount  

 Study/Preliminary 
Engineering  

 
Engineering/Design  

 
Right-of-way  

 
Construction  

 
Other  

Total  
 

The Detroit International Bridge Company and its Canadian 
subsidiary, The Canadian Transit Company, will finance the costs 
of constructing the second span of the Ambassador Bridge 
through the issuance of debt securities.  The companies have 
retained Citigroup Global Markets Inc., (“Citigroup”) to act as their 
financial advisors with respect to developing the plan for financing 
the construction of the second span.  Citigroup is assisting both 
companies in identifying the best source of funds for this project 
and structuring the terms and conditions of the financing so as to 
maximize the creditworthiness and marketability of the debt 
securities to be issued by the SPES.  The companies are 
currently in the process of seeking approvals from the Michigan 
Strategic Fund (“MSF”) and the United States Department of 
Transportation (“DOT”) to issue United States income tax exempt 
“Private Activity Bonds” to finance construction of the second 
span. The Private Activity Bonds would be issued pursuant to 
Section 11143 of Title XI of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Act, commonly referred to as 
“SAFETEA_LU”.   
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1.0 Project Description 

1.1 Purpose, Need and Benefits 
Existing international border crossings in the Detroit River area include the Ambassador 
Bridge, the Detroit-Windsor Tunnel, two railroad tunnels, and a ferry crossing. The 
Ambassador Bridge connects Detroit, Michigan, United States and Windsor, Ontario, 
Canada. The main span of the existing Ambassador Bridge was the longest in the world 
when it was completed in 1929 and is currently the busiest international border crossing 
in North America. The Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC) and Canadian 
Transit Company (CTC) own and operate the existing Ambassador Bridge as well as the 
connecting plazas.  
 
The project identified as the “Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project” submitted in 
this document will provide four full service traffic lanes plus two lanes dedicated to low 
risk commercial travelers over the Detroit River between Detroit and Windsor in the 
same corridor as the existing Ambassador Bridge. This project is not a part of the 
ongoing “Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project” being completed by the Michigan 
Department of Transportation and the DIBC/CTC scheduled to open in 2009, nor is it a 
part of the “Windsor Plaza Expansion Project” being completed by the DIBC/CTC on the 
Canadian side with the east expansion completed in January, 2006 and the west 
expansion scheduled to be completed in mid 2007. The Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
Project is the construction of a new state of the art cable stayed bridge that will connect 
directly to the Canadian and U.S. plazas owned by DIBC/CTC. The Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project will be constructed entirely within the limits of the current 
operations of the DIBC/CTC. 
 
This project includes the construction of new replacement lanes across the Detroit River 
and provides the redundancy desired by the governments on both sides of the border. By 
constructing a new state of the art structure across the Detroit River, the existing structure 
will be freed up to allow it to be rehabilitated and to then serve as a backup redundant 
resource in case of an emergency or another impediment against the free flow of people 
and goods across the new structure. 
 
Lack of access to international border crossings, delays, and congestion on border 
crossings, can have an impact on trade between the United States and Canada and 
therefore impact the economies of both countries. In response to this, the Ambassador 
Bridge Gateway Project was developed and is currently underway to provide direct 
access between the Ambassador Bridge and the United States interstate system (I-75, I-
96). The Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project was originally approved with an 
Environmental Assessment and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in a letter 
from the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Department on October 23, 
1997. The Environmental Assessment was subsequently reevaluated and the FONSI was 
reaffirmed on two different occasions; first on September 9, 1999 and secondly on 
January 15, 2004. The Environmental Assessment and Programmatic Section 4(F) 
Evaluation documents that were prepared and approved for this project included 
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“construction of a new deck that will accommodate a future second span bridge to 
Canada”. Three primary objectives are cited on page 1-1 of the Final Environmental 
Assessment for the Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project including “Accommodate future 
border crossing capacity needs and a potential future second span of the Ambassador 
Bridge located west of and adjacent to the existing bridge”. The new improvements 
under this project are scheduled to be opened to traffic in 2009 and will eliminate 
problems with access to the Ambassador Bridge in the United States.  
 
The Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project would seamlessly integrate with the 
Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project transportation plan already underway in the Detroit 
River area by building a new bridge adjacent to the existing Ambassador Bridge. This 
will reduce congestion, promote economic growth and development, and likely improve 
air quality. The DIBC/CTC has identified several design option alternatives for this 
bridge and has determined that the option discussed in Section 1.3 is the most feasible. 

1.1.1 National Interest and Security Considerations 
The purpose of the project is to ensure that the free flow of trade and people can continue 
to occur unimpeded at the busiest border crossing in North America. With trade between 
the United States and Canada being vital to the economic health of both countries, it is 
critical that this border crossing continue to function efficiently even though the existing 
span across the river is approaching 80 years of age. By constructing a new state of the 
art structure adjacent to the existing structure, the efficient function of the entire facility 
will be assured for the next century. 
 
Construction of the second span adjacent to the existing structure will allow almost all of 
the construction to take place without impacting the traffic on the existing facility. Once 
the new structure is complete, all traffic will be shifted onto the new structure to allow 
the existing bridge to be evaluated and rehabilitated without impact to the traffic flow. By 
constructing the project in such a fashion, the national interest of both countries will be 
well served by the continued promotion of the economies of both countries by ensuring 
that the free flow of international trade can continue unabated.  
 
Once the second span has been constructed and the existing bridge has been repaired and 
rehabilitated, it will be made available as a redundant resource should there be an 
emergency on the new structure in which traffic is impeded. This redundancy will ensure 
that this vital border crossing be functional even if a major problem were created on the 
new structure. 
 
The construction of a cable stayed structure rather than a suspension bridge will greatly 
improve the structural redundancy of the span. On the existing suspension bridge, the 
superstructure is supported in its entirety by the two main catenary cables. Should one of 
these cables be severed, a catastrophic failure would almost certainly occur. Conversely, 
the superstructure of the proposed bridge will be supported by numerous cables and the 
elimination of one or even more cables will not result in a catastrophic failure. The 
selection of such a structural type will greatly improve the security of the facility.  
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1.1.2 Support for the Project 

Interest in building a bridge between the United States and Canada within the 
Ambassador Bridge corridor was advanced during the Environmental Assessment stage 
for the Ambassador Bridge Gateway project. One of the three primary objectives of the 
Gateway plaza expansion project was to “Accommodate future border crossing capacity 
needs and a potential future second span of the Ambassador Bridge located west of and 
adjacent to the existing bridge.”  

The Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) study also showed support for a 
crossing at the existing Ambassador Bridge. The DRIC study ranked the Ambassador 
Bridge site (X12/II-4) as number 1 using the Citizen Weighted Score and number 2 using 
the Technical Team Weight Score out of 37 possible locations to place a new bridge. This 
ranking was due few impacts on neighborhoods and the natural environment and because 
of its improvements to regional mobility. 

The general consensus among the public and local businesses is in favor of an additional 
span in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge in order to maintain the current 
operations and allow for the improvement of operations through the construction of 
dedicated FAST Truck lanes for low risk travelers. Nearly 40 businesses with operations 
in both the Detroit area and Southern Ontario and labor groups representing both public 
and private sector employees have expressed their strong support for the Ambassador 
Bridge Enhancement Project.  

There are many reasons why the local community supports this effort with the economic 
benefits derived from the project heading the list. Several companies expressed that the 
improvement in the operations and functionality of the facility would support their plans 
for the future as well.  The United States Chamber of Commerce, Michigan Chamber of 
Commerce and Canada Chamber of Commerce all express support for the project stating 
that additional infrastructure capacity is vital to meet the demands of trade between the 
United States and Canada. They further state that if additional infrastructure capacity is 
not provided, a loss of jobs, and increase in congestion and delays will result. The 
addition of the FAST lanes, as proposed in the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project, 
was also cited by many local businesses as expediting the border crossing process which 
would thus increase the production of those businesses. 

Funding and the creation of jobs are other reasons often cited by the public and local 
agencies as the reason for their support for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project. 
The bridge is estimated to cost approximately $500 million to design and build. By being 
privately funded, tax payer dollars could instead be spent repairing and improving 
existing government owned streets as well as employment development programs. In 
addition, credits for USDOT matching grants for regional transportation projects will be 
generated for the region due to the construction of this project without the need to spend 
local or state monies.   

The Ambassador Bridge Gateway plaza expansion and construction and maintenance on 
the new bridge would also create much needed jobs in both Detroit and Windsor. Current 
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investments by the DIBC/CTC have already created over 500 new jobs in the past two 
years in Southwest Detroit which is now cited as the only section of the city with a 
population growth. 

Lastly, the public and local businesses support the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
Project for environmental reasons. Building a bridge adjacent to the Ambassador Bridge 
and tying into an existing plaza has the least environmental affects of any other location 
being studied in the DRIC study. The proposed bridge would not disrupt or segregate the 
community, no piers will be placed in the Detroit River, nor will construction take place 
in the River, air quality and noise pollution are expected to remain the same or improve 
with decreased idling time, no residential relocations would be required, no wetland or 
floodplain impacts would occur, and no threatened or endangered species or habitat of 
threatened or endangered species would be impacted. 

Additional public support for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project occurred at a 
public workshop held on March 1, 2007. As with any transportation project, public 
involvement is an important aspect of the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project. The 
intent of public involvement is to fully inform and involve all interested public officials, 
citizens, and special interest groups in the development of transportation projects. The 
workshop was held at the Earhart Middle School in Detroit and was attended by 
approximately 53 people. 

Twelve comments were received at the workshop. The general consensus of the public at 
this workshop was in favor of the proposed improvements for the reasons stated above, 
however, several commenter’s did express concern regarding several potential 
environmental impacts that are addressed in this Draft EA. 

1.1.3 Trade Considerations 
More trade goods cross the United States/Canadian border through this corridor than any 
other land crossing in North America. It is critical to the economic health of both 
countries that this crossing remain fully functional. A study commissioned by the Border 
Transportation Partnership indicated that if “no improvements were made to border 
crossing capabilities in the Detroit River area by 2030, the two nations will realize the 
loss of up to 70,000 Canadian jobs and 80,000 U.S. jobs.  The combined annual loss of 
production is forecast to be CAN$21.5 billion or US$13.4 billion.” 
 
Booths have been constructed in each plaza that are dedicated to the processing of low 
risk truck travelers in the FAST program. The Free and Secure Trade (FAST) program is 
a joint U.S.-Canadian initiative involving the Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA) and 
the United States Customs and Border Protection (CBP), however, it can best be described as 
a commercial process offered to pre-approved importers, carriers and registered drivers. 
Approved companies using approved carriers and registered drivers experience shipments 
being cleared with greater speed, certainty and at lower costs.  Participants in the program 
must meet the requirements of Canada’s Partners in Protection (PIP) program or the 
United States Customs Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT) program. 
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Without having dedicated lanes for such purposes, the advantages of such a program 
cannot be fully implemented since the flow of FAST trucks are greatly impeded by 
backups in the general purpose lanes. The construction of a new structure with lanes 
dedicated for such purposes will significantly improve the operation of the entire facility 
and encourage more travelers to become approved for the program. 
 
The addition of a new state of the art bridge in the Ambassador Bridge Corridor adds 
much needed redundancy to the regional transportation system. While the existing 
Ambassador Bridge is closed for evaluation and rehabilitation, the proposed bridge will 
be available to provide access to the international border. The current bridge will then be 
used for redundancy if there is an occasion when the new span needs to be taken out of 
service for an extended period of time. This redundancy will allow shipments to continue 
to move efficiently across the border, thus reducing potential adverse impacts to the local, 
regional and national economy. 

1.1.4 Spin-off Benefits and Interrelated Projects 
The Project is not expected to create any spin-off development. It is not intended to draw 
additional traffic to the bridge or the region.  The spin-off benefits, however, will be 
related to the preservation of an historic structure and the provision of a redundant 
transportation corridor on the original bridge. The goal of the Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project is to more efficiently move the existing traffic while protecting the 
structural integrity of the existing Ambassador Bridge, a historic structure. The existing 
bridge will also be made available for internal operational needs as well as providing 
pedestrian and bicyclist amenities.  Greater efficiency in processing the commercial 
traffic would be achieved by the using the two dedicated FAST Truck lanes on the new 
bridge to more effectively organize the commercial traffic to support the newly 
configured plaza (Ambassador Plaza Gateway Plaza Expansion) and FAST lane 
operations previously approved for construction and operation.  This traffic lane 
organization is expected to reduce the amount of idling time for trucks while waiting for 
customs approval. 
 
Projects that are related to the Enhancement Project are the rehabilitation of the existing 
bridge, the Canadian Plaza Expansion and the Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project 
which provides an upgrade of the U.S. plaza and direct connections to the interstate 
system.  The existing Ambassador Bridge will be repaired and rehabilitated once the 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is complete. The plaza is being upgraded to 
conform to current security standards and more efficient traffic flow with the existing 
infrastructure already in place and is not part of the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
Project. 
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1.2 Current Facilities 
The existing Ambassador Bridge is a suspension bridge that spans 9000 feet (2743 m) in 
length, with 1850 feet (564 m) over the Detroit River.  The height of the two towers is 
363 feet (111 m) tall.  The 
vertical clearance of the 
bridge structure is 152 feet 
(46 m) over the Detroit 
River. The structure consists 
of a 55-foot (17 m) wide 
deck including four highway 
lanes of traffic, with two 
lanes traversing eastbound 
and two lanes traversing 
westbound. The maximum 
grade of the bridge is 5%. 
The Ambassador Bridge also 
contains a sidewalk that is 
currently closed.  
 
The Ambassador Bridge lands in the United States near the Corktown Historic District of 
Detroit, Michigan directly into the tolls, primary and secondary customs, and duty free 
facilities. The facilities are bounded by I-75 on the west, St. Anne Street on the east, Fort 
Street on the south, and Porter Street on the north. Once cars exit the Ambassador Bridge, 
they enter the primary customs facility and then the tolls facility and then have direct 
access to I-75 and I-96 or can exit onto local streets. Trucks exiting the Ambassador 
Bridge bypass the customs and tolls plazas for cars and enter their primary and secondary 
customs and tolls plazas located east of the car plaza. If the trucks pass the primary and 
secondary customs, they travel west on Fort Street and gain access to the interstate 
system by heading north on Clark Street. There is also local access to the duty free shops 
for outbound traffic from I-75, East Service Drive, and Porter Street.  
 
The Ambassador Bridge lands in Canada near the University of Windsor in Windsor, 
Ontario directly into the tolls and primary customs plazas. The facilities are bounded by 
Huron Church Road on the west, Northway Avenue on the east, Tecumseh Road on the 
north, and College Avenue on the south. Once cars exit the Ambassador Bridge, they 
enter the primary customs and tolls facilities and then exit onto Huron Church Road. The 
secondary customs facility and duty free shops are found in a separate facility to the 
southeast. Trucks exiting the Ambassador Bridge also enter primary customs and tolls, 
exit onto Huron Church Road, and proceed to the secondary customs facility. From the 
secondary customs facility, the trucks have access to Highway 401 via Huron Church 
Road. There is local access to the bridge from Wyandotte Street and Huron Church Road. 
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1.3 Proposed Enhancements 
The DIBC/CTC has determined that the enhancement of the existing Ambassador Bridge 
crossing is feasible and desirable. The enhancement would include a new six lane cable 
stayed bridge located in the same corridor and adjacent to the existing Ambassador 
Bridge, consistent with the approved and ongoing Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project. 
This bridge would simply tie directly into the existing plazas in both Canada and the 
United States without the need for modification to their currently approved and permitted 
configuration. The proposed bridge would run roughly parallel to the existing 
Ambassador Bridge. The width of the proposed bridge is set to allow transition directly 
into the connection points in both the United States and Canadian Plazas and to provide 
the necessary safety shoulders that are not present on the existing structure.  
 
The proposed bridge consists of 6 lanes of traffic with three in each direction. The outside 
lanes primary use would be as dedicated FAST truck exit ramps to the tolls and primary 
and secondary customs facilities in the United States and Canada. The inside lanes 
primary use would be for automobiles to the tolls and primary customs with flexibility 
preserved for all types of vehicular operations. The use of the center lane would depend 
on the traffic needs of the moment and could be for both trucks and cars or trucks only 
depending on the traffic mix at any given time. Once the new structure is completed, the 
existing Ambassador Bridge will be taken out of service to effect repairs that are deemed 
necessary. Once any necessary repairs are completed, the existing structure will be used 
to provide for bridge internal operational needs, pedestrian and bicyclist amenities, and/or 
to provide redundancy and backup support when necessary to ensure the free flow of 
traffic between Windsor and Detroit at all times.  
 
All existing roads and streets in both the United States and Canada would remain open 
and will continue to function as they currently operate. 

1.4 Complementary Enhancements 

1.4.1 Gateway - MDOT and DIBC/CTC 
The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has completed design plans for the 
reconstruction of the entire Ambassador Bridge Interchange to provide direct access to I-
75 and I-96, termed the Ambassador Bridge Gateway project. This project has been 
approved by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 
and includes provisions ensuring that the design will accommodate a second span 
adjacent to the existing bridge.  The Ambassador Bridge Gateway project is scheduled to 
be completed and opened to traffic in 2009 and will dramatically improve the existing 
connections between the bridge and the freeway system. The project will also prohibit 
trucks from exiting onto the local streets around the plaza area and instead require them 
to enter the interstate system; this will improve the United States customs facilities 
associated with the Ambassador Bridge.  As part of the ongoing Ambassador Bridge 
Gateway expansion project, the DIBC/CTC will reconfigure the plaza operations. Some 
plaza activities prior to entering the Ambassador Bridge will be relocated to the west of 
the bridge. The location of the tolls and customs plaza will remain near the same location 
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for traffic heading into the United States. The revised plaza configuration is bounded by 
the interstate system to the north, Fort Street to the south, 25th Street to the west, and the 
Ambassador Bridge to the east. Under the Ambassador Bridge Gateway project, truck 
traffic will exit the Ambassador Bridge using a right exit ramp and enter the primary and 
secondary customs and toll plaza currently in use.  If they pass the customs inspection, 
the truck traffic will exit the plaza onto a proposed new road that parallels Fort Street and 
circles around the proposed new bridge plaza and connects to the interstate system. 
Automobile traffic will exit the Ambassador Bridge using a three-lane, left exit ramp and 
enter the primary customs and toll plaza currently in use. If they pass, the automobile 
traffic will proceed to either local roads or an entrance ramp to the interstate system. 
Traffic entering the proposed bridge would enter through the proposed toll plaza and 
access an on-ramp that circles around the toll and bridge plaza and connects to the 
proposed bridge.  

1.4.2 Windsor Bridge Plaza Expansion 
 
Likewise, congestion is also being addressed on and around the Ambassador Bridge 
through the Windsor Bridge Plaza Expansion to the east and the west. Currently in 
Windsor, the main road connecting the border with Highway 401 is Huron Church Road 
(Highway 3), though it is not designated as an international thoroughfare. Neighboring 
residents are concerned with the increased noise levels, and health and safety concerns 
associated with congestion on Huron Church Road. Improvements associated with the 
Windsor Bridge Plaza Expansion include the approved and permitted additional customs 
facilities on the west side of Huron Church Road to process trucks and cars crossing the 
border more quickly.  Accordingly, additional exit ramps are being added from the 
Ambassador Bridge to the new facility. Three “wide lane” customs facilities are also 
being added on the east side Huron Church Road next to the existing customs facilities.  
The existing tolls and customs plaza on the east side of Huron Church Road are 
remaining the same, as will the associated secondary customs facility and duty free 
shops. Access to reach the Ambassador Bridge from local roads will also remain the 
same. The cause of truck backups on Huron Church Road and around the Canadian Plaza 
can be attributed in part to the lack of direct access to the United States Interstate System. 
Therefore, the construction of the Gateway Project in the United States as described in 
Section 1.4.1, which will provide such direct connections as well as improving the plaza 
function and operation, should help to reduce truck backups in the Canadian Plaza for 
vehicles bound for the United States. Presently, the DIBC/CTC has no authority or 
jurisdiction allowing for the construction of connecting roads from the Ambassador 
Bridge to Highway 401.  
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1.5 Compatibility with Transportation and Comprehensive Plans 
The existing facility has been in service for nearly 80 years and has grown to become the 
busiest commercial land border crossing between the United States and Canada. The 
primary purpose of the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is to ensure 
that current operations can continue for the 21st century even as the existing bridge has 
provided service for most of the 20th century. In addition, the project will provide 
dedicated lanes for low risk truck travelers that are important to both countries. 
Construction of such lanes completes the vision and plans developed as part of the 
Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project which provides direct connections to the United 
States Interstate and improves the operations of the plaza. Further, the project integrates 
seamlessly with the Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project and ties directly into the plaza, 
as reconstructed by the Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project without need for any 
additional modifications to the operations. 

1.6 Land Ownership 
The DIBC/CTC owns most of the property required for the construction of the 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project and is currently in the process of acquiring the 
necessary remaining property rights for the project. All property or rights will be acquired 
before construction is begun. No residences will be relocated in the United States. 

1.7 Finance Plan 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and its Canadian subsidiary, The Canadian 
Transit Company, will finance the costs of constructing the second span of the 
Ambassador Bridge through the issuance of debt securities.  The companies have retained 
Citigroup Global Markets Inc., (“Citigroup”) to act as their financial advisors with 
respect to developing the plan for financing the construction of the second span.  
Citigroup is assisting both companies in identifying the best source of funds for this 
project and structuring the terms and conditions of the financing so as to maximize the 
creditworthiness and marketability of the debt securities to be issued by the SPES.  The 
companies are currently in the process of seeking approvals from the Michigan Strategic 
Fund (“MSF”) and the United States Department of Transportation (“DOT”) to issue 
United States income tax exempt “Private Activity Bonds” to finance construction of the 
second span. The Private Activity Bonds would be issued pursuant to Section 11143 of 
Title XI of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Act, commonly 
referred to as “SAFETEA_LU”.  The federal, provincial and state governments of both 
countries will not be expected to contribute funds towards the design or construction of 
the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project. 
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1.8 Contacts 
Proponents Name 
The proponent to this project is the Detroit International Bridge Company and the 
Canadian Transit Company. 
 
Project Contacts  
Dan Stamper, President   Thomas “Skip” McMahon, Special Projects 
Detroit International Bridge Company Canadian Transit Company 
12225 Stephens    780 Huron Church Road, Suite 202 
Warren, MI 48089    Windsor, Ontario N9C 2K2 
Tel 586-939-7000    Tel 519-977-0700 
Fax 586-755-8924    Fax 519-977-1262 
Email laura@ambassadorbridge.com  Email: skip@canadiantransit.com  

























 
 
 
 

4111 Land O’ Lakes Boulevard, Suite 210 
Land O’ Lakes, Florida 34639 

Tel 813.996.2800 • Fax 813.996.1908 
american@ace-fla.com • www.ace-fla.com 

"A Culture of Professional Excellence" 

April 23, 2007 
 
Commander  
Ninth Coast Guard District 
1240 East 9th Street 
Cleveland, Ohio  44199-2060 
 
Re: Application of Detroit International Bridge Company for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
Project  
 
 
Dear Sir: 

Pursuant to the Bridge Act of 1906, Application is hereby made by the Detroit International Bridge 
Company (“DIBC”), a Michigan corporation headquartered at 12225 Stephens Road, Warren, Michigan 
48089, for approval by the Commandant, U .S. Coast Guard (“USCG”), of the location and plans for the 
construction of a cable-stayed second span to be constructed across the Detroit River, just west of, and 
adjacent to, the current Ambassador Bridge, linking Detroit, Michigan with Windsor, Ontario.  The new 
span would be constructed by DIBC in coordination with its commonly-owned Canadian counterpart, 
The Canadian Transit Company (“CTC”), an Ontario corporation.  Both DIBC and CTC are owned by 
Centra, Inc., a Michigan corporation.   

The Ambassador Bridge was completed in 1929, and currently serves as the busiest international 
crossing between the U.S. and Canada.  The bridge was constructed pursuant to a 1921 federal statute 
authorizing the American Transit Company, a legal predecessor to DIBC, to build a bridge at that 
location.  DIBC became the assignee of the rights under this federal authorization in 1927, and has 
controlled the U.S. portion of the Ambassador Bridge since that time.  DIBC has determined that in light 
of the age of the existing span and the demands of modern traffic and security needs that the public 
would benefit from a new span.   

The project identified as the “Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project” or “Proposed Project” 
described in this document consists of the construction of an adjacent span to the Ambassador Bridge, 
just west of the existing span.  The second span will provide four full service traffic lanes plus two lanes 
dedicated to low risk commercial travelers. The second span will be a new state-of-the-art cable stayed 
bridge that will connect directly to the Canadian and U.S. plazas owned by DIBC/CTC. The 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project will be constructed entirely within the limits of the current 
operations of the DIBC/CTC.  By constructing a new state of the art span across the Detroit River, the 
existing span will be freed up to allow it to be rehabilitated and to then serve as a backup, redundant 
resource in case of an emergency or another impediment against the free flow of people and goods 
across the new span as well as serve as a pedestrian and bicycle facility.  

DIBC believes that its proposal for a new crossing over the Detroit River offers the best location and 
highway connections for a new span.  The area where the second span would be located already 
accommodates the existing bridge and thus construction of a new span would result in minimal 
disruption to the local community.  Substantial public and private resources have been devoted to 
improving and expanding the plaza areas at the foot of the Ambassador Bridge (the so-called Gateway 
Project) in anticipation of the construction of a second span.  These improvements, already approved 
by federal and state authorities and now under construction, will enhance the efficiency of the clearance 
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process and improve access between the bridge and I-75, which runs very close to the Ambassador 
Bridge and links the Bridge to the Interstate Highway System.  The new span will share these same 
links.             

In addition, construction of a second span by DIBC will be undertaken entirely with private funds.  Thus, 
public resources can be devoted to other projects and the construction will not be dependent on federal 
or state appropriations.  This will also enhance the speed with which the second span can be 
constructed.  In that regard, DIBC anticipates that the bridge could be constructed and operating by 
2010.    

U.S. legal authority for the proposed second span is found in the 1921 Congressional authorization to 
construct the Ambassador Bridge, as well as in the authorization sought by this application under the 
Bridge Act of 1906.  Further, by the attached letter, the U.S. State Department has confirmed that a 
Presidential Permit is not needed for the construction of the second span.  Since the second span 
would be an international bridge, the laws of the State of Michigan do not require DIBC to obtain a state 
permit for this work.   

Apart from the approval sought by this application from the U.S. Coast Guard, DIBC is not aware of any 
other U.S. federal agencies that must grant approvals, easements or take other actions for this project 
to proceed.  DIBC has consulted, and will continue to consult with, other federal agencies that would 
have an interest in the project, including the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Homeland 
Security (including the Bureau of Customs and Border Protection), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
General Services Administration and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  DIBC has previously 
submitted a water quality application to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and a copy of this permit has been previously supplied to USCG.  
In addition, DIBC and CTC are consulting with Canadian Government entities and are seeking 
appropriate approvals as is required from Canadian agencies.     

With respect to environmental impacts, DIBC, through its consultants, has previously provided USCG 
with a March 31, 2006 document entitled, “Project Description and Type 2 Categorical Exclusion 
Environmental Documentation” (“March 31 Environmental Document”).  This Document precedes the 
enclosed Environment Assessment which describes the environmental impacts of the second span, 
which are expected to be minimal.  The EA explains the basis on which USCG might determine that the 
construction of a second span meets the requirements for a Finding of No Significant Impact. DIBC is 
also working with the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency and has begun consultations with 
that agency and others on environmental review in Canada.   

A letter dated May 26, 2007 from the SHPO stated that the Proposed Project would have an adverse 
affect on the Ambassador Bridge because “the undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling or association.” Specifically, the SHPO was concerned with visual impacts and 
any archaeological resources at the project sites. DIBC/CTC are currently in consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer.  

Other environmental impacts are expected to be minimal to none and will be mitigated appropriately.  
The project will not result in displacements or relocations (residences, businesses, people) in the 
United States and will not disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations under 
Environmental Justice requirements.   
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We look forward to your response to this Application letter and the other materials previously submitted 
by DIBC in connection with it.  We also understand that notice of the Application will be published in the 
Federal Register.  We have also published this EA on our website (www.ambassadorbridge.com). 
Should you have any questions or require more information, please contact me at 813-996-2800 ext. 
5567.   

 
Sincerely, 
American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC 

 
Scott Korpi, PE 
Project Manager 
 
 
cc: Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, David Coburn, Pat Holland 
 City of Detroit 
 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)  
 International Joint Commission (IJC) 
 Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) 

Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) 
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
Michigan State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) 
National Park Service (NPS) 
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG)  
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)  
United States Coast Guard (USCG) 
United States Customs and Border Protection (CBP)  
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
United States Fish and Wildlife Services (FWS) 
United States National Marine Fisheries Service 
General Services Administration  
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
City of Windsor 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
Transport Canada 
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We anticipate in short order your response on how this 
unfortunate situation will be handled going forward. 

Grand Chief / CEO 
The Wyandot of Anderdon Nation 
Taywanoka (Flying Arrow) Sieve A. Gronda 

CC: 
Detroit River Wyandot Nation 
Director Gert Free 
Project Manager Michel Gros Louis 

Grand Chief of Wendake Nation 
Max Gros Louis 

) Grand Chief of Wyandotte - Oklahoma Nation 
Leaford Bearskin 
Chief of Wyandot - Kansas Nation 
Jan ~ n ~ l i s h  
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Detroit River Wyandot 's 
6662 Thorn berv  Crescent 

Wifidsor Ontario 

Mr. Scot Striffler 
External Affairs 
U.S. Coast Guard 
1240 E. 9th Street 
Suiti! 2073 
Cleveland, OH 44199 

Dear Mr. Scot Striffler 

We are the Detroit River Wyandots (DRW) and descendents of the former band of 
Anderdon. We are a tribal organization in Windsor Ontario. The board-of Directors 
and our members of the DRW are formed of Wyandot Indian descendents. 
/' t 

l a r e  opposed to building a bridge that wlll cause any destruction of the i;red 
ground surrounding the hlstolrical area fn Sandwich Ontario. 

We would like to be kept informed of any development that may affect our native 
sites and offer any support possible to stap the building of a bridge that will cause 
great destruction of this very sacred site. These grounds mean so much to so many 
different people, especialfy to the Wyandot Indians of Anderdon, Ontario. 

Sincerely 
-. 7- w /.uc, 

Gertrude Free, Director DRW 
25885 Sierra O r  
Novi, Michigan 48374-2335 

clafree@twmi.rr.com 
Fax 248-349-4846 

C.C. Michel Gros-Louis 
DRW Project Director fl Kabir Muba 
endake GOA 4V0 

QC, Canada 



Leaford Bearskin 
Chief 

June 12,2007 

Untied States Coast Guard 9& District 
Captain Joseph R. CastiUo, Chief of Staff 
1240 E. Ninth St. 2025 
Cleveland, OH 4 1 999-2060 

Billy Friend 
2nd Chief 

Phone: 918-678-2297 
F a :  918-678-2944 

The Wyandotte Nation would like to address the project: 

Ambassador Bridge, Sandwich Ontario Site. 
. . 

The Wyandotte Nation has a great concern in the project due to the cultural impact on 
scared burial sites. 
The site involved is a known burial site of many tribal ancestral graves. These graves 
would be impacted by any firhue d~velopment on the proposed site. 

The Wyandotte Nation is in support of lo& Windsor residents who have expressed their 
concerns on the environmental and cultural in this area due to this pending project. 

After documenting proof of ancient U'yandotte burial sites in the proposed project area, 
we are requeshg these sites not be di=&ri-bed as these ie&s of om- aticestors aie scared 
to our way of life. In short, we anticipate a response of how this unfortunate situation will 
be handled going forward. 

Shem L. C!emons, N. A. G.P .R.A. Representative, Wyuzdotte Nation 











 
 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

June 28, 2007 
 
Mr. Tom Topash 
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi 
58620 Sink Rd, P.O. Box 180 
Dowagiac, Michigan 49047 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
Dear Mr. Topash: 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. We initially sent you a letter regarding the project in February 
of 2007. Since we have not yet heard back from you, we wanted to contact you a second time to make 
sure you did not have any concerns over the project. If you feel it necessary, we would welcome the 
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your committee have any 
objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.   
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 

cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

June 28, 2007 
 
Ms. Clarice M. Werle, NAGPRA Contact 
Forest County Potawatomi Community of Wisconsin 
P.O. Box 340 
Crandon, Wisconsin 54520 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
Dear Ms. Werle: 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. We initially sent you a letter regarding the project in February 
of 2007. Since we have not yet heard back from you, we wanted to contact you a second time to make 
sure you did not have any concerns over the project. If you feel it necessary, we would welcome the 
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your committee have any 
objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.   
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

June 28, 2007 
 
Harold G. Frank, Chairperson 
Forest County Potawatomi Community of Wisconsin 
P.O. Box 340 
Crandon, Wisconsin 54520 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
Dear Mr. Frank: 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. We initially sent you a letter regarding the project in February 
of 2007. Since we have not yet heard back from you, we wanted to contact you a second time to make 
sure you did not have any concerns over the project. If you feel it necessary, we would welcome the 
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your committee have any 
objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.   
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

   
 
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

June 28, 2007 
 
D.K. Sprague, Tribal Chairman 
Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi Indians, Gun Lake Tribe 
P.O. Box 218 
Dorr, Michigan 49323 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
Dear Mr. Sprague: 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. We initially sent you a letter regarding the project in February 
of 2007. Since we have not yet heard back from you, we wanted to contact you a second time to make 
sure you did not have any concerns over the project. If you feel it necessary, we would welcome the 
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your committee have any 
objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.   
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

July 3, 2007 
 
Laura Spurr, Chairperson 
Huron Potawatomi, Inc. 
2221- 1½ Mile Road 
Fulton, Michigan 49052 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
Dear Ms. Spurr: 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. We initially sent you a letter regarding the project in February 
of 2007. Since we have not yet heard back from you, we wanted to contact you a second time to make 
sure you did not have any concerns over the project. If you feel it necessary, we would welcome the 
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your committee have any 
objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.   
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

   
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

July 3, 2007 
 
Kenneth Meshiguad, Chairperson 
Hannahville Potawatomi Indian Community 
N-15019 Hannahville 
B-1 Road 
Wilson, MI 49896-9717  
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
Dear Mr. Meshiguad: 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. We initially sent you a letter regarding the project in February 
of 2007. Since we have not yet heard back from you, we wanted to contact you a second time to make 
sure you did not have any concerns over the project. If you feel it necessary, we would welcome the 
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your committee have any 
objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of the issuance of this 
letter.   
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or comments, please feel free 
to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

   
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
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Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

 
July 3, 2007 
 
Chief Greg Pyle 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma Citizen Potawatomi 
16th and Locust 
Durant, OK 74702-1210 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Greg Pyle: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

   
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
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 70 Niagara Square, Suite 410, Buffalo, New York 14202 

Tel 716.362.1116 • Fax 716.362.1166 
 
 

american@acp-ny.com • www.acp-ny.com 

 
July 3, 2007 
 
Tracy Stanhoff, Chairperson 
Prairie Band of Potawatomi Indians 
16281 Q Road 
Mayetta, Kansas 66509-8970 
 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project  
 
 
Dear Tracy Stanhoff: 
 
This letter serves as a request for a review for potential impacts resulting from the above-referenced 
project on any known native religious sites. 
 
The Detroit International Bridge Company and Canadian Transit Company propose to construct and 
operate a new six-lane cable-stayed bridge across the Detroit River between the City of Detroit, Wayne 
County, Michigan, United States and the City of Windsor, Ontario, Canada.  The proposed project, 
located in the same corridor as the Ambassador Bridge, would tie into the existing plazas without 
modification to their currently permitted configurations.  The project site has been highlighted on the 
portion of the Detroit, Michigan USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Sheet (enclosed) for your review. 
 
If at any time during the course of this project artifacts or other archeologically significant remains are 
discovered, work will be stopped immediately.  You as well as the appropriate representative of SHPO, 
Mr. Brian D. Conway, will be notified to provide direction as to how to proceed.  In the case that human 
remains are discovered, the police will also be contacted.   
 
We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the project in greater detail.  Should your 
committee have any objection to the commencement of this project, please notify me within 30 days of 
the issuance of this letter.  If you have are interested in arranging a meeting or have further questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

   
Anna Peterfreund 
Environmental Scientist 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
 
cc: USCG, File, Dan Stamper, Craig Stamper, Scott Korpi,  
 
F:\PROJECT\5049964\File Cabinet\E. Environmental\E.02 CULTURAL\Consultation_PrairieBand1_070703.doc 
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Peterfreund, Anna L.

From: Dean Anderson [DeanA@michigan.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2007 10:05 AM
To: Brian Grennell; Lis Knibbe
Cc: Peterfreund, Anna L.; Korpi, Scott M.; Craig Stamper; Dan Stamper; David Coburn; Kurt 

Carlson; Robert Bloom; Scot Striffler
Subject: Re: Potowatomi Indians

Lis,

There are four federally recognized Potawatomi tribes in Michigan.  I
would suggest that you contact all of them.  Their addresses are below. 
I suggest that you add a line to each address - beneath the tribal name
- directing your correspondence to the "Cultural Preservation Officer." 
 Otherwise it will probably go to the tribal Chair, which may add
considerably to the response time.

Hannahville Potawatomi Indian Community
N-15019 Hannahville
B-1 Road
Wilson, MI 49896-9717

Huron Potawatomi-Nottawaseppi Huron Band of Potawatomi
2221-1 1/2 Mile Road
Fulton, MI 49052

Match-e-be-nash-she-wish Band of Potawatomi Indians of Michigan
P.O. Box 218
1743 142nd Avenue
Dorr, MI 49323

Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
901 Spruce Street
P.O. Box 180
Dowagiac, MI 49047

Some Potawatomi ended up out on the Plains during the removal period. 
Whether or not some of those people have Michigan roots is hard to say. 
If you want to really cover all your bases, you may want to contact them
as well.  I am aware of two federally recognized tribes:  

Prairie Band of Potawatomi Indians
16281 Q Road
Mayetta, Kansas 66509-8970

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma Citizen Potawatomi
16th and Locust
P.O. Drawer 1210
Durant, OK 74702-1210

Hope this helps you out.

Dean

Dean L. Anderson, Historical Archaeologist
Michigan Historical Center
Box 30740
702 West Kalamazoo Street
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Lansing, MI 48909-8240
E-mail: deana@michigan.gov
Phone: (517) 373-1618
Fax: (517) 241-4738

Plan a Pure Michigan vacation filled with Michigan history when you
discover your connections at www.michiganhistory.org.

>>> "Lis Knibbe" <eknibbe@QUINNEVANS.com> 7/2/2007 5:11 PM >>>
We want to make sure that we try to contact the branch of the
Potowatomi
Indians that may be associated with the Village that is noted on the
Archeology map on the site adjacent to the Bridge.  Do you have any
records of who that might be, or who we could contact to make sure
that
all bases are covered on this issue?

Lis

QUINN EVANS | ARCHITECTS

Lis Knibbe, AIA

219 1/2 N. Main Street
Ann Arbor, MI  48104
eknibbe@quinnevans.com 
www.quinnevans.com 
v 734 663 5888
f 734 663 5044

























Commander (dpb) 
Ninth Coast Guard District
1240 E. Ninth Street, Room 2025
Cleveland, OH  44199-2060

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 Phone: (216) 902-6085
FAX: (216) 902-6088
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  B-065/sms 
  July 11, 2007 
 
Ms. Tracy J. Andrews 
Law Offices of Olson, Bzdok & Howard 
420 Front Street 
Traverse City, Michigan 49686 
 
Dear Ms. Andrews: 
 
I am responding to your letter dated June 29, 2007, on behalf of your client, Gateway Communities 
Development Collaborative (GCDC), and your request for that organization to be included as a 
Consulting Party in the Section 106 process conducted by this office regarding the proposed Ambassador 
Bridge Enhancement Project in Detroit, Michigan. 
 
We would welcome representatives of GCDC to participate as a consulting party in the Section 106 
process for this proposed project.  We would appreciate the designation of representatives, or a single 
representative, directly from the GCDC membership.  Please provide the name(s) and contact information 
for GCDC representatives. 
 
Within your letter you state that you will be providing comments regarding the Draft EA that is currently 
available for public comment.  Please submit these comments under separate letter.  The coordination in 
which GCDC is invited to participate will be to address the adverse effect as outlined in Michigan State 
Historic Preservation Officer letter dated March 26, 2007.  We look forward to constructive participation 
in this process.  
 
If you have questions, please contact Scot Striffler of this staff at (216) 902-6087.  Thank you. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 ROBERT W. BLOOM, JR. 
 Chief, Bridge Branch 
 By direction of Commander, 
 Ninth Coast Guard District 
 
Copy:   Michigan State Historical Preservation Office (via fax: (517) 335-0348) 
            Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (via fax: (202) 606-8647) 
            Federal Highway Administration (via fax: (517) 377-1804) 
            Michigan Department of Transportation (via fax: (517) 373-8841) 
            Detroit Historic Designation Advisory Board (via fax: (313) 224-6110) 
            Sen. Carl Levin (via fax: (313) 226-6948) 
            Rep. Steve Tobocman (via email: stevetobocman@house.mi.gov) 
         



13 July 2007

Mr. Bob Bloom
Commander, Ninth Coast Guard District
1240 East 9th St
Cleveland, OH 44199-2060
Robert.W.Bloom@uscg.mil

Re:  Draft Environmental Assessment for a twin span to the Ambassador Bridge

Dear Mr. Bloom:

I am a resident of Hubbard Farms community, a designated historic district within the borders of
West Grand Boulevard, West Lafayette, Clark St and West Vernor.  I have made great
investments in the community by renovating two homes of unique architectural style.  We were
drawn to this area because of the stable and growing urban community and the proximity to the
Detroit River and the Ambassador Bridge.  I am opposed to the construction of a twin span for
the following reasons.

First, I agree with the State Office of Historic Preservation that a modern, larger twin span will
have adverse visual impact to the Ambassador Bridge.  I am also concerned with The Detroit
International Bridge Company’s future plans for the Ambassador Bridge based on current
conditions of other property owned by Mr. Maroun of DIBC (i.e. the neglect of The Michigan
Central Rail Station).

The neighborhood currently struggles with truck traffic, pollution and noise.  Increasing the
trucking capacity with a new large span will only add to this existing problem.  I have great
concerns regarding the feasibility of the new bridge using the existing custom plazas efficiently
and am worried about The DIBC's future plans for the area and the possibility of increasing the
footprint of the trucking plazas.  This will only have great negative impact on the community.
The lack of transparency in DIBC’s plans is worrisome.
This community is a shining example of both rehabilitation and growth with a dense and diverse
population, many active non-profit and development associations, and strong commercial
districts—all of which will be adversely affected by increases in trucking.

Sincerely,

Matthew Blake
1015 Vinewood
Detroit, MI 48216
313 737 9099



276 W. Grand Blvd. 
Detroit, MI  48216 
 
July 15, 2007 
 
Robert W. Bloom, Jr.  
Commander, Ninth Coast Guard District (dpb) 
1240 East 9th Street – Room 2025 
Cleveland, OH 44199-2060 
 
 Re: Comments on the New Ambassador Bridge Draft Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Mr. Bloom:  
 
As a resident in the Hubbard Farms neighborhood adjacent to the Ambassador Bridge, I am 
writing to express my deep concerns about the Environmental Assessment process conducted by 
the Coast Guard on the Detroit International Bridge Company’s (DIBC) proposal to build a 
second span.  
 
I am concerned about the environmental consequences of building a second span of the 
Ambassador Bridge.  The southwestern portion of the City of Detroit is an area that has seen 
considerable residential and commercial revitalization and is the only part of the city 
experiencing population growth. There has been significant private and public investment in new 
housing and commercial developments, renovations of vacant buildings, and individuals 
rehabbing their homes.  Examples of this development include the nearly 100 Homes at Ste. 
Anne’s built by Bagley Housing, the nearly 200 renovated apartment units by Southwest 
Housing Solutions, and the 43,000 square foot Mexicantown International Welcome Center & 
Mercado recently completed by Mexicantown CDC, among many other current and proposed 
development projects.  Yet this community has continued to bear the burden of the region’s 
transportation and industrial infrastructure without any community benefits. Over 10,000 trucks 
currently cross the Ambassador Bridge each day and that number will surely only grow if the 
bridge’s capacity was to be expanded.  Much of this investment would be jeopardized by the 
construction and operation of a 2nd span of the Ambassador Bridge. 
 
Many of these projects have been constructed in spite of the DIBC’s active opposition to them.  
This has been demonstrated many times as the DIBC has purchased lots in the development 
areas of these nonprofits and as it has acquired private residences that have disappeared soon 
thereafter, sometimes in the middle of the night.  And it has persistently failed to build three 
(three!) new homes for senior citizens it promised the community at least five years ago.   
 
In addition to those concerns, the DIBC has often supplied misinformation to the media and the 
public.  It has simultaneously argued for the need of a 2nd span while presenting the opposite 
argument to other audiences.  It has presented grandiose plans for redevelopment of properties it 
owns in order to gain trust and public support, and not completed much if any of the proposals.  
Another example is the DIBC claiming that the state will save money in its tight budget because 
no public funding would go towards the construction of a 2nd span, and then the DIBC 



submitting an application to the Michigan Strategic Fund for $1 billion of Private Activity 
Bonds.  In addition, DIBC’s owner, Matty Maroun, has continued to own the Michigan Central 
Depot while willfully allowing it to become derelict and possibly beyond repair.  In short, the 
DIBC has shown absolutely no concern for the surrounding community and has been a terrible 
corporate citizen. 
 
I am extremely disturbed that the only environmental concerns identified in regards to the 
construction of a second span of the Ambassador Bridge would be the aesthetic impact on the 
current bridge identified by the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office.  How can an 
increase in the number of trucks in this neighborhood not negatively contribute to the already 
poor air quality in the area?  Was the impact considered in light of the myriad other current and 
proposed other industrial and transportation-related uses in Southwest Detroit, such as the many 
freeways, steel plants, cement silos, the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal, and others?  There 
would also be serious noise and safety concerns brought about by this proposal.  The results of 
the Environmental Assessment are dubious at best. 
 
Additionally, the Coast Guard’s handling of public meetings to solicit input on the project has 
been abysmal.  The “Public Workshop” on March 1, 2007 was not advertised to the community.  
I live within ¼ mile of the Bridge and had no knowledge of the meeting until a neighborhood 
resident noticed the posting on the DIBC’s website a few days before the meeting.  This meeting 
should not count as part of the public input process since the public wasn’t even aware of it until 
the last minute.  The Coast Guard’s lack of outreach should be an embarrassment to the 
organization.  A “Public Workshop” held in April was better advertised, and I attended a portion 
of the meeting.  However, at the very beginning of the meeting, a representative of the Coast 
Guard spoke and completely stifled public comment on the project except for design-related 
issues of a new bridge.  Therefore, the community has had absolutely no opportunity to comment 
on other issues and, therefore, this process has essentially been a charade leading to approval for 
the DIBC to build 2nd span of the Ambassador Bridge.  Until a true community meeting is held, 
the seriousness of the impacts of this process dictate that the process to-date should not even be 
considered valid. 
 
Lastly, there are a number of other outstanding concerns related to the overall project.   
The DIBC has made no mention of the current bridge being in need for repairs before this 
application.  How is it that suddenly it needs to build a second span in order to shut down the 
Ambassador Bridge for these studies?  Even if true, the Gateway Project, while allegedly 
designed to accommodate a second span, did not analyze the environmental consequences of a 
second span, simply the connections between the Ambassador Bridge and the interstate freeway 
system. In addition, the DIBC has well-documented plans to significantly expand its plaza far 
beyond what was anticipated in the Gateway study and even beyond what has been revealed in 
its Coast Guard or Michigan Department of Environmental Quality permit applications, 
including adding primary inspection booths and the reconfiguration of Fort Street.  And is there really 
a need for a new span at all?  The July 14, 2007 edition of The Detroit News discussed the drop 
in passenger trips to Canada due to a number of factors and the decline in truck traffic is well-
documented, even by the DIBC itself.  It seems to me that the Coast Guard is fronting the efforts 
of the DIBC to continue its monopolistic hold on border traffic between the US and Canada. 
 



Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Victor Abla 
 
cc:  Gateway Communities Development Collaborative  
State Representative Steven Tobocman 
Federal Highway Administration 
Michigan Department of Transportation 
City of Detroit Historic Designation Advisory Board 
Senator Carl Levin 
Senator Debbie Stabenow 
Representative John Conyers, Jr. 
Michigan State Historic Preservation Office 
Detroit City Council 
City of Detroit City Planning Commission 
City of Detroit Planning and Development Department 





























 
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 17, 2007 
 
Robert Bloom, Commander  
U.S. Coast Guard  
Ninth Coast Guard District  
1240 E. Ninth Street  
Cleveland, Ohio 44199-2060 
 
Subject:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project Environmental Assessment  
 
Dear Commander Bloom: 
 
I am writing to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) submitted 
by the Detroit International Bridge Company (DIBC) for the proposed Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project.  Since 2003, I have represented the 95,000 residents of the 12th State 
House District, which hosts the Ambassador Bridge, in the Michigan House of Representatives.  
I have attached my previous submissions to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality regarding the proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
Project. 
 
I.  The U.S.Coast Guard Should Postpone the Draft EA and Await the Completion of the DRIC 
Study  
 
I have repeatedly stated my strong objection to government action, at any level, that would 
promote an international border crossing outside of the binational Detroit River International 
Crossing (DRIC) Study.  Governmental actions, including the USCG's processing of the DIBC's 
permit application for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project, that would promote one of 
the eliminated alternatives of the DRIC Study represents exceptionally dysfunctional public 
policy-making.  Approving a project lacking the support of the binational parties involved in the 
DRIC Study undermines the U.S. relationship with Canada, its largest trading partner.  I continue 
to have a difficult time responding to questions from my constituents regarding why a public 
agency, particularly a DRIC Study partner, would consider promoting a border crossing 
alternative that was eliminated almost two years ago though the DRIC Study process. 
 
The DRIC Study is in the process of completing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
alternatives designed to expand border crossing capacity at the Detroit Windsor corridor.  The 
USCG is a partner in the DRIC Study and should be thoroughly engaged and familiar with the 
ongoing process, relevant data, and the various alternatives studied.  As previously stated, the 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project represents an alternative already studied, evaluated, 



and eliminated through the DRIC Study.  What is the public policy rationale for consideration of 
any border crossing alternative through a less rigorous analysis than an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) when the binational process is engaged in a full EIS for the same project?  The 
USCG should require a full EIS for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project.   
 
DIBC claims that the proposed project will not increase capacity and, therefore, is distinct from 
the goals of the DRIC Study, are patently false.  If this were accurate, why would the DIBC 
characterize the DRIC Study as a competitor?  The Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 
includes the construction of six bridge lanes an increase of two additional lanes compared to the 
existing Ambassador Bridge.  Describing the proposed project as a maintenance project is 
illogical given the construction of these additional lanes which, according to the Draft EA, will 
be used as dedicated throughways for low-risk trucks.   
 
In fact, the support letters submitted as Attachment A include at least three letters that support 
the project based solely upon its ability to increase capacity.  The July 26, 2006 letter from the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce opens with "I am writing to express our strong support for 
investment in additional infrastructure capacity to meet the growing demand so trade across the 
U.S. Canadian border in the Detroit region."  A September 9, 2006 letter from the Michigan 
Chamber of Commerce similarly states "the Michigan Chamber strongly supports efforts to 
increase needed capacity, including private sector initiatives such as proposed by the Detroit 
International Bridge Company for an additional span at the Ambassador Bridge."  Finally, the 
Michigan Teamsters Joint Council 43 write in a June 19, 2006 letter: "Additional capacity will 
ensure that Detroit Windsor is the border crossing of choice."  Expanding transportation 
infrastructure, such as building additional crossing lanes here, has empirically created increased 
traffic growth.    
 
II.  The USCG Should Reject the Draft EA on Homeland Security Grounds 
 
Security issues must play a predominant role in expanding international border crossing 
capacity.  The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection (USCBP) are among the federal agencies partnering with the DRIC Study.  The Draft 
EA lacks any discussion of security clearances beyond an unsubstantiated allegation that the 
proposed project is in the national interest and security of the U.S. and Canada.  Moreover, there 
is no commentary from the DHS or the USCBP.  There also should be substantive commentary 
from the General Services Administration (GSA), the landlord for USCBP, given that they 
recently completed a Master Plan for the expansion of the Ambassador Bridge primary cargo 
inspection facility.  Several expansion options contingent on expanded capacity at the Detroit 
Windsor border are considered viable by the GSA and are depicted in the Master Plan.  The 
USCG must solicit comments from the GSA, DHS, USCBP, and other critical federal 
agencies before it can properly analyze the Draft Environmental Assessment.   
 
Creating redundancy is one of the primary homeland security objectives of expanding 
international border crossing capacity at the Detroit Windsor border.  Any discussion of 
redundancy must focus on the entire system, specifically including all three components of 
border crossing infrastructure:  bridge structure; bridge plaza; and roadway connections.  One of 
the reasons that a twinning of the Ambassador Bridge was eliminated from further consideration 



by the DRIC Study is that it did not perform well on redundancy criteria in the U.S. or in 
Canada.  DRIC analyzed 37 crossings and rated each system for its effectiveness on route, plaza, 
and crossing.  Redundancy was one variable amongst several used in the rating criteria.  The 
Ambassador Bridge ranked second on the U.S. side, but the spread between the highest ranked 
crossing and the Ambassador Bridge was significant – 24.52 and 18.92 respectively.  It is 
imperative that the USCG coordinate its review of the Draft EA with the DHS's analysis of the 
proposed project.   
 
While the Draft EA correctly notes that redundancy in the regional transportation system 
is "much needed" (page 5), its claims of "structural" redundancy (pages 15 and 21) miss 
the mark.  Redundancy within the regional transportation system can only occur when all three 
levels of the system are addressed and the DRIC Study correctly points out that a separate route 
for trucks to cross the central industrial corridor between Detroit and Windsor does that.  The 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is only relevant to the Ambassador Bridge structure, 
not its plazas or freeway connections.  Nor is it redundant in the system's overall context.  That is 
why it was rejected by the DRIC Study.  In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, 
these homeland security concerns should not be ignored as they are in the Draft EA.   
 
A related homeland security concern is the routing and transport of hazardous materials across 
international boundaries.  The USCG should include a thorough analysis of the existing 
regulations and laws governing hazardous materials transport and any changes required by the 
DHS.  There have been various claims and allegations regarding the regulation and enforcement 
of hazardous material transport across the Ambassador Bridge including media exposes alleging 
that the DIBC has violated hazardous materials transport regulations.  Additionally, law 
enforcement and other relevant government agencies should be consulted including the Michigan 
State Police, Detroit Police Department, and the Detroit Fire Department.   
 
III. The Draft EA Raises Serious U.S. Environmental Law Issues, including Segmentation  
 
The proposed Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project is described within the initial USCG 
permit application, as well as the subsequent Draft EA, as involving the construction of a six-
lane, cable-stayed bridge just west of the existing Ambassador Bridge.  The description states 
that there are no additional plaza, roadway, or interstate freeway connections required.  
Throughout the Draft EA, however, the DIBC claims project benefits that come instead from 
actions being undertaken as part of the MDOT Gateway Project.  In response to the USCG's 
July 2006 request for public comment on this project,  I, along with multiple parties, 
identified that the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project misrepresents the full scope 
of the proposed changes and, as such, segments the project.  Segmentation of a project is a 
violation of the National Environmental Policy Act.   
 
Additional segmentation appears to be underway with regards to DIBC's plaza expansion plans. 
The DIBC has gone on record stating that they plan to expand the U.S. side of the Ambassador 
Bridge plaza south of Fort Street and have requested that the MDOT evaluate the impacts of 
relocating Fort Street.  In fact, several of the support letters provided in Attachment A of the 
Draft EA, use language nearly identical to the April 28, 2006 letter from the Detroit Hispanic 
Development Corporation noting their support for "(DIBC) plans to move the truck inspection 



plaza south of Fort Street."  The DIBC also has proposed an international plaza that would 
eventually accommodate joint U.S. and Canadian customs and inspection activities.  This 
proposed expansion is detailed in DIBC documents ("A Model Border Crossing for the 21st 
Century," November 2001; "Ambassador Bridge Today and Future") and was depicted in 
advertisements in the Detroit daily newspapers and Crain's Detroit Business.  Another letter, 
dated April 19, 2006, and signed by ten individuals, provides twice as much commentary on the 
proposed "International Center" (sic), as the Enhancement Project.  This letter provides equal 
commentary on the Gateway Project.   
 
Therefore, the project and its impacts, as described in the Draft EA, are significantly deficient. In 
a summary of air quality impacts, Weston Solutions even states that "it should be noted that the 
proposed project does not include any changes to the existing U.S. inspection plaza."  Based on 
the information presented above, their estimates would be incomplete.  The USCG should 
require that the DIBC fully disclose, describe, and record the impacts of the expansion plans for 
the bridge, plaza, and roadway system.   
 
IV. USGC Should Reject Draft Environmental Assessment and Require a Full Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) 
 
All of the environmental impacts of the Enhancement Project, including air, noise and 
vibrational impacts, should be evaluated under federal Environmental Justice standards.  In 
addition to the fact that the Draft EA notes that 60 percent of the surrounding community is 
Hispanic and significant numbers are black, the area has significant poverty rates.  Trying to 
deny these facts by stating that Detroit has higher minority and low-income numbers than the 
immediate neighborhood is no defense to not following the Environmental Justice regulations 
prescribed by Executive Order 12898 issued on February 11, 1994.  If indeed this project inflicts 
significant environmental impacts on these protected populations, it should be rejected 
Pollution Concerns – These should be evaluated as Environmental Justice concerns  
 
Air Quality 
 
The Draft EA should include an air quality analysis of transboundary impacts.  Based on a 
conference call with the USCG (conference call with Robert Bloom, June 4, 2007), it is my 
understanding that transboundary impacts are typically included in the analysis of the Draft EA 
for an international border crossing.  Page 76 of the Draft EA states that "the emissions from the 
Proposed Project represent an insignificant source of air emissions in the area."  This is a 
meaningless and inappropriate standard for determining air quality impacts and subsequent 
mitigation initiatives.  If every project that accounted for only a thousandth of Wayne County's 
air pollution were exempt from regulation, air quality controls and standards would be rendered 
entirely meaningless.   
 
Despite a recognition that air quality impacts will occur during both the construction and 
operation of the proposed project, no mitigation activities are described beyond a statement that 
pollution controls will be employed during the construction of the proposed project.  The Draft 
EA does not include an analysis of the air quality impacts of operationalizing a new six lane 
bridge, along with the existing four lane bridge, and U.S. and Canadian plaza operations.  The 



USCG should require such an analysis as there are repeated descriptions within the Draft EA of 
this potential scenario.   
 
Any legitimate analysis of air quality impacts also must account for the increase in truck traffic 
the project will generate.  While the Draft EA asserts that the project will not increase traffic 
volumes, such a contention does not pass a reasonableness standard.  Why would the DIBC 
spend money for six lanes instead of four if it were not handling more traffic? At least the 
project's supporters believe it will attract more traffic.  Nearly half of the letters of support in 
Appendix A say as much.  Finally, the DRIC traffic projections used in the analysis support more 
traffic.   
 
The Southeast Council of Governments (SEMCOG) comments on the Draft EA raise several 
important issues related to the methodology used to assess air quality impacts particularly the 
need to use local available data to ensure a higher level of accuracy in emissions projections.   
 
Noise  
 
The Draft EA only includes an analysis of noise impacts on the areas east and immediately south 
of the proposed project.  All areas surrounding the proposed project should be evaluated for 
noise impacts including the neighborhoods to the west.  The Draft EA should be rejected for its 
negative noise impacts on this minority community.  First, it is not clear how the analysis picked 
the area to study.  It is true that there are a “few residences mixed with vacant land, and one 
church” immediately adjacent to the Ambassador Bridge plaza as described on Page ii of 
Appendix L.  Yet, to state that there are no schools near the project area suggests that the project 
area is defined as two blocks at most, since Webster Elementary School is located two blocks 
west of the north end of the Ambassador Bridge Plaza.  Noise impacts from tens of thousands of 
vehicles and trucks, particularly when elevated on a bridge, travel farther than the so-called 
“project area” and the Noise Analysis Study should be rejected out of hand. 
 
In essence, the Draft EA suggests that, because traffic noise is already excessive and exceeds the 
NAC, nothing needs to be done to mitigate noise concerns.  Similar to the air quality analysis 
that seeks project exemption from federal standards because Wayne County is out of attainment, 
the noise analysis seeks exemption because of the undesirable present conditions.  In the present 
context, the exact project being contemplated is carrying the vehicles that are producing the 
noise!  The USCG must demand that reasonable analysis and mitigation be undertaken to 
address noise concerns that will result from the proposed project. 
 
The Draft EA needs to utilize a larger scope of noise sites.  No sites were picked to the west, 
north, northwest or north east of the Ambassador Bridge Plaza or the new span.  In fact, a 
reasonable person would conclude that the Draft EA selected only the least populous areas to 
study for noise, exactly the areas where USCG should be least, not most, concerned. 
 
The noise data sets are from a small sample of time periods and conditions.  Despite the reports 
analysis that measurements were taken “during morning and/or afternoon rush-hour,” Appendix 
A shows the complete opposite of this characterization with all measurement times falling 
between 12:02 p.m. and 2:54 p.m.  Indeed a new analysis with morning and/or afternoon rush 



hour should be ordered, as well as a more robust data set that includes other days of the week and 
other weather conditions, rather than just a day with 80 percent humidity.  This analysis is 
particularly critical when the report notes conditions exceed the NAC at numerous sites. 
 
 
Historic and Visual Impacts 
 
The ultimate use of the existing Ambassador Bridge, should the Enhancement Project go 
forward, is anything but clear.  The Draft EA includes a scenario under which the existing 
structure is removed from service, repaired, and used for pedestrian and bicycling purposes.  
Another scenario is uses the existing Ambassador Bridge for backup traffic relief.   It is 
imperative that a final conclusion on the ultimate use of the Ambassador Bridge is reached, then 
studied and reported on in an environmental assessment.  There are dramatically different 
impacts depending on whether the Ambassador Bridge remains in service, is removed from 
service, or is demolished.  The USCG should require a final determination on the future of 
the existing Ambassador Bridge within the context of the construction of the Enhancement 
Project.  Such a determination must include appropriate budgets and timelines.   
 
The Draft EA indicates that the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has determined that 
there are adverse effects on the historical integrity and views of the Ambassador Bridge from the 
proposed Enhancement Project (March 2007 SHPO letter to DIBC).   This would be especially 
significant if DIBC were to dismantle the existing span or leave it in disrepair.  A surface reading 
of the Draft EA supports that DIBC would have every financial incentive to not repair the 
existing span, especially if the new span contains additional lanes of traffic and DIBC is to be 
believed that the project will not increase usage.  One only needs to look at DIBC's unkept 
nearby Michigan Central Depot to realize that the physical and aesthetic deterioration of the 
existing span are real possibilities.  The impacts of the views of the existing span in Riverside 
identified below must be given due consideration by SHPO's letter.   
 
Riverside Park  
 
The Draft EA recognizes potential adverse impacts from the proposed project to Riverside Park 
including potential long-term visual impacts and shading of park land.  The Draft EA understates 
the historic value of this impact.  The view of the Ambassador Bridge from Riverside Park is 
breathtaking and a true cultural asset to the city of Detroit.  The picture used is from the farthest 
corner of Riverside Park and grossly understates its appeal.   
 
The West Riverfront revitalization plan will provide, for the first time in decades, direct public 
access to the riverfront as it transitions and limits industrial uses to residential, commercial, and 
recreational.  Moreover, the West Riverfront plan connects the neighborhoods of Southwest 
Detroit to the east riverfront.  The USCG should require evaluation of the Enhancement Project 
on the West Riverfront plan.  
 
V.  Draft EA Is Flawed  
 



The DIBC has repeatedly stated that there is no need for expanded international crossing 
capacity and has widely criticized the DRIC Study traffic growth estimates.  Yet, the DIBC has 
not included any traffic forecasts, current or future, to rationalize the proposed project or to back 
up the claim that traffic is decreasing rather than increasing.  If additional traffic is not expected 
at the Detroit Windsor border, USCG should question why the DIBC would build a larger bridge 
structure, and how future toll revenues will cover the construction costs of the new bridge, as 
well as the rehabilitation of the existing span.  It is extremely puzzling that the DIBC used the 
DRIC Study traffic estimates to describe the air quality impacts of Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project.   
 
The Draft EA contains substantial inaccuracies and/or confusing claims.  First, the Draft EA 
claims that no public money will be used, that the construction costs are $500 million, that no 
additional property will be required, and that no one will be relocated.  All of these claims are 
contradicted in fact or elsewhere in the Draft EA.   
 
The DIBC has repeatedly claimed that the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project costs would 
be completely privately financed.  In fact, the DIBC has argued that this should elevate the 
ranking of their proposal when compared to DRIC Study alternatives because federal and state 
transportation resources could be used for other critical projects.  However, in February 2007, 
the DIBC submitted an application for the use of $1 billion in Private Activity Bond financing 
for their portion of the MDOT Gateway Project and the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
Project.   
 
The application stated that total project costs for constructing the Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project are approximately $800 million and that no additional land was required in 
the U.S. or Canada.  The Draft Environmental Assessment states that the total project costs are 
$500 million.  Given that a federal action is required and that the use of federal funds 
and/or federal tax benefits may be requested for the proposed project, the USCG should 
require a specific line-time budget delineating total project costs.   
 
Second, the document contradicts itself with regard to the project's land needs and ownership 
status.  Page 9 of the Draft EA states "the DIBC/CTC owns most of the property required for the 
construction of the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project and are currently in the process of 
acquiring the necessary remaining property rights for the project."  Inexplicably, however, on 
page 22 of the Draft EA the following appears: "the only relocations required in Canada are 
those renters occupying short term temporary housing near the University of Windsor."  The 
Private Activity Bond application stated that all land required for the project had been 
acquired.  The application was silent on the need for relocation.  The USCG should identify 
the remaining land needed for the proposed project and whether relocation, other than 
residential, is required.   
 
Southwest Detroit hosts the most extensive array of transportation land uses in the state.  Four 
Class one railroads, acres of intermodal and rail facilities (including the largest intermodal yard 
in the region), an international rail tunnel, three interstate freeways, and the Ambassador Bridge 
are located in Southwest Detroit.  The community, and particularly the neighborhood adjacent to 
the Ambassador Bridge, has experienced significant residential and commercial regeneration, 



and increased population.  There is little discussion of secondary and cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project.  The Draft EA should include such an analysis and consider the cumulative 
impacts of other proposed projects such as the development plans of the Detroit Wayne County 
Port Authority, the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal, Systematic Recycling, and the possible 
expansion of Marathon Petroleum Refinery.   
 
A full EIS would provide the kind of analysis that is critically needed for this important project.  
Our nation's most valuable international border crossing deserves such consideration.  Our 
homeland security deserves such consideration.  Southwest Detroit's growing residential and 
business communities, environment, and historic character deserve such consideration.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DIBC's proposed Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project. As always, I am available for additional discussion on this critical matter.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Steve Tobocman 
House Majority Floor Leader  
12th District, Detroit  
 
 
cc:  Senator Carl Levin 
Senator Debbie Stabenow  
Representative Carolyn Cheeks-Kilpatrick  
 
 
 
 























   
  
   
  
 

   
  David H. Coburn   1330 Connecticut 
Avenue, NW 
  202.429.8063   Washington, DC  
20036-1795 
  dcoburn@steptoe.com  Tel 
202.429.3000 
     Fax 
202.429.3902 

 
DRAFT/PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
 

July 26, 2007 
 

Commander  
Ninth Coast Guard District 
1240 East 9th Street 
Cleveland, Ohio  44199-2060 
 

Re:   Application of Detroit International Bridge Company for Construction of Second   
Span to Ambassador Bridge   

 
Dear Sir: 

 Pursuant to the Bridge Act of 1906, Application is hereby made by the Detroit International 
Bridge Company (“DIBC”), a Michigan corporation headquartered at 12225 Stephens Road, Warren, 
Michigan 48089, for approval by the Commandant, U .S. Coast Guard (“USCG”), of the location and 
plans for the construction of a cable-stayed second span to the Ambassador Bridge to be constructed 
across the Detroit River, just west of, and adjacent to, the current Ambassador Bridge, linking Detroit, 
Michigan with Windsor, Ontario.  The new span would be constructed by DIBC in coordination with its 
commonly-owned Canadian counterpart, The Canadian Transit Company (“CTC”), an Ontario 
corporation.  Both DIBC and CTC are owned by Centra, Inc., a Michigan corporation.   

 The Ambassador Bridge was completed in 1929, and currently serves as the busiest international 
crossing between the U.S. and Canada.  The bridge was constructed pursuant to a 1921 federal statute 
authorizing the American Transit Company, a legal predecessor to DIBC, to build a bridge at that 
location.  DIBC became the assignee of the rights under this federal authorization in 1927, and has 
controlled the U.S. portion of the Ambassador Bridge since that time.  DIBC has determined that in light 
of the age of the existing span and the demands of modern traffic and security needs, that the public 
would benefit from a new span.  That new span, which will consist of a total of no less than six lanes, 
would provide dedicated truck lanes for commercial traffic being transported under the FAST and 
NEXUS programs, which programs are designed to enhance the flow of cross-border traffic consistent 
with modern security demands.  The new span will thus improve efficiency and security, while serving 
the commercial demands for vital cross-border U.S.-Canada traffic for decades to come.   
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 DIBC believes that its proposal for a new crossing of the Detroit River offers the best location 
and highway connections for a new span across the Detroit River.  The area where the second span 
would be located already accommodates the existing bridge and thus construction of a new span would 
result in minimal disruption to the local community.  Substantial public and private resources have been 
devoted to improving and expanding the plaza areas at the foot of the Ambassador Bridge (the so-called 
Gateway Project) in anticipation of the construction of a second span.  These improvements, already 
approved by federal and state authorities and now under construction, will enhance the efficiency of the 
clearance process and improve access between the bridge and I-75, which runs very close to the 
Ambassador Bridge and links the Bridge to the Interstate Highway System.  The new span will share 
these same links.             

 In addition, construction of a second span by DIBC will be undertaken entirely with private 
funds.  Thus, public resources can be devoted to other projects and the construction will not be 
dependent on federal or state appropriations.  This will also enhance the speed with which the second 
span can be constructed.  In that regard, DIBC anticipates that the bridge could be constructed and 
operating by 2009.    

 U.S. legal authority for the proposed second span is found in the 1921 Congressional 
authorization to construct the Ambassador Bridge, as well as in the authorization sought by this 
application under the Bridge Act of 1906.  Further, by the attached letter, the U.S. State Department has 
confirmed that no Presidential Permit need to be sought for the construction of the second span.  Since 
the second span would be an international bridge, the laws of the State of Michigan do not require DIBC 
to obtain a state permit for this work.   

 Apart from the approval sought by this application from the U.S. Coast Guard, DIBC is not 
aware of any other U.S. federal agencies that must grant approvals, easements or take other actions for 
this project to proceed.  DIBC has consulted, and will continue to consult with, other federal agencies 
that would have an interest in the project, including the Federal Highway Administration, Department of 
Homeland Security (including the Bureau of Customs and Border Protection), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Bureau, General Services Administration and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  DIBC has previously 
submitted a water quality application to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and a copy of this has been previously supplied to USCG.  In 
addition, DIBC and CTC are consulting with Canadian Government entities and are seeking appropriate 
approvals as is required from Canadian agencies.     

 With respect to environmental impacts, DIBC, through its consultants, has previously provided 
USCG with a March 31, 2006 document entitled, “Project Description and Type 2 Categorical Exclusion 
Environmental Documentation” (“March 31 Environmental Document”).  This Document describes the 
environmental impacts of the second span, which are expected to be minimal.  The Document also 
explains the basis on which USCG might determine that the construction of a second span meets the 
requirements for a categorical exclusion from further environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended.  Should USCG determine that any further 
environmental documentation is required for the project, DIBC will work with USCG to prepare that 
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documentation.  DIBC is also working with the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency and has 
begun consultations with that agency and others on environmental review in Canada.   

There are no publicly owned lands from a park, recreational area, or wildlife or waterfowl 
refuge, or any land from an historic (including archaeological) site, that are either in the way of, or that 
would be significantly impacted by, the proposed second span in either the vicinity or the approaches of 
the structure in the United States.  The March 31 Environmental Document further addresses these 
matters.  DIBC intends to consult with the State Historic Preservation Office concerning its project, and 
has already supplied information to the SHPO.  The project will not result in displacements or 
relocations (residences, businesses, people) in the United States and will not disproportionately affect 
minority or low-income populations under Environmental Justice requirements.   

We look forward to your response to this Application letter and the other materials previously 
submitted by DIBC in connection with it.  We also understand that notice of the Application will be 
published in the Federal Register.  Of course, should you have any questions  or require more 
information, please advise.   

       Respectfully,  

 

       David H. Coburn 
       Attorney for Detroit International  
        Bridge Company    
 

cc: Mr. Nick Mpras, USCG 
 Mr,. Dan Stamper, DIBC 
 Mr. Scott Korpi, American Consulting Group 
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Peterfreund, Anna L. 

From: Coburn, David [DCoburn@steptoe.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2007 8:29 AM
To: Kevin.Bate@WestonSolutions.com
Cc: Korpi, Scott M.; Peterfreund, Anna L.; Taub, Cynthia
Subject: EPA Determination

Page 1 of 2EPA Determination

10/21/2008

Kevin -- See the message below received from EPA late on Friday.  They have suggested that 
we do a hot spot analysis, but acknowledge that it is not required (although they appear to 
leave the door open to changing their mind).   

We have not yet had a chance to consult with the client on this, but I would appreciate it if you 
could send to me at your earliest convenience a cost estimate for the work that would be 
involved in performing this type of anaysis and an estimate of how long it would take.  We may 
wish to begin this work very soon should we decide to go forward.   

As to any technical questions that they might have on the general conformity analysis, I will let 
you know once I hear more.   

Regards.  David     

 
 
 
 
 
David,  

I had a conversation with Michael Leslie about the conformity issues.  
I'm going to summarize what he told me since he'll be out of the office for 
awhile.  He said that he and his contacts at Headquarters (OTAQ) agree that the 
project should be considered "regionally significant." 

Therefore, it is appropriate for SEMCOG to include the project in its regional 
analyses and for conformity determinations to be made.  Since the lead federal 
agency involved in the project is the Coast Guard, General Conformity applied.  
Michael said that he is trying to confirm this with Tom Coda from Research Triangle 
Park.  I think Michael may have some technical questions regarding the general 
conformity work that was done but that can be dealt with we he gets back in town. 

Regarding hot spots, it does not appear that there is any specific requirement in 
the conformity rules for a hot spot analysis to be done under these circumstances.  
Nonetheless, the Coast Guard may want to consider requesting a hot spot analysis be 
done as a matter of disclosure of potential impacts.  As you know, this could well 
be an important issue to the public and it would be good to address as part of due 
diligence under NEPA.  There is no requirement to do it under NEPA but EPA 
recommends it.  We can discuss different approaches with you including qualitative 
assessments that would be primarily narrative all the way to quantitative analyses. 

Please let me know if you have any questions and I'll do the best that I can to 



answer them.  Thank you.  

Sherry A. Kamke  
Environmental Scientist  
NEPA Implementation  (Mailcode:  E-19J)  
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance U.S. EPA Region 5  
77 W. Jackson Blvd.  
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590  
Phone:  312-353-5794  
Fax:  312-353-5374  

 
 
 
David H. Coburn  
Steptoe & Johnson LLP  
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.  
Washington, DC  20036  
202.429.8063 Direct  
202.261.0565 Direct Facsimile  
202.429.3902 Central Facsimile  
dcoburn@steptoe.com  

 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Information contained in or attached to this e-mail may be privileged, confidential, and protected from disclosure.  If you are not the intended recipient, review, 
dissemination or copying is prohibited.  If you received this message in error, please immediately e-mail the sender and delete the message and any attachments.
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Peterfreund, Anna L. 

From: Kamke.Sherry@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2007 5:47 PM
To: Korpi, Scott M.
Subject: RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project Meeting
Attachments: Image.image001.jpg@01C81A2D.7507B8F0.jpg
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It doesn" t appear that this was sent to anyone else.  
 
Her comments are minimal.  She just wanted to confirm that we are  
modeling the entire bridge and she is confused on the modeling years.  
We are just using meteorological data from Detroit City Airport for the  
years 2001-2005, those are not the years that we are using for traffic  
data and emission factors.  Her only other comment was recommending that  
we submit the protocol to the EPA.  
 
Barry  
 
-----Original Message-----  
From: Joan Weidner [ mailto:weidner@semcog.org ]  
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2007 6:02 PM  
To: Peterson, Barry T.  
Cc: Carmine Palombo  
Subject: Re: ABEP modeling protocol  
 
Barry,  
 
Attached is a copy of a letter that went in the mail to you today  
regarding comments on the Air Quality Modeling Protocol for the ABEP.  
Also attached are copies of SEMCOG's Mobile6 input files, which are  
referenced in the letter.  They contain the localized data we have  
developed for use in Mobile6 runs for our region.  I've included files  
for both a summer and a winter scenario as well as two time scenarios:  
2005 and 2030.   
 
The parameters in the 2030 file can be used for any future year run.  
You would just need to change the analysis year.  All other parameters  
(fuel parameters, temperature, fleet age distribution...) would stay the  
same.  
 
If you decide to use 2007 for your base year, instead of 2005, let me  
know. The parameters for 2007 are slightly different than 2005 because a  
new low-RVP fuel was introduced in the region this past summer. The  
LADCOReg.d file contains the fleet age distribution data called for in  
the M6 input files.  
 
All of the files are in text format and can be opened with Notepad. Let  
me know if you have any questions.  
 
Joan Weidner  
Senior Transportation Planner  
SEMCOG  



535 Griswold, Suite 300  
Detroit, MI 48226  
weidner@semcog.org  
Phone: (313) 324-3343  
Fax: (313) 961-4869  
 
>>> "Peterson, Barry T." <Barry.Peterson@WestonSolutions.com>  
10/29/2007 1:15 PM >>>  
Good Afternoon,  
 
 
 
Per the discussion at the 20 September 2007 meeting between the Coast  
Guard, SEMCOG, EPA and DIBC representatives, the attached air  
dispersion  
modeling protocol for the proposed new Ambassador Bridge is being  
supplied for your review.  Please provide any comments that you may  
have  
so that they can be incorporated into the modeling.  
 
 
 
Thanks,  
 
Barry  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barry Peterson  
 
Weston Solutions, Inc.  
 
4917 Waters Edge Drive, Suite 235  
 
Raleigh, NC  27606  
 
Tel.: 919-424-2237  
 
Fax.:919-424-2201  
 
barry.peterson@westonsolutions.com  
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Peterfreund, Anna L.

From: Kamke.Sherry@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2008 12:09 PM
To: Sugarman, Shelly; Striffler, Scot
Cc: Leslie.Michael@epamail.epa.gov; Korpi, Scott M.; anna.peterfreund@mintra01.rtp.epa.gov
Subject: Fw: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project Air Quality Studies

Shelly,

Sorry for the delay in providing you more information.  I have now
confirmed with Michael Leslie (who discussed this case with Tom Coda)
that you can finalize your NEPA document (e.g. sign the FONSI) once you
have provided calculations that support that you are below the deminimus
threshold.  You have done this already in your air quality studies that
we have already reviewed.  Unless something has changed to make those
calculations invalid, you have conducted the proper analysis needed to
support general conformity.  This is all that is required for
demonstrating your compliance with general conformity and it should be
reflected in your NEPA documentation.  Other than that, you still will
need to coordinate with SEMCOG in their regional process but that is an
on-going effort that you work on with SEMCOG.

I hope this provides you some clarification.  Let me know if you have
any questions.

Sherry A. Kamke
Acting Associate
Materials Management Branch
U.S. EPA Region 5
77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
Phone:  312-353-5794
Fax:  312-353-5374
----- Forwarded by Sherry Kamke/R5/USEPA/US on 03/26/2008 10:59 AM -----
                                                                        
             Sherry                                                     
             Kamke/R5/USEPA/U                                           
             S                                                       To 
                                      "Sugarman, Shelly"                
             03/18/2008 09:18         <Shelly.H.Sugarman@uscg.mil>      
             AM                                                      cc 
                                      Michael Leslie/R5/USEPA/US@EPA    
                                                                Subject 
                                      RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
                                      Project Air Quality Studies       
                                      (Document link: Sherry Kamke)     
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        

Shelly,

Yes, the regional analysis that I referred to is the RTP.

By the way, since I sent the last email, I received information that
contradicts what I told you.  We are still researching this topic.
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Michael Leslie is corresponding with Tom Coda on this.  When they
finally get to talk about this directly, I think we will have the matter
resolved.  As soon as I hear anything I'll get back to you.

Sherry A. Kamke
Environmental Scientist
NEPA Implementation  (Mailcode:  E-19J)
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
U.S. EPA Region 5
77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
Phone:  312-353-5794
Fax:  312-353-5374

                                                                        
             "Sugarman,                                                 
             Shelly"                                                    
             <Shelly.H.Sugarm                                           
             an@uscg.mil>                                            To 
             Sent by:                 Sherry Kamke/R5/USEPA/US@EPA      
             Shelly.H.Sugarma                                        cc 
             n@uscg.mil               Kenneth Westlake/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 
                                      Michael Leslie/R5/USEPA/US@EPA,   
                                      Tom Coda/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA,        
             03/18/2008 06:30         "Striffler, Scot"                 
             AM                       <Scot.M.Striffler@uscg.mil>       
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                Subject 
                                      RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement 
                                      Project Air Quality Studies       
                                                                        
                                                                        

Sherry, thanks for the email.  For clarification, when you state " that
the
regional analysis must be completed before NEPA can be finalized", the
regional analysis is the RTP, correct?

-----Original Message-----
From: Kamke.Sherry@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Kamke.Sherry@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Friday, March 14, 2008 6:03 PM
To: Sugarman, Shelly
Cc: Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov; Leslie.Michael@epamail.epa.gov;
Coda.Tom@epamail.epa.gov; Striffler, Scot
Subject: RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project Air Quality Studies

Shelly,

I'm writing to give you yet another update to the air quality studies
questions that you raised.  You asked for two citations to explain why
and how the ABEP project activities are included in regional
transportation planning process in the Detroit area.  Your requests for
citations and our answers are below.
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1) The cite where the USCG can find regionally significant criteria used
to make the SEMCOG/EPA "regionally significant" determination for the
ABEP  is as follows:

Subpart A--Conformity to State or Federal Implementation Plans of
Transportation Plans, Programs, and Projects Developed, Funded or
Approved Under Title 23 U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Laws

§93.101 Definitions.

Regionally significant project means a transportation project (other
than an exempt project) that is on a facility which serves regional
transportation needs (such as access to and
from the area outside of the region, major activity centers in the
region, major planned developments such as new retail malls, sports
complexes, etc., or transportation terminals as well as most terminals
themselves) and would normally be included in the modeling of a
metropolitan area's transportation network, including at a minimum all
principal arterial highways and all fixed guideway transit facilities
that offer an alternative to regional highway travel.

2) The cite outlining the requirement for a project to be on the RTP
before a FONSI can be signed.

Michael Leslie discussed this with staff at the Office of Transportation
and Air Quality in Ann Arbor.  OTAQ confirmed what we thought- that the
regional analysis must be completed before NEPA can be finalized (i.e. a
Record of Decision or Finding of No Significant Impact).  This has been
confirmed with OTAQ lawyers.  Michael did not give me a citation for
this.  I'm following up with him to get a citation while he follows up
with Tom Coda, a general conformity contact in our OAQPS office.

Other than the regional significance comments discussed above we are not
likely to have any other comments on the "Air Quality Conformity
Determination Report".  It shows that emission levels for the project
are below de minimus thresholds.  We also acknowledge the disclosure of
information made in the "Air Quality Dispersion Analysis" document.  We
don't have any comments on the way the analysis was done, however, we
believe that you should consult with the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality (MDEQ).  I have contacted Bob Rusch and Bob Sills
at MDEQ and they have indicated that they haven't received these
reports.  It would be good to have their input on the analysis and the
use of MDEQ health based screening levels.

I'll follow up with you to get you a citation for the RTP question.

Sherry A. Kamke
Environmental Scientist
NEPA Implementation  (Mailcode:  E-19J)
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
U.S. EPA Region 5
77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
Phone:  312-353-5794
Fax:  312-353-5374

             "Sugarman,
             Shelly"
             <Shelly.H.Sugarm
             an@uscg.mil>                                            To
             Sent by:                 Sherry Kamke/R5/USEPA/US@EPA
             Shelly.H.Sugarma                                        cc
             n@uscg.mil
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             03/05/2008 03:16
             PM

                                                                Subject
                                      RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement
                                      Project Air Quality Studies

Sherry, thanks for the update.

-----Original Message-----
From: Kamke.Sherry@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Kamke.Sherry@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2008 3:03 PM
To: Sugarman, Shelly
Cc: Garneau, Allen; ELgaaly, Hala; Leslie.Michael@epamail.epa.gov;
Striffler, Scot; skorpi@ace-fla.com; anna.peterfreund@ace-fla.com
Subject: RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project Air Quality Studies

Shelly,

This is just an update on the status of the questions that we discussed
in our conference call on 2/26/08.  I am copying Scott Korpi and Anna
Peterfreund on this message to provide them an update on CG/EPA
conversations and to respond to their phone call.

Michael Leslie provided you an email response on 2/26/08 regarding the
first question.  We are still working on responding to the second
question.  A call is scheduled for 3/11/08 where this question will be
discussed.  We anticipate getting an answer that day.  If so, we will
provide a written set of comments on both air quality studies by
3/14/08.  Please let me know if you have any other questions.  Thanks.

Sherry A. Kamke
Environmental Scientist
NEPA Implementation  (Mailcode:  E-19J)
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
U.S. EPA Region 5
77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
Phone:  312-353-5794
Fax:  312-353-5374

             "Sugarman,
             Shelly"
             <Shelly.H.Sugarm
             an@uscg.mil>                                            To
             Sent by:                 Michael Leslie/R5/USEPA/US@EPA,
             Shelly.H.Sugarma         Sherry Kamke/R5/USEPA/US@EPA
             n@uscg.mil                                              cc
                                      "ELgaaly, Hala"
                                      <Hala.ELgaaly@uscg.mil>,
             02/26/2008 03:01         "Garneau, Allen"
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             PM                       <Allen.M.Garneau@uscg.mil>,
                                      "Striffler, Scot"
                                      <Scot.M.Striffler@uscg.mil>

                                                                Subject
                                      RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement
                                      Project Air Quality Studies

Mike and Sherry,

Just as a recap, EPA will be providing the following to the USCG in a
few days via email:  (1) the cite where the USCG can find regionally
significant criteria used to make the SEMCOG/EPA "regionally
significant" determination for the ABEP and (2) the cite outlining the
requirement for a project to be on the RTP before a FONSI can be signed.

EPA will also be providing comments in writing on the Dispersion
Analysis and the Conformity Determination Report in two weeks.

Thanks for your help with this process,

Shelly

-----Original Message-----
From: Leslie.Michael@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Leslie.Michael@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2008 8:22 AM
To: Sugarman, Shelly
Cc: Kamke.Sherry@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: RE: Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project Air Quality Studies

Shelly, I was wondering if you had some time this week to talk to Sherry
Kamke and me about this project and the AQ studies?  I think quick phone
call will clear up lingering questions.
----------------------------------------------------
Michael Leslie, P.E.
USEPA - Region 5 (AR-18J)
77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL  60604
Phone:  (312) 353-6680
Fax:       (312) 886-0617
----------------------------------------------------































 
 
 
 

4111 Land O’ Lakes Boulevard, Suite 210 
Land O’ Lakes, Florida 34639 

Tel 813.996.2800 • Fax 813.996.1908 
american@ace-fla.com • www.ace-fla.com 

"A Culture of Professional Excellence" 

June 17, 2008 
 
 
Ms. Patricia A. Kurkul 
Regional Administrator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Northeast Regional Office 
One Blackburn Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2298 
 
Re:  Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 

Request for Essential Fish Habitat assessment  
Wayne County, Detroit 

 
Dear Ms. Kurkul: 
 
I represent American Consulting Professionals, LLC, the lead engineering and design consultant to the 
Detroit International Bridge Company for the Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project.  The project 
identified as the “Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project” consists of the construction of an adjacent 
span to the Ambassador Bridge, just west of the existing span between Detroit, Michigan and Windsor, 
Ontario, Canada.  The bridge will span the entire waterway with no substructure elements to be 
constructed in the waterway. The second span will provide four full service traffic lanes plus two lanes 
dedicated to low risk commercial travelers. The second span will be a new state-of-the-art cable stayed 
bridge that will connect directly to the Canadian and U.S. plazas owned by DIBC/CTC. The 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project will be constructed entirely within the limits of the current 
operations of the DIBC/CTC.   

I have enclosed location maps and preliminary drawings showing the proposed crossing and request a 
review by your office concerning Essential Fish Habitat and Federally listed Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was contacted previously by the USCG and 
advise that the project would not result in impacts to threatened and endangered species since the 
bridge is designed to span the entire breadth of the river. 
 
The project will require a bridge permit under Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 from the 
U.S. Coast Guard.  In order to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, we are 
currently preparing a Draft Environmental Assessment for final review and approval by the appropriate 
authorities and would appreciate any information that you can provide for inclusion in our assessment. 
 
The proposed bridge will be constructed adjacent to and parallel with the existing Ambassador Bridge 
that now crosses the Detroit River between Detroit, Michigan and Windsor, Ontario. This is a privately 
funded project and is designed to provide long-term solutions to existing border traffic problems. Again, 
no support footings or piers for the proposed bridge will be constructed within the Detroit River.  None 
of the project features involve the placement of dredged or fill material into United States waters or 
wetlands.   
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If you have any questions or would like additional information about this project, please contact me at 
your earliest convenience. I can be reached by writing in care of the above address or by calling 813-
996-2800. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
American Consulting Professionals of New York, PLLC 

 
 
Scott Korpi, PE, SE 
Principal/Project Manager 
 
 
 
cc: Dan Stamper, DIBC 
 Robert Bloom, USCG 
 
F:\PROJECT\5049964\File Cabinet\E. Environmental\E.10 THREATENED & ENDANGERED SPECIES\080603 LET NMFS coordination.doc 
 





…Equipping local government leaders for the future 
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments • 535 Griswold Street • Suite 300 • Detroit, Michigan 48226-3602 

313- 961-4266 • Fax (313) 961-4869 • www.semcog.org 

July 10, 2008 
 
Dan Stamper, President 
Detroit International Bridge Company 
PO Box 32666 
Detroit, MI 48232-0666 
 
Dear Mr. Stamper: 
 
On June 26, 2008, SEMCOG’s General Assembly amended the Ambassador Bridge 
Enhancement Project (ABEP) and Detroit River International Crossing (DRIC) to the 
2030 Regional Transportation Plan for Southeast Michigan, conditioned upon 
identification of the preferred alternative on the Canadian side by the appropriate 
Canadian officials.  
 
The proposed ABEP includes the construction of a new bridge located immediately west 
of the existing Ambassador Bridge, with four general-purpose lanes and two lanes 
dedicated to the efficient processing of trucks enrolled in the Free and Secure Trade 
(FAST) program. The existing span would be maintained, but not for routine use as 
traffic lanes. The proposed DRIC includes a new six-lane bridge landing in the Delray 
area of Southwest Detroit. If constructed as proposed, these two projects combined would 
meet future border-crossing capacity and security needs.  

 
If and when SEMCOG receives notification that an official decision has been made on 
the preferred alternative for either project, SEMCOG’s General Assembly will be notified 
their condition has been met and the project(s) will be deemed eligible to move forward 
in the regional transportation planning process. 

 
If you have any questions or concerns, I can be reached at Palombo@semcog.org or 313-
324-3314. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Carmine Palombo, P.E. 
Director 
SEMCOG Transportation Programs 
 
PT: je 
 

Mary Blackmon 
Chairperson 

Treasurer, Wayne County 
Regional Education  

Service Agency 

Robert Hison 
First Vice Chair 

Mayor, 
City of St. Clair Shores 

Robert J. Cannon 
Vice Chairperson 

Supervisor, 
Clinton Township 

Philip M. Cavanagh 
Vice Chairperson 
Commissioner, 

Wayne County Board 
of Commissioners 

Gretchen Driskell 
Vice Chairperson 

Mayor, 
City of Saline 

Michael Sedlak 
Vice Chairperson 

Clerk, 
Green Oak Township 

William T. Roberts 
Immediate Past Chair 

Mayor, 
City of Walled Lake 

Paul E. Tait 
Executive Director 

 























JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM 
GOVERNOR 

October 29, 2008 

Mr. Dan Stamper 
Detroit International Bridge Co. 
12225 Stephens Road 
Warren, MI 48089 

STKTF! OF MICHIC~AN 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

SOUTHEAST MICIIIGAN DISTRICT OFFICE 

r .  DIRECTOR 

Dear Mr. Stamper: 

SUBJECT: DEQ File Number 06-82-0121-P 
City of Detroit, Wayne County 
Ambassador Bridge Enhancement Project 

We have received your letter dated October 20, 2008, requesting an extension of time for 
completion of work authorized by your Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) permit. 

This letter serves to extend your permit until January 17, 201 2. 

You are reminded that all conditions, as set forth in the original permit, remain in full force. This 
letter must be attached to your permit, kept at the work site, and be available for inspection at all 
times during the duration of the project or until the date of expiration. This extension does not 
obviate the need for other Federal, State and/or local permits, as may be required by law. 

If you have additional questions, please contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

  and Znd Water Management Division 
District Representative 

cc: Mr. John Jones, Wayne County CEA 
City of Detroit Clerk 
Mr. Scott Korpi, American Consulting Engineers of Florida, LLC 

27700 DONALD COURT WARREN, MICHIGAN 48092-2793 
www.michiyan.gov (586) 753-3700 

Prinred bv nrcmbers oC 


	Transport Canada to SKorpi_050415.pdf
	LET_20070301_MDNR_to_KorS
	050421 LET ACOE no permit requried.pdf
	050503 LET MDNR response to application.pdf
	050803 LET USDOS no pres permit needed.pdf
	060404 LET USCG to MDEQ.pdf
	060518 LET Dept of Envir Quality comments to application.pdf
	060630 LET Section 401.pdf
	060719 LET to MDEQ Gateway Communities Development Collaborative comments.pdf
	ClarkPark_060905.pdf
	USFWS_comments_catex_060829.pdf
	EPA_Comments_060830.pdf
	060830 LET CEAA to USGS.pdf
	SEMCOG_ClarkPark_CEAA_USFWS_060905.pdf
	Comments from Sierra Club on DIBC Permit Application.pdf
	A - Environmental Checklist
	B - Ambient Ait Pollution and Atherosclerosis in LA
	C - Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in LA
	D - Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocradial Infarction
	E - Traffic-Related Air Pollution Near Busy Roads: the East Bay Children's Respiratory
	F - Chilhood Asthma and Exposure to Traffic and Nitrogen Dioxide
	G - The Effect of Air Pollution on Lung Development from 10 to 18 Years of Age
	H - Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Management Indoor/Outdoor School Air Monitoring Pilot Project
	I - Ambient Air Pollution: Health Hazards to Children
	J - Vehicular Air Pollution, Playgrounds, and Youth Athletic Fields
	K - Central Area Alternative Map
	L - The Mobile Source Effect on Curbside 1, 3-Butadiene, Benzene, and Particle-Bound Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons Assessed at a Tollbooth
	M - A Review of the Evidence For Induced travel and Changes in Transportation and Environmental Policy in the US and the UK

	060913 BOD to USCG.pdf
	SWDetroit_Business_Association_060913.pdf
	Gowlings to USCG 060914
	City Council and FHWA comments on CatEx.pdf
	061012 City of Windsor Resolution.pdf
	Bodman to MDEQ 061114
	Tribal_Consultation_Round_1
	070207_TCR_CZM_MDEQBallard.pdf
	Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians
	Bureau of Indian Affairs
	070220 LET USCG to USFWS no effect on wildlife.pdf
	070227_TCR_Marks to USFWS_EndgSpecies.pdf
	070227_TCR_CPalambo_SEMCOG.pdf
	070228 LET USCOE to DIBC.pdf
	070301_TCR_LSargent_MDNR_no_effect.pdf
	Ziibiwing Center 070307
	070321 LET SKorpi to SEMCOG meeting request.pdf
	070330_LTR_Korpi to SEMCOG.pdf
	070423 LET SKorpi USCG Application for Permit with Draft EA.pdf
	First Nations Public Consultation_Canada.pdf
	LET_USCG_to_Advisory_Council_historic_preservation_070502.pdf
	GCDC Letter to USCG 070508
	Tobocman Letter to USCG 070508
	LET_various_to_USCG_extension_EA_Comment_period_May2007.pdf
	MichSenate.PDF
	Grabowski .PDF
	LET_semcog_confornity_analysis_070523.pdf
	TruittLtr .PDF
	070524 LET FHWA to USCG_Comments.pdf
	Barnes.PDF
	Truck Ferry .PDF
	letters.PDF
	USFWS_comments_EA_070531.pdf
	Sierra.PDF
	Perlman .PDF
	Donovan's .PDF
	Tribal Consultation Round 2
	LET GCDC to USCG consulting SHPO party 070703.pdf
	070703 MI hist arch to lkibbe.pdf
	070710 LET Detroit_Environmental_Affairs comments.pdf
	Ambassador-OB&HResponse.pdf
	communitycomments.PDF
	Matthew_Blake.pdf
	Victor_Alba.pdf
	070717 LET EPA to USCG Comments.pdf
	alexander.PDF
	Steve_Tobocman_comments.pdf
	070717 LET MDOT to USGS.pdf
	060726 LET DCoburn USCG Application for Permit.pdf
	City_of_Windsor_Comments_LET_070830.pdf
	GCDC_Comments_070830.pdf
	EPA Determination on air quality 071002
	071029 LET_WesK_BloR_EPA.pdf
	071029 LET_TaiP_BloR_SEMCOG.pdf
	071108 EML SEMCOG to Weston approve air protocols.pdf
	071120 LET_SteJ_BloR_FHWA.pdf
	080218_LET_PalC_to_KorP_AirQualityImpactsComments.pdf
	080326 EML EPA SKamke to USCG approve air analysis.pdf
	080617 LET NMFS coordination.pdf
	NMFS to American 080701
	LET_SEMCOG_to_DStamper_LRTP_080710.pdf
	LET_20081029_DEQ_to_StaD_PermitExtention




