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January 24, 2020

Mr. Jeff Berens, P.E.

Wisconsin Department of Transportation—Southwest Region
2101 Wright Street

Madison, WI 53704

Re: US 51 Corridor Study Crash Analysis Summary Memo

Dear Jeff,

Enclosed is the US 51 Corridor Study Crash Analysis Summary Memo for your records. This document
supplements the 2014 to 2018 crash data and analysis presented in the US 51 Environmental Assessment
(EA).

Please call me with any questions.
Sincerely,

STRAND ASSOCIATES, INC.*

Joseph M. Urban, P.E. Adam Walter, P.E.

Enclosure: Report
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation, SW Region US 51 Corridor Study Crash Analysis

This document describes the crash analysis methodology and results for the US 51 Corridor Study
completed by Strand Associates, Inc.® (Strand). Strand performed a crash analysis along a 17.7 mile
stretch of US 51, from 1-39/90 to south of Terminal Drive, to determine segment and intersection crash
rates from 2014 to 2018. Crashes from the portion of US 51 from Terminal Drive/Voges Road (Terminal
Drive) to US 12/18 and the 1-39/US 51 interchange were not included because they are part of other
studies. The project location is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1 US 51 Project Location

CRASH ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

WisDOT provided 2014 to 2018 crash data along US 51 from 1-39/90 to Terminal Drive/Voges Road. The
project team categorized crashes as a segment and/or an intersection crash. The segment crash rates
were compared to the 2014 to 2018 statewide average crash rates based on the appropriate Meta-
Manager Peer Group of the roadway as defined by the WisDOT Bureau of Traffic Operations (BTO). The
Meta-Manager Peer Groups for the US 51 study corridor are as follows based on WisDOT guidance:

¢ Multilane Divided Highways Posted at 45 mph or higher (Group 310)

¢ Multilane Divided Highways Posted at 40 mph or lower (Group 320)

¢ Multilane Undivided and One-Way Highways (Group 330)

¢ Rural 2-lane Highways with 2,000 to 7,000 vehicles per day (Group 420)

¢ Rural 2-lane Highways with more than 7,000 vehicles per day (Group 430)
e Rural 2-Lane Highways Posted at 40 mph or lower (Group 440)

Police reports for the study area crashes were provided by the University of Wisconsin-Madison Traffic
Operations and Safety Laboratory. The project team analyzed each police report to confirm the crash as
a segment and/or an intersection crash. Animal-related crashes were not included in the crash analysis.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 2
S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\947\Designs-Studies-Reports\Memos\Crash Analysis Memo\2020-01-24 US 51 Corridor Study Crash Memo_Final.docx\041020

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-2 APPENDIX B



Wisconsin Department of Transportation, SW Region US 51 Corridor Study Crash Analysis

SEGMENT CRASH RATES

To analyze crashes along US 51, the corridor was divided into ten roadway segments based on the
changing character of the highway. Beginning at 1-39/90 east of Stoughton, the ten segments are:

Crash Segment 1 is from 1-39/90 to west of County A (0.3 miles).

Crash Segment 2 is from west of County A to Spring Road (4.8 miles).

Crash Segment 3 is from Spring Road to Page Street (1.7 miles).

Crash Segment 4 is from Page Street to WIS 138 South (1.1 miles).

Crash Segment 5 is from WIS 138 South to north of Jackson Street (0.6 miles).

Crash Segment 6 is from north of Jackson Street to County B (East) (1.1 miles).
Crash Segment 7 is from County B (East) to County B/AB (3.0 miles).

Crash Segment 8 is from County B/AB to Exchange Street (2.7 miles).

Crash Segment 9 is from Exchange Street to south of Burma Road (0.7 miles).

Crash Segment 10 is from south of Burma Road to south of Terminal Drive (1.7 miles).

Figure 2 shows where the segments are located. Segment crash rates were calculated between
intersections based on the borders of different classes of the roadway. The segment crash rates were
calculated as the number of crashes per hundred million vehicle miles traveled.

Figure 2 Segments for Crash Analysis

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 3
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation, SW Region US 51 Corridor Study Crash Analysis

Intersection crashes were included in the segment crash data where the intersection is located within the
segment. If a crash occurred in the functional area of County B/AB, which borders Segment 7 to the south
and Segment 8 to the north, it was considered to occur in the segment that the at-fault driver was traveling
from. For example, if the at fault driver was traveling northbound at the intersection of US 51 and County
B/AB, the crash would be included in the Segment 7. If a crash occurred exclusively on the crossroad, it
was considered to occur in the segment to the south or east of the intersection. For example, if a rear-
end collision crash occurred on County B/AB at the intersection with US 51, the crash would be included
in Segment 7. This methodology ensured crashes were not double-counted and maintained a consistent
methodology to identify crash locations at the intersection bordering the segments.

A summary of the segment crash analysis is shown in Table 1. For divided roadways, the northbound
and southbound crash rates are calculated independently based on WisDOT guidance.

Table1l Segment Crashes Summary (2014 to 2018)

There were 679 (non-deer-related) crashes from 2014 to 2018 between 1-39/90 and south of Terminal
Drive/Voges Road. In five of the ten crash segments, the overall crash rate exceeded the statewide
average for similar roadways. There were 2 fatal crashes and 14 suspected serious injury crashes during
the study period. Injury crash rates for segments 1, 6, 7, 8, and 10 each exceeded the statewide average.*
In the five years prior to the analysis period, from 2009 to 2013, nine fatal crashes occurred. More detailed
information on the US 51 segment crash rates versus the statewide average crash rates is located in
Attachment A.

INTERSECTION CRASH RATES

Intersection crashes in the crash analysis include those that occur within the physical and functional
areas of an intersection. The intersection crash rates were calculated as the number of crashes per

Y Injury crash rates are expressed with a KAB severity measure, which includes the sum of all K-Level (fatal), A-Level (suspected serious injury)
and B-Level (suspected minor injury) crashes as defined by WisDOT guidance.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 4
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation, SW Region US 51 Corridor Study Crash Analysis

million entering vehicles (MEV). Attachment B shows the rankings for intersection total and KAB injury
crash rates for the study corridor.

CRASH TRENDS AND RESULTS

Crash types were broken down into seven categories: angle (ANGL), rear end (REAR), sideswipe/same
direction (SSS), sideswipe opposite direction (SSOP), head on collision (HEAD), single vehicle (NO), and
other (OTHER) crashes. Crashes were also analyzed to see if weather could be a contributing factor to
a crash. The three main road conditions that contributed to weather related crashes were ice, snow, and
wet roadway conditions. Lighting conditions could also be a contributing factor of a crash. Lighting
conditions were broken down into “day” and “dark” categories. Dawn, dusk, or street-lighted conditions
were included in the dark category total. Appendices A and B show the breakdown of the crash types,
road conditions, and lighting conditions by segment and by intersections, respectively, that had 5 or more
crashes occur during the study period.

The results of the crash analysis indicated the following:

e The corridor had 679 crashes from 2014 to 2018.

e 419 crashes (62 percent) were intersection related.

e 402 crashes (59 percent) were either of the angle or rear-end crash types.

e 193 crashes (28 percent) involved Type A, B, or C injuries.

e 192 crashes (28 percent) involved poor weather-related roadway conditions.
e 208 crashes (31 percent) occurred when it was dark.

e 2 crashes involved fatalities over the analysis period.

The total crash rates and injury crash rates are shown in Attachment A for each segment.

CRASH DIAGRAMS

Crash diagrams were completed for the following nine intersections as part of Intersection Control
Evaluation (ICE) analysis efforts for the US 51 Corridor Study:

US 51 and Silverado Drive/Hoel Avenue
US 51 and WIS 138 (west)

US 51 and Jackson Street

US 51 and Roby Road/Deer Point Drive
US 51 and County B (east)

US 51 and County B/County AB

US 51 and Exchange Street

US 51 NB Ramps and Siggelkow Road
US 51 SB Ramps and Siggelkow Road

©ooNOOAWNE

The majority of these crash diagrams (all except Siggelkow Road) were created as part of Phase II:
Alternative Selection ICE efforts in 2015 and early 2016. The completed Phase Il ICE Reports were each
approved by WisDOT Bureau of Traffic Operations (BTO) staff and, therefore, were not updated with the
more recently available 5-year crash data (2014 to 2018). A Phase |: Scoping Level ICE evaluation was
performed for the Siggelkow Road interchange ramp terminal intersections within the overall study efforts.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 5
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation, SW Region US 51 Corridor Study Crash Analysis

The intersection crash diagrams for the ramp terminals were updated to use 2014 to 2018 crash data as
part of the Phase | ICE effort. The Phase | ICE Report identifies multiple feasible intersection control
alternatives. A Phase II: Alternative Selection ICE Report for the Siggelkow Road ramp terminals is
anticipated to be completed during the design phase of the project.

The intersection crash diagrams can be found in Attachment C.
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASHES
There were nine crashes involving a bicyclist or pedestrian during the analysis period. Seven of the

bicyclist or pedestrian crashes occurred in the city of Stoughton while two occurred in McFarland.
Table 2 summarizes the crashes involving a bicyclist or pedestrian.

Location Intersection Date Crash Type Crafsh 4 Description
Severity!"!
US 51/ 7th St 5/9/2017 Bike B Blcyclg struck in crosswalk, struck by creeping wehicle at
stop sign
US 51/ 6th St 11/28/2018 Bike c Bicycle struck in crosswalk at stop sign
US 51/ 5th St 3/8/2018 Bikel®! PDO Scooter struck in crosswalk
City of . . .
US 51/ S Monroe St 5/28/2015| Pedestrian B Pedestrian struck in crosswalk
Stoughton
US 51/ S Prairie St 11/16/2017| Pedestrian Cc Pedestrian struck in crosswalk
Us 51/ W Main St 10/7/2014 Bike A Bicycle struck in crosswalk, operator ejected off bike
US 51/ Kings Lynn Rd 4/27/2017| Pedestrian A Pedestrian struck in crosswalk
) 10/14/2014| Pedestrian B Pedestrian struck in crosswalk
Village of |US 51/ Farwell St
McFarland [(County MN) i I I I
7124/2017 Bike A B‘ICYC|E struck in crosswalk, bicycle crossed against the
signal
[1] Crash Severity Definitions: Type K = Fatal, Type A = Suspected Serious Injury, Type B = Suspected Minor Injury, Type C = Possible Injury, PDO = Property Damage Only
[2] Scooter assumed to be non-motorized, treated as bike crash

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 6
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ATTACHMENT A
SEGMENT CRASH ANALYSIS
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US 51 Environmental Assessment: Segment Crash Data Summary August 2019

Segment | AADTY A- B- c- Segment | Segment || Total KAB
Length (vehicles Level Level Level All KAB Total KAB Crash Crash
Segment | Direction Termini (miles) per day) Year Fatal Injury Injury Injury PDO | Injury Injury Total Crashes Crashes Rate Rate
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 0] 0] 0 0 1]
1 N 2,155 2016 0 0 0 0] 0 [ [/ 4] 1 0 77 0.0
Segment 1: 2017 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
1-39/90 to West of 0.3 2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
County A 2014 0 0 0 1 [0] 1 [/ 1
2015 0 0 0 0 1 0 [ 1
1 S 2,155 2016 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 5 2 385 154.1
2017 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1
2018 0 0 0 0 1 0 [ 1
2014 0 0 0 1 7 1 0 8
Segment 2: 2015 0 [0] 2 2 0 4 2 4
2 Both West of County A to 4.8 5,270 2016 0 0 0 0 3 4] 0 3 28 5 61 10.8
Spring Road 2017 0 0 2 [0] 4 2 2 6
2018 0 0 1 1 5 2 1 7
2014 0 0 1 5 23 6 1 29
Segment 3: 2015 ] 1 2 3 25 6 3 31
3 Both Spring Road to Page 1.7 9,600 2016 0 0 0 2 23 2 o 25 138 9 462 30.2
Street 2017 0 0 4 2 24 6 4 30
2018 0 1 0 2 20 3 1 23
2014 0 1 1 3 21 5 2 26
Segment 4: 2015 0 0 1 5 15 6 1 21
4 Both Page Street to 1.1 13,710 2016 0 0 0 3 14 3 (1] 17 106 6 385 21.8
WIS 138 South 2017 0 1 2 1 17 4 3 21
2018 0 0 0 1 20 1 [ 21
2014 0 0 2 0] 1 2 2 3
2015 0 0 0 0 1 0 [ 1
5 N 5,725 2016 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 16 2 255 31.9
Segment 5: 2017 0 0 0 1 2 1 [ 3
WIS 138 South to North 0.6 2018 0 0 0 0 8 9 o 8
of Jackson Street 2014 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 5
2015 0 0 2 0 1 2 2 3
5 S 5,725 2016 0 0 1 0 6 1 1 7 23 3 367 47.9
2017 0 0 0 0 3 0 [ 3
2018 0 0 0 1 4 1 0 5
2014 0 1 1 0 8 2 2 10
Segment 6: 2015 0 [0] 3 5 4 8 3 12
6 Both North of Jackson Street 1.1 10,590 2016 0 0 2 5 13 7 2 20 59 11 278 51.7
to County B (East) 2017 0 [0] 1 3 3 4 1 7
2018 0 0 3 0 7 3 3 10
2014 1 0 5 4 11 10 6 21
Segment 7: 2015 0 1 3 3 8 7 4 15
7 Both County B (East) to 3.0 10,860 2016 0 0 4 5 14 9 4 23 110 28 185 47.1
County B/AB 2017 0 1 4 2 14 7 5 21
2018 1 2 6 2 19 11 9 30
2014 0 (0] 1 4 9 5 1 14
Segment 8: 2015 0 0 8 2 8 5 3 13
8 Both County B/AB to 2.7 11,920 2016 0 1 [0] 1 7 2 1 9 64 14 109 23.8
Exchange Street 2017 0 0 3 5 9 8 3 17
2018 0 1 5 1 4 7 6 11
2014 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2
Segment 9: 2015 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 5
9 Both Exchange Street to 0.7 13,990 2016 0 0 0 0 1 o 0 1 11 1 62 5.6
South of Burma Road 2017 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2
2018 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
2014 0 0 1 (0] 6 1 1 7
2015 0 0 1 2 8 3 1 11
10 N 10,850 2016 0 0 1 1 5] 2 1 7 55 8 163 23.8
Segment 10: 2017 0 1 2 0 14 3 3 17
South of Burma Road to 1.7 2018 0 0 2 3 8 5 2 13
South of Terminal ’ 2014 0 0 0 2 9 2 /] 11
Drive/Voges Road 2015 0 0 0 4 6 4 o 10
10 S 10,850 2016 0 [0] 1 4 16 5 1 21 63 4 187 11.9
2017 0 2 0 1 7 3 2 10
2018 0 0 1 2 8 3 1 11
2014 1 2 12 23 99 38 15 137
2015 0 2 17 28 80 47 19 127
Totals 17.7 == 2016 0 1 10 21 103 32 11 135 679 93 - -
2017 0 5 20 15 99 40 25 139
2018 1 4 18 13 105 36 23 141
TOTAL 2 14 77 100 486 193 93 679

Average Yearly Crash Rate =
(# Crashes/# years*100000000)/(ADT*365*Length)
Notes:

PDO = Property Damage Only. KAB Injury = sum of K-level, A-level, and B-level crashes.
[1] Source = WisDOT TCMap https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/data-plan/traf-counts/default.aspx, accessed July/August 2019. Five-
vear average AADTs (2014 to 2018) were calculated from the volume data provided on the TCMap for this analysis.
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WisDOT Division of Transportation Governor Tony Evers

System Development Secretary Craig Thompson
Bureau of Traffic Operations wisconsindot.gov
4822 Madison Yards Way

PO Box 7986

Madison, WI 53705-7986

Date: November 15, 2019
To: Region Systems Planning and Operations Sections
From: Brian Porter, PE, PTOE

State Traffic Safety Engineer

Subject: 2018 Statewide Average Crash Rates

Statewide Average Crash Rates and Upper Control Limits

Table 1 shows the Wisconsin statewide average crash rates for the five-year period from January 1, 2014 to
December 31, 2018. Crashes involving deer were removed from the dataset before completing the calculations.

Table 1 includes the statewide average crash rates for the State Trunk Highway network broken out by Meta-
Manager Peer Group. The Meta-Manager Peer Groups are intended to represent a group of roadway segments
throughout the state with similar characteristics (i.e. number of lanes, type of access, presence of median, etc.).
These are often referred to as reference populations. Each year, the peer groups are created by combining
Meta-Manager roadway segments that have the characteristics which define each group. Other minor
modifications are made to the Peer Groups so these crash rates should not be compared to previous statewide
average crash rates.

Page 1 of 13
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Table 1: 2014-2018 Statewide Average Crash Rates, KAB Crash Rates, and UCLs for State Highways

6-lane Freeways with AADT <

110

120

130

210

220

310

320

330

410

420

430

440

90,300 vpd

6-lane Freeways with AADT >

90,300 vpd

4-lane Freeways

65 mph Expressways*

55 mph Expressways*

Multilane Divided Highways
Posted at 45 mph or higher

Multilane Divided Highways
Posted at 40 mph or lower

Multilane Undivided and
One-Way Highways

Rural 2-lane Highways with
AADT < 2,000

Rural 2-lane Highways with
2,000 < AADT < 7,000

Rural 2-lane Highways with
AADT > 7,000

2-Lane Highways
Posted at 40 mph or lower

AADT = Average Annual Daily Traffic (vehicles per day)

Total Crash Rate

(crashes per HMVMT)

70.28
70.28 = _
70.28 + 523.42\ AADT v L+¥

106.47
JAADT = L Y

50.89
50.89 = 2349 |— 7
5089 +523.42 |- ——

47.48
47.48 = 4748 + 52342 |———
A48+ 523, JAADT « LY

106.47  =106.47 + 523.42

74.33 = 74.33 + 523.42 ﬁ
206.87  =206.87 + 523.42\%
42499 =42499 + 523.42%
464.01 = 46401+ 523.42\/%
101.39  =101.39 + 523.42 %
79.25 =79.25+ 523.42\ %
96.34 =96.34 + 523.42 %
298.56  =298.56 + 523.42\ %

L = Segment Length (miles)

KAB Crash Rate

(crashes per HMVMT)

8.18 =818+ 523.42\%
8.99 =8.99 + 523.42\/%
7.06 = 7.06 + 523.42 %
9.31 =931+ 523.42\ %
12.75 =12.75 + 523.42%
2424 _— 424+ 523.42\%
52.22 =52.22+ 523.42%
5746 =5746+ 523.42\%
24.53 = 24.53 + 52342 %
1851 -1851+ 523.42\ %
20.04 = 20.04 + 523.42 %

35.64
35.64 = 4452342 ————
35.64 + 523. N Y

Y =Years

HMVMT = 100 million vehicle miles traveled

* "Expressway" means a state trunk highway that, as determined by the department, has 4 or more lanes of traffic
physically separated by a median or barrier and that gives preference to through traffic by utilizing interchanges or
limiting at-grade access to selected public roads and public driveways. WI State Statutes: 346.57 (1)(ag)

Previous statewide average crash rate summaries can be found here:

http://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/local-gov/traffic-ops/manuals-and-standards/manuals.aspx

Project ID 5845-06-03
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Calculating Statewide Average Crash Rates and Upper Control Limits

To assist with screening for potential safety issues, WisDOT provides statewide average crash rates and UCLs
for 12 different categories of state roadways and 2 categories of non-state roadways. The following
instructions are provided so segment crash rates are calculated and compared using consistent methodologies.
In addition, information is provided to assist users in taking the appropriate actions based on the results of the
comparisons.

There are six steps involved with calculating and comparing segment crash rates and UCLs:

Step 1: Identify Segments

Step 2: Determine Total Number of Crashes and KAB Crashes

Step 3: Determine AADT

Step 4: Calculate Crash Rates and KAB Crash Rates

Step 5: Calculate Crate Rate UCLs and KAB Crash Rate UCLs

Step 6: Compare Crash Rates and KAB Crash Rates to UCLs and Choose Action

Detailed instructions for each of the six steps are provided below:

Step 1: Identify the roadway segments on your project. If multiple Peer Groups exist on your project, crash
rates and UCLs should be calculated for each Peer Group by combining adjacent segments of the same Peer
Group per the example in Figure 1.

= Segments 0.1 miles or less should be excluded from crash rate comparisons unless combined
with other segments.

= Segments should not exceed 5 miles in length. If necessary, break a long segment into
segments less than 5 miles.

Figure 1: Combining Adjacent Peer Groups

Page 3 of 13
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Step 2: Determine the total number of crashes for each segment on your project and the sum of KAB crashes
(K-Level, A-Level, and B-Level). Severity definitions are provided on page 6.

The total number of crashes should include all reportable non-deer related crashes occurring on the roadway,
including crashes on intersecting public streets within a distance of 250 feet from the roadway (see Figure 2 for
an illustration of the areas where crashes should be included). Crashes occurring on private driveways should
not be included in crash rate calculations.

IMPORTANT: Divided roadways (i.e., Peer Groups 110, 120, 130, 210, 220, 310, and 320) should have each
direction of travel analyzed separately to be consistent with the methods used to calculate the statewide
average crash rates. AADT volumes should be determined for each direction of travel on divided roadways.

Page 4 of 13
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Figure 2: Crashes to Include in Segment Crash Rates

Undivided Roadways

Divided Roadways — Separate Analysis for Each Direction of Travel

Start of Project

|

Public Street
Public Street
Public Street
Public Street

End of Project

|

Private Driveway
Private Driveway
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Crash Severity

The severity of a crash is based on the most severe injury to any person involved in the crash. Crash severity is
based on the KABCO injury severity scale according to the following definitions:

Fatal (K) = Any injury from a traffic crash which results in death within 30 days of the crash.

A-level = Suspected Serious Injury — Any injury other than fatal which results in one or more of the
following:

e Severe laceration resulting in exposure of underlying tissues/muscle/organs or resulting in
significant loss of blood, broken or distorted extremity (arm or leg), crush injuries, suspected
skull, chest or abdominal injury other than bruises or minor lacerations, significant burns (second
and third degree burns over 10% or more of body), unconsciousness when taken from the crash
scene, or paralysis.

B-level = Suspected Minor Injury — Any injury that is evident at the scene of the crash other than fatal or
serious injuries.
e Examples include lump on the head, abrasions, bruises, minor lacerations (cuts on the skin
surface with minimal bleeding and no exposure of deeper tissue/muscle).

C-level = Possible Injury — Any injury reported or claimed which is not fatal, suspected serious or
suspected minor injury.
e Examples include momentary loss of consciousness, claim of injury, limping, or complaint of pain
or nausea. Possible injuries are those which are reported by the person or are indicated by
his/her behavior, but no wounds or injuries are readily evident.

O-level = Property Damage Only / No Apparent Injury - No reason to believe that the person received any
bodily harm from the motor vehicle crash. There is no physical evidence of injury and the person does
not report any change in normal function.

A reportable crash is any crash that results in an injury or fatality. Additionally, a reportable crash is a

crash in which damage to an individual’s property totals more than $1,000 or damage to government
property (e.g. traffic control devices, guardrail, etc.) totals more than $200.
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Step 3: Identify or calculate the AADT for each segment on your project (see Step 1 for instructions about
combining adjacent segments with the same Peer Group). If multiple AADTs exist within the same Peer Group,
use Equation 1 to calculate a pro-rated AADT. AADT volumes should be determined for each direction of travel
on divided roadways.

Equation 1: Pro-Rated AADT

Pro-rate AADTs when combining adjacent segments of the same Peer Group that have varying AADTSs.

L4 L, L;
< > < > < |
AADT, AADT, AADT,

L1*AADT; +Ly*AADT,+L;*AADT;

AADTp = = Pro-Rated Annual Average Daily Traffic
Li+Ly+L;

L= Length of Segment #1 (miles)

AADT; = Annual Average Daily Traffic of Segment #1

L= Length of Segment #2 (miles)

AADT; = Annual Average Daily Traffic of Segment #2

Li= Length of Segment #i (miles)

AADT; = Annual Average Daily Traffic of Segment #i

Notes:
1. If multiple AADTSs are provided for a particular segment (e.g., Year 2014 AADT, = 5,000 and Year 2017
AADT; = 6,500), use engineering judgment to calculate an AADT that best represents the five-year average.

2. Engineering judgment should be used when determining where AADT counts begin and end. Roadway
characteristics that affect traffic volumes are typically good places to define AADT limits. For example,
major intersections, driveways to traffic generating businesses, and transitions in surrounding land uses
(e.g., urban to rural) are commonly used as start/stop points for AADTs.

Page 7 of 13

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-16 APPENDIX B



Step 4: Calculate segment crash rates (see Equation 2) and KAB Crash Rates (see Equation 3) for each
segment on your project (see Step 1 for instructions about combining adjacent segments with the same Peer
Group).

Equation 2: Segment Crash Rate

C+100,000,000
Segment Crash Rate = = Crashes per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (HMVMT)
AADT*L*Y*365

= Number of crashes in five-year period (years 2014-2018)

AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic (if AADT varies along the roadway, see Equation 1)
= Length of segment (miles)
= Number of years analyzed (5)

Equation 3: KAB Crash Rate

Ckap*100,000,000
KAB Crash Rate = = KAB Crashes per HMVMT
AADT*L*Y*365
Ckas = Sum of K-level, A-level, and B-level crashes in five-year period (years 2014-2018)
AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic (if AADT varies along the roadway, see Equation 1)
L= Length of segment (miles)
Y= Number of years analyzed (5)
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Step 5: Calculate crash rate and KAB Crash Rate UCLs for each segment on your project per the formulas

provided in Table 1. Example calculations are provided below:

Example UCL Calculations
Rural Two-Lane Highway
AADT = 4,500
Length = 2.0 Miles
Crash Rate = 70 crashes per 100 MVM
KAB Crash Rate = 50 KAB crashes per 100 MVM
Classification: Peer Group (420) Rural 2-lane Highway with 2,000 < AADT < 7,000

Example UCL Calculations for Peer Group (420) — See Table 1 to find equations for UCLs

’ 79.25

Crash Rate UCL = 79.25 + 523.42 m

Crash Rate UCL = 79.25 + 523.42 79.25 = 101.22 Crash 100 MV M
ras ate = . . 4’500*20*5— . rasnes per

18.51
AADT * L +Y

’ 18.51
KAB Rate UCL = 18.51 + 523.42 m = 29.13 KAB Crashes per 100 MVM

KAB Rate UCL = 18.51 + 523.42

See Step 6 for how to interpret these results and what actions are suggested.

Results: The segment’s crash rate of 70 crashes per 100 MVM is less than the crash rate UCL of 101.22, but
the segment’s KAB Crash Rate of 50 crashes per 100 MVM is higher than the KAB Crash Rate UCL of 29.13.
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Step 6: Compare your segment’s crash rate and KAB Crash Rates to the calculated UCLs. Use the flowchart in
Figure 3 to determine what action should be taken.

Figure 3: Action Flow Chart

OR

Segment Crash Rate > Crash Rate UCL

KAB Crash Rate > KAB Crash Rate UCL

Yes No
3 |
Actions: Action:

1. Further investigation is needed to understand 1. Identify any significant crash
possible contributing factors and if roadway concentration locations (e.g.
safety improvements could reduce crashes. intersections or short sections of

2. Identify any significant crash concentration highway) or other crash patterns

locations (e.g. intersections or short sections of
highway) or other crash patterns that might
exist and explain the possible causes of the
crashes. If no patterns are found, that should
be stated so it is known that the crashes were
examined.

that might exist and explain the
possible causes of the crashes. If no
patterns are found, that should be
stated so it is known that the
crashes were examined.

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-19
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Local Road Crash Rates

Table 2 includes statewide average crash rates for local roads which are broken into Urban Street and Rural
County Trunk Highways. The Urban Street category includes urban city streets, rural city streets and urban

county trunk highways.

The local road crash rates and KAB segment crash rates have been consolidated to a five-year average for two
peer groups. UCLs are provided to help identify where further analysis might be beneficial.

Table 2: 2014-2018 Statewide Average Crash Rates, KAB Crash Rates, and UCLs for Local Roads

Crash Rate KAB Crash Rate
(crashes per HMVMT) (crashes per HMVMT)

349.89 39.90
Urban Streets 349.89 = 39.90 =
= 349.89 + 523.42 /AADT*L*Y =39.90 + 523.42 YR

. 92.87 20.93
Rural County Trunk Highways 92.87 = 20.93 = a7
y g \% 92.87 + 523.42 YT 20.93 + 523.42 YRS,

AADT = Average Annual Daily Traffic (vehicles per day) L =Segment Length (miles) Y =Years

HMVMT = 100 million vehicle miles traveled
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Intersection Crash Rates

WisDOT does not produce statewide intersection crash rates or utilize a specific threshold crash rate for
screening potential intersection safety issues. WisDOT is in the process of developing statewide intersection
crash data for use in intersection safety analyses. When this information is ready, it will be included in future
publications of this document with guidance regarding its use.

If intersection crash rates are calculated, they should be calculated using the crashes that occurred in the past
five years within the influence area of the intersection. See Figure 4 for an illustration of the influence area of
an intersection. If operational characteristics of the intersection (such as queueing) appear to be related to the
cause of the crash, the crash should be included in the intersection crash rate analysis.

Figure 4: Influence Area of Intersection

Equation 4 shows the calculation for intersection crash rates.

Equation 4: Intersection Crash Rate

C*1,000,000
Intersection Crash Rate = = Crashes per 1 million entering vehicles (MEV)
AADTon*Y*365
C= Number of crashes in the time period analyzed (preferably 5 years) within the influence area of
the intersection
AADTent=  Annual Average Daily Traffic entering the intersection
Y= Number of years analyzed (preferably 5)
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Ramp Crash Rates

Crashes that occurred on ramps at service interchanges are not included in the crashes used to calculate the
statewide average crash rates for roadways. WisDOT is in the process of developing statewide ramp crash
information for use in comparisons. When this information is ready, it will be included in future publications of
this document with guidance regarding its use.

Crashes that occurred on ramps at system interchanges (i.e., freeway to freeway) are included in the crashes
used to calculate the corresponding freeway Peer Group average crash rates. Please see Figure 5a for an
illustration of service versus system interchanges.

Figure 5a: Service versus System Interchanges

Service System
Interchange Interchange

At service interchanges, the variability in ramp designs and interchange configurations present challenges for
conducting consistent analysis. If crash analysis is conducted at a service interchange, it is suggested the
analysis be conducted using the segmentation shown in Figure 5b.

Figure 5b: Ramp Detail at Service Interchanges

The definitions shown in Figure 5b for speed-change areas and freeway segments are based on definitions in
the Enhanced Interchange Safety Analysis Tool (ISETe): User Manual, published May 31%, 2012 through the
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP). Figure 5b also includes guidance about defining
ramps and the influence area of intersections, which are definitions specific to WisDOT business practices.

Page 13 of 13

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-22 APPENDIX B



£0-90-678G Al 103loid

€c-d

g XIAN3ddV

US 51 Environmental Assessment: Corridor Crash Rate Summary

January 2020 Shading Key: Corridor Crash Rate vs. Statewide Data
0.7t01.0 | 1.0t0o15 1.5-2.0 >2.0
US 51 Corridor Statewide Averages Upper Control Limits (UCL)
(2014-2018) (2014-2018) (2014-2018)
Average Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
[-39/90 to West of County A Severity Total Annual Average Statewide ucCL
UCL
Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
Northbound
j Meta-manager Peer Group 310: Multilane Total Crashes 1 77.05 206.87 0.37 333.12 0.23
= Divided Highways Posted at 45 mph or higher
g 0.33 miles
- - KAB Inj 0 0.00 24.24 0.00 67.46 0.00
g 2,155 vehicles per day nury
n Southbound
Meta-manager Peer Group 310: Multilane Total Crashes 5 385.25 206.87
Divided Highways Posted at 45 mph or higher
0.33 miles .
- KAB | 2 154.1 24.24
2,155 vehicles per day nury °4.10
Average Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
o West of County A to Spring Road Severity Total Annual Average Statewide ucCL
— UCL
8 Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
c Meta-manager Peer Group 420: Rural 2-lane
S Highways with 2,000 < AADT < 7,000 Total Crashes 28 60.71 79.25 0.77 92.36 0.66
n 4.80 miles .
- KAB | 5 10.84 18.51 0.59 24.85 0.44
5,270 vehicles per day nury
Average Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
™ Spring Road to Page Street Severity Total Annual Average Statewide ucL
= UCL
g Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
E Meta-manager Peer Group 440: Rural 2-lane | o craches | 138 462.36 298.56 330.19 1.40
e Highways at 40mph or lower
n 1.70 miles .
- KAB | A .64 . 46.57 .
9.600 vehicles per day njury 9 30.15 35.6 0.85 6.5 0.65
Average Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
< Page Street to WIS 138 South Severity Total Annual Average Statewide UCL
— UCL
c Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
g Meta-manager Peer Group 330: Multilane
S Undivided and One-Way Highways Total Crashes 106 385.13 464.01 0.83 505.07 0.76
n 1.10 miles .
13,710 vehicles per day KAB Injury 6 21.80 57.46 0.38 71.91 0.30
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US 51 Environmental Assessment: Corridor Crash Rate Summary

January 2020 Shading Key: Corridor Crash Rate vs. Statewide Data
[ 07t010 [ 10t015 15-2.0 >2.0
US 51 Corridor Statewide Averages Upper Control Limits (UCL)
(2014-2018) (2014-2018) (2014-2018)
WIS 138 South to . e I Corr|do'r Vs Corridor vs
h of K Severity Total Annual Average Statewide UCL UCL
North of Jackson Street Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
Northbound
f Meta-manager Peer Group 320: Multilane Total Crashes 16 255.23 424.99 0.60 507.33 0.50
5 Divided Highways Posted at 40 mph or lower
£ 060 miles KAB Inj 2 31.90 52.22 0.61 81.08 0.39
= 5,725 vehicles per day nury ' ' ' ' '
()] Southbound
Meta-manager Peer Group 320: Multilane Total Crashes 23 366.89 424.99 0.86 507.33 0.72
Divided Highways Posted at 40 mph or lower
0.60 miles .
- KAB | 3 47.86 52.22 . 81.08 0.59
5,725 vehicles per day nury 0.92
North of Jackson Street to . Average | Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
© Severity Total Annual Average Statewide UCL UCL
= County B (East) Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
()
= Meta-manager Peer Group 430: Rural 2-lane
g Highways with > 7,000 Total Crashes 59 277.52 96.34
(] 1.10 miles .
- KAB | 11 1.74 20.04
10,590 vehicles per day nury 5 0.0
Average Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
5= County B (East) to County B/AB Severity Total Annual Average Statewide ucCL
— UCL
g Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
= Meta-manager Peer Group 430: Rural 2-lane
% Highways with > 7,000 Total Crashes 110 185.00 96.34
n 3.00 miles .
- KAB | 2 47. 20.04
10,860 vehicles per day nury 8 09 0.0
Average Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
22 County B/AB to Exchange Street Severity Total Annual Average Statewide ucCL
— UCL
5 Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
£  [Meta-manager Peer Group 430: Rural 2-ane | o) oyashes 64 108.96 96.34 1.13 109.15 1.00
g Highways with > 7,000 ' ) ' ' )
N 2.70 miles .
11,920 vehicles per day KAB Injury 14 23.84 20.04 1.19 25.88 0.92

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\947\Designs-Studies-Reports\EA Data Folders\Crashes\2019-11 US 51 EA Crash Calcs (2014-2018).xlIsx
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US 51 Environmental Assessment: Corridor Crash Rate Summary

January 2020 Shading Key: Corridor Crash Rate vs. Statewide Data
[ 07t01.0 | 1.0t015 1.5-2.0 >2.0
US 51 Corridor Statewide Averages Upper Control Limits (UCL)
(2014-2018) (2014-2018) (2014-2018)
Exchange Street to . LRI S GLI Corndor Vs Corridor vs
o h of q Severity Total Annual Average Statewide UCL UCL
% South of Burma Roa Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
£ Meta-manager Peer Group 330: Multilane
8 Undivided and One-Way Highways Total Crashes 11 61.55 464.01 0.13 514.96 0.12
)] 0.70 miles .
13,990 vehicles per day KAB Injury 1 5.60 57.46 0.10 75.39 0.07
South of Burma Road to . Average | Statewide | Corridor vs Corridor vs
h of inal Drive/ q Severity Total Annual Average Statewide UCL UCL
South of Terminal Drive/Voges Roa Crash Rate | Crash Rate Average
Northbound
\C—>| Meta-manager Peer Group 310: Multilane Total Crashes 55 163.39 206.87 0.79 231.66 0.71
% Divided Highways Posted at 45 mph or higher
1.70 miles .
- KAB | 23.77 24.24 . 2.7 .
g; 10,850 vehicles per day nury 8 3 0.98 32.73 0.73
% Southbound
Meta-manager Peer Group 310: Multilane Total Crashes 63 187.15 206.87 0.90 231.66 0.81
Divided Highways Posted at 45 mph or higher
1.70 miles .
10,850 vehicles per day KAB Injury 4 11.88 24.24 0.49 32.73 0.36

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\947\Designs-Studies-Reports\EA Data Folders\Crashes\2019-11 US 51 EA Crash Calcs (2014-2018).xIsx
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Segments: Crash Types (2014-2018)



£0-90-678G Al 103loid

lc-9

g XIAN3ddV

Segments: Crash Types (2014-2018)
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Weather Related Segment Crashes (2014-2018)
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Weather Related Segment Crashes (2014-2018)
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Light Conditions Segment Crashes (2014-2018)
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Light Conditions Segment Crashes (2014-2018)
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ATTACHMENT B
INTERSECTION CRASH ANALYSIS
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US 51 Environmental Assessment - Intersection Crash Summary
August 2019

TOTALS
=
US 51 Intersection ==l =|2| §
= 22| 2| = = | o Entering Vehicle KAB Crash | Total Crash | KAB Crash
Sl | o ) § = 2 | TOTAL| Volume / AADT || Crash Rate Rate Rate Rank | Rate Rank

County A 0 0 2 1 2 3 3 6 5,110 0.64 0.21 7 3
County W 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 3 5,000 0.33 0.11 21 &)
Ramsey Road 0 0 0 1 /] 1 0 1 5,390 0.10 0.00 44 36
Washington Road 0 0 2 [0 2 2 1 3 5,490 0.30 0.20 22 4
Pleasant Hill Road 0 0 0 0 0 4] 1 1 5,420 0.10 0.00 45 36
Race Track Road 0 0 1 [0} 1 1 1 2 7,510 0.15 0.07 38 15
County N 0 0 0 3 0 3 9 12 13,190 0.50 0.00 13 36
S 4th St 0 1 1 3 2 5 12 17 15,050 0.62 0.07 10 16
S Page Street 0 0 1 3 1 4 10 14 16,000 0.48 0.03 15 34
Van Buren Street/WIS 138 (south) 0 0 1 1 1 2 11 13 17,210 0.41 0.03 17 35
WIS 138 (west) 0 0 4 3 4 7 16 23 16,180 0.78 0.14 5 6
Roby Road/Deer Point Drive 0 1 5 3 6 9 14 23 13,730 0.92 0.24 3 2
Rutland Dunn Townline Road [0} [0]) 0 0 o 0 7 7 10,920 0.35 0.00 18 36
County B (east) 0 1 1 8 2 10 9 19 13,610 0.76 0.08 6 13
Brooklyn Drive 0 0 1 2 1 3 2 5 11,060 0.25 0.05 29 18
Halverson Road/Quam Drive 0 0 1 1 1 2 3 5 11,290 0.24 0.05 30 21
Lake Kegonsa Road 0 0 0 1 0 1 8 9 11,520 0.43 0.00 16 36
Charles Lane 0 1 1 0 2 2 8 10 11,160 0.49 0.10 14 10
Schneider Drive 0 0 1 2 1 3 4 7 11,400 0.34 0.05 19 22
County B/AB 1 0 9 7 | 10 17 19 36 11,400 1.73 0.48 1 1
Dyreson Road 0 0 1 3 1 4 2 6 11,750 0.28 0.05 26 23
Mahoney Road 0 0 1 2 1 3 4 7 13,900 0.28 0.04 27 26
Tower Road 0 0 2 0 2 2 1 3 12,600 0.13 0.09 39 12
Exchange Street 0 0 1 0 1 1 5 6 14,090 0.23 0.04 31 27
Yahara Drive 0 0 1 2 1 3 1 4 14,240 0.15 0.04 36 28
Babcock County Park 0 0 0 0 (] 0 1 1 14,090 0.04 0.00 52 36
Burma Road 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 3 14,490 0.11 0.00 43 36
Farwell Street (County MN) 0 1 1 5 2 7 14 21 19,730 0.58 0.06 12 17
Dale Curtain Drive 0 0 0 1 0 1 6 7 19,150 0.20 0.00 32 36
Larson Beach Road 0 0 5 6 5 11 22 33 21,610 0.84 0.13 4 7
Siggelkow Road NB Ramps 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 q 7,830 0.28 0.00 25 36
Siggelkow Road SB Ramps 0 0 0 0 0 (] 14 14 7,830 0.98 0.00 2 36
Amundson Parkway 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 9,500 0.17 0.00 35 36
Franklin Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 9,050 0.12 0.00 40 36
Church Street 0 0 0 0 (] 0 1 1 11,260 0.05 0.00 50 36
Lynn Street 0 0 0 0 (] 0 2 2 11,260 0.10 0.00 46 36
Hillside Avenue 0 0 0 0 (4] 0 1 1 11,260 0.05 0.00 50 36
S 7th Street 0 0 1 0 1 1 5 6 11,260 0.29 0.05 24 19
S 6th Street 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 3 11,260 0.15 0.05 37 19
S 5th Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 11,260 0.10 0.00 46 36
Forrest Street 0 0 0 1 0 1 6 7 12,900 0.30 0.04 23 24
Division Street 0 0 1 2 1 3 13 16 13,810 0.63 0.12 8 8
Water Street 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 5 14,390 0.19 0.04 33 29
Main Page Court 0 0 0 [0} (] 0 1 1 14,270 0.04 0.00 53 36
Prairie Street 0 0 0 2 (] 2 1 3 14,390 0.11 0.08 42 14
Madison Street 0 0 0 0 (] 0 2 2 14,390 0.08 0.00 48 36
Monroe Street 0 0 1 0 1 1 4 5 14,390 0.19 0.04 33 29
Gjertson Street 0 0 1 0 1 1 8 9 14,800 0.33 0.04 20 31
Main Street 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 14,800 0.04 0.04 54 31
Rowe Street 0 0 0 0 0 [ 1 1 14,800 0.04 0.00 54 36
Hamilton Street 0 0 0 [0} 0 0 2 2 14,640 0.07 0.00 49 36
King Street 0 0 0 1 (] 1 2 3 13,780 0.12 0.04 41 25
Kings Lynn Road 0 0 0 4 0 4 11 15 13,780 0.60 0.16 11 5
Hoel Avenue/Silverado Drive 0 0 1 [0} 1 1 6 7 15,050 0.25 0.04 28 33
Jackson Street 0 0 1 1 1 2 12 14 12,110 0.63 0.09 9 11
TOTAL Along US 51 (no Sig_gelkow) 1 6 50| 73|57 | 130 | 288 418

Notes:

Intersections are organized top down from south to north.

Intersection crashe rates are expressed in crashes per million entering vehicles.

The highlighted blue boxes represent the top ten total crash rates and top ten injury crash rates.
Deer crashes and other animal crashes are not included in the calculations.

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\947\Designs-Studies-Reports\EA Data Folders\Crashes\2019-08 US 51 EA Crash Calcs (2014-2018).xIsx
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Intersections: Crash Types (2014-2018)
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Weather Related Intersection Crashes (2014-2018)
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Light Conditions Intersection Crashes (2014-2018)
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INTERSECTION CRASH DIAGRAMS
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Phase Il ICE Approved 2016 P
NORTH

12-15-15

03/19/2014, 4PM, CLDY
07/02/2013, 4PM
05/14/2011, 4PM, CLDY @
09/23/2010, 6PM, CLDY, DUSK

02/07/2013, 6PM, SNOW, DARK
07/22/2010, 11AM WET, CLDY [E

05/15/2013, 5PM

12/16/2013, 3PM, SNOW
10/17/2013, 3PM, WET, CLDY

3/20/2014, 3PM

PROJECT MAP

CTH B

ROBY ROAD

N PAGE STREET

WIS 138

YEAR CRASH RATE CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY
2010 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2011 RED 0.36 CraShes 10 0 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2012 GREEN Per Million 0 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
o 2013 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes 2 possible (C-Level)
2014 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 15,410/day 8 Property Damage Only
CRASH SEVERITY
LEGEND VE‘Q = CRASH FREQUENCY DEFINITIONS
“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING [ - ratal Crash
—— Moving Vehicle oo Stop/Yield Sign —™ Angle (Right Angle) —»}e— Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED @A - ::jcjr’;aé'r?:r""g
<& Backing Vehicle @ Tree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}» Rear-End szEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - — - Pedestrian @ Utility Pole —»¥ Angle (Right-Turn)  /\/ Out of Control | seveRITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) E- :,'g;'sri‘{,lcemh
e Bicyclist ® Fixed Object A A, Sideswipe-Same —»¢ Overtake ROAD CONDITIONS (DRY IF BLANK) Injury Crash
DX Parked Vehicle @ Non-Fixed Object X, Sideswipe-Opposite Q4 Overturn ELGCFgH%OL’)‘[?FLBgT,\S“(IBmKA\AEE,JE = grn"h‘;ecr:gsﬁamage

Note: Intersection crashes without available MV4000 crash
reports were not placed on diagram, but included in calculations EXHIBIT Al

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM
US 51 & SILVERADO DRIVE/HOEL AVENUE
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
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Phase Il ICE Approved 2016

GENERAL INFORMATION
INTERSECTION: US 51/HOEL/SILVERADO DURATION
MUNICIPALITY: STOUGHTON CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2010 5 YEARS
COUNTY: DANE TO: 12/31/2014 0 MONTHS
STATE: WI
PROJECT ID: 5845-06-02

PREPARED BY: AJW DATE: 12/14/2015

INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS

TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROL ON HOEL/SILVERADO POSTED SPEED (MAJOR): 25
INTERSECTION AADT: Year (2012): 15,410 DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
NUMBER OF LEGS: 4 AREA TYPE: URBAN

CRASH STATISTICS

CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD  UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL  TOTAL DRY 6 60.0%
2010 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 WET 2 20.0%
2011 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 SNow 2 20.0%
ICE 0 0.0%
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MUD 0 0.0%
2013 s 0 0 0 0 0 > OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
2014 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 TOTAL 10 100.0%
TOTAL 8 0 2 0 0 0 10
PERCENT 80.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% CRASH TYPE PERCENT
YEAR AVG. 1.6 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 ANGLE 6 60.0%
REAR-END 3 30.0%
CRASH RATES per MEV
CRASH RATE 0.36 HEAD-ON ! 10.0%
’ SS-SAME 0 0.0%
INJURY CRASH RATE 0.07 VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT SS-OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT CAR 18 90.0% PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
DAY 8 80.0% TRUCK 10.0% BICYCLE 0 0.0%
FIXED 0 0.0%
DARK 2 20.0% 9
OTAL = o0 0; ?;?jf/UNKN ” 12'002; NO COLLISION 0 0.0%
. 0 .
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. v OVERTURN 0 0.0%
OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS TOTAL 10 100.0%
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
TUESDAY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
WEDNESDAY 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 5
FRIDAY O O O O O O O O
SATURDAY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 7 2 0 0 10
DRIVER AGES PERCENT VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
<25 7 35.0% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% SPRING 7 70.0%
25-34 3 15.0% NONE 0 0.0% SUMMER 1 10.0%
35-44 4 20.0%  VERY MINOR 1 5.0% FALL 0 0.0%
45-54 1 5.0% MINOR 3 15.0% WINTER 2 20.0%
TOTAL 10 100.0%
55-64 4 200% MODERATE 11 55.0% Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fa|I=Oct-Deoc
65-74 1 5.0% SEVERE 5 25.0% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75-84 0 0.0% VERY SEVERE 0 0.0% TOTAL 0
85+ 0 0.0% TOTAL 20 100.0% PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 0.00%
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes.
UNKNOWN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 20 100.0%  AVERAGE NUMBER OF 21 EXHIBIT A2
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. °
VEHICLES PER CRASH
Note: Statistics based on all vehicles in crashes. I NTE RS ECTI O N C RAS H STATI STI CS
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
Project ID 5845-06-03 B-42 APPENDIX B
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i
NORTH

12-15-15

11/06/2010, 10AM
09/29/2010, 6PM, DARK

12/23/2014, 6AM, RAIN [E
10/31/2011, 2PM, CLDY

05/20/2012, 12PM, CLDY

10/18/2014, 8PM, DARK €&

08/07/2014, 7PM
@ 05/03/2013, 12PM, WET, RAIN
S - 10/21/2012, 6PM @
04/17/2012, 4PM
SA 09/08/2010, 1PM
S 03/26/2010, 4PM
~
~
~ o ©)
- 12/25/2012, 8AM, CLDY
~
~
~
() S o
~
~ ~
¥ R R
7/22/2014, 11PM, CLDY =~ Ss o
~
11/15/2014, 7PM, SNOW -
11/03/2014, 5PM -
~

PROJECT MAP 08/14/2013, 4PM
11/10/2012, 11AM
12/08/2011, 1PM
07/14/2011, 5PM
07/10/2010, 5PM
07/02/2010, 2PM
01/11/2010, CLDY, DAWN [@

CTH B

ROBY ROAD

N PAGE STREET

WIS 138

08/05/2013, 2PM
YEAR CRASH RATE CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY
2010 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2011 RED 0.73 CraShes 24 0 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2012 GREEN Per Million 1 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
2013 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes 4 possible (C-Level)
o 2014 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 17,940/day 19 Property Damage Only

CRASH SEVERITY
LEGEND = CRASH FREQUENCY DEFINITIONS

“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING [ - Fatal Crash.
— Moving Vehicle [o o Stop/Yield Sign *» Angle (Right Angle) —»le Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED = ::jcjr‘\’/aé'r?:r']"g
<& Backing Vehicle (@ Tree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}» Rear-End SISLEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - —- Pedestrian © Utility Pole _7' Angle (Right-Turn) A\ Out of Control SEVERITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) - :)n;g;'i\gl(:ash
------------ Bicyclist ® Fixed Object A X, Sideswipe-Same —»x Overtake Eg/;[; Egsg:;:gz: EgilelFlv?EU?:‘BKzANK) Injury Crash

. Ei . . P oAl . = Property Damage
X Parked Vehicle @ Non-Fixed Object X« Sideswipe-Opposite Q4 Overturn ALCOHOL/DRUG INVOLVEMENTCAL/D® ol Crveh
Note: Intersection crashes without available MV4000 crash EXH I BIT Bl

reports were not placed on diagram, but included in calculations

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM
US 51 & WIS 138 (WEST)
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-43 APPENDIX B




Phase Il ICE Approved 2016 GENERAL INFORMATION

INTERSECTION: US51/WIS 138 DURATION
MUNICIPALITY: STOUGHTON CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2010 5 YEARS
COUNTY: DANE TO: 12/31/2014 0 MONTHS
STATE: WI
PROJECT ID: 5845-06-02 PREPARED BY: AJW DATE: 12/14/2015
TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROL ON WIS 138 POSTED SPEED (MAJOR): 35
INTERSECTION AADT: Year (2012): 17,940 DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
NUMBER OF LEGS: 3 AREA TYPE: URBAN
CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD  UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL  TOTAL DRY 21 37 5%
2010 5 0 2 0 0 0 7 WET 2 8.3%
2011 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 SNOW 1 4.2%
2012 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 ICE 0 0.0%
2013 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 MUD 0 0.0%
0,
2014 3 0 2 ] 0 0 6 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 24 100.0%
TOTAL 19 0 4 1 0 0 24
PERCENT 79.2% 0.0% 16.7% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0%  100.0% CRASH TYPE PERCENT
YEAR AVG. 3.8 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 4.6 ANGLE 9 37.5%
REAR-END 10 41.7%
CRASH RATES per MEV HEAD-ON 0 0.0%
CRASH RATE 0.73 SS-SAME 3 12.5%
INJURY CRASH RATE 0.15 SS-OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
0,
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
o BICYCLE 0 0.0%
DAY - ~0.8% CAR 35 72.9%
o (*]
TRUCK 10 20.8% FIXED 0 0-0?’
0,
DARK : 292% __ oren/unin 3 3% Nocousion 2 3%
TOTAL 24 100.0% TOTAL 48 100.0% e
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 24 100.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 4
TUESDAY 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 4
WEDNESDAY 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3
FRIDAY O O 2 O i, O O e S,
SATURDAY 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 5 Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
TOTAL 0 3 6 9 5 1 0 24
DRIVER AGES PERCENT  VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
<25 9 20.8% OTHER/UNKN 1 2.2% SPRING 9 37.5%
0,
25-34 6 14.0% NONE 2 4.3% SUMMER > 20.8%
0,
35-44 7 14.0% VERY MINOR 6 13.0% FALL 0 0.0%
0,
45-54 11 233%  MINOR 12 26.1% V\QNTER ;0 401670/;
TOTAL 4 100.0%
55-64 10 23.3% MODERATE 15 32.6% Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fall=Oct-Dec 0
65-74 1 2.3% SEVERE 9 19.6% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75.84 0 0.0% VERY SEVERE 1 2.2% TOTAL 0
85+ 0 0.0% TOTAL 46 100.0% PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 0.00%
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes.
UNKNOWN 1 2.3%
TOTAL 45 100.0%  AVERAGE NUMBER OF 19 EXHIBIT B2
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. VEHICLES PER CRASH .
Note: Statistics based on all vehicles in crashes. I NTE RS ECTI 0 N CRAS H STATI STI CS

US 51 & WIS 138 (WEST)
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-44 APPENDIX B
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i
NORTH

12-15-15

05/09/2011, 2PM, WET, RAIN [E

12/18/2014, 7AM, CLDY

|
|
— I—
| |
® I ! JACKSON STREET
02/18/2013, 7PM, WET, RAIN, DARK I 1
| |
: : 1/27/2014, 3PM
Al L/ © '
S I I 12/20/2013, 12PM, WET, CLDY
ee I I 07/16/2013, 11AM [
I | 06/23/2010, 4PM
I I 01/25/2010, 7PM, SNOW, LIGT @
2 I I 01/21/2010, 6PM, CLDY, LIGT [@
S ROBY ROAD g I I
: I I
WIS 138 I I
| |
YEAR CRASH RATE CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY
2010 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2011 RED 0.42 CraSheS 9 1 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2012 GREEN Per Million 2 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
o 2013 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes 3 possible (C-Level)
2014 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 11,630/day 3 Property Damage Only

CRASH SEVERITY

LEGEND

b = CRASH FREQUENCY

DEFINITIONS

“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING

[H = Fatal crash

= Incapacitating

— Moving Vehicle [o o Stop/Yield Sign *» Angle (Right Angle) —»le Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED Injuty Crash
<& Backing Vehicle (@ Tree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}> Rear-End SISLEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - - - Pedestrian @ Utility Pole —»¥ Angle (Right-Turn) /- Out of Control | seveRrITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) E- :)“;gsfi\[)lcef%h
------------ Bicyclist ® Fixed Object N X, Sideswipe-Same —»¢ Overtake ROAD CONDITIONS (DRY IF BLANK) Injury Crash
. - . . N . LIGHT CONDITIONS (DAYTIME IF BLANK) = Property Damage
X Parked Vehicle @ Non-Fixed Object X« Sideswipe-Opposite Q4 Overturn ALCOHOL/DRUG INVOLVEMENT Only Crash

Note: Intersection crashes without available MV4000 crash
reports were not placed on diagram, but included in calculations

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM

US 51 & JACKSON STREET
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03

B-45

APPENDIX B



Phase Il ICE Approved 2016 GENERAL INFORMATION

INTERSECTION: US 51/JACKSON STREET DURATION
MUNICIPALITY: STOUGHTON CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2010 5 YEARS
COUNTY: DANE TO: 12/31/2014 0 MONTHS
STATE: WI
PROJECT ID: 5845-06-02

PREPARED BY: AJW
INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS

POSTED SPEED (MAJOR): 45
DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
AREA TYPE: URBAN

DATE: 12/15/2015

TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROL ON JACKSON ST
INTERSECTION AADT: Year (2012): 11,630
NUMBER OF LEGS: 4

CRASH STATISTICS

CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL TOTAL DRY 5 55.6%
2010 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 \S/\IilEC-)rW i iii:f
. (o]
2011 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 cE 0 0.0%
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 MUD 0 0.0%
2013 1 0 0 1 1 0 3 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
2014 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 TOTAL 9 100.0%
TOTAL 3 0 3 2 1 0 9
PERCENT 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 22.2% @ 11.1% 0.0%  100.0% CRASH TYPE PERCENT
YEAR AVG. 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.0 1.8 ANGLE 8 88.9%
REAR-END 1 11.1%
CRASH RATES per MEV HEAD-ON 0 0.0%
CRASH RATE 0.42 SS-SAME 0 0.0%
INJURY CRASH RATE 0.28 SS-OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
II.)I:I(-IT CONDITIONS - lezc:;:n CAR 13 72.2% BICYCLE o 0.0%
: TRUCK 5 27.8% FIXED 0 0.0%
DARK 3 33.3% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% NO COLLISION 0 0.0%
TOTAL 9 100.0% TOTAL 18 100.0% OVERTURN 0 0.0%
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 9 100.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 4
TUESDAY 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
WEDNESDAY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
FRIDAY O i, O O i, O i, O ] O il Lo
ATURDAY
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Weekend
TOTAL 0] 1 3 2 3 4] 0] 9
DRIVER AGES PERCENT  VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
<25 1 5.6% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% SPRING 4 44.4%
25-34 4 22.2% NONE 0 0.0% SUMMER 0 0.0%
35.44 1 5.6% VERY MINOR 0 0.0% FALL 0 0.0%
45.54 4 22 29% MINOR 2 11.1% WINTER E 55-6"/:;
55-64 1 5.6% MODERATE 7 38.9% Zl—o?e?—veiﬁt:Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-lune, S?m:]uly-Sept, FaII=O:£t(-)D(Z'COA
. SEVERE 8 44.4%
65-74 > 27.8%  \ERY SEVERE 1 5.6% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75-84 2 11.1%  roT1AL 18 100.0% TOTAL 0
85+ 0 0.0% Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 0.00%
UNKNOWN 0 0.0% AVERAGE NUMBER OF
TOTAL 18 100.0% VEHICLES PER CRASH 2.1 EXHIBIT CZ
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. Note: Statistics based on all venicles i crashes. I NTE RS ECTI O N CRAS H STATI STI CS
US 51 & JACKSON STREET
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
Project ID 5845-06-03 B-46 APPENDIX B




Phase Il ICE Approved 2016

i,
NORTH

5/31/2014, 1PM @A

I 2/10/2014, 5PM 12-15-15
7/29/2013, 5PM
I 12/18/2012, 8AM, CLDY @
08/30/2012, 4PM E
I S 06/11/2011, 10AM, CLDY
12/23/2011, 10AM, CLDY I s 06/28/2010, 5PM @
D 03/18/2010, 1PM
02/08/2010, 3PM, CLDY
06/15/2010, 4PM, WET, RAIN ® I ®
@ I 12/07/2010, 8AM, CLDY
I 02/02/2014, 9PM
| 09/23/2010, 7AM
\l I 05/08/2010, 3PM, WET, RAIN
% I b 12/06/2011, 10AM, CLDY E
I /
'
DEER POINT DRIVE | —
“ |y @ ROBY ROAD
| ‘1‘ 07/13/2011, 9PM, CLDY
I 05/18/2014, 12PM
PROJECT MAP I 04/05/2014, 4PM
CTH B I
_ I 01/06/2011, 7PM, CLDY, WET
ROBY ROAD E I
g JACKSON ST = I
WIS 138 1
2010 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2011 RED 0.80 Crashes 20 1 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2012 GREEN Per Million 5 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
o 2013 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes 4 possible (C-Level)
2014 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 13,710/day 10 Property Damage Only
CRASH SEVERITY
LEGEND b = CRASH FREQUENCY DEFINITIONS
“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING H - Fatal Crash.
— Moving Vehicle oo Stop/Yield Sign — Angle (Right Angle) —»}e— Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED = ::jcjr‘;ag'rt:;;]"g
&&&» Backing Vehicle (D Tree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}» Rear-End E/SLEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
— — — - Pedestrian @ Utility Pole —»¥ Angle (Right-Turn) /- Out of Control | SeveRITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) E- mjury Crash
------------ Bicyclist ® Fixed Object N X, Sideswipe-Same —»4 Overtake Egﬁ? ggxg:;:gzz :g/i:Tl::N?EL?FNBKzANK) Injury Crash
. - ) - - : = Property D
DX Parked Vehicle @ Non-Fixed Object Xy Sideswipe-Opposite Q. Overturn ALCOHOL/DRUG INVOLVEMENTGA O'r:’lsecrrg’shamage
Note: Intersection crashes without available MV4000 crash
EXHIBIT D1

reports were not placed on diagram, but included in calculations

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM
US 51 & ROBY ROAD/DEER POINT DRIVE

DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03

B-47

APPENDIX B




Phase Il ICE Approved 2016

GENERAL INFORMATION
INTERSECTION: US 51/ROBY ROAD DURATION
MUNICIPALITY: STOUGHTON CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2010 5 YEARS
COUNTY: DANE TO: 12/31/2014 0 MONTHS
STATE: WI
PROJECT ID:  5845-06-02 PREPARED BY: AJW DATE: 12/14/2015
INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS
TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROLLED ON ROBY RD POSTED SPEED (MAJOR): 45
INTERSECTION AADT: Year (2012): 13,710 DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
NUMBER OF LEGS: 4 AREA TYPE: URBAN
CRASH STATISTICS
CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL  FATAL TOTAL DRY 17 85.0%
2010 3 3 0 0 7 WET 3 15.0%
2011 3 0] 1 1 (0] 0 5 SNOW 0 0.0%
2012 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 ICE 0 0.0%
2013 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 MUD 0 0.0%
OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
2014 3 0 0 1 1 0 5
9,
TOTAL 10 0 4 5 1 0 20 TOTAL 20 100.0%
PERCENT 50.0% 0.0% 20.0% 25.0% 5.0% 0.0% 100.0% CRASH TYPE PERCENT
YEAR AVG. 2.0 0.0 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.0 4.0 ANGLE 9 45.0%
- 0,
CRASH RATES per MEV REAR-END 6 30.0%
CRASH RATE 0.80 HEAD-ON 2 10.0%
’ SS-SAME 2 10.0%
TR A RATE 240 VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT >> OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT CAR 35 87.5% BICYCLE 0 0.0%
DAY 17 85.0%  TRUCK 4 10.0% FIXED 0 0.0%
DARK 3 15.0% OTHER/UNKN 1 2.5% NO COLLISION 1 5.0%
OVERTURN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 20 100.0% TOTAL 40 100.0%
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. ? OTH ER/U NKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 20 100.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4
TUESDAY 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4
WEDNESDAY 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4
FRIDAY et 0 e, L L 0 LS 0 e L E TR ISR
SATURDAY 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
TOTAL 0 4 6 8 2 0 0 20
DRIVER AGES PERCENT _ VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
<25 8 20.0% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% SPRING 6 30.0%
SUMMER 4 20.0%
25-34 3 75%  NONE L 2.5% AL o 0.0%
VERY MINOR 0 0.0% U7
- 0,
35-44 10 25.0% MINOR 11 27.5% WINTER 10 50.0%
[y
45-54 5 125%  \ODERATE 15 37.5% TOTAL 20 100.0%
55-64 7 17.5% SEVERE 11 27.5% Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fall=Oct-Dec
65-74 4 10.0%  VERY SEVERE 5 5.0% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75-84 2 5.0% TOTAL 40 100.0% TOTAL 2
85+ 1 2.5% Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 10.00%
UNKNOWN 0 0.0% AVERAGE NUMBER OF 20
TOTAL 40 100.0%  VEHICLES PER CRASH _ ) EXHIBIT D2
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. Note: Statistics based on all vehicles in crashes. I NTE Rs ECTI 0 N c RAS H STATI STI Cs

US 51 & ROBY ROAD/DEER POINT DRIVE
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-48 APPENDIX B
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09/13/2014, 10PM, DARK m

01/04/2014, 8AM, SNOW, CLDY 12-15-15

10/01/2012, 7AM, CLDY

11/02/2010, 8AM, DAWN

01/19/2013,4PM @A
01/21/2012, 8AM, SNOW
11/15/2010, 4PM, CLDY, DARK [@
08/06/2010, 3PM

02/19/2014, 3PM, WET, DARK

07/27/2010, 5PM

o~ O

COUNTY B (EAST)

04/10/2010, 11AM

01/25/2014, 3AM, SNOW, CLDY &
07/27/2011, 9AM, CLDY

PROJECT MAP

CTH B
E‘F

ROBY ROAD

N PAGE STREET

WIS 138

YEAR CRASH RATE CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY
2010 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2011 RED 0.55 CraSheS 13 1 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2012 GREEN Per Million 2 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
° 2013 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes 2 possible (C-Level)
2014 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 12,960/day 8 Property Damage Only
CRASH SEVERITY
LEGEND y@:mASH FREQUENCY DEFINTIONS
“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING [ - Fatal Crash
— Moving Vehicle [o o Stop/Yield Sign ™ Angle (Right Angle) —»}e— Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED @A - :chjr“\’/aé'r?:r']”g
&< Backing Vehicle (Dl@Tree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}> Rear-End E?)LEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - - - Pedestrian @ Utility Pole _7' Angle (Right-Turn) A\ Out of Control SEVERITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) - :)nojg;ilcer“h
------------ Bicyclist ® Fixed Object N A, Sideswipe-Same —»x Overtake ROAD CONDITIONS (DRY IF BLANK) Injury Crash
DX Parked Vehicle =~ @ Non-Fixed Object X5 Sideswipe-Opposite Q4 Overturn EfckgH%ﬁygéﬂgTs\ﬁ';’ﬁxmiﬁ =gﬁsecr::523mage

Note: Intersection crashes without available MV4000 crash
reports were not placed on diagram, but included in calculations EXH I BIT E1

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM
US 51 & COUNTY B (EAST)
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-49 APPENDIX B
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GENERAL INFORMATION

INTERSECTION:
MUNICIPALITY:
COUNTY:
STATE:
PROJECT ID:

US 51/COUNTY B (EAST)

STOUGHTON CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2010
DANE TO: 12/31/2014
Wi

5845-06-02

PREPARED BY: AJW

DURATION
5 YEARS
0 MONTHS

DATE: 12/15/2015

INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS

TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROL ON COUNTY B (EAST) POSTED SPEED (MAJOR): 55
DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO

INTERSECTION AADT: Year (2012): 12,960
NUMBER OF LEGS: 3

CRASH STATISTICS

AREA TYPE: RURAL

CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD  UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL  TOTAL DRY 9 69.2%
2010 3 0 1 1 0 0 5 WET 1 7.7%
2011 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 SNOW 3 23.1%
2012 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 ICE 0 0.0%
2013 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 MUD 0 0.0%
2014 3 0 1 0 0 0 4 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 8 0 2 2 1 0 13 TOTAL 13 100.0%
PERCENT 61.5% 0.0% 15.4%  15.4% 7.7% 0.0%  100.0%
YEARAVG. 16 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 26 CRASH TYPE PERCENT
ANGLE 4 30.8%
CRASH RATES er MEV REAR-END 4 30.8%
CRASH RATE ® 0.55 HEAD-ON ! 7-7%
: SS-SAME 1 7.7%
INJURY CRASH RATE 0.21 ) 0
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT YEHICIE TVPES PERCENT iSESEPsF:;ls/IATNE (1) ;'Z;’
CAR 23 88.5% -
DAY 8 61.5% BICYCLE 0 0.0%
TRUCK 2 7.7% FIXED 0 0.0%
DARK 5 38.5% o e
OTHER/UNKN 3.8% NO COLLISION 2 15.4%
0,
z-oote-:r[i\em, dusk or street lighted conditii included in da{kotg.a?A Zl:)?e?—s/?alzistics based on first and second vehiczleas in crashes. 100.0% OVERTURN 0 0'0%
OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 13 100.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2
TUESDAY 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2
WEDNESDAY 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FRIDAY O ] (R O 1o O ] O ] L Lo,
SATURDAY 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 6 Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 1 5 1 4 2 0 0 13
DRIVER AGES PERCENT _ VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
<25 7 35.0% OTHER/UNKN 1 4.0% SPRING 3 23-1?’
55 34 3 15.0% NONE ) 8.0% SUMMER 6 46.2%
0,
) . VERY MINOR 2 8.0% FALL 0 0.0%
35-44 4 R WINTER 4 30.8%
MINOR 3 12.0% 0%
45-54 1 5.0% MODERATE 9 36.0% TOTAL 13 100.0%
55-64 4 20.0% : Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fall=Oct-Dec
: SEVERE 4 16.0%
65-74 1 5.0% VERY SEVERE 4 A ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75-84 0 0.0% TOTAL 25 100.0% 1
85+ O 0.0% Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 769%
UNKNOWN 0 0.0% AVERAGE NUMBER OF 20 EXHIBIT E2
TOTAL 20 100.0% VEHICLES PER CRASH
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. Note: Statistics based on all vehicles in crashes. I NTE RS ECTI 0 N CRAS H STATI STI CS
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
Project ID 5845-06-03 B-50 APPENDIX B
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c

i
NORTH

08/24/2011, 5PM

d‘d‘
v
11/19/2014, 8PM, DARK @L/0S [@
02/03/2014, 5PM

10/02/2014, 8AM @

01/10/2014, 4PM, ICE, RAIN
02/03/2011, 10AM, ICE &

12-15-15
12/18/2013, 9AM
® 01/17/2012, 7AM, SNOW
02/11/2010, 7AM
©) COUNTY AB

3/10/2010, 12PM, WET, FOG @

couN™ °

PROJECT MAP

10/28/2014, 5PM
09/22/2014, 6PM
08/09/2012, 5PM, WET, RAIN
08/02/2011, 4PM

11/30/2010, 7PM, DARK

=
s}
B3
&
E
=
<}
>
o

DYRESON ROAD

CTH B

3/25/2010, 4PM

SCHNEIDER DRIVE
—

06/14/2014, 3PM, SNOW E
06/26/2013, 4PM, SNOW

09/29/2014, 3PM
04/26/2014, 1PM
11/30/2013, 12PM
01/02/2013, 12PM @
11/13/2012, 4PM

04/11/2012, 7AM, DARK @

08/21/2014, 1AM, DARK

YEAR CRASH RATE
2010 BLUE
2011 RED 1.20 Crashes
2012 GREEN Per Million
2013 PURPLE Entering Vehicles
o 2014 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 11,440/day

CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY

0 Fatal Crash (K)
25 0 Incapacitating (A-Level)
Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
Crashes 7 possible (C-Level)
15 Property Damage Only

LEGEND

CRASH SEVERITY
DEFINITIONS

b = CRASH FREQUENCY

“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING I - Fatal Crash.
— Moving Vehicle [o o Stop/Yield Sign *» Angle (Right Angle) —»le Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED = ::jcjr‘\’/aé'r?;']"g
&&&—» Backing Vehicle @pTree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}> Rear-End szEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - —- Pedestrian © Utility Pole _7' Angle (Right-Turn) A\ Out of Control SEVERITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) - :)rglsj;\{)gash
------------ Bicyclist ® Fixed Object N X, Sideswipe-Same —»¢ Overtake ROAD CONDITIONS (DRY IF BLANK) Injury Crash
D=x] Parked Vehicle @ Non-Fixed Object X~p Sideswipe-Opposite Q4 Overturn /';'SgH%?_’;'ggg’}ﬁ\%ﬁgkﬂwEE’ﬁ =grrf’|5€c'rtg£amage
Note: Intersection crashes without available MV4000 crash
reports were not placed on diagram, but included in calculations EXHIBIT F1
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
Project ID 5845-06-03 B-51 APPENDIX B




Phase Il ICE Approved 2016

INTERSECTION: US 51/COUNTY B/AB

MUNICIPALITY: MCFARLAND

COUNTY: DANE
STATE: WI

PROJECT ID: 5845-06-02

GENERAL INFORMATION
DURATION
CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2010 5 YEARS
TO: 12/31/2014 0 MONTHS

PREPARED BY: AJW

DATE: 12/15/2015

INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS

TRAFFIC CONTROL:

INTERSECTION AADT: Year (2012): 11,440
NUMBER OF LEGS: 4

STOP CONTROL ON COUNTY B & AB  POSTED SPEED (MAJOR): 55

DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
AREA TYPE: RURAL

CRASH STATISTICS

CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD  UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL  TOTAL DRY 20 80.0%
0,
2010 3 0 1 0 0 0 4 WET 2 8.0%
2011 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 SNow ! 4.0%
ICE 2 8.0%
2012 3 0 1 0 0 0 4 MUD 0 0.0%
2013 2 0 1 1 0 0 4 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
2014 5 o 3 2 o 0 10 TOTAL 25 100.0%
TOTAL 15 0 7 3 0 0 25
PERCENT 60.0% 0.0% 28.0%  12.0% 0.0% 0.0%  100.0% CRASH TYPE PERCENT
YEAR AVG. 3.0 0.0 1.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 5.0 ANGLE 8 32.0%
REAR-END 12 48.0%
CRASH RATES per MEV HEAD-ON 0 0.0%
CRASH RATE 1.20 SS-SAME ) 8.0%
INJURY CRASH RATE 0.48 SS-OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
CAR 39 78.0% BICYCLE 0 0.0%
DAY 19 76.0% FIXED o 0.0%
DARK . 24.0% TRUCK 10 20.0% -0%
. (] 0,
OTHER/UNKN 1 5 0% NO COLLISION 3 12.0%
TOTAL 25 100.0% OVERTURN 0 0.0%
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. TOTAL 50 100 0%
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. OTH ER/U N KN 0 OO%
TOTAL 25 100.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3
TUESDAY 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 5
WEDNESDAY 0 0 3 2 1 1 0 7 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 2 1 2 0 1 0 6
FRIDAY O ] (U O i, L] O ] O O e, Lo
SATURDAY 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 2 6 12 3 2 0 25
DRIVER AGES PERCENT  VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
0,
<25 4 8.3% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% SPRING 14 56-00"
Jo.aa . 16.7% NONE 3 6.1% SUMMER 3 12.0%
35.44 9 18.8% VERY MINOR 4 8.2% FALL 0 0.0%
s MINOR 6 12.2% WINTER 8 32.0%
45-54 14 29.2% MODERATE 10 20.4% TOTAL 25 100.0%
55-64 7 14_6% SEVERE 20 40,8% Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fall=Oct-Dec
65-74 4 8.3% VERY SEVERE 6 12.2% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75-84 2 4.2% TOTAL 49 100.0% TOTAL 2
85+ 0 0.0% Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 800%
1)
UNKNOWN 0 0.0% AVERAGE NUMBER OF 23 EXHIBIT E2
TOTAL 48 100.0% VEHICLES PER CRASH
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. Note: Statistics based on all vehicles in crashes. I NTE RS ECTI 0 N CRAS H STATI STI CS
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
Project ID 5845-06-03 B-52 APPENDIX B
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FINAL
9-8-15

US 51

05/05/2010, 4PM @
01/06/2011, 3PM @
12/29/2012, 12PM, CLDY A

12/09/2014, 5PM

EXCHANGE ST.

PROJECT MAP

SIGGELKOW RD

EXCHANGE ST

YEAR CRASH RATE CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY
2010 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2011 RED 0.17 CraSheS 4 1 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2012 GREEN Per Million 1 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
o 2013 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes 1 possible (C-Level)
2014 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 13,200/day 1 Property Damage Only
CRASH SEVERITY
LEGEND %’Q:CRASH FREQUENCY DEFINITIONS
“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING [ - Fatal Crash.
— Moving Vehicle [o o Stop/Yield Sign — Angle (Right Angle) —»}e— Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED @A - ::jcjr‘\’/aé'r?:r']"g
<& Backing Vehicle (@ Tree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}> Rear-End SISLEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - —- Pedestrian © Utility Pole _7' Angle (Right-Turn) A\ Out of Control SEVERITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) - :)ngg;'i\gl(:ash
------------ Bicyclist ® Fixed Object N X, Sideswipe-Same —»¢ Overtake ROAD CONDITIONS (DRY IF BLANK) Injury Crash
D=x] Parked Vehicle @ Non-Fixed Object X~ Sideswipe-Opposite Q. Overturn Egg&?};&ﬂgﬁégﬁgﬁgﬁ =grr:’|$ecrrt§sﬁamage
EXHIBIT G1

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM
US 51 & EXCHANGE ST

DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-53 APPENDIX B



Phase Il ICE Approved 2015

GENERAL INFORMATION
INTERSECTION: US 51/EXCHANGE ST DURATION
MUNICIPALITY: MCFARLAND CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2010 5 YEARS
COUNTY: DANE TO: 12/31/2014 0 MONTHS
STATE: WI
PROJECT ID:  5845-06-02 PREPARED BY: CRD DATE: 09/08/2015
INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS
TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROLLED ON EXCHANGE POSTED SPEED (MAJOR): 55
INTERSECTION AADT: Year (2011): 13,200 DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
NUMBER OF LEGS: 3 AREA TYPE: RURAL
CRASH STATISTICS
CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY
YEAR PD UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL TOTAL ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
2010 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 DRY 4 100.0%
2011 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 WET 0 0.0%
2012 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 SNOW 0 0.0%
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ICE 0 0.0%
2014 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 MUD 0 0.0%
TOTAL 1 0 1 1 1 0 4 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
PERCENT 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 100.0% TOTAL 4 100.0%
YEAR AVG. 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.8
CRASH TYPE PERCENT
ANGLE 0 0.0%
CRASH RATES per MEV REAR-END 4 100.0%
CRASH RATE 0.17 HEAD-ON 0 0.0%
INJURY CRASH RATE 0.12 SS-SAME 0 0.0%
VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT SS-OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT CAR 3 38.9% PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
DAY 3 75.0% BICYCLE 0 0.0%
TRUCK 1 11.1% FIXED 0 0.0%
DARK 1 25.0% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% NOT FIXED 0 0.0%
TOTAL 4 100.0% TOTAL 9 100.0% OVERTURN 0 0.0%
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. OTH ER/UNKN 0 0_0%
TOTAL 4 100.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TUESDAY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
WEDNESDAY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
FRIDAY i, O O O i O O O 0o
SATURDAY 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 4
DRIVER AGES PERCENT VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT
<25 1 11.1% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% SIZRSIEAGSON 1 PE;;COE;:T
o .
2534 > 33.3% \'\/II(E)R'\\‘(EMINOR g 8’8; SUMMER 0 0.00%
35-44 1 11.1% e FALL 0 0.0%
MINOR 0 0.0% WINTER 3 75.0%
45-54 1 11.1% MODERATE 2 22.2%
TOTAL 4 100.0%
55_64 3 333% SEVERE 4 44.5% Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fall=Oct-Dec
65-74 0 0.0% VERY SEVERE 3 33.3%
75.84 0 0.0% TOTAL 9 100.0% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. TOTAL 0
85+ 0 0.0% PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 0.0%
UNKNOWN 0 0.0% AVERAGE NUMBER OF 2.5
TOTAL 9 100.0% ?\lltfeﬂslt(a:t!;tEicszsEe?os:ﬁeefiﬂes in crashes. EXH I B IT G 2
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. : ) INTERSECTION CRASH STATISTICS
US 51 & EXCHANGE ST
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
Project ID 5845-06-03 B-54 APPENDIX B
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% NORTH
RN
w 08-30-19
v e
@)
[
.
X
Q
3
©
01/10/2014, 5PM, ICE, DARK
o) 01/28/2014, 8PM, DUSK
i 12/23/2014, 11AM, WET
‘ A/‘ 12/31/2014, 12PM
N——
\
Siggelkow Road —
—
PROJECT MAP
\ﬁﬂ“‘?’ 07/17/2015, 10AM
11/23/2015, 9AM
. U= gD 06/03/2016, 6AM
% 07/06/2016, 9AM
2 09/12/2016, 4PM S
z 09/26/2016, 6PM %)
a 11/23/2016, 8AM, WET s
SIGGELKOW ROAD 09/01/2017’ 2PM %
07/03/2018, 11AM o
10/17/2018, 5PM =
\)
LA:Cs)ﬁg BEACH g
FARWELLSTREET %
YEAR CRASH RATE CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY
2014 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2015 RED 0.98 CraSheS 14 0 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2016 GREEN Per Million 0 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
° 2017 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes o possible (C-Level)
2018 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 7830/day 14 Property Damage Only
CRASH SEVERITY
LEGEND V&Q = CRASH FREQUENCY DEFINITIONS
“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING [ - Fatal Crash.
— Moving Vehicle oo Stop/Yield Sign ~— Angle (Right Angle) —»}e— Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED A- :zjcjg,aé',t:;;]ng
&&&» Backing Vehicle  (Myglree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»|» Rear-End EgLEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - - - Pedestrian (@) Utility Pole —»¥ Angle (Right-Turn) A\ Out of Control | severITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) E - Lng:;x)lcer“h
------------ Bicyclist (® Fixed Object A X, Sideswipe-Same —»¢ Overtake ROAD CONDITIONS (DRY IF BLANK) Injury Crash
DX Parked Vehicle ~ @ Non-Fixed Object X<, Sideswipe-Opposite Q4 Overturn /"A'LGCFgH%()L?[E’F'{EgT;\%’:\Y/;mE,\:; =(I;rr:J|$ecr:;/Slaamage
EXHIBIT H1

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM
US 51 SB RAMPS & SIGGELKOW ROAD
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-55 APPENDIX B




For Phase | ICE (2019)

GENERAL INFORMATION

INTERSECTION:
MUNICIPALITY:
COUNTY:
STATE:
PROJECT ID:

MCFARLAND
DANE

Wi
5845-06-02

US 51 SB RAMPS & SIGGELKOW ROAD
CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2014

TO: 12/31/2018

PREPARED BY: KRT

DURATION
5 YEARS
0 MONTHS

DATE: 08/30/2019

INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS

TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROL ON OFF-RAMP

INTERSECTION AADT (2014-2018 Avg): 7830
NUMBER OF LEGS: 4

POSTED SPEED (US 51): 55
DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
AREA TYPE: RURAL

CRASH STATISTICS

CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD  UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL  TOTAL &REYT 121 Zi-g:ﬁ’
. (]
2014 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 SNOW 0 0.0%
2015 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 ICE 1 7.1%
2016 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 MUD 0 0.0%
2017 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
2018 2 0 0 0 0 0 ) TOTAL 14 100.0%
TOTAL 14 9 9 9 9 9 14 CRASH TYPE PERCENT
PERCENT 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% ANGLE 10 71.4%
YEAR AVG. 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 REAR-END 4 28.6%
CRASH RATES per MEV ?SEQE;\SI)EN 8 8-83’
= . (]
CRASH RATE 0.98 SS-OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
KAB CRASH RATE 0.00 PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT BICYCLE 0 0.0%
CAR 20 71.4% FIXED 0 0.0%
DAY 12 85.7% TRUCK 3 28.6% NO COLLISION 0 0.0%
0,
DARK 2 14.3% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% OVERTURN 0 0.0%
0 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 14 100.0% TOTAL 28 100.0%
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. ) TOTAL 14 100. 0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3
TUESDAY 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 3
WEDNESDAY 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FRIDAY O 12 O O O A
SATURDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 4 4 4 2 0 0 14
DRIVER AGES PERCENT VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
0,
<25 2 7.1% OTHER/UNKN 2 7.1% SPRING 1 7.1%
NONE 0 0.0% SUMMER 6 42.9%
25-34 10 35.7% o o
% VERY MINOR 3 10.7% FALL 5 35.7%
35-44 > 17.9%  minor 8 28.6% WINTER 2 14.3%
45-54 3 10.7% MODERATE 13 46.4% TOTAL 14 100.0%
55-64 1 3_6% SEVERE 2 7 1% Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fall=Oct-Dec
65-74 3 10.7% VERY SEVERE 0 0.0% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75-84 3 10.7% TOTAL 28 100.0% TOTAL 0
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. 0,
85+ 0 0.0% PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 0.00%
UNKNOWN 1 3.6% AVERAGE NUMBER OF 51
TOTAL 28 100. 0% :lllfeﬂsltgt!;tEicfbisEe?oncgeeiges in crashes. EX H I B IT H 2
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. Note; One of the fourteen crashes involved thrée vehicles. I NTE Rs ECTI O N C RAS H STATI STI Cs
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
Project ID 5845-06-03 B-56 APPENDIX B
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NORTH

08-30-19

For Phase | ICE (2019)

US 51 NB On-Ramp

08/24/2018, 7PM, DUSK

—_—
—
D b
Siggelkow RoaD
/
Siggelkow Road
—_
—
—

o MA‘; 12/15/2016, 12PM

vi

» 71 > 10/17/2014, 11AM @
VOGES ROAD
03/18/2017, 12AM, WET, DARK

TERMINAL DRIVE

SIGGELKOW ROAD

US 51 NB of.

LARSON BEACH
ROAD

FARWELL STREET

YEAR CRASH RATE CRASH FREQUENCY/SEVERITY
2014 BLUE 0 Fatal Crash (K)
2015 RED 0.28 Crashes 4 0 Incapacitating (A-Level)
2016 GREEN Per Million 0 Non-Incapacitating (B-Level)
° 2017 PURPLE Entering Vehicles Crashes 1 possible (C-Level)
2018 BLACK Entering Vehicles: 7830/day 3 Property Damage Only
CRASH SEVERITY
LEGEND '@ = CRASH FREQUENCY DEFINITIONS
“LETTER” = USED FOR REFERENCING [ - Fatal Crash
— Moving Vehicle [o o Stop/Yield Sign ™ Angle (Right Angle) —»}e— Head-On CRASHES IN REPORT AS NEEDED = ::jcjf\’/aé'r?:r']”g
&< Backing Vehicle ®|@Tree —»¥ Angle (Left-Turn) —»}> Rear-End E?)LEROF CRASH = Non-Incapacitating
- - - - Pedestrian @ Utility Pole _7' Angle (Right-Turn) A\ Out of Control SEVERITY (SEE SEVERITY DEFINITIONS) - Lnojg;ilcer“h
------------ Bicyclist ® Fixed Object N A, Sideswipe-Same —»x Overtake ROAD CONDITIONS (DRY IF BLANK) Injury Crash
Dx] Parked Vehicle @ Non-Fixed Object Xz Sideswipe-Opposite Q3 Overturn ELGCFSH%?SFLEET;\%SEKAWET; LANK) =gﬁsecr:;’523mage
EXHIBIT 11

INTERSECTION COLLISION DIAGRAM
US 51 NB RAMPS & SIGGELKOW ROAD
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Project ID 5845-06-03 B-57 APPENDIX B



For Phase | ICE (2019)

GENERAL INFORMATION

INTERSECTION: US 51 NB RAMPS & SIGGELKOW ROAD DURATION
MUNICIPALITY: MCFARLAND CRASHES FROM: 1/1/2014 5 YEARS
COUNTY: DANE TO: 12/31/2018 0 MONTHS
STATE: WI
PROJECT ID:  5845-06-02 PREPARED BY: KRT DATE: 08/30/2019
INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS
TRAFFIC CONTROL: STOP CONTROL ON OFF-RAMP POSTED SPEED (US 51): 55
INTERSECTION AADT (2014-2018 Avg): 7830 DEER CRASHES INCLUDED: NO
NUMBER OF LEGS: 4 AREA TYPE: RURAL
CRASH FREQUENCY & SEVERITY ROAD CONDITIONS PERCENT
YEAR PD UNKNOWN C-LEVEL B-LEVEL A-LEVEL FATAL TOTAL DRY 3 75.0%
2014 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 WET 1 25.0%
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SNOwW 0 0.0%
0,
2016 1 0 0 0 0 0 ! Iy\% D 8 g.g;
2017 1 1 e
0 0 0 0 0 0 OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0%
2018 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 TOTAL 4 100.0%
TOTAL 3 0 1 0 0 0 4
PERCENT 100.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% CRASH TYPE PERCENT
YEAR AVG. 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 ANGLE 3 75.0%
REAR-END 1 25.0%
CRASH RATES per MEV HEAD-ON 0 0.0%
CRASH RATE 0.28 SS-SAME 0 0.0%
KAB CRASH RATE 0.00 SS-OPPOSITE 0 0.0%
VEHICLE TYPES PERCENT PEDESTRIAN 0 0.0%
o)
LIGHT CONDITIONS PERCENT CAR 7 87.5% BICYCLE 0 0.0%
DAY 2 50.0% TRUCK 1 12.5% FIXED 0 0.0%
DARK 2 50.0% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% NO COLLISION 0 0.0%
TOTAL 4 100.0% TOTAL 8 100.0% OVERTURN 0 0.0%
Note: Dawn, dusk or street lighted conditions included in dark total. Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes. OTH ER/U NKN 0 0.0%
TOTAL 4 100.0%
DAY AND TIME - BOTH DIRECTIONS
EARLY AM PM LATE
MORNING PEAK MIDDAY PEAK EVENING EVENING
2:00 AM 6:00 AM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 10:00 PM
TO TO TO TO TO TO
DAY OF WEEK 5:59 AM 9:59 AM 1:59 PM 5:59 PM 9:59 PM 1:59 AM UNKNOWN TOTAL
MONDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TUESDAY 0 (0] 0 (0] 0 0 0 0
WEDNESDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Weekday
THURSDAY 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
FRIDAY O O S O 1o O O 2 e
SATURDAY 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 L Weekend
SUNDAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 4
DRIVER AGES PERCENT  VEHICLE DAMAGE PERCENT BY SEASON PERCENT
<25 0 0.0% OTHER/UNKN 0 0.0% SPRING 0 0.0%
NONE 0 0.0% SUMMER 1 25.0%
25-34 4 .0
>3 >0 OOA VERY MINOR 1 12.5% FALL 2 50.0%
35-44 1 12.5% MINOR 3 37.5% WINTER 1 25.0%
45-54 1 12.5% MODERATE 2 25.0% TOTAL 4 100.0%
55-64 1 12.5% SEVERE 2 25.0% Note: Wint=Jan-Mar, Spr=Apr-June, Sum=July-Sept, Fall=Oct-Dec
65-74 1 12.5% VERY SEVERE 0 0.0% ALCOHOL RELATED CRASHES
75-84 0 0.0% roraL . 8 100.0% TOTAL 2
ote: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes.
85+ 0 0.0% PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 50.00%
UNKNOWN 0 0.0% AVERAGE NUMBER OF 20
=22 VEHICLES PER CRASH )
TOTAL 8 100.0% Note: Statistics based on all vehicles in crashes. EXH I B IT I2
Note: Statistics based on first and second vehicles in crashes.
INTERSECTION CRASH STATISTICS
US 51 NB RAMPS & SIGGELKOW ROAD
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

To: Jeff Berens, P.E.—~Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Southwest Region
Ruchi Dutta, P.E., PTOE-Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Southwest Region

From: Joe Urban, P.E.—Strand Associates, Inc.®
Joan Petersen, P.E.—Strand Associates, Inc.®

Date:  July 16, 2019
Updated April 9, 2020

Re: Project ID 5845-06-03
US 51 Environmental Assessment
Stoughton-McFarland
Dane County
Base Year Traffic Data Review

Background

The purpose of this memorandum is to review the validity of the base year traffic counts and 2045 traffic
forecasts used in the United States (US) 51 Environmental Assessment (EA) in light of newer traffic data
available along the corridor. The project team coordinated with Wisconsin Department of
Transportation (WisDOT) Traffic Forecasting Section (TFS) on the discussion and recommendations
within this document.

The traffic forecasts for the US 51 EA were completed in 2015 and included a horizon year (or design
year) of 2045. The WisDOT Transportation Planning Manual (TPM) states the following: '

“WisDOT uses a standard, multi-step traffic forecasting process and procedure to develop
roadway traffic forecasts. The necessity of a forecast is determined during project scoping.
Scoping activities require one forecast for required projects. WisDOT’s FDM 3-1
Attachments 1.1 and 1.2 contain more information about the facilities development process. New
data cannot be used until it is usable, analyzed, and has been integrated into WisDOT
Jorecasting’s tools. The WisDOT Bureau of Planning and Economic Development must make the
preliminary determination that an updated forecast is required...”

This memorandum compares the current base year traffic volumes versus the most recent (2018) traffic
volumes to assist in determining if updated traffic forecasts are needed for the preferred alternative
(Alternative H) identified in the draft US 51 EA. The other alternatives under consideration in the
US 51 EA are anticipated to be dismissed for reasons outside of traffic volumes and operations, which
are described in detail within the environmental document.

The US 51 EA limits are shown in Figure 1 along with the 12 locations where roadway traffic counts
were compared.

"' WisDOT TPM Chapter 9, Section 1.4.c (Accessed April 18, 2019). Emphasis added
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Figure 1 US 51 Study Area and WisDOT Roadway Count Locations

Traffic Volume Comparison Results

WisDOT roadway counts were completed along US 51 in 2012, 2015, and 2018 as part of WisDOT’s
coverage count program. Intersection traffic counts were collected along US 51 in 2014 at 30 locations
as part of the US 51 EA efforts. The base year of the traffic analysis performed for the study is 2014 to
be consistent with the intersection traffic counts. Because of this, the 2012 WisDOT roadway counts
were inflated by two years to be consistent with the study’s 2014 base year. For the purposes of this
memorandum, the 2014 base year volumes were compared to the most recent (2018) WisDOT roadway
volumes.

The results of the comparison between 2014 base year roadway volumes used in the US 51 EA (inflated
from 2012 counts) and 2018 roadway volumes (from 2018 roadway counts) are shown in Table 1.
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Base Conditions Roadway Volumes AADT Comparisons
(Along US 51) (2018 vs. 2014) Are Study
Section of US 51 Limits 2014 2018 Absolute Percent Volumes
Corridor (North to South) AADTIH  AADTE  Difference Difference Reasonable?
Beltline to 33,500 34,600 1,100 3.3%
Siggelkow Road
McFarland Siggelkow Road to Yes
- - o,
County MN 19,000 18,700 300 1.6%
Tower Road to 10,800 13,700 2,900 26.9%
Dyreson Road
McFarlang ~ DYreson Roadto 10,500 10,900 400 3.8% Yes
to Stoughton County B/AB . (seq
Lake Kegonsa Road to discussion)
Halverson Road/ 11,100 11,200 100 0.9%
Quam Drive
Roby Road to 10,500 10,400  -100 1.0%
. Jackson Street Yes
West Side of
Stoughton Jackson Street to . (seg
State Trunk Highway 8,700 10,300 1,600 18.4% discussion)
(STH) 138
Hoel Avenue to 14,500 12,800 -1,700 -11.7%
King Street
Mornear Lroue Streetto 15100 12,900 2200  -14.6% Yes
Page Street
downtown 7th Street to (see
o . .
Stoughton Hillside Avenue 10,100 10,300 200 2.0% discussion)
County N to Race o
Track Road 6,300 9,100 2,800 44.4%
East of Yes
County W to County A 4,200 5,000 800 19.0% (see
Stoughton . .
discussion)
Notes:
AADT=annual average daily traffic
(112014 AADT volumes derived from interpolation between 2012 WisDOT roadway counts and No-Build traffic forecasts.
(212018 AADT volume source (Accessed July 16, 2019):  https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/projects/data-plan/traf-
counts/default.aspx
Table 1 Roadway Traffic Count Comparison Results (2014 versus 2018)

Traffic Forecast Development and Usage

The traffic forecasts completed in 2015 were developed using Versions 2 and 3 of the Dane County
Travel Demand Model (Demand Model). These traffic forecasts were used for the study’s traffic
operations analysis. Traffic Forecasting reviewed the current version (Version 6.5.1) of the
Demand Model to assess the degree of change relative to the original project analysis. Correspondence
with WisDOT TFS can be found in Attachment A. Additional documentation is available upon request.
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The roadway forecasts were primarily used for K30, K100, and K250 analysis to show a range of Level
of Service (LOS) results for different 2-lane portions of the corridor. The intersection forecasts were used
to assess intersection operations using Synchro and/or Sidra software.

There have been updates to WisDOT Facilities Development Manual (FDM) guidance (e.g., LOS
threshold updates) since the traffic operations analysis was completed for this study.? These changes will
be documented in the US 51 EA and are not discussed in this memorandum.

Discussion

Observations and discussion by section of the corridor are as follows:

1. McFarland
a. Both locations reviewed have 2014 volumes within 5 percent of the 2018 volumes.
b. Mainline capacity expansion is not proposed within this section for Alternative H.

Siggelkow Road interchange ramp improvements and the addition of an auxiliary lane
in each direction north of Siggelkow Road are proposed.

2. McFarland to Stoughton

a. Two of the three locations reviewed have 2014 volumes within 5 percent of the 2018
volumes. Between Tower Road to Dyerson Road, the 2018 volumes are approximately
27 percent higher than the 2014 base year volumes. However, the 2018 volumes are only
5 percent higher than the 2009 count volumes.

(D) Volumes at this location have fluctuated over time, meaning that while there is
a relatively large difference between the 2014 and 2018 volumes, there has not
been steady growth in traffic volumes based on the count history. This is shown
by the following traffic count volumes:

(a) 2005 = 11,300 vehicles per day (vpd)
(b) 2006 = 12,500 vpd
(c) 2009 = 13,000 vpd
(d) 2012 =10,600 vpd
(e) 2015 =11,200 vpd
€3] 2018 = 13,600 vpd

2) Differences in volume trends at this location will be noted in the
environmental documentation or appendices.

2 WisDOT FDM 11-5-3, Table 3.1 Desirable Levels of Service. Accessed April 4, 2019
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b.

Mainline capacity expansion is not proposed within this section for Alternative H.
Intersection improvements such as left-turn lanes, right-turn lane extensions, or
roundabout control (at two locations) are proposed.

West Side of Stoughton

a.

From Jackson Street to STH 138, the 2018 volumes could be higher than previous years
because of development and recently installed traffic signals (permanent at
Jackson Street, temporary at STH 138). Updates to the 2014 base year volumes or traffic
forecasts are not needed at this time, as the traffic analysis for this area included several
analyses for full build out conditions of the Kettle Park West development.

It is also possible that the growth in recent years between STH 138 and Jackson Street
is not due to the Kettle Park West development or installation of traffic signals. The
traffic volumes at this location have fluctuated over time, leading to the high growth
percentage (approximately 18 percent) reported between the 2014 base year volumes
and 2018 count volumes:

(1) 2005 = 11,000 vpd
(2) 2006 = 10,000 vpd
(3) 2009 = 9,200 vpd
(4) 2012 =8,500 vpd
(5)  2015=9,400 vpd
(6) 2018 =10,300 vpd

The Jackson Street and STH 138 intersections were converted from sidestreet
stop-control to signal control in 2016. The 2018 traffic volumes are similar to (within
3 to 6 percent of) pre-Kettle Park West development and presignalized traffic volumes
from 2005 and 2006. Additionally, it should be noted that intersection control, such as
traffic signals or roundabouts, are typically not accounted for within the Demand Model.

From Roby Road to Jackson Street, just north of the “Jackson Street to STH 138" count
site, the traffic data shows nearly equal (within 1 percent) volumes in 2014 and 2018 and
minimal fluctuation overall from 2012 to 2018. This indicates a different trend than the
“Jackson Street to STH 138” count site in that the traffic signals and development do not
appear to be having a substantial impact on daily traffic volumes along US 51 north of
Jackson Street.

Mainline capacity expansion (from 2-lanes to 4-lanes) is proposed within this section for
Alternative H. Intersection improvements on the west side of Stoughton such as
roundabout control are proposed as part of this study or are currently in design (as
separate independent projects) at several locations.
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In or Near Downtown Stoughton

a.

The four locations reviewed show greater variations in traffic volumes (both decreases
and increases) than other areas of the corridor. One location, from County N to Racetrack
Road, shows a 44 percent increase between the 2014 and 2018 volumes. Observations
of this location and the surrounding locations include the following:

@) The five counts performed at this location between 2005 and 2015 reported daily
volumes ranging from 5,200 vpd to 6,900 vpd. The 2018 count was higher than
each of the previous counts, reported at 9,100 vpd.

2) A similar trend is found along County N north of US 51, where the five counts
between 2005 and 2015 reported daily volumes ranging from 5,100 vpd to
6,200 vpd. The 2018 count was higher than each of the previous counts, reported
at 7,600 vpd. This suggests that some traffic may be rerouting to County N rather
than traveling through downtown Stoughton.

3) There are six count sites along US 51 to the west of this location between
County N and Page Street (just over 1 mile) that show varying trends over the
WisDOT count cycles. Two of these locations are shown in Table 1.

4) The amount of projected growth to the 2045 design year in the completed traffic
forecast along US 51 between County N and Racetrack Road was approximately
2,200 vpd. If that same growth was applied to the 2018 count volume of
9,100 vpd, a projected volume of 11,300 vpd would result. This potential
projected volume would still be less than existing volumes in downtown
Stoughton.

Mainline capacity expansion is not proposed within this section for Alternative H. Minor
safety improvements are proposed. Because no major improvements to roadway
capacity are proposed in and around downtown Stoughton, and the one location with
high percentage growth in the base year is a relatively low volume (US 51 between
County N and Racetrack Road), updating base year data from 2014 to 2018 is not
anticipated to substantially affect the study’s horizon year traffic analysis.

East of Stoughton

a.

From County W to County A, the traffic data shows a higher percent growth than other
areas of the corridor, which is mainly due to a fairly low daily volume compared to rest
of the corridor.

Mainline capacity expansion is not proposed within this section for Alternative H.
Slightly higher base year (2018) volumes in the rural portion east of Stoughton are not
anticipated to change conclusions of the operations analysis because the traffic volumes
are modest for a 2-lane highway.
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Summary

Based on the discussion above, in September 2019 WisDOT and Federal Highway Administration staff
concluded that updated traffic forecasts are not needed for the US 51 EA. This conclusion is based on
the following factors:

1. The traffic volume comparisons presented in Table 1 show that while there a few locations with
fluctuations along US 51; the 2014 study volumes appear to be reasonable.

2. The 2045 horizon year included in the forecasts sufficiently covers the typical design year
guidance in the WisDOT FDM.?

3. The traffic forecasts took into account planned development in and around Stoughton, as well
as other areas of the corridor. Alternative H includes proposed mainline capacity expansion on
the west side of Stoughton, which is an area with a higher concentration of planned development
compared to the rest of the corridor. This statement was verified by WisDOT TFS using the
current version (Version 6.5.1) of the Demand Model. Correspondence with WisDOT TFS can
be found in Attachment A.

4. Traffic volumes will be reviewed again during the final design phase of the project. During the
design phase, items such as turn lane lengths and details on proposed intersection traffic control
are anticipated to be refined based on newer traffic counts and forecasts.

3 WisDOT FDM 11-10-1.1 (Accessed May 23, 2019): The design years for projects are normally 20 years from the date projects are proposed
to be opened to traffic. Shorter design periods may be used when highways are to be constructed in stages or designed for shorter pavement
improvement life-spans. The traffic forecasts for US 51 were developed assuming an estimated construction year of 2025.
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ATTACHMENT A

Hellermann, Luke

From: Urban, Joseph M.

Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2019 1:10 PM
To: Hellermann, Luke

Cc: Kobryn, Jennifer; Petersen, Joan
Subject: FW: Final Draft Memo

For Admin record: WisDOT TFS approval of Base Year Traffic Data Review memo

From: Murray, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Murray@dot.wi.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2019 1:07 PM

To: Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT <Ruchi.Dutta@dot.wi.gov>

Cc: Berens, Jeff - DOT <Jeff.Berens@dot.wi.gov>; Urban, Joseph M. <Joseph.Urban@strand.com>; Zhang, Miao X - DOT
<miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon - DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: Re: Final Draft Memo

Ok looks fine to me.

Jennifer Murray, AICP

Traffic Forecasting Chief

Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation

Division of Transportation Investment Management, Bureau of Planning and Economic Development
4822 Madison Yards Way

Madison, WI 53707-7913

(608) 264-8722 Desk

(608) 294-7487 Mobile

OnJun 4, 2019, at 9:39 AM, Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT <Ruchi.Dutta@dot.wi.gov> wrote:;

Jen — Brandon suggested a slight change to how we worded the highlighted portions before, making it more
clear. Please review the attached document and ignore the previous one.

Thank you.

Ruchi

From: Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT

Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2019 11:14 AM

To: Murray, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Murray@dot.wi.gov>

Cc: Berens, Jeff - DOT <Jeff.Berens@dot.wi.gov>; Urban, Joseph M. <Joseph.Urban@strand.com>; Zhang, Miao
X - DOT <miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon - DOT <Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: RE: Final Draft Memo

Hi Jen,

We have made revisions (highlighted in yellow) to the attached traffic memo, as discussed earlier today. Please
let us know if it meets your approval.

Thanks.
Ruchi
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ATTACHMENT A

From: Murray, Jennifer - DOT

Sent: Monday, June 3, 2019 1:42 PM

To: Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT <Ruchi.Dutta@dot.wi.gov>

Cc: Berens, Jeff - DOT <Jeff.Berens@dot.wi.gov>; Urban, Joseph M. <Joseph.Urban@strand.com>
Subject: Re: Final Draft Memo

Hi Ruchi

I am on the west coast and attending a conference. | have time at 10:00 your time tomorrow (8am my time).
Let me know if that works. Do you want anyone from my team about the work we provided... if it’s a modeling
guestion too? If so, Miao would be good to invite too.

Thanks Ruchi,

Jen

Jennifer Murray, AICP

Traffic Forecasting Chief

Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation

Division of Transportation Investment Management, Bureau of Planning and Economic Development
4822 Madison Yards Way

Madison, Wl 53707-7913

(608) 264-8722 Desk

(608) 294-7487 Mobile

OnJun 3, 2019, at 10:22 AM, Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT <Ruchi.Dutta@dot.wi.gov> wrote:

Hi Jen,

Are you available today afternoon or tomorrow (between 10 am and 2 pm) to talk about the
revisions needed to this memo? Joe Urban and | would also like to expand upon the usage of K
factors for the operations analysis for this project. Let me know of your availability and I’ll send
you a conference line to call into.

Thanks!

Ruchi

From: Murray, Jennifer - DOT

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 1:25 PM

To: Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT <Ruchi.Dutta@dot.wi.gov>; Berens, Jeff - DOT
<Jeff.Berens@dot.wi.gov>; Wilson, Holly J - DOT <Holly.Wilson@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Chritton, Chris - DOT <Chris.Chritton@dot.wi.gov>; Zhang, Miao X - DOT
<miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: FW: Final Draft Memo

Hi Ruchi,

See our analysis and the notes/emails below. | have talked with the forecasting team on your
memo. This email is to clarify the degree of change in the travel demand model as it is
unstated in your memo as it currently reads.

The volumes in the above attachments are not to be confused with traffic forecasts... these are
generalized views of traffic assignments. The data in the above attachments uses the 2012
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ATTACHMENT A
base traffic count data. The reason 2012 is used, is because our job was to compare the models
side by side. Thank you to Miao for putting this together.

As my Tuesday 4:25 email indicates, this is one half of the picture and because we do not see
traffic volumes on your K100/250, etc.... analysis, forecasting cannot gage if this affects the
operations analysis. That is something that your project team will have to help you identify and
we can participate on that if needed.

At this time, it may be helpful to add to the memo, “Traffic Forecasting reviewed the travel
demand model to assess the degree of change relative to the original project analysis.
Documentation is available upon request.”

Thank you for your consideration of our comments,

Jen

Jen

Jennifer Murray, AICP

WisDOT Traffic Forecasting Section Chief
Bureau of Planning & Economic Development
6™ Floor South, $603.12

Madison — Hill Farms State Office Building
Office: (608) 264-8722

Mobile: (608) 294-7487

From: Zhang, Miao X - DOT

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 11:29 AM

To: Murray, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Murray@dot.wi.gov>

Cc: Dercks, Kory - DOT <Kory.Dercks@dot.wi.gov>; Chritton, Chris - DOT
<Chris.Chritton@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: RE: Final Draft Memo

Jen,

Attached are the updated excel file and a pdf version.

All the sites along the corridor are marked on the map, as well as their 2012 counts, V3 and
V6.5.1 growth rates, current base year assignment change compared to V3.

| put the site 130210 on the map too, since its V6.5.1 base year assignment is 80% more than
the V3.

Then it is easy to find

“Current model puts more assignment on USH 51 passing McFarland (site 130577 increased
52% base year and 55% future year), STH 138 west of Stoughton (site 130210 increased 80%
base year and 40% future year);

puts less assignment on USH 51 passing west side of Stoughton (site 132264 decreased 34%
base year and 57% future year).”

Thanks,
Miao

From: Murray, Jennifer - DOT

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 8:06 AM
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ATTACHMENT A
To: Zhang, Miao X - DOT <miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov>
Cc: Dercks, Kory - DOT <Kory.Dercks@dot.wi.gov>; Chritton, Chris - DOT
<Chris.Chritton@dot.wi.gov>
Subject: Re: Final Draft Memo

Hi Miao

Since I am having locational challenges without the web or Gus right with me currently, can
you do a couple things for me?

1. Highlight the rows with the counts between Stoughton and McFarland (the corridor limits,
as | understand it in Rucchis memao).

2. Also can you calculate the growth rate for me in a columns for the 2010 to future year using
the base assignment to future assignment for both versions?

After that, please resend me the excel file. Basically, what | am thinking is that the growth can
be assessed for reasonableness relative to each rate.

Thank you.
Jen

Jennifer Murray, AICP

Traffic Forecasting Chief

Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation

Division of Transportation Investment Management, Bureau of Planning and Economic
Development

4822 Madison Yards Way

Madison, WI 53707-7913

(608) 264-8722 Desk

(608) 294-7487 Mobile

On May 29, 2019, at 2:55 PM, Zhang, Miao X - DOT <miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov> wrote:

Jen,

Sorry | put the wrong current version number, it should be Model Version
6.5.1.

| corrected the version number in the file.

Attached is the Model V2 and V3 No Build output compared to current model
V6.5.1.

Current model puts more assignment on USH 51 passing McFarland (site
130577 increased 52% base year and 55% future year), STH 138 west of
Stoughton (site 130210 increased 80% base year and 40% future year); while
puts less assignment on USH 51 passing west side of Stoughton (site 132264
decreased 34% base year and 57% future year).

Thanks,
Miao

From: Zhang, Miao X - DOT
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ATTACHMENT A
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 1:53 PM

To: Murray, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Murray@dot.wi.gov>; Dercks, Kory - DOT
<Kory.Dercks@dot.wi.gov>

Cc: Chritton, Chris - DOT <Chris.Chritton@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: RE: Final Draft Memo

Hi Jen,

Kory has helped me locate the Dane model V2 and V3 that were used in the
forecast 5141, Version 2 does not have Ho Chunk Generator while Version 3
has Ho Chunk Generator.

Attached is the Model V2 and V3 No Build output compared to current model
V6.5.

Current model puts more assignment on USH 51 passing McFarland (site
130577 increased 52% base year and 55% future year), STH 138 west of
Stoughton (site 130210 increased 80% base year and 40% future year); while
puts less assignment on USH 51 passing west side of Stoughton (site 132264
decreased 34% base year and 57% future year).

<< File: US 51 Forecast Review.xlIsx >>

Thanks,
Miao

From: Murray, Jennifer - DOT

Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 4:25 PM

To: Dercks, Kory - DOT <Kory.Dercks@dot.wi.gov>; Zhang, Miao X - DOT
<miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov>

Cc: Chritton, Chris - DOT <Chris.Chritton@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: RE: Final Draft Memo

Hi Miao and Kory,

It would be good to identify that the forecasts used for this project were in the
K100/250 analysis and indeed state that the travel demand model has not
substantially changed (ver 2/3 went to version 6.5.1); therefore presumably
not affecting the operations analysis. Is there anything you can tell me about
the model that might help me make this statement? Or if you refute it and find
that the “assignments only” have changed substantially, please tell me that as
well. Does our new SRF memo help with this description?

Jen

Jennifer Murray, AICP

WisDOT Traffic Forecasting Section Chief
Bureau of Planning & Economic Development
6« Floor South, S603.12

Madison — Hill Farms State Office Building
Office: (608) 264-8722

Mobile: (608) 294-7487
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ATTACHMENT A

From: Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT

Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 10:28 AM

To: Murray, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Murray@dot.wi.gov>

Cc: Berens, Jeff - DOT <Jeff.Berens@dot.wi.gov>; Lamers, Brandon - DOT
<Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov>; Wilson, Holly J - DOT
<Holly.Wilson@dot.wi.gov>; Dercks, Kory - DOT <Kory.Dercks@dot.wi.gov>;
Zhang, Miao X - DOT <miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: RE: Final Draft Memo

Hi Jen,

Please see the revised memo with the changes highlighted in yellow. One
revision that | wanted to point out was the way the TPM language is now
worded: “The WisDOT Bureau of Planning and Economic Development
must make the preliminary determination that an updated forecast is
required...”

Please let us know as soon as you can if the updated memo meets your
approval. We need to send it to FHWA this week, for their review.

Thanks much.
Ruchi

From: Murray, Jennifer - DOT

Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 10:17 AM

To: Dutta, Ruchi R - DOT <Ruchi.Dutta@dot.wi.qov>

Cc: Berens, Jeff - DOT <Jeff.Berens@dot.wi.gov>; Wilson, Holly J - DOT
<Holly.Wilson@dot.wi.gov>; Dercks, Kory - DOT <Kory.Dercks@dot.wi.gov>;
Zhang, Miao X - DOT <miao.zhang@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: Final Draft Memo

Hi Ruchi,
| wondered if you had a final draft memo yet?

Please let me know.

Jen

Jennifer Murray, AICP

Traffic Forecasting Section Chief

Wisconsin Department of Transportation

Bureau of Planning and Economic Development
jennifer.murray@dot.wi.gov

4822 Madison Yards Way, 6= Floor South, S603.12
POBOX7913——

Madison, WI 53707-7913

Office: (608) 264-8722
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ATTACHMENT A
Mobile: (608) 294-7487

<US 51 Forecast Review.xlIsx>
<2019-06-04 US 51 EA_Traffic Data Review Memo (Draft) - changes.pdf>
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The original forecast (Control # 5141) was done using Dane Version 2 and Version 3, and current Dane model is V6.5.1.

Dane Model V2 No Build

Dane Model V3 No Build

Dane Model V 6.5.1 Current No Build

Count  Seasonal Functional Base Year Future Year Base Year Future Year Base Year Future Year Base Year Assignment
Forecast Year1 | TRADASID Road Name COUNT Year Factor Class Assignment  Assignment Growth Rate  Assignment Assignment Growth Rate  Assignment Assignment Growth Rate  Change V6.5.1vs V3
2025 130577 USH51 18720 2012 2 14 20498 20476 0.00% 20761 20151 -0.07% 31547 31233 -0.02% 52%
Forecast Year 2 130121 USH 51 10580 2012 4 2 15314 15648 0.05% 13894 14171 0.05% 15600 15555 -0.01% 12%
2035 131577 USH 51 10440 2012 4 2 12125 12427 0.06% 12179 12723 0.11% 13216 12723 -0.09% 9%
Final Forecast Year| 130427 USH 51 10930 2012 4 2 15855 18756 0.46% 14939 17652 0.45% 13727 14383 0.12% -8%
2045 132264 USH 51 8530 2012 2 14 10817 11848 0.24% 11338 15727 0.97% 7515 6833 -0.23% -34%
130895 USH 51 14910 2012 2 14 10725 12680 0.46% 10671 14082 0.80% 10554 12354 0.43% -1%
Model Base Year | 130876 USH 51 9990 2012 2 14 11169 13422 0.50% 11130 14140 0.68% 10501 12844 0.56% -6%
2010 131213 USH 51 6200 2012 2 16 7554 10851 1.09% 7523 11413 1.29% 7735 10308 0.83% 3%
Model Future Year | 130982 USH 51 4090 2012 4 6 6675 10628 1.48% 6636 10568 1.48% 6248 9453 1.28% -6%
2050
130120 STH 138 6880 2012 4 6 5945 8078 0.90% 5946 9769 1.61% 10710 13846 0.73% 80%
130006 1-39/90 56320 2013 3 1 50951 74661 1.16% 51061 74126 1.13% 52795 81132 1.34% 3%
131495 CTHN 5100 2012 2 16 8668 10666 0.58% 6896 8419 0.55% 7739 9839 0.68% 12%
N
No Build No Build
130577 Site ID
*18720" *2012 Count*
(-0.07%) —> (V3 GR)
[-0.02] [V6.5.1GR]
52% B Yr Assign Change
No Build
130121
*10580*
/ (0.05%)
[-0.01%)]
12%
No Build
131577
10440 |_—7
(0.11%)
[-0.09%]
9%
No Build No Build
No Build No Build 130876 130982
130427 130895 *9990* No Build *4090*
*10930* £14910* (0.68%) 131213 (1.48%)
(0.45%) (0.80%) [0.56%] ~6200° [0.28%)]
[0.12%] No Build [0.43%) 6% (1.29%) 6%
8% 132264 1% [0.83%]
“8530" | ¥ 3% \
No Build (0.97%) \ —
130120 [-0.23%)]
*6880" / -34%
(1.61%)
[0.73%]

80%

YV LINJWHOVLLY
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[ |
Scenario T
McFarland iy ciy o o300 i
2045' ~23-25,000 1ona Mononha 5] Madison N Build 42,500
vehicles per day AItAll':/:It H ﬁﬁgg AADT = Average Anfiual
Scenario T A C 22,600 Daily Traffic
2014 19,000 Alt. D 42,300
N Build 23,400
], Alt. A/AItH | 23,300
Alt. B 24,500 @@
Alt. C 23,400 Lake -
D 53200 WEEsE Scenario T
— : . 2014 10,500
Scenario . . N Build | 12,600
2014 10,800 : Village of Alt. A/A|t H 12,600
N Build 13 600 . McFarland Alt. B 13,900
- . Alt. C 12,600 \
AltA::/ /:t i iz’ggg . Alt. D 12,500 N
- - Scenario T
Alt. C 13,600
Alt. D 13,100 A z 2014 4,200
! > N Build 6,000
Scenario T S | East of Stoughton Alt. A/AItH | 6,000
Stoughton to 3 \
2014 11,100 ) 2045 ~6-8.000 Alt. B 6,700
McFarland N Build 14,400 2 705, AT C 6.700
Alt. A/AItH | 14,400 . . vehicles per day Alt, D 6,700
2045: ~14-15,000 AL B 15100 . Lake Kegonsa \
vehicles per day At C 14,500 . Scenario T
Alt. D 14,400 :. 2014 6,300
B Scenario T . N Build 8,400
2014 8,700 "~. Alt. A/AItH | 8,400
4 .
N Build 11,600 % Alt. B 8,400
d
Alt. A/AItH | 11,600 - Alt. C 8,400
n
— 100 N Alt. D 8,000
village Alt. C 12,300 . City of
of Alt. D 12,000 Scenario T1*  Stoughton
Oregon 2014 14,500 ssfssnnsanEnjunnuuuunns ..-.---@'
N Build 17,700
WIS 138 ATt AJAILH | 17,700 Downtown Stoughton
AL | 18100 2045: ~18-19,000
Alt. C 18,700 .
AT D 17,600 vehicles per day

NOTE: Projected volumes are for 2045 using Time-of-Day Travel Demand Model

August 2015
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Existing and 2045 Projected Traffic Volumes for Other Area Roads
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Scenario T
Citv of City of NORTH
Lake Monona ity o Madison 2014 56,900
Monona N Build 75,300
Alt. A/AltH | 75,300 AADT = Average Annual
Alt. B 75,300 Daily Traffic
Alt. C 75,500
Alt. D 75,900
Lake @@
Waubesa
L]
L
N
L
Scenario T | » \Vilage of
2014 3,200 : McFarland
H | |
14} e T County B ~
. , ’ .
Alt. B 4,100 | = 204_5' 6,000 County N
*
:llt. g 320 | *, vehicles per day = 2045: ~8-9,000
t. , . > 0 -
Scenario T ‘t‘ Scenario T| € Sczegleo - 60(:- vehicles per day
. =) ,
2014 19,200 , 2014 4,400 3 R 5700
N Build 25,300 R Lake N Build 5,900 T
Alt A/AILH | 25,400 - w O TR A/AItH [ 5,900 L A/AR '
Alt. B 25,100 . Alt. B 6,000 Alt. B 8,500
: . - : . Alt. C 8,700
Alt. C 25,400 . Alt. C 6,000 D :
Alt. D 25,600 e - Alt. D 6,000 ; Scenario T
N ~ ." IS Scenario T 2014 50,300
N20814Id Iz ( 2014 5,200 N Buld | 06500
ul L ’
L 2
ATt A/AT ., County B N Build 6,100 Alt. A/AItH | 71,800
) . Alt. A/AILH | 6,100 Alt. 8 72,000
n .
Alt. B . | : Alt. C 71,900
Alt.C - | C Alt. B >,700 Alt. D 71,400
Village Alt. D . City of Alt.C 6,100
of \ " Stoughton Alt. D 6,000
| B
Oreg WIS 138 WIS 138 '] ’.-lI.....-"‘lll-I-IllI-III-IIIII""""'@"--

2045: ~10-11,000
vehicles per day

NOTE: Projected volumes are for 2045 using Time-of-Day Travel Demand Model
17

\

August 2015
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WisDOT TRAFFIC FORECAST REPORT Region/COUNTY(IES): SW / Dane No Build Developed by: Urvashi Martin *~s\5°°”%*
PROJECT ID(S): 5845-06-02 LOCATION: Stoughton to McFarland Phone: (608) 267-3640
ROUTE(S): USH 51 COMPLETED: 02/26/2015 FAX #: (608) 267-0294
Traffic Forecasting Section; Bureau of Planning and Economic Development; Division of Transportation Investment Management E-Mail: Urvashi.Martin@dot.wi.gov OF
No Build
& | 131505 N
*32900*
(36691)
No Build [39577] No Build
130577 42462 130006
*18700* -56300-
(20546) \ (63413)
[21951] [69341]
75268
23360 No Build
131577
*10400*
- (11296) No Build
"‘1‘;(')31”2"1" [1 ; 2?421] 130876 || No Build
* * *10000* 130424
10600* f—""> (10722) *4300° No Build
(11758) [11285] (4920) 130007
200! 11848 [5396] "48700"
No Build No Build o678 : Eg?gg;])
130960 130427 No Build No Build pvodd
17600= *10900* 13264 130423
(21374) No Build (12298) *8500° “6500*
[23361] 130430 [13351] (9735) (7368)
25347 +3000+ 14403 [8036] -
[10662] . 8704 No Build
(3587) No Build 7
11589 130982
[3954] ; 132056 No Build *4100*
4321 No Build *14300* 140
130120 (15641) 13149? (4855)
ooy s s
18960] e | e
6059
9865
No Build J No Build
130895 131213
*14900* / *6200*
(16376) (7061)
[17503] [7723]
18631 8385
Site IDs are Colored, Bolded, and Underlined
Design Values (%) -000- 2013 Count (000) 2025 AADT |NOTES ON THE FORECAST: MORE NOTES ON THE FORECAST:
Site(s) 130577 *000* 2012 Count [000] 2035 AADT 3. USH 51 is a Factor Grou . -
. - . s . p Il (Urban-Other) highway (indicating low to
Route(s) USH 51 +000+ 2009 Count 000 2045 AADT 1. This prOJeF:tlon assumes that no major new traffic moderate fluctuation in traffic from a seasonal perspective). It is
Volume(s) 23360 =000= 2006 Count %i?jéztjo?: mlel Rz:j%eedn:grltg;dozveelbpmem already functionally classified as a Urban Principal Arterial (14) for count
Site Growth % | 0.75% Trucks 130577 purposes.
K250 10.0 AADTT 1010 2. Truck classification percentages were taken from a
K100 10.7 2D 1.6 table representative of similar facilities and locations 4. The Dane County Travel Demand Model was used to complete this
K30 13 3AX 16 throughout the state of Wisconsin. forecast. The Trafﬂc Analysis Forecastlpg Information System output was
G d used as a comparison tool to check against the model output.
P 12.8 2S1+282 0.7 Adjustments were made as needed.
D(Dsgn. Hr.) 59/41 3-82 1.2
T(DHV) 4.6 DBL-BTM 0.3
T(PHV) 4.0 Total % 5.4%
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WisDOT TRAFFIC FORECAST REPORT

PROJECT ID(S): 5845-06-02
ROUTE(S): USH 51

Region/COUNTY(IES): SW /Dane Alt A & Alt H

LOCATION: Stoughton to McFarland
COMPLETED: 02/26/2015

\SCONs,
'$ 0*

Developed by: Urvashi Martin
Phone: (608) 267-3640 g

Traffic Forecasting Section; Bureau of Planning and Economic Development; Division of Transportation Investment Management

FAX #: (608) 267-0294 %}
E-Mail: Urvashi.Martin@dot.wi.gov oF

Alt A AltH
Alt A AltH 130577 130577 Alt A AltH
130121 130121 <€———| *18700* *18700* 130006 130006
*10600* *10600* (20536) (20532) ’56300- 56300-
(11761) (11760) [21934] [21925] (63414) (63408)
[12669] [12668] 23331 23319 [69343] [69331]
13577 13576 — | Y5 75254
AltA Alt H AltA AltH Alt A Alt H
131577 | 131577 130424 130424 130423 130423
*10400* | *10400* 4300 4300 *6500°* *6500°*
(11299) | (11299) (4923) (4923) (7371) (7370)
111960 | [11959] [54031 [54051 [8040] [8039]
12621 12620 588 588 8710 8708
Alt A AltH Alt A Alt H Alt A AltH
130895 130895 131495 131495 130007 130007
Alt A Alt H *14900* *14900* *5100* *5100* — *48700* *48700*
130427 130427 (16377) (16377) (5479) (5478) (57787) (57784)
*10900* *10900* [17505] [17505] [5771] [5769] [64778] [64772]
(12285) (12286) > 18633 18633 6063 6060 71768 71759
[13327] [13329]
14369 14372 Alt A AltH
t t Alt A AltH
130876 130876
; - : - 130982 130982
Alt A AltH 10000 10000 L £ ! £
Alt A Alt H 4100 4100
130120 130120 (10725) (10725) 131213 131213 / (4857) (4858)
*6900* *6900* \ [11290] [11290] *6200* *6200* [5446] [5448]
(8079) (8072) 11855 11855
(7064) (7066) 6036 6039
[2002] (8989 [7729] [7731]
9924 9906 8394 8397
Site IDs are Colored, Bolded, and Underlined
Design Values (%) -000- 2013 Count (000) 2025 AADT |NOTES ON THE FORECAST: MORE NOTES ON THE FORECAST:
Site(s) 130577 | 130577 *000* 2012 Count [000] 2035 AADT 4. USH 51 is a Factor Group Il (Urban-Other) highway (indicating low to
Route(s) Alt A Alt H +000+ 2009 Count 000 2045 AADT (1. Alternative A assumes EB passing lane proposed from [moderate fluctuation in traffic from a seasonal perspective). It is
Volume(s) 23330 23320 =000= 2006 Count Tower to Washington and proposed access changes. functionally classified as a Urban Principal Arterial (14) for count
Site Growth % | 0.75% | 0.74% Trucks 130577 130577 Purposes.
K250 10.0 10.0 AADTT 1010 1010 2. Alternative H assumes 4 lane expansion between Jackson St
K100 10.7 107 2D 16 16 and CTH B, EB passing lane between Tower to Washington 5. The Dane County Travel Demand Model was used to complete this
and other access modifications considered. forecast. The Traffic Analysis Forecasting Information System output was
K30 1.3 11.3 3AX 1.6 1.6 used as a comparison tool to check against the model output.
P 12.8 12.8 281+282 0.7 0.7 3. Truck classification percentages were taken froma  |Adjustments were made as needed.
D(Dsgn. Hr.) 59/41 59/41 3-S2 1.2 1.2 table representative of similar facilities and locations
T(DHV) 46 46 DBL-BTM 0.3 0.3 throughout the state of Wisconsin.
T(PHV) 4.0 4.0 Total % 5.4% 5.4%
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WisDOT TRAFFIC FORECAST REPORT

PROJECT ID(S): 5845-06-02

ROUTE(S): USH 51

Region/COUNTY(IES): SW /Dane Alt A & Alt H
LOCATION: Stoughton to McFarland
COMPLETED: 02/26/2015

Traffic Forecasting Section; Bureau of Planning and Economic Development; Division of Transportation Investment Management

\Sc ONS,
*“‘ Y,

Developed by: Urvashi Martin
Phone: (608) 267-3640 g %

FAX #: (608) 267-0294 %}% j
OF TR

Alt A AtH | —7
131505 131505
*32900* *32900*
(36693) (36689)
[39581] [39572]
42468 42456
Alt A Alt H
130430 130430
+3000+ +3000+
(3567) (3567)
[3921] [3922]
4275 4276
Alt A Alt H
130960 130960
=17600= | =17600=
(21399) (21396)
[23398] [23394] Alt A Alt H
25397 25392 132264 132264
*8500* *8500*
(9725) (9728)
[10645] [10649]
11564 11570

Alt A AltH
132056 132056
*14300* | *14300*
(15641) (15639)
[16680] [16677]
17720 17715

T~

Site IDs are Colored, Bolded, and Underlined

E-Mail: Urvashi.Martin@dot.wi.gov
Additional Sites N
Requested

Design Values (%)

-000- 2013 Count

(000) 2025 AADT

Site(s) 131505 | 131505 *000* 2012 Count [000] 2035 AADT
Route(s) Alt A Alt H +000+ 2009 Count 000 2045 AADT
Volume(s) 42468 42456 =000= 2006 Count

Site Growth % | 0.88% 0.88% Trucks 131505 131505

K250 9.5 9.5 AADTT 1740 1740

K100 10.0 10.0 2D 1.5 1.5

K30 10.4 10.4 3AX 1.6 1.6

P 11.2 11.2 281+2S2 0.7 0.7

D(Dsgn. Hr.) 59/41 59/41 3-S2 1.2 1.2

T(DHV) 45 45 DBL-BTM 0.3 0.3

T(PHV) 4.0 4.0 Total % 5.3% 5.3%

NOTES ON THE FORECAST:

1. Alternative A assumes EB passing lane proposed
from Tower to Washington and proposed access
changes were considered.

2. Alternative H assumes 4 lane expansion between Jackson
St and CTH B, EB passing lane between Tower to Washington
and other access modifications considered.

3. Truck classification percentages were taken from
2009 Wisconsin Vehicle Classification Data (Site #
680306).

MORE NOTES ON THE FORECAST:

4. USH 51 is a Factor Group Il (Urban-Other) highway (indicating low to
moderate fluctuation in traffic from a seasonal perspective). Itis
functionally classified as a Urban Principal Arterial (14) for count
purposes.

5. The Dane County Travel Demand Model was used to complete this
forecast. The Traffic Analysis Forecasting Information System output was
used as a comparison tool to check against the model output.
Adjustments were made as needed.
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WisDOT TRAFFIC FORECAST REPORT

PROJECT ID(S): 5845-06-02
ROUTE(S): US51,WIS138,CH-B/N,I-39,

Region/COUNTY(IES): Dane Alternative B

LOCATION: US51-1-39/90 to S of Trm Dr/Voges |

COMPLETED: 06-16-2015

SCONg,
v,

Developed by: Asadur Rahman R
Phone: (608) 266-3322 g @E

Traffic Forecasting Section; Bureau of Planning and Economic Development; Division of Transportation Investment Management

FAX #: (608) 267-0294 %’ mﬂj
OF

E-Mail: asadur.rahman@dot.wi.gov

131505
*32900* N
(37100) 130006
130577 [40300] _ggigg_
*18700* 43500 ( )
(21000) [69400]
[22700] 75300
24500
130121
*10600*
(12300)
[12(7)88] 131577
*10400* 130007
(11800) *48700*
130430 [12900] (57900)
+3000+ 13900 [64900]
(3500) }1?;0980905 72000
[3800]
4100 130427 130423 (16500)
*10900* (Sggg) [17700]
12600 18900
% 132264 ([13800]) [22881
[23200] [11000] 5100
25100 12100 130424 (5400)
*4300* [5500]
5700
130120 (5000) 130876
*6900* [6500] *10000*
(8100) 6000 (10800)
[9000] 132056 131213 [11500] {j?ggf
10000 *14300* *6200* 12200
(5100)
(15800) (7100)
[5900]
[17000] [7700] 6700
18100 8400
Site IDs are Colored, Bolded, and Underlined
Design Values (%) -000- 2013 Count (000) 2025 AADT |NOTES ON THE FORECAST: MORE NOTES ON THE FORECAST:
Site(s) 130577 | 130427 | 131213 *000* 2012 Count [000] 2035 AADT
Route(s) USH 51 | USH 51| USH 51 +000+ 2009 Count 000 2045 AADT 1. This projection assumes that no major new traffic 4. USH 151 is a Factor Group IV (Rural-Other) highway (indicating low to
generators will be added to the development already moderate fluctuation in traffic from a seasonal perspective). Itis
Volume(s) 24500 15060 8420 =000= 2006 Count 1000/ XXXX AADT |included in the travel demand model. functionally classified as a Rural Principal Arterial (2) for count purposes.
Site Growth % | 0.94% 1.15% | 1.09% [Trucks 130577 130427 131213
K250 9.9 9.8 12.1 |AADTT 1010 930 240 2. Truck classification percentages were taken from a
K100 10.6 11.0 134 |2D 16 2.1 1.4 table representative of similar facilities and locations 5. The Dane County Travel Demand Model was used to complete this
K30 11.2 1.9 146 |3AX 16 13 13 throughout the state of Wisconsin. forec(j:ast. The Trafflc Atnallyt5|s Eoricastlpgtlrtﬁormatcljor: Sytstetm output was
- ° : " . " useda as a comparison tool 10 check agains € moael output.
P 12.6 14.5 19.0 |[251+2S2 0.7 1.3 0.5 3. Truck classification percentages were taken from Adjustments were made as needed.
D(Dsgn. Hr.) 59/41 60/40 59/41 |3-S2 1.2 3.6 0.5 2009 Wisconsin Vehicle Classification Data (Site #
T(DHV) 4.6 7.1 3.3 |DBL-BTM 0.3 0.2 0.1 130577, 130427, 131213).
T(PHV) 4.0 3.8 2.9 |Total % 5.4% 8.5% 3.9%
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WisDOT TRAFFIC FORECAST REPORT

PROJECT ID(S): 5845-06-02
ROUTE(S): US51,WIS138,CH-BIN,I-39,

Region/COUNTY(IES): Dane Alternative C

LOCATION: US51-1-39/90 to S of Trm Dr/Voges |

COMPLETED: 06-25-2015

Traffic Forecasting Section; Bureau of Planning and Economic Development; Division of Transportation Investment Management

Developed by: Asadur Rahman
Phone: (608) 266-3322

FAX #: (608) 267-0294
E-Mail: asadur.rahman@dot.wi.gov

\SCONg,
A 2,

g
%

—

/

N

Site IDs are Colored, Bolded, and Underlined

Design Values (%) -000- 2013 Count (000) 2025 AADT
Site(s) 130577 | 130427 | 131213 *000* 2012 Count [000] 2035 AADT
Route(s) USH 51 | USH 51 | USH 51 +000+ 2009 Count 000 2045 AADT
Volume(s) 23390 14460 8390 =000= 2006 Count /000/ XXXX AADT
Site Growth % 0.76% 0.98% 1.07% |Trucks 130577 130427 131213
K250 10.0 9.8 12.1 [AADTT 1010 930 240
K100 10.7 11.0 13.4 (2D 1.6 2.1 14
K30 11.3 11.9 146 |3AX 1.6 1.3 1.3
P 12.8 14.5 19.0 |2S1+2S2 0.7 1.3 0.5
D(Dsgn. Hr.) 59/41 60/40 | 59/41 |3-S2 1.2 36 05
T(DHV) 4.6 71 3.3 DBL-BTM 0.3 0.2 0.1
T(PHV) 4.0 3.8 2.9 |Total % 5.4% 8.5% 3.9%

NOTES ON THE FORECAST:

1. This projection assumes that no major new traffic
generators will be added to the development already
included in the travel demand model.

2. Truck classification percentages were taken from a
table representative of similar facilities and locations
throughout the state of Wisconsin.

3. Truck classification percentages were taken from
2009 Wisconsin Vehicle Classification Data (Site #
130577, 130427, 131213).

MORE NOTES ON THE FORECAST:

4. Alternat C

5. The Dane County Travel Demand Model was used to complete this
forecast. The Traffic Analysis Forecasting Information System output was
used as a comparison tool to check against the model output.

Adjustments were made as needed.
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WisDOT TRAFFIC FORECAST REPORT

PROJECT ID(S): 5845-06-02
ROUTE(S): US51,WIS138,CH-B/N,I-39,

Region/COUNTY(IES): Dane Alternative D

COMPLETED: 07-09-2015

FAX #: (608) 267-0294

Traffic Forecasting Section; Bureau of Planning and Economic Development; Division of Transportation Investment Management

E-Mail: asadur.rahman@dot.wi.gov

SCONg,
2,

Developed by: Asadur Rahman R
LOCATION: US51-1-39/90 to S of Trm Dr/Voges fPhone: (608) 266-3322 g‘@ §_

S

=4

—

131505
*32900*
(36800)
[39800]
42800

N

(3500) -
[3900]
4200 - _—
130876
*10000*
(10700)
- [11300] _—
- 11800
Site IDs are Colored, Bolded, and Underlined
Design Values (%) -000- 2013 Count (000) 2025 AADT |NOTES ON THE FORECAST: MORE NOTES ON THE FORECAST:
Site(s) 130577 | 130427 | 131213 *000* 2012 Count [000] 2035 AADT ) o ] ]
Route(s) USH 51 | USH 51 | USH 51 +000+ 2009 Count 000 2045 AADT |- This projection assumes that no major new traffic
PO generators will be added to the development already 4. Alternat D
Volume(s) 23410 14380 7970 =000= 2006 Count 1000/ XXXX AADT |included in the travel demand model.
Site Growth % | 0.76% 0.96% | 0.87% |[Trucks 130577 130427 131213
K250 10.0 9.8 12.3 [AADTT 1010 930 240 2. Truck classification percentages were taken from a
K100 10.7 11.0 136 |2D 16 21 14 table representative of similar facilities and locations 5. The Dane County Travel Demand Model was used to complete this
throughout the state of Wisconsin. forecast. The Traffic Analysis Forecasting Information System output was
K30 11.3 11.9 14.9 3AX 1.6 1.3 1.3 used as a comparison tool to check against the model output.
P 12.8 14.5 19.5 |[281+2S2 0.7 1.3 0.5 3. Truck classification percentages were taken from Adjustments were made as needed.
D(Dsgn. Hr.) 59/41 60/40 59/41 |3-S2 1.2 3.6 0.5 2009 Wisconsin Vehicle Classification Data (Site #
T(DHV) 4.6 7.1 3.3 |DBL-BTM 0.3 0.2 0.1 130577, 130427, 131213).
T(PHV) 4.0 3.8 2.9 |Total % 5.4% 8.5% 3.9%
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - K30 Northbound

March 2016

Peak Direction = US 51 Northbound/Westbound
Off-Peak Direction = US 51 Southbound/Eastbound

HCS Analysis Segment 1: Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles)

Page 1 of 9N

2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.2 47.8 45.3 45.8 45.2 45.6 45.2 45.6 60.0
% Following 79.8% 68.2% 85.2% 73.0% 85.6% 73.5% 85.6% 73.5% -
LOS (Numeric) 4.99 4.21 5.35 4.53 5.37 4.57 5.37 4.57 -
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 46.4 47.0 44.2 44.7 44.1 445 44.1 44.6 60.0
% Following 81.6% 69.2% 87.1% 75.3% 87.7% 75.7% 87.7% 75.7% -
LOS (Numeric) 5.11 4.28 5.47 4.69 551 4.71 551 4.71 -
LOS E D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 3: Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)™ (Peak) (Off-Peak)™ (Peak) (Off-Peak)™
Average Speed (mph) 51.2 51.7 50.1 50.5 50.1 55.0 50.0 55.0 48.5 534
% Following 60.3% 47.4% 65.0% 53.2% 65.0% 34.1% 65.1% 34.1% 72.8% 39.5%
LOS (Numeric) 3.69 2.83 4.00 3.21 4.00 1.94 4.01 1.94 4.52 2.30
LOS C B C C C A D A D B

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using 2-way roadway forecast volume from WisDOT forecast * K factor * Directional Distribution Percentage (59/41 split)N

The results on Pages 1 and 5 differ slightly due to the percent of no passing zones included in the analysis, which varies slightly between peak direction of travel.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS AN BN CN D E F
% Following < 35%N 35 - 50%N 50 - 65%N 65 - 80%N > 80%N volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01-2.00N 2.01-3.00N 3.01-4.00N 4.01 - 5.00N 5.01 - 6.00N 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xIsxN

NOTE: K factor for Alternative B is higher than the other w
alternatives in this segment, leading to poorer operations w
results compared to other alternatives.w
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - K100 Northbound

March 2016

Peak Direction = US 51 Northbound/Westbound
Off-Peak Direction = US 51 Southbound/Eastbound

HCS Analysis Segment 1:

Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles)

Page 2 of 9N

2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.5 48.1 45.9 46.4 45.8 46.2 45.8 46.2 60.0
% Following 78.3% 66.7% 82.9% 71.9% 83.3% 72.6% 83.3% 72.6% -
LOS (Numeric) 4.89 411 5.19 4.46 5.22 451 5.22 4.51 -
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 46.8 47.4 44.8 45.2 44.6 45.1 44.6 45.1 60.0
% Following 80.5% 68.7% 86.0% 73.7% 86.7% 74.0% 86.7% 74.0% -
LOS (Numeric) 5.03 4.25 5.40 4.58 5.45 4.60 5.45 4.60 -
LOS E D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 3: Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)™ (Peak) (Off-Peak)™ (Peak) (Off-Peak)™
Average Speed (mph) 51.4 51.8 50.3 50.7 50.3 55.2 50.3 55.2 49.0 53.8
% Following 59.5% 45.9% 63.8% 52.1% 63.8% 33.4% 63.8% 33.4% 71.1% 38.9%
LOS (Numeric) 3.63 2.73 3.92 3.14 3.92 1.89 3.92 1.89 4.41 2.26
LOS C B C C C A C A D B

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using 2-way roadway forecast volume from WisDOT forecast * K factor * Directional Distribution Percentage (59/41 split)N

The results on Pages 2 and 6 differ slightly due to the percent of no passing zones included in the analysis, which varies slightly between peak direction of travel.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS AN BN CN D E F
% Following < 35%N 35 - 50%N 50 - 65%N 65 - 80%N > 80%N volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01-2.00N 2.01 - 3.00N 3.01-4.00N 4.01-5.00N 5.01 - 6.00N 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xIsxN

NOTE: K factor for Alternative B is higher than the other w
alternatives in this segment, leading to poorer operations w
results compared to other alternatives.w
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - K250 Northbound

March 2016

Peak Direction = US 51 Northbound/Westbound
Off-Peak Direction = US 51 Southbound/Eastbound

HCS Analysis Segment 1: Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles)

Page 3 of 9N

2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.9 48.5 46.4 46.9 46.3 46.7 46.3 46.7 60.0
% Following 77.5% 65.2% 81.9% 69.9% 82.2% 70.6% 82.2% 70.6% -
LOS (Numeric) 4.83 4.01 5.13 4.33 5.15 4.37 5.15 4.37 -
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.3 47.9 45.4 46.0 45.2 45.8 45.2 45.8 60.0
% Following 78.2% 66.9% 83.8% 72.4% 84.7% 72.8% 84.7% 72.8% -
LOS (Numeric) 4.88 4.13 5.25 4.49 5.31 4.52 5.31 4.52 -
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 3: Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)™ (Peak) (Off-Peak)™ (Peak) (Off-Peak)™
Average Speed (mph) 51.6 52.0 50.5 50.9 50.5 55.5 50.5 55.5 494 54.3
% Following 56.9% 45.2% 62.5% 51.2% 62.5% 32.8% 62.5% 32.8% 68.2% 36.6%
LOS (Numeric) 3.46 2.68 3.83 3.08 3.83 1.85 3.83 1.85 4.21 2.11
LOS C B C C C A C A D B

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using 2-way roadway forecast volume from WisDOT forecast * K factor * Directional Distribution Percentage (59/41 split)N

The results on Pages 3 and 6 differ slightly due to the percent of no passing zones included in the analysis, which varies slightly between peak direction of travel.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS AN BN CN D E F
% Following < 35%N 35 -50%N 50 - 65%N 65 - 80%N > 80%N volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01 - 2.00N 2.01-3.00N 3.01-4.00N 4.01-5.00N 5.01-6.00N 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xIsxN

NOTE: K factor for Alternative B is higher than the other w
alternatives in this segment, leading to poorer operations w
results compared to other alternatives.w
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - K30 Southbound

March 2016

Peak Direction = US 51 Southbound/Eastbound
Off-Peak Direction = US 51 Northbound/Westbound

HCS Analysis Segment 1:

Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles)

Page 4 of 9N

2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Peak
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.2 47.8 45.3 45.8 45.1 45.7 45.1 45.7 60.0
% Following 79.8% 68.2% 85.2% 73.0% 85.9% 73.3% 85.9% 73.2% -
LOS (Numeric) 4.99 4.21 5.35 4.53 5.39 4.55 5.39 4.55 -
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Peak
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 46.4 47.1 44.2 44.7 44.1 445 44.1 44.6 60.0
% Following 81.7% 69.2% 87.2% 75.3% 87.7% 75.7% 87.7% 75.7% -
LOS (Numeric) 5.11 4.28 5.48 4.69 5.51 471 5.51 4.71 -
LOS E D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 3: Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 51.4 515 50.2 50.4 54.7 50.4 54.6 50.4 534 49.0
% Following 59.4% 48.0% 64.4% 53.7% 41.8% 53.7% 41.9% 53.8% 46.9% 61.2%
LOS (Numeric) 3.63 2.87 3.96 3.25 2.45 3.25 2.46 3.25 2.79 3.75
LOS C B C C B C B C B C

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using 2-way roadway forecast volume from WisDOT forecast * K factor * Directional Distribution Percentage (59/41 split)N

The results on Pages 1 and 2 differ slightly due to the percent of no passing zones included in the analysis, which varies slightly between peak direction of travel.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS AN BN CN D E F
% Following < 35%N 35-50%N 50 - 65%N 65 - 80%N > 80%N volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01-2.00N 2.01-3.00N 3.01-4.00N 4.01 - 5.00N 5.01-6.00N 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xIsxN

NOTE: K factor for Alternative B is higher than the other w
alternatives in this segment, leading to poorer operations w
results compared to other alternatives.w
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - K100 Southbound/Eastbound

March 2016

Peak Direction = US 51 Southbound/Eastbound
Off-Peak Direction = US 51 Northbound/Westbound

HCS Analysis Segment 1:

Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles)

Page 5 of 9N

2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.5 48.1 45.9 46.4 45.6 46.3 45.6 46.3 60.0
% Following 78.3% 66.7% 82.9% 71.9% 83.6% 72.3% 83.6% 72.3%
LOS (Numeric) 4.89 4.11 5.19 4.46 5.24 4.49 5.24 4.49
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 46.7 47.4 44.8 45.3 44.6 45.1 44.6 45.1 60.0
% Following 80.6% 68.7% 86.1% 73.7% 86.7% 74.0% 86.7% 74.0%
LOS (Numeric) 5.04 4.25 5.41 4.58 5.45 4.60 5.45 4.60
LOS E D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 3: Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 51.5 51.7 50.4 50.6 54.9 50.6 54.9 50.6 534 49.4
% Following 58.6% 46.5% 63.2% 52.6% 41.0% 52.6% 41.0% 52.6% 45.8% 60.3%
LOS (Numeric) 3.57 2.77 3.88 3.17 2.40 3.17 2.40 3.17 2.72 3.69
LOS C B C C B C B C B C

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using 2-way roadway forecast volume from WisDOT forecast * K factor * Directional Distribution Percentage (59/41 split)N

The results on Pages 3 and 4 differ slightly due to the percent of no passing zones included in the analysis, which varies slightly between peak direction of travel.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS AN BN CN D E F
% Following < 35%N 35 - 50%N 50 - 65%N 65 - 80%N > 80%N volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01 - 2.00N 2.01-3.00N 3.01-4.00N 4.01-5.00N 5.01-6.00N 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xIsxN

NOTE: K factor for Alternative B is higher than the other w
alternatives in this segment, leading to poorer operations w
results compared to other alternatives.w
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - K250 Southbound/Eastbound

March 2016

Peak Direction = US 51 Southbound/Eastbound
Off-Peak Direction = US 51 Northbound/Westbound

HCS Analysis Segment 1:

Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles)

Page 6 of 9N

2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.9 48.5 46.4 46.9 46.1 46.8 46.1 46.8 60.0
% Following 77.5% 65.2% 81.9% 69.9% 82.5% 70.3% 82.5% 70.3% -
LOS (Numeric) 4.83 4.01 5.13 4.33 5.17 4.35 5.17 4.35 -
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Peak*
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 47.2 47.9 45.4 46.0 45.2 45.8 45.2 45.8 60.0
% Following 78.2% 66.8% 83.9% 72.4% 84.7% 72.8% 84.7% 72.8% -
LOS (Numeric) 4.88 4.12 5.26 4.49 5.31 4.52 5.31 4.52 -
LOS D D E D E D E D A
*NOTE: Analysis was done using HCS 2010 Freewaysw
HCS Analysis Segment 3: Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles)
2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B
Category Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound
(Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak) (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak) (Peak)™ (Off-Peak)
Average Speed (mph) 51.8 51.9 50.6 50.8 55.1 50.8 55.1 50.8 54.0 49.8
% Following 56.0% 45.9% 61.8% 51.7% 40.1% 51.7% 40.1% 51.9% 44.0% 57.6%
LOS (Numeric) 3.40 2.73 3.79 3.11 2.34 3.11 2.34 3.13 2.60 3.51
LOS C B C C B C B C B C

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using 2-way roadway forecast volume from WisDOT forecast * K factor * Directional Distribution Percentage (59/41 split)N

The results on Pages 5 and 6 differ slightly due to the percent of no passing zones included in the analysis, which varies slightly between peak direction of travel.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS AN BN CN D E F
% Following < 35%N 35 -50%N 50 - 65%N 65 - 80%N > 80%N volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01 - 2.00N 2.01-3.00N 3.01-4.00N 4.01-5.00N 5.01-6.00N 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xIsxN

NOTE: K factor for Alternative B is higher than the other w
alternatives in this segment, leading to poorer operations w
results compared to other alternatives.w
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - AM Peak

July 2015

HCS Analysis Segment 1: Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles) - Mahoney Road Intersection Volumes

Page 7 of 9N

Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 48.0 49.3 46.6 48.0 46.5 47.8 46.6 47.8
% Following 77.5% 53.2% 82.2% 56.4% 82.8% 56.8% 83.3% 58.1%
LOS (Numeric) 4.83 3.21 5.15 3.43 5.19 3.45 5.22 3.54
LOS D C E C E C E C

HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles) - County B Intersection Volumes

Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 47.8 49.2 46.2 47.7 45.3 47.5 45.3 47.5
% Following 78.1% 50.2% 84.1% 55.8% 86.3% 56.8% 86.0% 57.0%
LOS (Numeric) 4.87 3.01 5.27 3.39 5.42 3.45 5.40 3.47
LOS D C E C E C E C

HCS Analysis Segment

3: Washington Road to Tower D

rive (1.0 miles) - Pleasant Hill Int

ersection Volumes

Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound | Southbound™ | Northbound | Southbound"
Average Speed (mph) 51.3 51.7 50.3 50.7 50.3 50.7 50.3 55.3
% Following 59.1% 47.0% 65.2% 51.7% 64.9% 33.1% 64.9% 33.1%
LOS (Numeric) 3.61 2.80 4.01 3.11 3.99 1.87 3.99 1.87
LOS C B D C C A C A

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using intersection forecast volumes from WisDOT forecast at the intersections indicated for each segment.N

The Peak Hour results differ from the K30 analysis on Pages 1 and 4 due to the directionality differences between the WisDOT intersection forecast and WisDOT roadway forecast.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS A B C D E F
% Following <35% 35-50% 50 - 65% 65 - 80% > 80% volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01-2.00 2.01-3.00 3.01-4.00 4.01-5.00 5.01-6.00 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xlsxN
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - PM Peak

July 2015

HCS Analysis Segment 1:

Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles) - Mahoney Road Intersection Volumes

Page 8 of 9N

St 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound
Average Speed (mph) 47.3 48.3 45.6 46.7 45.4 46.6 45.4 46.6
% Following 80.3% 60.5% 85.9% 62.9% 86.5% 63.2% 86.5% 64.7%
LOS (Numeric) 5.02 3.70 5.39 3.86 5.43 3.88 5.43 3.98
LOS E C E C E C E C

HCS Analysis Segment 2:

County B (East) to Lake Kego

nsa Road (1.7 miles) - County B

Intersection Volumes

St 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound
Average Speed (mph) 46.4 47.2 44.2 44.8 44.1 44.6 44.1 44.6
% Following 82.1% 67.5% 87.2% 73.7% 87.8% 74.1% 87.9% 74.0%
LOS (Numeric) 5.14 4.17 5.48 4.58 5.52 4.61 5.53 4.60
LOS E D E D E D E D

HCS Analysis Segment 3:

Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles) - Pleasant Hill Intersection Volumes

St 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound | Southbound™ | Northbound | Southbound™ | Northbound
Average Speed (mph) 51.0 515 49.8 50.5 54.2 50.5 54.2 50.5
% Following 62.5% 40.4% 66.1% 44.9% 42.9% 44.9% 42.9% 42.9%
LOS (Numeric) 3.83 2.36 4.07 2.66 2.53 2.66 2.53 2.53
LOS C B D B B B B B

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using intersection forecast volumes from WisDOT forecast at the intersections indicated for each segment.N

The Peak Hour results differ from the K30 analysis on Pages 1 and 4 due to the directionality differences between the WisDOT intersection forecast and WisDOT roadway forecast.N

[1] - Includes 550' passing lane for Eastbound traffic east of Tower Road.N

LOS A B C D E F
% Following <35% 35-50% 50-65% 65 - 80% > 80% volume/capacity > 1.0N
Numeric LOS 1.01-2.00 2.01-3.00 3.01-4.00 4.01-5.00 5.01-6.00 6.01+N

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\134\Traffic\HCS\2-Lane Analysis\2014 EA Update\2016-03 US 51 HCS 2-lane Summary.xlsxN
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis

August 2015

HCS Analysis Segment 1: Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles) - Mahoney Road Intersection Volumes

Page 9 of 9N

Gategory 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound

No Passing % 55 55 55 55 73 61 73 61

AM Peak Volume 290 686 343 866 343 866 355 843

PM Peak Volume 759 378 953 448 953 448 938 469
K30 Peak Volume 719 904 904 905
K30 Off Peak Volume 499 629 629 629
K100 Peak Volume 680 857 857 857
K100 Off Peak Volume 473 595 596 596
K250 Peak Volume 636 801 801 801
K250 Off Peak Volume 442 556 557 557

HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B (East) to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles) - County B Intersection Volumes

Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound

No Passing % 77 75 77 75 100 100 100 100

AM Peak Volume 256 651 330 854 330 854 329 852

PM Peak Volume 747 490 971 640 971 640 969 638
K30 Peak Volume 741 960 960 958
K30 Off Peak Volume 515 667 667 666
K100 Peak Volume 702 909 907 907
K100 Off Peak Volume 488 632 630 630
K250 Peak Volume 656 850 848 848
K250 Off Peak Volume 456 591 589 589

HCS Analysis Segment 3: Washington Road to Tower Drive (1.0 miles) - Pleasant Hill Inte

rsection Volumes

CaimEny 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative A 2045 Alternative H
Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound

No Passing % 32 36 32 36 32 36 32 36

AM Peak Volume 193 267 257 386 257 386 257 386

PM Peak Volume 359 168 508 223 508 223 508 223
K30 Peak Volume 281 402 402 402
K30 Off Peak Volume 195 279 279 280
K100 Peak Volume 266 381 381 381
K100 Off Peak Volume 185 265 265 265
K250 Peak Volume 249 356 356 356
K250 Off Peak Volume 173 247 247 248

Notes

Analysis volumes determined by using 2-way roadway forecast volume from WisDOT forecast * K factor * Directional Distribution Percentage (59/41 split)N
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - Peak Spreading Analysis:
HCS Analysis Segment 1: Dyerson Road to Mahoney Road (1.6 miles)

July 2015
1 Hour Before AM Peak (6:00 - 7:00 AM):
Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 50.2 51.3 49.4 50.7 49.3 50.4
% Following 67.7% 41.9% 71.6% 44.4% 71.2% 45.9%
LOS (Numeric) 4.18 2.46 4.44 2.63 4.41 2.73
LOS D B D B D B
AM Peak Hour (7:00 - 8:00 AM)
Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 48.0 49.3 46.6 48.0 46.6 47.8
% Following 77.5% 53.2% 82.2% 56.4% 83.3% 58.1%
LOS (Numeric) 4.83 3.21 5.15 3.43 5.22 3.54
LOS D C E C E C
1 Hour After AM Peak Hour (8:00 - 9:00 AM)
Sty 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 49.5 50.7 48.4 49.8 48.2 49.6
% Following 70.5% 45.3% 76.6% 49.0% 76.4% 50.5%
LOS (Numeric) 4.37 2.69 4.77 2.93 4.76 3.03
LOS D B D B D C
2 Hours Before PM Peak (3:00 - 4:00 PM):
Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 50.0 48.9 48.9 47.7 48.7 47.5
% Following 52.6% 73.9% 56.8% 78.9% 58.5% 79.9%
LOS (Numeric) 3.17 4.59 3.45 4.93 3.57 4.99
LOS C D C D C D
1 Hour Before PM Peak Hour (4:00 - 5:00 PM)
Categeny 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 49.1 48.1 47.8 46.7 47.7 46.4
% Following 57.1% 77.8% 60.3% 83.4% 61.4% 83.0%
LOS (Numeric) 3.47 4.85 3.69 5.23 3.76 5.20
LOS C D C E C E
PM Peak Hour (5:00 - 6:00 PM)
Crizary 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 48.3 47.3 46.7 45.6 46.6 45.4
% Following 60.5% 80.3% 62.9% 85.9% 64.7% 86.5%
LOS (Numeric) 3.70 5.02 3.86 5.39 3.98 5.43
LOS C E C E C E
1 Hour After PM Peak Hour (6:00 - 7:00 PM)
EriErE) 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 50.6 49.7 49.9 48.8 49.8 48.5
% Following 48.9% 70.0% 51.4% 75.2% 54.1% 74.9%
LOS (Numeric) 2.93 4.33 3.09 4.68 3.27 4.66
LOS B D C D C D

Notes

Peak hour analysis volumes determined by using intersection forecast volumes from WisDOT forecast at Mahoney Road.d

Peak period volumes were determined by using relationship between peak hours and shoulder hours of the existing WisDOT roadway coverage counts. d

Page 1 of 2d

LOS A B C E F:
% Following <35% 35-50% 50 - 65% 65 - 80% > 80% volume/capacity > 1.0d
Numeric LOS 1.01-2.00 2.01-3.00 3.01-4.00 4.01-5.00 5.01-6.00 6.01+d
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US 51 Highway Capacity Software 2010 Two-Lane Analysis - Peak Spreading Analysis
HCS Analysis Segment 2: County B to Lake Kegonsa Road (1.7 miles)

July 2015
1 Hour Before AM Peak (6:00 - 7:00 AM):
Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 49.2 50.5 48.1 49.6 48.1 49.6
% Following 71.9% 43.1% 76.2% 47.1% 76.2% 47.2%
LOS (Numeric) 4.46 2.54 4.75 2.81 4.75 2.81
LOS D B D B D B
AM Peak Hour (7:00 - 8:00 AM)
iz 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 47.8 49.2 46.2 47.7 45.3 47.5
% Following 78.1% 50.2% 84.1% 55.8% 86.0% 57.0%
LOS (Numeric) 4.87 3.01 5.27 3.39 5.40 3.47
LOS D C E C E C
1 Hour After AM Peak Hour (8:00 - 9:00 AM)
CrEaEy 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 49.2 50.5 48.0 49.5 48.1 49.5
% Following 71.8% 43.1% 76.3% 48.0% 76.2% 48.0%
LOS (Numeric) 4.45 2.54 4.75 2.87 4.75 2.87
LOS D B D B D B
2 Hours Before PM Peak (3:00 - 4:00 PM):
Erigay 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 48.9 48.2 47.5 46.7 47.3 46.3
% Following 62.3% 74.3% 67.1% 80.9% 67.5% 81.5%
LOS (Numeric) 3.82 4.62 4.14 5.06 4.17 5.10
LOS C D D E D E
1 Hour Before PM Peak Hour (4:00 - 5:00 PM)
Category 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) A47.7 47.5 45.8 45.1 45.6 45.0
% Following 66.6% 79.0% 72.0% 85.4% 72.4% 86.0%
LOS (Numeric) 4.11 4.93 4.47 5.36 4.49 5.40
LOS D D D E D E
PM Peak Hour (5:00 - 6:00 PM)
iz 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 47.2 46.4 44.8 44.2 44.6 44.1
% Following 67.5% 82.1% 73.7% 87.2% 74.0% 87.9%
LOS (Numeric) 4.17 5.14 4.58 5.48 4.60 5.53
LOS D E D E D E
1 Hour After PM Peak Hour (6:00 - 7:00 PM)
CraEy 2014 Base Conditions 2045 No Build 2045 Alternative H
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Average Speed (mph) 49.4 48.8 48.2 47.4 48.0 46.8
% Following 59.5% 71.6% 64.8% 78.5% 65.3% 79.3%
LOS (Numeric) 3.63 4.44 3.99 4.90 4.02 4.95
LOS C D C D D D

Notes

Peak hour analysis volumes determined by using intersection forecast volumes from WisDOT forecast at County B (east).d

Peak period volumes were determined by using relationship between peak hours and shoulder hours of the existing WisDOT roadway coverage counts. d

Page 2 of 2d

LOS A B C E F:
% Following <35% 35-50% 50 - 65% 65 - 80% > 80% volume/capacity > 1.0d
Numeric LOS 1.01-2.00 2.01-3.00 3.01-4.00 4.01-5.00 5.01-6.00 6.01+d
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Traffic Operations Summary —
2045 AM and PM Peak Hours

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

Overall Level of Service Overall Level of Service Level of Service (LOS) Values
US 51 Intersection . . . . LOS LOS
Future No Build | Alternative H Future No Build | Alternative H (Alpha Value) (Numeric Value)
Signalized Signalized A 1.01to 2.00
Farwell St (County MN) c C B c
(3.05) (3.02) (2.78) (3.26) 8 201t03.00
Unsignalized Roundabout Unsignalized Roundabout c 3.01t04.00
Exchange St A D 4.01to0 5.00
(1.88) 5.01t0 6.00
Roundabout Roundabout .00
>
County B/AB A A B A
(1.85) (1.87) (211 (2.01) LOS # Intersection LOS based
Unsignalized Roundabout Unsignalized Roundabout ) on committed (funded)
County B (East) E A roundabout projects
(9.52) (1.68) (6+) (1.89)
Roundabout Roundabout
Roby Rd A A A A
(1.66) (1.88) (1.79) (1.74) i o
Intersection Type | LOS determination
o Roundabout Roundabout
S WIS 138 (West) A A B B Unsianalized Delay for Poorest
5 (1.66) (1.82) (2.37) (2.33) g Intersection Movement
g Roundabout Roundabout
3 Hoel Ave A A A A All-way-stop Weighted average delay
£ (1.67) (1.68) (1.80) (1.80) of all intersection
Signalized Signalized Roundabout movements
County N B B B B Weighted average delay
(2.77) (2.82) (2.58) (2.69) Signalized of all intersection
Signalized Signalized movements
Van Buren St B B A A See Description of Motor Vehicle Levels of Service
= (2 36) (2 37) (1 82) (1 83) Exhibit for Unsignalized and Signalized LOS Scales
S . . . .
:::;’ Signalized Signalized
3 Page St B A B A
b (2.20) (1.99) (2.12) (1.64)
[ Signalized Signalized
g Division St A A A A Roadway Type LOS determination
§ (1.85) (1.64) (1.75) (1.86)
8 Sianalized Signalized 2—!age Roadtway Perce':l'ltl;rime Spent
egmen ollowing
S. 4th St B D A
(2 1 8) (4 53) (1 90) See Description of Motor Vehicle Levels of Seivice
. . . Exhibit for 2-lane Roadway LOS Scale
Peak Direction LOS: AM Northbound PM Southbound

East

US 51 Between Washington
Rd and Tower Dr

= US 51 Between Mahoney Rd E = E =

g and Dyreson Rd (5.15) (5.22) (5.39) (5.43)
b~

m

O

E | egonse raandcoumys [ ; ; e
¢ g Y (5.27) (5.40) (5.48) (5.53)
3

=]

g

Off-Peak Direction LOS:

US 51 Between Mahoney Rd

Y
g and Dyreson Rd
3
.g US 51 Between Lake
o Kegonsa Rd and County B
5 East
< Nearing Capacity when:
3 US 51 Between Washington
= Rd and Tower Dr Los = D
US 51 CORRIDOR STUDY
STOUGHTON TO MCFARLAND
ID: 5845-06-03 October 30, 2019
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Comparison of Intersection Operations in Future Year 2045

No Build

(US 51 2-Lane, No Median)

Alternative H

(US 51 2-Lane With Median)

* = Median stores 1 vehicle

US 51 CORRIDOR STUDY
STOUGHTON TO MCFARLAND
ID: 5845-06-03
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[ -g 14.05 Delay 13.95 Delay
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| EB: >1 hour >3<fo§a§a\ay
atLOSF | LosF
- b Full
g -t?: > Access
-FB g — — — ~ Mahoney Road
E 1 4,100 o
EB: >1 hour - EB: <15 minutes
at LOS F at LOS F
c Full
o Access
R
X
o NB: <15 minutes |
atLOSF 7 2605 Dely
|- Z=s Losp
o g Full o
> 3 > Access 8 1O
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89 L=<t 000 |
o £ Colladay Point
op Drive Drive
b b
5 ; N Full 2
S yv Schneider 1 Car ceess Schneider
(7] 'E |_1_30_0 v 1767s Delay I_1‘_30_0-; Drive
c . s LOSF L Lol J
[a) - 2=- sC _4 T o0 2-3 Cars
S EB: >1 hour 1egsgr:\ay 1000} WB: <1 hour | 4135 Delay
@ atLOS F LosF atLOS F LoSE
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Comparison of Intersection Operations

No Build

(US 51 2-Lane, No Median)

o
» ®
99 °
:G g Charles
£ < <1000 1—=ane |
(] [ I
34.9s Delay
LOSD
Cerog |
© % SB: <15 mins |
v 2o 1 Car at LOS F
< g © 62.35 Delay
© 5 O LOSF
- Q [«'4 R
X

Lake Kegonsa/ /

NB: >1 hour | res

at LOS F o

Lt‘sooj LOSF

SB: >1 hour
atLOS F

Halverson
Road

Halverson [20.1s Delay
LOsC

S. Quam
Drive

Brooklyn
Drive

Brooklyn
Drive

Full
Access

Full
Access

Full
Access

Full
Access

Full
Access

in Future Year 2045

Alternative H

(US 51 2-Lane With Median)

1Car —*
24.7s Delay
LosC

——
1Car | <1,000!
24.8sDelay~ ~

1 1,600 1/34.8s Delay
-~ -~ L0osD

oo
1 Car
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e~
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US 51 Travel Time Analysis
October 2015

Peak Direction = US 51 Northbound

Off-Peak Direction = US 51 Southbound

Peak Hour Analysis

Distances (miles)

County B (East) to County B/AB

3.0

County B/AB to S of Exchange St

2.6

Base Conditions” 2045 No Build®? 2045 Alternative A® 2045 Alternative H 2045 Alternative B®!
Category AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM Peak Direction
Northbound | Southbound | Northbound | Southbound | Northbound | Southbound | Northbound | Southbound
County B (East) to County BIAB) ¢ 57.0 54.4 54.8 53.5 54.7 53.5 54.7 60.0
Average Speed (mph)
County B/ABI0 S of Exchange St 57 545 56.1 52.8 56.0 52.6 56.1 52.6 60.0
Average Speed (mph)
County B (East) to County BIAB| 5 3.16 331 3.28 3.36 3.29 3.36 3.29 3.00
Travel Time (min)
County B/AB to S of Exchange St -, 2.86 2.78 2.95 2.79 2.97 278 2.97 2.60
Travel Time (min)
Total Travel Time (min)]  5.93 6.02 6.09 | 6.24 6.15 6.26 615 | 6.26 5.60
Base vs. No Build (min) 0.16 0.22 No Build vs. Alt H (min) 0.06 0.02 Alt H vs. Alt B (min) 0.55 0.66
Base vs. No Build (sec) 10 13 No Build vs. Alt H (sec) 3 1 Alt H vs. Alt B (sec) 33 39
Base vs. No Build (%) 2.7% 3.6% No Build vs. Alt H (%) 0.9% 0.3% AltH vs. Alt B (%) 9.7% 11.7%

Travel Speed Data Sources:

[1] Average from US 51 speed data collected in October 2015

[2] Future conditions US 51 speeds determined by applying speed reduction indicated
from HCS modeling to base conditions field speeds.

[3] Posted speed + 5 mph
used for HCS analysis.

S:\MAD\1000--1099\1089\947\Designs-Studies-Reports\EA Data Folders\Traffic\_HCS\2-lane Analysis\2015\2015-10 US 51 HCS Travel Time Analysis_Final.xIsx
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US 51 Corridor Study, Dane County
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Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
US 51 Corridor Study, Dane County

1. Introduction

The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Section 4(f) law (23 USC 138 & 49 USC 303) states that federal funds
may not be approved for projects that use land from a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, wildlife or
waterfowl refuge, or public or private historic site unless it is determined that there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to the use of land from such properties, and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm
to the property resulting from such use.

Section 4(f) regulations in 23 CFR 774.17 specify how the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is to
determine whether a potential avoidance alternative is feasible and prudent.

= An alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment.
= A six-factor analysis is used to determine if an avoidance alternative is not prudent. The avoidance
alternative is not prudent if:

1. It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of its
stated purpose and need.

2. ltresults in unacceptable safety or operational problems.

3. After reasonable mitigation, it still causes severe social, economic, or environmental impacts; severe
disruption to established communities; severe disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income
populations; or severe impacts to environmental resources protected under other federal statutes.

4. ltresults in additional construction, maintenance, or operational cost of an extraordinary magnitude.

5. It causes other unique problems or unusual factors. Examples of unique problems include
unacceptable social, economic, or environmental impacts; serious community disruption;
unacceptable safety or geometric problems; or excessive construction costs. An accumulation of
these problems (as opposed to a single factor) may be a sufficient reason to use a Section 4(f)
resource, but only if the problems are truly unique. Excessive cost alone will not necessarily prevent
an alternative from being considered prudent.

6. Itinvolves multiple factors listed above, that while individually minor, cumulatively cause unique
problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude.

When a federally funded transportation project will result in a use of a Section 4(f) property, a Section 4(f)
evaluation is prepared and approval by FHWA is required. The evaluation describes the Section 4(f) property, the
proposed use of the property, avoidance and minimization alternatives, other impacts associated with the
alternatives, coordination with the official(s) with jurisdiction, and measures to minimize harm. If the Section 4(f)
analysis concludes that there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, then FHWA may approve, from
among the remaining alternatives that use Section 4(f) property, only the alternative that causes the least overall
harm in light of the statute's preservation purpose.

Section 4(f) applies only to the actions of agencies within the U.S. Department of Transportation, including FHWA.
While other agencies may have an interest in Section 4(f), FHWA is responsible for Section 4(f) applicability
determinations, evaluations, findings, and overall compliance for highway projects.

2. Study Background

The United States Highway (US) 51 study area is located in south central Wisconsin in the southeast corner of
Dane County. The area lies directly southeast of the city of Madison (Madison)(Figure 1). The study corridor
begins at Interstate 39/90 (1-39/90) approximately 5 miles east of the city of Stoughton (Stoughton) and extends
westward through downtown Stoughton and north along the west side of Stoughton. It continues north through a
rural area and then through the village of McFarland (McFarland); the study corridor terminates at US 12/18
(Madison South Beltline). The length of the study corridor is 18.6 miles.

US 51, 1-39/90 to US 12/18 (Madison South Beltline) 1 Project ID 5845-06-03
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Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
US 51 Corridor Study, Dane County

Figure 1 The US 51 Study Area in Dane County, Wisconsin

The US 51 Corridor Study is an ongoing study to evaluate alternatives that will improve safety and congestion
along the corridor and address needs of bicyclists and pedestrians. The study has progressed from a Needs
Assessment in 2002, to the evaluation of multiple improvement alternatives as part of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) from 2006 to 2013, and downscoped to an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 2016. Following
the previous environmental studies, Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and FHWA agreed an EA
would be prepared to address needs along the Stoughton to McFarland corridor to determine significance of
impacts. The EA and this Section 4(f) Evaluation are being completed under WisDOT Project ID 5845-06-03. The
previous environmental study phase was conducted under WisDOT Project ID 5845-06-02 and the US 51
Corridor Study correspondence may reference either of these project ID numbers.

US 51 Existing Conditions

The US 51 study corridor is an important commuter route in southeastern Dane County. It connects to 1-39/90 and
US 12/18, which are both National Highway System (NHS) routes and Connections 2030 Backbone routes. NHS
routes are important to the nation’s economy, mobility, and defense. Connections 2030 Backbone (and Connector)
routes are identified in Wisconsin’s Connections 2030 Long-Range Multimodal Transportation Plan adopted
October 2009 and signify Wisconsin’s most important highways. While US 51 is not an NHS route, a Backbone or
Connector route, the US 51 study corridor is an important commuter route in southeastern Dane County that
connects 1-39/90 and US 12/18. US 51 functions as a principal arterial for most of the corridor except for the 5.7-mile
section east of Stoughton from 1-39/90 to County N, which is classified as a minor arterial.

Figure 2 shows the functional classification, number of lanes, and posted speeds along the study corridor. US 51
has a variety of roadway cross sections but is a 2-lane roadway for more than 75 percent of the 18.6-mile study
corridor. There are two 4-lane sections; one in Stoughton is 1.2 miles long and located west of the downtown
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area. The other 4-lane section begins at Exchange Street, 0.4 miles south of the McFarland village limits, and
continues north for the remaining 3 miles to US 12/18. The northernmost 2-mile portion of the study corridor is a
4-lane expressway. The 4-lane urban section in McFarland that is adjacent to Babcock Park is an undivided
section with 12-foot lanes.

Figure 2 US 51 Functional Classification, Number of Lanes, and Posted Speed Limits

3. Purpose and Need and Range of Alternatives

The purpose of this project is to provide a safe and efficient transportation system in the US 51 corridor to serve
present and long-term travel demand while minimizing disturbance to the environment. This will be obtained by
working to address existing safety conditions, accommodating travel demand, addressing existing pavement
conditions, improving bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, and considering corridor preservation and
long-term planning measures.

The following five contributing factors of need support the purpose of improvements to the US 51 corridor:

1. Address Existing Safety Conditions:
Safety-related concerns are related to unsafe conditions at intersections, the lack of passing
opportunities, travel speeds over the posted limit, the difficulty experienced by motorists getting on and off
US 51 safely, and the number of crashes or “near misses.”

2. Accommodate Travel Demand:
Based on expected traffic volumes and the existing roadway capacity, together producing unacceptable
levels of congestion, there is a need for improvements on portions of US 51.

3. Address Existing Pavement Condition:
For the majority of the corridor, the underlying pavement is near or has surpassed its useful life.
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4. Improve Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations:
The lack of bicycle facilities in the rural areas and the lack of, or discontinuous, network of the existing
bicycle and pedestrian facilities in urban areas limit the use of non-motorized travel modes in the US 51
study corridor.

5. Corridor Preservation and Long-Term Planning:
US 51 serves as one of the major connections between Stoughton, McFarland, and Madison. Growth in
these communities and the greater Madison area makes US 51 an important corridor to preserve mobility
and safety.

The alternatives considered include a No Build Alternative, Alternative A, Alternative B, and Alternative H. Refer
to the Alternatives Comparison Matrix in Appendix C for a summary of the environmental impacts and costs for
each alternative.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative serves as a “baseline” from which to compare the alternatives under consideration.
Under the No Build Alternative, no intersection improvements, reconstruction, or capacity improvements would be
made to the existing US 51 corridor. Independent of the No Build Alternative or any build alternative, there are
currently programmed projects (a pavement replacement project and four roundabouts) planned for construction
within the corridor. Under the No Build Alternative, the existing road would bear future traffic increases,
congestion, roadway deficiencies, and worsening pavement conditions with effects on safety, congestion,
mobility, and operational characteristics. The No Build Alternative includes the cost of routine maintenance
through the design year and would have no associated right of way (R/W) impacts. The preliminary total cost
estimate for the No Build Alternative is $28 million in 2016 dollars.

Alternative A—Low Build
Alternative A is considered the lower cost and lower impact alternative. Alternative A has seven main components
to the improvement between 1-39/90 and US 12/18.

Reconstruction of 2-lane US 51 east of Stoughton.

Safety improvements in Stoughton.

Safety improvements in McFarland.

Two roundabouts and other intersection improvements between Stoughton and McFarland.
Reconstruction of 2-lane US 51 from County B (east) to Dyreson Road.

Pavement replacement in multiple sections between Stoughton and McFarland.

Pavement replacement between Larson Beach Road and Terminal Drive/Voges Road in McFarland,
Siggelkow Road interchange ramp improvements and the addition of an auxiliary lane in each direction
north of Siggelkow Road.

Nogogbkrwd~

Alternative A also provides bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. Bicycle accommodations would be provided
on paved shoulders along the rural sections of the corridor. Improvement of pedestrian accommodations would be
provided by the replacement of the pedestrian box culvert near Charles Lane to serve residents of

Bay View Heights, a manufactured home community, as a pedestrian access to the area east of US 51 and to
Lake Kegonsa. Minor pedestrian improvements would be provided by revising the crosswalk pavement marking at
Burma Road in McFarland to provide pedestrian refuge on the existing median near Babcock Park.

The preliminary total cost estimate for Alternative A is $99 million (in 2016 dollars). Alternative A partially addresses
the project’s purpose and need and is anticipated to meet the federal fiscal constraint requirement. Figure 3 provides
an overview of Alternative A.
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Figure 3 Alternative A

Alternative B—Four-Lane Expansion

Alternative B has a higher financial cost, higher real estate and relocation impacts, and greater environmental
impacts than the other alternatives. Alternative B addresses the project’s purpose and need, but it does not meet
the federal fiscal constraint requirement. Alternative B was developed to preserve the US 51 corridor functionality,
address future projected travel demand by increasing capacity, improve safety, correct roadway deficiencies,
provide bicycle accommodations throughout and pedestrian accommodations in urban areas, and address
pavement conditions.

Alternative B has six main components that would include the following:

Reconstruction of 2-lane US 51 east of Stoughton.

Safety improvements in Stoughton.

Construct 4-lane expansion around Stoughton (Stoughton Bypass).

Rural 4-lane expansion (Stoughton to McFarland).

Urban 4-lane reconstruction in McFarland.

Pavement replacement between Larson Beach Road and Terminal Drive/Voges Road in McFarland,

Siggelkow Road interchange ramp improvements, and addition of an auxiliary lane in each direction north
of Siggelkow Road.

BN

Alternative B also provides bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, as follows:

1. Bicycle accommodations are provided on US 51 and the Stoughton Bypass on paved shoulders in rural
areas. For the west link of the Stoughton Bypass (a 4-lane urban section with a curbed median), bicyclists
could take a lane as allowed by statute, ride on the sidewalk as allowed by Stoughton ordinance, or ride
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on the paved shoulder. In McFarland, from the Exchange Street roundabout to Larson Beach Road,
bicyclists can take a traffic lane as allowed by statute. Bicyclists can also use the existing path in
Babcock Park. A connection to the path in Babcock Park will be provided and the path adjacent to the
west side of the Yahara River bridge will be reconstructed with the bridge replacement structure.

2. Accommodations for sidewalk would be provided wherever the reconstructed roadway has an urban
section with curb and gutter. Pedestrian crossings would be improved in McFarland where there is a lack
of pedestrian refuge at signalized intersections and at the unsignalized Burma Road crossing adjacent to
Babcock Park.

3. Public comments identified the need for one pedestrian crossing in the rural section between Stoughton
and McFarland at the existing pedestrian culvert beneath US 51 immediately south of the rock cut near
Charles Lane. The structure would be reconstructed as part of Alternative B to serve residents of the
Bay View Heights community as a pedestrian access to businesses east of US 51 and to Lake Kegonsa
without having to cross US 51 at grade. The pedestrian culvert would be reconstructed to an appropriate
size with lighting and other safety features.

The preliminary total cost estimate for Alternative B is $304 to $321 million (in 2016 dollars). Alternative B does
not meet the federal fiscal constraint requirement because WisDOT has determined that based on statewide
priorities, Alternative B would likely not receive funding for the next major action to advance the project. Figure 4
provides an overview of Alternative B.

Figure 4 Alternative B
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Alternative H-Hybrid Alternative (Preferred Alternative)
Alternative H is the preferred alternative and is the “hybrid” alternative that combines aspects of Alternatives A
and B. Alternative H has six main components that would include the following:

1.
2.
3

Reconstruction of 2-lane US 51 east of Stoughton (same as Alternatives A and B).

Reconstruction of existing US 51 through downtown Stoughton (different from Alternatives A and B).
Urban 4-lane expansion along the west side of Stoughton (same as Alternative B West Link of

Stoughton Bypass).

Reconstruction of rural 2-lane US 51 (Stoughton to McFarland) with intersection improvements (similar to
Alternative A).

Urban 4-lane reconstruction in McFarland (same as Alternative B).

Pavement replacement between Larson Beach Road and Terminal Drive/Voges Road in McFarland,
Siggelkow Road interchange ramp improvements, and addition of an auxiliary lane in each direction north
of Siggelkow Road (same as Alternatives A and B).

Alternative H also provides bicycle and pedestrian accommodations, as follows:

1.

2.

In rural areas where pavement reconstruction or pavement replacement would be provided, bicycle
accommodations would be provided on the paved shoulders.

On-street bicycle accommodations are also provided in the urban areas of Stoughton, where possible
without taking additional R/W. Because of the constrained and highly developed downtown environment,
historic districts that border US 51, and Stoughton’s desire to retain US 51 on-street parking through the
Central Business District (CBD), bike accommodations do not fit everywhere along US 51. In those
sections, accommodations would be provided by signed routes on streets one block north or south of and
parallel to US 51.

a. From Spring Road to Amundson Parkway, 5-foot bike lanes are provided.

b. From Amundson Parkway to the railroad crossing, 4- to 5-foot bike lanes are provided.

c. From the railroad crossing to 5th Street, minimum bike accommodations are provided with a
shared bike and parking lane.

d. From 5th Street to the Yahara River, bicycles would use signed parallel routes on residential
streets.

e. Bikes would use US 51 to cross the Yahara River.

From Page Street to Wisconsin State Highway (WIS) 138(south)/Van Buren Street, bicycles

would use signed parallel routes on residential streets.

g. From WIS 138 (south)/Van Buren Street to WIS 138 (west), bicycles would use signed parallel
routes on residential streets.

—h

On the west side of Stoughton, from WIS 138 (west) to County B (east), the proposed typical section
would be expanded from a 2-lane to a 4-lane, high-speed urban section with a curbed median, curb and
gutter along the outside paved shoulders, 10-foot-wide sidewalk on both sides, and on-street bicycle
accommodations on 8-foot outside paved shoulders.

In McFarland, from the Exchange Street roundabout to Larson Beach Road, bicyclists can take a traffic
lane as allowed by statute. Bicyclists can also use the existing path in Babcock Park. A connection to the
path in Babcock Park will be provided and the path adjacent to the west side of the Yahara River bridge
will be reconstructed with the bridge replacement structure.

Sidewalk for pedestrians would be constructed to be continuous wherever the proposed roadway has an
urban section with curb and gutter. In the less developed areas with a proposed urban roadway cross
section, Alternative H could provide grading only for future sidewalk construction. An example area where
this might be considered is in the 1,500-foot section between Spring Road and 1,000 feet east of County
N in Stoughton. The decision to forgo sidewalk and just provide the grading would be made during final
design following consultation with the local municipality.

Pedestrian crossings would be improved in McFarland where there is a lack of pedestrian refuge at
signalized intersections and at the unsignalized Burma Road crossing adjacent to Babcock Park.

In Stoughton, the sidewalk width will be increased where deficient.
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8. Pedestrian crossings in Stoughton and McFarland will have pavement marking and WisDOT will work
with the municipalities during final design to provide acceptable signage and lighting at each pedestrian
crossing.

9. As described for Alternatives A and B, the existing pedestrian culvert beneath US 51 immediately south of
the rock cut near Charles Lane would be reconstructed.

The preliminary total cost estimate for Alternative H is $203.4 million in in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars. The
YOE cost includes estimated costs from completion of the environmental document through construction at the
end of 2029. A YOE cost has only been calculated for the preferred alternative (Alternative H). Alternative H
partially addresses the project’s purpose and need and meets more project need elements than Alternative A.
Alternative H has a lower cost and fewer impacts than Alternative B. Alternative H is anticipated to meet the
federal fiscal constraint requirement. Figure 5 provides an overview of Alternative H.

Because Babcock Park is located in McFarland, Table 1 was prepared to compare how the build alternatives
address the project needs in the McFarland area.

Figure 5 Alternative H
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Table 1 Comparison of How the Build Alternatives Address Needs in the McFarland Area
Alternative H: Hybrid'
(Preferred Alternative) and

Need Criteria
in

McFarland Area Alternative A: Low Build Alternative B: Four-Lane Expansion

Partially Addressed Partially Addressed
Improve Safety

Alternative A provides a minor safety These alternatives address multiple safety needs
improvement by revising the crosswalk because they provide a right-turn lane for
pavement markings at Burma Road. It does | southbound vehicles slowing to turn into the
not improve safety because it does not Babcock Park boat launch parking lot and a
provide turn lanes on US 51 in the vicinity of | median refuge and turn lane for northbound
the park, which decreases both safety and vehicles turning left to the park, both at the boat

mobility because turning vehicles must wait launch parking lot and at Burma Road where

in through traffic lanes for the opportunity to | driveway access to the park campground is
make the turn. provided. The proposed median for left-turning
vehicles also provides refuge for pedestrians
crossing US 51 between the boat launch parking
lot and the overflow parking lot.

Partially Addressed Fully Addressed

Accommodate

Travel Demand Desirable Level of Service (LOS) conditions | Desirable LOS conditions are expected for the
are expected for the signalized intersections | signalized intersections in McFarland and the
in McFarland; however, the southbound alternatives provide a second southbound left-turn
left-turn movement from US 51 to Farwell lane at Farwell Street (County MN) to eliminate
Street (County MN) has projected queues queues extending into the through traffic on US 51
extending past the existing turn-bay length at this key intersection.

and into through traffic.

Partially Addressed Fully Addressed
Address Existing
Pavement No pavement improvements are proposed Pavement is replaced or reconstructed through the
Condition within the 1-mile urban section of US 51 in entire project corridor.

McFarland. Pavement replacement is
included in the expressway section between
between Larson Beach Road and

Terminal Drive/Voges Road.

Partially Addressed Partially Addressed

Improve Bicycle

and Pedestrian Bicycle accommodations are provided on Bicycle accommodations are provided on paved

Accommodations paved shoulders in the rural section. Bicycle | shoulders in the McFarland rural section and
and pedestrian accommodations are not where possible in the urban section. Alternatives
addressed in the McFarland urban section provide pedestrian accommodations along US 51

because the pavement, curb and gutter, and | in the McFarland urban section.
sidewalks are not proposed for
reconstruction. Minor pedestrian
improvements would be provided by revising
the crosswalk pavement marking at

Burma Road in McFarland to provide
pedestrian refuge on the existing median
near Babcock Park.

Partially Addressed Partially Addressed
Corridor
Preservation and Provides minor safety improvements in the Maintains a functional 4-lane principal arterial
Long-Term urban section and mobility improvements corridor through McFarland by improving mobility
Planning only in the expressway section of McFarland. | and providing multiple safety improvements.

' Alternatives B and H have the same impacts to Babcock Park.
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4. Description of Preferred Alternative Section 4(f) Properties

The Section 4(f) properties located within the limits of Alternative H are shown on Figure 6 and described in the
following paragraphs.

Figure 6 Section 4(f) Properties

A. Historic Maple Grove School (Site A)

Maple Grove School is located east of Stoughton near 1-39/90 at the intersection of US 51 and

County W/Maple Grove Road. According to a determination of eligibility (DOE) completed in 1988, the

Maple Grove School was previously determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under
Criterion A. FHWA'’s requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply because no R/W or permanent or temporary

limited easement will be acquired from the property and the project will not substantially impair the characteristics
that qualify the property for the NRHP.
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B. Historic Districts in Stoughton (Site B*, Five Historic Districts)

The project’s proposed bicycle accommodations on US 51 extend through downtown Stoughton but are routed off
US 51 onto streets one block north or south of and parallel to US 51 for several blocks to avoid impacts to the
historic districts that would result from roadway widening to provide on-street bike accommodations. Rerouting
would use signage only, no pavement changes or widening is proposed. West of Van Buren Street, bikes will be
routed north of US 51 on Van Buren Street for two blocks and west on Jackson Street to US 51. A portion of this
rerouting along Van Buren Street and Jackson Street is within the Northwest Side Historic District. Between

Van Buren Street and Page Street, bikes will be routed one block south of US 51 along Jefferson Street. A portion
of the rerouting along Jefferson Street is within the Southwest Side Historic District. Between Page Street and
Water Street, bike accommodation is back on US 51. Between Water Street and 6th Street, bikes will be routed
either one block south of US 51 to Jefferson Street or one block north to Washington Street. This measure avoids
impacts to three historic districts (Northwest Side, Southwest Side, and Main Street Commercial) by avoiding the
need to widen the pavement along US 51 to accommodate bicycles.

FHWA'’s requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to the project’s use of any of these historic districts because
no R/W or permanent easement will be acquired, and the project will not substantially impair the characteristics
that qualify the districts for the NRHP.

Northwest Side Historic District

This district is bounded roughly by US 51 (Main Street) to the south, the Yahara River and Grant Street to the
east, Jackson, Roy, and Taft Streets to the north, and Van Buren Street to the west. The

Northwest Side Historic District was listed in the NRHP in 1998 under Criterion C: Architecture, as a relatively
intact concentration of historic houses constructed between 1850 and 1940. The existing US 51 R/W in the
Northwest Side Historic District is 66 feet wide. The existing back of sidewalk is 0.5 feet from the edge of
existing R/W. The proposed back of sidewalk will be at the same location and no R/W will be acquired.

Southwest Side Historic District

This district is bounded roughly by Oak Street to the south, South Page Street to the east, West Main Street
to the north, and South Monroe Street to the west. The Southwest Side Historic District was listed in the
NRHP in 1998 under Criterion C: Architecture, as a concentration of significant examples of popular
nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century architectural styles. The existing US 51 R/W in the

Southwest Side Historic District is 66 feet wide. The existing back of sidewalk is 0.5 feet from the edge of
existing R/W. The proposed back of sidewalk will be at the same location and no R/W will be acquired.

Main Street Commercial Historic District

This district is located along Main Street between the Yahara River and Forest Street. The Main Street
Commercial Historic District was listed in the NRHP in 1982 under Criterion C: Architecture, as a cohesive
collection of buildings comprising Stoughton's historic commercial center. Existing sidewalk is located
between curb lines and buildings. The existing US 51 R/W in the Main Street Commercial Historic District is
66 feet wide and includes 8-foot-wide sidewalks behind each curb line. The proposed sidewalk will be
replaced within the limits of the existing R/W and no R/W will be acquired.

Depot Hill Historic District

This district is located along East Main Street between South 5th Street and the Chicago, Milwaukee,

St. Paul & Pacific railroad tracks. The Depot Hill Historic District was determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP in 1998 under Criterion A: History, for its association with history of industry and transportation in
Stoughton in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Existing sidewalk is located between curb lines
and buildings. The existing R/W on US 51 in the Depot Hill Historic District is approximately 70 feet wide. The
back of existing sidewalk is 2.5 feet from the edge of existing R/W. The proposed back of sidewalk will be at
the same location and no R/W will be acquired.

East Side Historic District

This district is bounded roughly by Vernon Street to the south, South and North Henry Streets to the east,
Ridge Street to the north, and South Academy Street to the west. The East Side Historic District was listed in
the NRHP in 1997 under Criterion C: Architecture, as a collection of houses constructed between 1880 and
1940 that represent popular nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century architectural styles. The existing R/W on
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US 51 in the East Side Historic District is 66 feet wide. The existing back of sidewalk is 0.5 feet from the edge
of existing R/W. The proposed back of sidewalk will be at the same location and no R/W will be acquired.

C. Barber Campsite, 47DA0107 (Site C)

This archaeological site is located along the west side of US 51 between Charles Lane and Schneider Drive in the
town of Dunn (Dunn). The site was determined to be eligible for the NRHP because it contains in-situ cultural
features and a high density of archaeological materials. Adverse effects are anticipated and data recovery will be
completed at this site. Documentation for Consultation has been completed and a Memorandum of

Agreement (MOA) has been executed. FHWA requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to Site #47DA0107
(Barber Campsite) because the exception in CFR 774.13(b) applies to the site. Section 4(f) applies to
archeological sites that are on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and that warrant
preservation in place. Section 4(f) does not apply if FHWA determines that the archeological resource is important
chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal value for preservation in place, and the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO), and Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) (if participating) does not object to this determination. Agreement with the
determination is documented in Section lll, question 13 of the March 23, 2016 Final Documentation for
Consultation. An excerpt from the Final Documentation for Consultation is provided as Appendix D. The

Section 106 form and MOA are included with the project’'s environmental document. Other documentation can be
requested from WisDOT Southwest Region.

D. Lincoln Point Park (Site D)

This 0.37-acre Dunn park is located east of Barber Drive, between Lake Kegonsa and Barber Drive. The park is
used for stormwater drainage and access to Lake Kegonsa. Because of its status as a public park,

Lincoln Point Park qualifies for protection under Section 4(f). FHWA's requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to
the project’s use of the park property because no R/W or permanent or temporary limited easement will be
acquired from the property and the project will not affect the use of the property.

E. Colladay Point Park (Site E)

Colladay Point Park is a 7-acre Dunn park located on the east side of US 51 just west of Lake Kegonsa and south
of County B/AB. Because of its status as a public park, Colladay Point Park qualifies for protection under

Section 4(f). Dunn indicated the park is used primarily for trail walking and hiking. To avoid impacts to the park
during and after construction, the beam guard and a retaining wall will be constructed outside of the park
boundary. FHWA's requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to the project’s use of the park property because
no R/W or permanent or temporary limited easement will be acquired from the property and the project will not
affect the use of the property.

F. Colladay Mound, 47DA0105 (Site F)

This cataloged burial mound site is located along the west side of US 51 between Schneider Drive and

County B/AB in Dunn. A burial mound was identified at the site and the site contains in situ cultural features and a
high density of archaeological materials. FHWA's requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to the project’s use of
the historic property because no R/W or permanent or temporary limited easement will be acquired from the
property and the project will not substantially impair the characteristics of the property.

G. Historic Olson-Hemsing Farmstead (Site G)

Olson-Hemsing Farmstead is located along the west side of US 51 between Dyreson Road and Mahoney Road in
Dunn. The Olson-Hemsing Farmstead contains 12 historic resources and the property’s period of significance is
¢.1905 to ¢.1970. Because the Olson-Hemsing Farmstead is a good local representative of the typical evolution of
an early-twentieth-century tobacco farm to a mid-twentieth-century dairy farm, the property is considered eligible
for listing under Criterion C: Architecture as a distinct property type. FHWA'’s requirements for Section 4(f) do not
apply to the project’s use of the historic property because no R/W or permanent or temporary limited easement
will be acquired from the property and the project will not substantially impair the characteristics that qualify the
property for the NRHP.
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H. Bird Effigy, 47DA0480 (Site H)

This uncatalogued effigy mound site is located near the intersection of US 51 and Exchange Street in McFarland.
A burial mound was not identified at the site. The site does contain in situ cultural features and a high density of
archaeological materials. FHWA'’s requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to the project’s use of the historic
property because no R/W or permanent or temporary limited easement will be acquired from the property and the
project will not substantially impair the characteristics of the property.

|I.  Babcock Park (Site I)

Babcock Park is a 16-acre Dane County park located in and directly south of McFarland. Alternative H (preferred
alternative) requires an estimated 0.5 acres of fee R/W or approximately 3.1 percent of the park area in addition
to 2.9 acres of temporary limited easement. Alternative B would have the same impacts as Alternative H. Impacts
to the park would be avoided with the No Build Alternative and Alternative A. Because of its status as a public
park, Babcock Park qualifies for protection under Section 4(f).

J. Babcock Park Archaeological Site, 47DA1429 (Site J)

An archaeological site is located within Babcock Park, north of the Yahara River between the existing campsites
and Lake Waubesa. The site was likely an open-air campsite village harboring Early Woodland and

Middle Woodland occupations. FHWA'’s requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to the project’s use of the
historic property because no R/W or permanent or temporary limited easement will be acquired from the property
and the project will not substantially impair the characteristics of the property.

K. Lower Yahara River Trail (Site K)

Phase 1 of the Lower Yahara River Trail was completed in 2017 from the Capital City Trail to McDaniel Park in
McFarland. This 2.5-mile section of trail includes a nearly 1-mile-long bridge and boardwalk along the north shore
of Lake Waubesa. McFarland has nearly completed the trail from McDaniel Park to Elvehjem Road using existing
infrastructure. Dane County is responsible for the next phase of trail planning and development from Urso Park in
McFarland to Lake Kegonsa State Park. When completed, the Lower Yahara River Trail is expected to be
approximately 11 miles long. The Lower Yahara River Trail is open to hiking and biking, and other forms of
non-motorized transit. The trail is located along the north side of Taylor Road where it crosses US 51 in
McFarland. Because of its status as a public recreational facility, the Lower Yahara River Trail qualifies for
protection under Section 4(f). The proposed action would reconstruct the US 51 bridges over Taylor Road and the
trail. The trail would be temporarily rerouted during bridge reconstruction and the detour route would be
coordinated with McFarland during final design. FHWA's requirements for Section 4(f) do not apply to the project’s
use of the trail because no R/W or permanent or temporary limited easement will be acquired from the property
and the temporary occupancy exception in CFR 774.13(d) applies to the proposed action’s use of the trail. In an
email dated November 11, 2019, Dane County provided concurrence with the proposed temporary detour of the
trail during US 51 bridge reconstruction. Dane County further indicated detour routing should be coordinated with
McFarland. The email from Dane County is provided in Appendix A.

L. Brost Addition to Mud Lake (Site L)

The Brost Addition to Mud Lake (Brost Addition) is approximately 68 acres located along the east and west sides
of US 51 near Mahoney Road. The land is owned and operated by the Groundswell Conservancy and was
acquired in part with Knowles-Nelson Stewardship Grant funds administered by the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources (WDNR). The land is open to the public and qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) with use
defined in the Draft Land Management Plan and grant document as:
1. For conservation and recreation purposes (Management Plan).
2. To protect, enhance, and restore wildlife habitat and natural communities (Project Purpose in the
grant document).
3. To enhance opportunities for wildlife-based outdoor recreation (Project Purpose in the grant
document).
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The proposed action would require approximately 1.7 acres of fee R/W from the Brost Addition, with impacts
along both sides of US 51. In addition, the Kegonsa Sanitary District (KSD) maintains a sanitary sewer force main
along the east side of US 51 within an easement on the property. KSD has indicated it will relocate portions of the
force main as a result of the US 51 improvements and the need for additional easement acquisition by the KSD is
anticipated. The finding of de minimis impact for the Brost Addition is included as Appendix E. Letters from WDNR
and Groundswell Conservancy providing concurrence with the de minimis impact finding are included with the
correspondence in Appendix A. Coordination with WDNR and Groundswell Conservancy is ongoing and potential
mitigation measures discussed to date that are under consideration consist of construction of an improved access
and parking area, signage, potential water access enhancements and/or other property enhancements. Mitigation
measures will be finalized following real-estate appraisals to determine total value of required mitigation.

5. Babcock Park

A. Type and Ownership of Section 4(f) Property

Babcock Park is a Dane County park located along and bisected by US 51 within McFarland and Dunn. The park
is used for camping, picnicking, and fishing and has boat and canoe launch facilities. Because Babcock Park is a
publicly owned park, it qualifies for protection under Section 4(f).

Dingell-Johnson grant money was used for portions of the 1993 Babcock Park Access Renovation Project. That
project included construction and renovation of park facilities located south of the Yahara River on the west side of
US 51. The facilities improved included parking lots, boat launch ramps and pier, dredging, toilet facilities, and an
asphalt walkway. The US 51 project would result in a temporary use of real property that interferes with the park’s
authorized purpose under the Dingell-Johnson grant. All requirements relating to Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish
Restoration Act of 1950, 64 Stat. 430, as amended 16 USC 777-777n; and 50 CFR Part 80-Administrative
Requirements, Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration and Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act amended
July 24, 2008, will be satisfied independent of the Section 4(f) Evaluation.

B. Property Description

Babcock Park is a 16-acre Dane County park located both in and directly south of McFarland. The south village
limits in the area of US 51 are formed by the Yahara River. Babcock Park is used for camping, picnicking, and
fishing and has boat and canoe launch facilities. Babcock Park is located on the east side of Lake Waubesa at the
outflow of the Yahara River. North of the river, the park is on the west side of US 51. South of the river, the park is
located on both sides of US 51. Figure 7 shows the location of Babcock Park in relationship to US 51 and
McFarland.
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Figure 7 Location of Babcock Park

See Figure 8 for a map of the park features. The park’s boat launch offers a fish cleaning facility and accessible
fishing pier. The park also has a boat mooring dock and a shore fishing station. The park features a 25-unit
campground with electricity supplied to all sites, a fully accessible restroom and shower, and a sanitary dump
station. Figure 9 is a map of the campground features.

The Yahara River flows unimpeded from the Mendota Locks through Lake Monona and Lake Waubesa. The
Lake Waubesa Dam, popularly known as the Babcock Park Lock and Dam, is located at the outlet of
Lake Waubesa in the town of Dunn. Dane County constructed the 10-foot-high dam in 1938 to control lake levels
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and aid navigation. The dam holds a very small hydraulic head, often less than 1 foot, and the dam is often open
during the year because the water level is held up by the channel constriction downstream of the dam. The dam
controls the water levels for Lake Monona and Lake Waubesa and continues to be owned and operated by
Dane County.

Access is provided by an asphalt driveway from US 51 on the south end of the property leading to a parking lot
adjacent to the office and shower building and via a second asphalt drive on Burma Road on the northern portion
of the property providing access to the campground and sites. The roads are not connected with the campground
road ending in a cul-de-sac on the south end.

Babcock Park has a seasonal campground with a basic operating (open for camping) schedule of May 1 to
October 15. The potential for an additional two to four weeks of camping exists depending on weather.

Information on park and campground usage was obtained from Dane County Land & Water Resources,

Parks Division (Dane County Parks); the park does not have a written management plan. The year 2018 and
2019 usage data indicated 1,640 camper days in 2018 and 1,793 camper days in 2019 (number of nights that a
campsite is occupied). The latest available vehicle counter data for the park’s boat launch indicated

70,200 vehicles used the boat launch in 2015.

An archaeological investigation of the park identified a significant pre-contact American Indian habitation and
campsite within the project area. Based on the findings of the Phase | study, the site meets the criteria for listing
on the NHRP for the potential to contribute to the prehistory of the region. The archaeological site is situated
within the park. Because the archaeological site will not be impacted by the US 51 project, Phase Il
archaeological investigation was not recommended.

Additional information obtained from Dane County Parks includes the following:

= The campground is the only Dane County campground on the Madison chain of lakes with waterfront
campsites.

= The revenues from this campground [25 sites total with 30 amperes (amps) electrical to all] are also used
to offset maintenance and other costs attributable to other Dane County campgrounds.

= There are a total of 14 campsites along US 51, one of which is special needs accessible and closest to
the office and shower building. The 13 standard sites are on a first come, first serve basis.

= Dane County Parks is in favor of replacing the existing chain link fence with a barrier along US 51.

= The loss of mature deciduous shade trees along US 51 would be detrimental to all 14 campsites.

= Dane County Park’s concerns include the proximity of US 51 to the office building, loss of landscaping,
and loss of setback as a result of the project.

= Because of the archaeological site located within Babcock Park, the number of available sites is
maximized at this time and there is no opportunity to relocate campsites to the west.
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Figure 8 Babcock Park Features
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Figure 9 Babcock Park Campground Features
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6. Description of Use and Impacts on the Section 4(f) Property

The No Build Alternative would not impact Babcock Park. There would be no use of the Section 4(f) resource and
no real estate acquisition.

Alternative A would not impact Babcock Park because the only improvements proposed in the McFarland area
are a multilane roundabout at Exchange Street, approximately 925 feet south of the park’s south border at
Bible Camp Road, and minor safety improvements limited to revising the crosswalk pavement markings.
Burma Road is Babcock Park’s north boundary (see Figures 7 and 8).

Alternative B and Alternative H are identical for the section from Exchange Street to the project’s north terminus at
Terminal Drive/Voges Road. Correspondence related to Alternative B for Project ID 5845-06-02 also applies to
Alternative H (preferred alternative), evaluated under Project ID 5845-06-03. These alternatives would have
identical impacts to Babcock Park. Alternative H is the preferred alternative because it meets an acceptable
number of need factors, as well as the project’s federal fiscal constraint requirement. Alternative B best meets the
project need factors but does not meet the federal fiscal constraint requirement. Impacts cannot be avoided with
Alternative H because park land is located on both sides of US 51 and Alternative H widens the roadway in this
area and requires real estate acquisition.

Alternative H in the area of Babcock Park includes the following:

=  Widen the existing 4-lane roadway (53-foot-wide, back of curb to back of curb) by 6 to 30 feet to a width
of approximately 59 to 83 feet (back of curb to back of curb).

= Add a two-way, left-turn lane (TWLTL). The TWLTL would be located between Yahara Drive and
Burma Road where an existing 600-foot-long, 16-foot-tall retaining wall runs along the east side of US 51
and the Babcock Park campground is located along the west side of US 51. The TWLTL section provides
full access to the northern parking lot for Babcock Park users on the north side of the Yahara River as
well as to the park office and shower building. The TWLTL section would be 14 feet wide, the narrowest
roadway footprint to minimize R/W impacts to the campground.

= Add right- and left-turn lanes at the Babcock Park boat launch entrance. To improve safety, northbound
vehicles leaving the boat launch parking lot would be required to first travel south 0.3 miles to the
roundabout at the intersection with Exchange Street before making a u-turn to travel northbound (total of
0.6 miles). A new left-turn lane would be provided for northbound vehicles on US 51 approaching the boat
launch entrance.

= Relocate the entrance to the Babcock Park overflow parking lot located on the east side of US 51. The
entrance would be shifted approximately 275 feet south of its existing location so that vehicles exiting the
overflow lot can travel north on US 51 and access the main boat launch parking lot on the west side of the
highway.

= Add a designated left-turn lane at Burma Road, a street with a north entrance to the park campground.

= Provide pedestrian accommodations along both sides of US 51.

= Improve designated pedestrian crossings to provide refuge.

While impacts are minimized, these improvements would require an estimated 0.5 acres of fee R/W or
approximately 3.1 percent of the park area in addition to 2.9 acres of temporary limited easement. Figure 10 is a
schematic map showing the general locations in Babcock Park where R/W is needed as part of Alternative H.
Refer to the Plan Sheets in Appendix B for more detailed maps showing areas of required fee R/W and easement
acquisition.

Alternative H would not cause a noise impact to Babcock Park. Criteria used to define traffic noise impacts have
been established by WisDOT. Traffic noise impacts occur when the predicted equivalent sound level (Leq)
approaches or exceeds the noise level criteria (NLC) established for a type of land use or when predicted sound
levels substantially increase above existing levels. For land uses that include parks and recreation areas, the NLC
is 67 A-weighted decibels (dBA). WisDOT has determined the predicted equivalent sound level “approach” is
defined as 1 dBA less than the NLC and the “substantial increase” is defined as 15 dBA or more than existing
levels. The traffic noise analysis for Alternative H determined that no noise receptors in Babcock Park would be
exposed to noise levels that approach or exceed the respective NLC.
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Source: Dane County Parks, 2015
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Figure 10 Alternative H R/W Impacts—Babcock Park
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Alternative H would also result in an impact to Babcock Park related to a sanitary sewer force main. KSD
maintains a sanitary sewer force main in a 20-foot permanent easement that runs along the east side of US 51
within the boundaries of Babcock Park. The widening of US 51 would cause KSD to shift the force main to the
east so that it is not located within the newly expanded US 51 R/W. Shifting the force main would likely require
KSD to obtain additional permanent easement through Babcock Park. Temporary construction easement may
also be needed.

This temporary impact would not be considered a Section 4(f) use because:

= Duration is temporary and there is no change in ownership of the land.

= Scope of work is minor in nature and magnitude of changes to Section 4(f) property is minimal.

= There will be no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts or interference with the protected
activities, features, or attributes of the property on either a temporary or permanent basis.

= The land being used will be fully restored and returned to a condition, which is at least as good as what
existed before the project.

= There is documented agreement on the above conditions with officials having jurisdiction over
the Section 4(f) resource.

Dane County Parks is aware of the need for easements associated with the force main. Alternative H is the
preferred alternative and construction staging of the force main will be coordinated with Dane County Parks.
Dane County Parks will be notified of construction impacts and disturbed lands will be restored as soon as
construction in the vicinity of the park is completed. The general location of the utility easement is shown on
Figure 10. Refer to the Plan Sheets in Appendix B for more detailed maps showing areas of additional easement
acquisition.

7. Avoidance Alternatives

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not include improvements to US 51, and R/W would not be acquired from
Babcock Park. The No Build Alternative does not meet the project’s purpose or any of the need factors. Although
it is feasible, it is not prudent because it does not address safety or operational problems.

Alternative A—Low Build

Alternative A would not include improvements to US 51 adjacent to Babcock Park and as a result no R/W would
be acquired from Babcock Park. From an overall project perspective, Alternative A is a feasible avoidance
alternative, but it is not prudent because it does not address the project need factors in the McFarland area as well
as Alternative H. A comparison of how the build alternatives address the need criteria for the McFarland area, and
Babcock Park specifically, is provided in Table 1 in Section 3.

Investigation of Off-Alignment Alternatives

According to 23 CFR 774, feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives must be investigated before impacting
park resources. Because Babcock Park is located on both sides of US 51, an off-alignment route would be
required to avoid Babcock Park. The alignments considered would route US 51 west of Lake Waubesa or east of
Babcock Park through residential neighborhoods in McFarland. See Figure 11 for a graphic of the off-alignment
alternatives considered.

Both of the off-alignment alternatives could feasibly be constructed to avoid Babcock Park, but the alignments would
not be prudent. Both off-alignment alternatives would result in impacts to resources other than Babcock Park that
are protected by Section 4(f) and cannot be considered avoidance alternatives.

An alignment around the west side of Lake Waubesa would require more than 6 miles of new 4-lane roadway to
rejoin US 12/18 near the West Broadway interchange. This alignment would likely have to cross the

Waubesa Wetlands State Natural Area located at the southwest end of Lake Waubesa. As the potential alignment
proceeded north, it would likely have to cross wetlands and would cross the Capital Springs State Recreation
Area and Capital City Trail. It could also potentially impact Lake Farm County Park and Madison Metropolitan
Sewerage District ponds. There are also four Madison Parks in the area, including Rustic Park,

Indian Springs Park, Baxter Park, and Ocean Road Park. The Capital Springs State Recreation Area,
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Lake Farm Park, Rustic Park, Indian Springs Park, Baxter Park, and Ocean Road Park are protected by
Section 4(f). This potential alignment could create an additional 2.5 miles of indirection for motorists.

An off-alignment alternative to the east to avoid Babcock Park would need to leave the current alignment of US 51
near Exchange Street and cross the Yahara River. This could require a new bridge at Exchange Street or
potentially a new river crossing. The east alignment could impact wetlands and the alignment would impact
Legion Memorial Park, Arnold Larson Park, or Indian Mound Conservation Park (listed on the NRHP in 1984),
before rejoining the existing US 51 north of Burma Road. These parks are protected by Section 4(f). The hilly
topography in this area could also result in impacts to the McFarland High School and Indian Mound Middle
School (both of which are finishing up major renovations) located along the east boundary of Indian Mound
Conservation Park. This avoidance alignment would likely require residential and business relocations.

An off-alignment alternative shifted even farther east or west to avoid the resources discussed is not prudent and
would create additional indirection for motorists. With US 14 located approximately 4 miles to the west and 1-39/90
located approximately 3.25 miles to the east, US 51 is needed on or near its current alignment.

Figure 11 4-Lane Alignments that Avoid Babcock Park

While the off-alignment alternatives would avoid Babcock Park, they cannot be considered avoidance alternatives
because they would result in extensive impacts to other resources protected by Section 4(f) as well as
unreasonable economic and social impacts with severe disruption to the McFarland community.

The avoidance alternatives are the No Build Alternative and Alternative A (Low Build Alternative). The No Build
Alternative does not meet the project’s purpose or any of the need factors. Although it is feasible, it is not prudent
because it does not address safety or operational problems. Alternative A is a feasible avoidance alternative, but
it is not prudent because it does not address the project need factors in the McFarland area as well as
Alternative H. There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of land from the Section 4 (f)
property.
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8. All Possible Planning to Minimize Harm

As indicated in Section 7, no feasible and prudent alternative was identified that avoids the Babcock Park

Section 4(f) property. Alternative H is the preferred alternative and all possible planning to minimize harm has
been incorporated into the alternative. WisDOT and FHWA have incorporated the following measures to minimize
harm to Babcock Park.

Alternative H was designed to minimize the amount of new R/W required from Babcock Park in the following
ways:

= South of the Yahara River on the west side of US 51, the terrace area between sidewalk and curb was
eliminated and a retaining wall is used to avoid impacts to the parking lot.

» North of the river, the terrace area between sidewalk and curb was removed.

= The existing 600-foot retaining wall on the east side of US 51 between Yahara Drive and Burma Road is
a design constraint that controlled the roadway section. The use of a TWLTL instead of extending the
median reduced the roadway width by 2 feet.

= Slope widths and R/W requirements were reduced by using retaining walls along the west side of the
roadway.

R/W impacts were reduced by approximately one acre by minimizing the roadway section “footprint” and using
retaining walls. WisDOT and FHWA will continue to refine the US 51 design to further reduce impacts to
Babcock Park, if possible.

In June 2013, WisDOT obtained an appraisal report for the campground portion of Babcock Park. The appraisal
concluded that considering the mitigation measures as part of Alternative H (which are the same impacts as
Alternative B that was being evaluated at that time), the physical and economic impacts on the campsites along
US 51 as a result of Alternative H are nominal. The report concluded that the campsites along US 51 and the
campground property are of equal utility in a post-Alternative H condition compared to present condition. While
the temporary limited easement for construction purposes would have a negative impact on the campsites, it
would only be for the duration of construction adjacent to the campground.

9. Measures to Mitigate Harm

WisDOT will compensate Dane County Parks for the acquisition from Babcock Park before the reconstruction of
US 51 adjacent to the park. A list of mitigation measures agreed to by Dane County Parks and WisDOT are listed
here and shown on Figures 12 through 18, and on the preliminary plan sheets in Appendix B. Park features are
shown on Figures 8 and 9. WisDOT will continue to work with Dane County during the final design phase to refine
these mitigation measures.

1. WisDOT will include provisions for wayfinding signage to the park, campground, and boat launch for
northbound and southbound traffic.

2. WisDOT will replace trees lost within Babcock Park because of construction; location, size, and type of
trees will be determined.

3. WisDOT will include relocation and recalibration of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) station at
Babcock Park.

4. WisDOT will provide an access path from proposed US 51 path south of the Yahara River bridge to the
existing fishing pier and dam.

5. WisDOT will provide a crosswalk on US 51 with pedestrian refuge islands near the overflow parking lot on
the east side of US 51.

6. WisDOT will provide a shared-use path from the overflow parking area on the east side of US 51 to the
Yahara River.

7. WisDOT will provide sidewalk on the east side of the Yahara River Bridge and a bicycle and pedestrian
path on west side of the bridge.

8. WisDOT will provide a connector path from the proposed US 51 path north of the Yahara River bridge to
the parking lot and existing park path on the west side of US 51.

9. WisDOT will reconstruct the lock parking lot as single loaded on the west side and expand the lot north to
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the existing storage sheds.

10. WisDOT will discuss with Dane County Parks the options for decreasing the entrance drive slope to the
shower building parking lot. If needed, the parking lot will be raised and reconstructed with required
stormwater facilities.

11. WisDOT will lengthen the span of the Yahara River Bridge to be at least the same as the existing dam
structure opening.

12. WisDOT will construct a retaining wall from Station (Sta.) 489+00 to Sta. 494+00 that includes a transition
ramp to provide access to the parking lot.

13. If needed to maintain existing boat landing parking lot roadway geometry, WisDOT will provide a retaining
wall from approximately Sta. 478+50 to approximately Sta. 481+00.

14. WisDOT will provide a screening and/or barrier wall adjacent to the campground. Between the wall and
US 51 west curb line, sidewalk will be provided.

15. WisDOT is willing to provide some aesthetic and informational provisions on the screening and/or barrier
wall and will coordinate these items with Dane County Parks.
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Figure 12 Impacts and Mitigation Measures at Babcock Park
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Figure 13 Distance from Boat Launch Parking Lot to Exchange Street Roundabout
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Considering the mitigation measures listed previously and shown on the attached mapping, use of the Section 4(f)
resource will not adversely impact the activities, features, and attributes in the following ways:

Relocation and Recalibration of USGS Station (Mitigation Item 3)

The existing USGS station is located on the north side of the Yahara River, near the lock and dam control structure. In
this area, a strip of R/W will be acquired from the park for the new bridge and multiuse path. The lock and dam
parking lot will be reconstructed and expanded to the north and the USGS station will be relocated to the west, near
the lock and dam control structure (see Figure 14).

Shore Fishing (Mitigation ltems 4, 5, and 6)

Shore fishing areas and accessible fishing platforms will not be directly impacted. Improvements to park paths and
sidewalks will improve access to designated shore fishing locations as well as other shoreline areas in the park. On
the west side of US 51, access paths will be reconstructed south of the Yahara River bridge to the existing fishing pier
and dam shore fishing area (see Figure 14).

Along the east side of US 51, a new path will extend from the overflow parking lot to the Yahara River, providing a
new, accessible shore fishing location and canoe launch location. Canoe launching facilities will be improved by the
addition of this path. Also, canoeists that park in the overflow lot and wish to launch a canoe on the west side of

US 51 will be able to cross safely at a new pedestrian crossing that will be provided near the overflow parking lot (see
Figure 15).

Yahara River Bridge (Mitigation ltem 7)
Sidewalk will be added to the east side of the new Yahara River Bridge and a multiuse path will be provided on the
west side of the bridge (see Figure 14).

Figure 14 Babcock Park Impacts and Mitigation Items 3, 4, 6, and 7
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Figure 15 Babcock Park Impacts and Mitigation Iltems 5 and 6

Connector Path and Lock Parking Lot Reconstruction (Mitigation Items 8 and 9)

On the west side of US 51, north of the Yahara River, a new connector path will be constructed from the proposed
US 51 path to the parking lot and existing park path. The lock parking lot will be reconstructed as single loaded on the
west side and will be expanded north to the existing storage sheds (see Figure 16).

Lengthen Span of Bridge (Mitigation Item 11)
The span of the Yahara River Bridge will be lengthened to be at least the same as the existing dam structure opening
(see Figure 16).

Retaining Wall and Transition Ramp (Mitigation Item 12)
An approximately 500-foot-long retaining wall will be constructed from the north end of the Yahara River bridge and
will include a transition ramp to provide access to the lock parking lot and the existing park path (see Figure 16).

Boat Launch Parking Lot (Mitigation Item 13)
If needed, a retaining wall will be constructed to minimize highway impacts to the boat launch parking lot so that no
parking spaces will be impacted. Access to the boat launch facility will be improved by the additional turning lanes. A
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safer exit from the boat launch facility to travel north on US 51 is proposed with a right-out turning movement and a
U-turn at the proposed roundabout at Exchange Street approximately 1,650 feet south of the entrance (Figure 13).

Figure 16 Babcock Park Impacts and Mitigation Items 8, 9, 11, and 12

Camping and Picnicking (Mitigation Item 14)

A retaining wall will be provided to reduce fill slopes adjacent to the campground. A barrier wall or retaining wall will be
used to provide a visual screening of US 51 for Babcock Park users. The height of the screening wall will be
determined in consultation with Dane County Parks. The wall could extend from Burma Road to the Babcock Park
shower building.

Between the wall and US 51 curb line, a crash barrier and sidewalk will be provided. The crash barrier will protect the
campers from errant vehicles (see Figure 17). Wall design details are being discussed with Dane County Parks. The
distance between the nearest campsite parking pads and the retaining/screening wall ranges from approximately 34
to 42 feet. See Figure 18 showing the distances from the screening wall to various campsite parking pads.
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Figure 17 Babcock Park Typical Section at Campground

Figure 18 Babcock Park Screening Wall Distances to Campsites

10. Coordination

WisDOT and FHWA met with Dane County Parks and the Park Commission on several occasions to discuss the
potential impacts to Babcock Park and proposed mitigation measures. Dane County Parks initially proposed

18 mitigation measures (August 24, 2011) and WisDOT agreed to satisfy 15 of those measures (October 14, 2011).
The following three mitigation measures were not possible: (1) WisDOT is unable to begin any improvements within a
five-year time frame; (2) WisDOT is unable to install a pedestrian underpass at the Yahara River bridge because of
grade considerations; and (3) WisDOT is unable to fund a campground at an off-site location because WisDOT is not
able to provide money as a mitigation measure. In February 2013, Dane County Parks requested that some of the
existing campsites be relocated within the park. The relocation of the existing campsites will not be considered a
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mitigation measure because the proposed location for relocating the campsites was identified as an archaeological
site.

Public involvement for the US 51 Corridor Study has been ongoing since 2005 when the initial Alternatives Solutions
Workshop was held following the Needs Assessment. Following that workshop, Public Involvement Meetings (PIMs)
were held in 2006, 2009, 2011, and 2012. These PIMs presented the No Build Alternative, Alternative A—Low Build,
and Alternative B—Four-lane Expansion.

The following comments at PIMs in 2011 and 2012 were related to Alternative B:

= At the April 2011 PIM, one comment was provided that requested a connection to Babcock Park from
Exchange Street.

= At the October 2012 PIM, there were three residents that supported the impacts to Babcock Park and
five residents that opposed the impacts to Babcock Park.

The most recent PIMs for the study were held in 2015, 2019, and October 2020. The alternatives considered in the
EA and presented at the meetings were the No Build Alternative, Alternative A—Low Build, Alternative B—Four-lane
Expansion, and the build alternative developed for the EA (Alternative H). Updated alternatives and impacts, including
impacts to the Babcock Park Section 4(f) property, were presented at the PIMs. Based on a comment received at the
2015 PIM, WisDOT coordinated with Dane County Parks and shifted the overflow parking lot entrance approximately
275 feet south. The shifted driveway is shown on Figures 12 and 13 and the Preliminary Plan Sheets in Appendix B.

A public hearing was held for the study in April 2021. No comments or testimony were provided related to the
preferred alternative’s impacts to Section 4(f) properties.
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Table 4 Correspondence with Dane County Parks
Date Correspondence Topic and Meeting Topics/lssues Resolved
9/5/2008 Meeting with Dane County Parks to review alignments and typical sections and discuss options
for sidewalks and paths at Babcock Park.
11/10/2008 | Dane County Parks email to WisDOT accepting invitation to become a participating agency.
9/7/2010 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss potential project impacts to Babcock Park and
intersection improvements.
5/13/2011 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss potential project impacts at Babcock Park,
potential mitigation measures, and design refinements.
WisDOT attended the Park Commission meeting and presented an overview of the US 51
7/13/2011 project and summary of preliminary impacts to Dane County’s Babcock Park and potential
mitigation measures.
8/24/2011 Letter to WisDOT proposing 18 mitigation measures at Babcock Park.
WisDOT letter to Dane County Parks responding to proposed 18 mitigation measures at
Babcock Park. WisDOT agreed to all requests by Dane County Parks except for the following
10/14/2011 three: (1) WisDOT is unable to commit to beginning any improvements within a five-year time
frame; (2) WisDOT is unable to install a pedestrian underpass at the Yahara River bridge
because of grade considerations; and (3) WisDOT is unable to fund a campground at an
off-site location because WisDOT is not able to provide money as a mitigation measure.
10/31/2011 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss potential project impacts at Babcock Park and
WisDOT proposed mitigation measures.
11/28/2011 Letter from Dane County Parks to WisDOT indicating the Park Commission was generally in
agreement with the 15 proposed mitigation measures at Babcock Park.
Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss Babcock mitigation measures and whether
1/17/2013 WisDOT should pursue a de minimis impact finding at Babcock Park or a full Section 4(f)
Evaluation.
WisDOT attended the Park Commission meeting to discuss Babcock Park mitigation measures
and whether WisDOT should pursue a de minimis impact finding at Babcock Park or a full
2/97/2013 Section 4(f) Evaluation. There was a motion by the Park Commission reconfirming the Park
Commission’s position that there is not a de minimis impact to the park unless all 15 mitigation
measures are provided and the campsites are relocated. Therefore, if an alternative impacting
the park will be implemented, WisDOT will pursue a full Section 4(f) finding for Babcock Park.
10/13/2015 | Email correspondence indicating Dane County Parks is in agreement with moving the overflow
and lot entrance 250 feet south and grading the lot with a 20:1 slope.
10/28/2015
8/12/2019 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss updated project impacts at Babcock Park and
WisDOT proposed mitigation measures.
Email correspondence providing Dane County Parks concurrence with the need to temporarily
11/11/2019 | getour the trail during construction of the US 51 bridges over the trail.
11/25/20 Meeting with Dane County Parks to provide a status update on the study, discuss the next
steps moving forward and the impacts and mitigation items at Babcock Park.

Representatives from Dane County Parks participated in Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings and several
agency meetings.
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Table 5 Dane County Parks Coordination

Meeting
Dates Group Topic

6/9/2005 TAC Reviewed findings from Alternative Solutions Workshop and discussed
potential screening of alternatives that would improve other corridors besides
US 51 to address US 51 concerns.

8/30/2005 TAC Presentation of screening results of various improvement alternatives and
discussion of implications of other alternatives.

2/20/2006 TAC Discussed recent meetings, revised Purpose and Need, discussed concept
alternatives, suggested refinements and a subalternative of US 51 located
west of Stoughton, and discussed upcoming PIM.

9/14/2006 TAC Provided summary of PIMs, discussed the potential to reduce the number of
concepts (result: no), and discussed next steps in agency coordination
process.

9/26/2007 TAC Discussed scope for EIS with overview of requirements of 23 USC 139;

reviewed alternatives, typical sections and design criteria, EIS schedule, and
public involvement.

3/6/2008 TAC Discussed project schedule and 23 USC 139 status; reviewed Value
Engineering Study goals and recommendations; discussed alternatives to
add or remove from EIS and next PIM.

1/20/2009 TAC Discussed project alternatives and alignments being carried forward,
alternatives dismissed, preliminary impacts, traffic modeling results,
upcoming agency meeting, upcoming PIMs, and project schedule.

2/19/2009 Agency Meeting Reviewed final Purpose and Need, proposed alternatives, and preliminary
(NEPA 404 impacts.
/Coordination Pt 2)

4/28/2009 TAC Reviewed PIM exhibits and presentation.

6/29/2009 TAC At this post-PIM meeting, the May 2009 PIM comments were reviewed and

refinement and revision of alternatives was discussed.

1/11/2010 Agency Meeting Provided agencies with a post-PIM project update following May 2009 PIM.
Discussed design revisions and new “Stoughton Bypass” alternatives.

1/20/2010 TAC Reviewed Stoughton Bypass Alternatives, proposed north interchange at
County B/AB, and roundabouts at County B (east).
2/8/2011 TAC Reviewed US 51 design changes and new Stoughton Bypass alternative

developed; discussed dismissal of Alternatives C and D.

8/25/2011 Agency Meeting Provided agencies with a post-PIM project update following the April 2011
with Field Review | PIM. Discussed design revisions and potential dismissal of some
“Stoughton Bypass” alignments. Meeting included a project corridor field
review.

9/25/2012 TAC Reviewed the US 51 and Stoughton Bypass design changes. Reviewed
exhibits for upcoming PIM.

Copies of correspondence between WisDOT and Dane County Parks and copies of meeting minutes related to
impacts and mitigation at Babcock Park (when available) are provided in Appendix A.

11. Section 4(f) Finding

Based on the above considerations, FHWA has determined there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to
the use of land from the Section 4(f) property. Furthermore, the preferred alternative includes all possible planning to
minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resource resulting from such use.
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List of Correspondence in Appendix A

Date NPage Correspondence or Meeting Topics/Issues Resolved
umber
Babcock Park

9/5/2008 A2 Meeting with Dane County Parks to review alignments and typical sections and
discuss options for sidewalks and paths at Babcock Park.

11/10/2008 A-4 Email to WisDOT accepting invitation to become a participating agency.

9/7/2010 A5 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss potential project impacts to Babcock Park
and intersection improvements.

5/13/2011 A-11 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss potential project impacts at
Babcock Park, potential mitigation measures, and design refinements.

8/24/2011 A-16 Letter to WisDOT proposing 18 mitigation measures at Babcock Park.
WisDOT letter to Dane County Parks responding to proposed 18 mitigation measures
at Babcock Park. WisDOT agreed to all requests by Dane County Parks except for
the following three: (1) WisDOT is unable to commit to beginning any improvements

10/14/2011 A-18 within a five-year time frame; (2) WisDOT is unable to install a pedestrian underpass
at the Yahara River bridge because of grade considerations; and (3) WisDOT is
unable to fund a campground at an off-site location because WisDOT is not able to
provide money as a mitigation measure.

10/31/2011 A-21 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss potential project impacts at Babcock Park
and WisDOT proposed mitigation measures.

11/28/2011 A-24 Letter to WisDOT indicating the Park Commission was generally in agreement with
the 15 proposed mitigation measures at Babcock Park.
WisDOT attended the Park Commission meeting to discuss Babcock Park mitigation
measures and whether WisDOT should pursue a de minimis impact finding at
Babcock Park or a full Section 4(f) Evaluation. There was a motion by the

2/27/2013 A-25 Park Commission reconfirming the Park Commission’s position that there is not a
de minimis impact to the park unless all 15 mitigation measures are provided and the
campsites are relocated. Therefore, if an alternative impacting the park will be
implemented, WisDOT will pursue a full Section 4(f) finding for Babcock Park.

10/13/2015 Email correspondence indicating Dane County Parks is in agreement with moving the

and A-27 overflow parking lot entrance 250 feet south and grading the lot with a 20:1 slope.

10/28/2015

8/12/2019 A-30 Meeting with Dane County Parks to discuss updated project impacts at Babcock Park
and WisDOT proposed mitigation measures.

Lower Yahara River Trail

11/11/19 A-32 Email correspondence providing Dane County Parks concurrence with the need to

temporarily detour the trail during construction of the US 51 bridges over the ftrail.
Brost Addition

5/14/21 Letters from WDNR and Groundswell Conservancy providing concurrence with the de

and A-35 minimis impact finding.

5/19/21

Section 4(f) Evaluation
7/1/20 A-39 Letter from US Department of Interior providing concurrence with draft determination

and having no objection to the Draft 4(f) Evaluation.
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WisDOT identified that two public comments were received during the public involvement
process, WisDOT has provided these comments to DNR and Groundswell for review and
consideration prior to sending this letter.

WisDOT has also informed DNR and Groundswell that FHWA may make a finding of de

minimis impact related to impacts to the Brost Addition.

Groundswell believes that the US 51 Study and approximately 1.7 acres of impact to the Brost
Addition that would occur from construction of Alternative H as outlined in this letter would not
affect the activities, features or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section

4(1).

Sincerely,

37,; W27
Jim Welsh

Executive Director

Z:\Stewardship\Projects\Lower Mud Lake\Brost\Stewardship\DOT Taking\Brost Addition Response to DOT.docx
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Lake Kegonsa Forcemain

Mitigation Measures:
13.

If needed to maintain existing boat landing parking lot roadway
geometry, WisDOT will provide a retaining wall from about
Station 478+50 to about Station 481+00.

PROJECT ID 5845-06-03

1.3 acres TLE required
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BABCOCK PARK

APPENDIX D

13



BABCOCK PARK

13

Lake Kegonsa Forcemain

1.3 acres TLE required 0.2 acres FEE required

Mitigation Measures:

5.  WisDOT will provide a crosswalk on US 51 with pedestrian refuge islands
near the overflow parking lot on the east side of US 51.

6. WisDOT will provide a shared use path from the overflow parking area on
the east side of US 51 to the Yahara River.

13. If needed to maintain existing boat landing parking lot roadway geometry,
WisDOT will provide a retaining wall from about Station 478+50 to about
Station 481+00.

BABCOCK PARK
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Mitigation Measures:
3. WisDOT will include relocation/recalibration of the USGS station at Babcock Park.
4.  WisDOT will provide an access path from proposed US 51 path south of the Yahara

River bridge to the existing fishing pier and dam. 1.2 acres TLE required
8. WisDOT will provide a connector path from the proposed US 51 path north of the .
Yahara River bridge to the parking lot and existing park path on the west side of US 51. 0.2 acres FEE required

9.  WisDOT will reconstruct the lock parking lot as single loaded on the west side and
expand the lot north to the existing storage sheds.

12. WisDOT will construct a retaining wall from Station 489+00 to Station 494+00 that
includes a transition ramp to provide access to the parking lot.

0.2 acres TLE required —»

<0.1 acres FEE required ~ BABCOCK PARK 3 :ABCOCK PARK
4 7 12 8
BABCOCK PARK -
.

Lake Kegonsa Forcemain 6

0.2 acres FEE required

1.3 acres TLE required Mitigation Measures:

6. WisDOT will provide a shared use path from the overflow parking
area on the east side of US 51 to the Yahara River.
7. WisDOT will provide sidewalk on the east side of the Yahara River
Bridge and a bicycle/pedestrian path on west side of the bridge.
BABCOCK PARK 11. WisDOT will lengthen the span of the Yahara River Bridge to be at
least the same as the existing dam structure opening.
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1.2 acres TLE required

0.2 acres FEE required
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Mitigation Measures:

10. WisDOT will discuss with Dane County Parks the
options for decreasing the entrance drive slope to the
shower building parking lot. If needed, the parking lot
will be raised and reconstructed with required
stormwater facilities.
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1.2 acres TLE required

0.2 acres FEE required

Mitigation Measures:

14. WisDOT will provide a screening and/or barrier wall adjacent to
the campground. Between the wall and US 51 west curb line,
sidewalk will be provided.

15. WisDOT is willing to provide some aesthetic and informational
provisions on the screening and/or barrier wall and will
coordinate these items with Dane County Parks.

PROJECT ID 5845-06-03

BABCOCK PARK
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION OF FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT ACTIONS (continued)

BASIC SHEET 6-ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON MATRIX

DT2094

All estimates including costs are based on conditions described in this document at the time of preparation in the year of expenditure

(YOE). Additional agency or public involvement may change these estimates in the future.

Unit of ALTERNATIVES
PROJECT PARAMETERS Measure No Build * A B H
Project Length Miles - 17.7 17.7 17.7
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE 2 2016 (FY) 2016 (FY) 2016 (FY) 2020 (FY)
Construction Million $ 28 97 294 to 306 166.6
Real Estate Million $ 0 2 10to 15 7.5
TOTAL | Million $ 28 99 304 to 321 174.1
TOTAL (YOE) | Million $ - - - 203.4
LAND CONVERSIONS
Total Area Converted to ROW Acres 0 | 59 272 to 299 66
REAL ESTATE
Number of Farms Affected Number 0 37 159 37
Total Area Required from Farm Acres 0 34.1 183 to 223 45.7
Operations
AIS Required [ yes X No X Yes O No X Yes O No X Yes [ No
Farmland Rating Score -- 172 197 169
Total Buildings Required Number 0 1 18 to 26 2
Housing Units Required Number 0 1 14 t0 20 2
Commercial Units Required Number 0 0 2 0
Other Buildings or Structures Number 0 0 2to4 0
Required & Type Barns and
Community
Facilities
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS
Indirect Effects O Yes X No [ Yes X No X Yes [ No [ Yes X No
Cumulative Effects O vyes X No O vyes X No X Yes [ No O vyes X No
Environmental Justice Populations X ves [ No X ves [ No X ves [ No X ves [ No
National Register Eligible Historic Number 0 2 Sites 4 Sites 2 Sites
Structures in the Area of Potential 5 Historic 5 Historic Districts 5 Historic
Effect Districts Districts
National Register Eligible Number 0 5 6 5
Archeological Sites in the Area of
Potential Effect
Burial Site Protection (authorization [ Yes X No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No
required)
106 MOA Required [ Yes X No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No
Section 4(f) Evaluation Required [ Yes X No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No
Section 6(f) Land Conversion [ Yes X No [ Yes X No X Yes [ No O Yes X No
Required
Floodplain X Yes [ No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No
Unique Upland Habitat Identified O yes X No O yes X No X Yes O No O yes X No
Total Wetlands Filled Acres 0 8.2 8.4t09.4 8.4
Stream Crossings Number 0 6 7 6
Threatened/Endangered Species [ Yes X No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No
Noise Analysis Required [ Yes XI No [ vyes XI No X Yes [ No X Yes [ No
Receptors Impacted | Number 691to 783 38
Contaminated Sites Number 0 25 36 to 40 76

! The estimated cost of routine maintenance through the design year should be included in the “Construction” box for the No Build alternative.

2 Only fiscal year 2016 costs were estimated for the No Build Alternative, Alternative A and Alternative B. A cost risk analysis was completed to arrive at
an estimated year of expenditure (YOE) project cost for the preferred alternative (Alternative H).

3 The noise analysis for Alternative B was completed prior to dismissal of the alternative. The traffic forecast used at that time had higher traffic volumes
than the current traffic forecast and the analysis represents a worst case scenario for Alternative B.
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1.

Wisconsin Federal Highway Administration
Finding of De Minimis Impact on Parks, Recreation Areas and Wildlife and Waterfowl
Refuges (Updated 7/25/2017)

Project Description

WISDOT ID: 5845-06-03

Route: US 51

Termini: 1-39/90 to US 12/18 (Madison South Beltline)

City/County: City of Stoughton and Village of McFarland, Dane County

Project Description:

The study area for the United States Highway (US) 51 Corridor Study is located in south
central Wisconsin in the southeast corner of Dane County. The area lies directly southeast
of the city of Madison. The US 51 study corridor extends between the logical termini

of Interstate 39/90 (I-39/90), located east of the city of Stoughton, and US 12/18 (Madison
South Beltline) in the city of Madison, a distance of 18.6 miles. US 51 connects 1-39/90 and
US 12/18, which are both National Highway System (NHS) routes and Connections 2030
Backbone routes. NHS routes are important to the nation’s economy, mobility and defense.
Connections 2030 Backbone (and Connector) routes are identified in Wisconsin’s
Connections 2030 Long-Range Multimodal Transportation Plan adopted October 2009 and
signify Wisconsin’s most important highways. While US 51 is not a NHS route, Backbone or
Connector route, the US 51 study corridor is an important commuter route in southeastern
Dane County that connects 1-39/90 and US 12/18. US 51 functions as a principal arterial for
most of the corridor except for the 5.7-mile section east of Stoughton from 1-39/90 to County
N, which is classified as a minor arterial.

The purpose of the project is to provide a safe and efficient transportation system in the
US 51 corridor to serve present and long-term travel demand while minimizing disturbance
to the environment. This will be obtained by working to address existing safety conditions,
accommodate travel demand, addressing existing pavement conditions, improving bicycle
and pedestrian accommodations and considering corridor preservation and long-term
planning measures. An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be completed for the project to
satisfy National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. In addition to the No Build
Alternative (No Action), Alternative A (Low Build), Alternative B (4-Lane Expansion), and
Alternative H (Hybrid) were evaluated in the EA. Alternative H is an alternative that
combines features of Alternatives A and B and WisDOT identified Alternative H as the
preferred alternative. Each of the build alternatives have a total length of 17.7 miles
compared to the 18.6-mile length of the corridor study limits.

Alternative H has six main components that would include the following:

1. Reconstruction of existing rural 2-lane US 51 east of Stoughton.

2. Reconstruction of existing urban 2- and 4-lane US 51 through Stoughton.

3. Capacity expansion from a 2-lane section to a 4-lane urban section along west side of
Stoughton.

4. Reconstruction of existing rural 2-lane US 51 (Stoughton to McFarland) with intersection
improvements.

5. Reconstruction of existing urban 4-lane in McFarland.

6. Pavement replacement of existing rural expressway between Larson Beach Road and
Terminal Drive/Voges Road in McFarland, with Siggelkow Road interchange ramp
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improvements and addition of an auxiliary lane in each direction north of Siggelkow
Road to Terminal Drive/Voges Road.

A cost risk analysis was completed to arrive at an estimated project cost. The year of
expenditure (YOE) cost is a total cost for the entire project timeline from the completion of
the environmental document to the anticipated completion of construction by the end of
2029. The risk-adjusted cost results for the project show that 70 percent of the time, total
project costs will be $203.4 million or below at year of expenditure (YOE). In 2020 dollars,
this equates to a 70th percentile total project cost of $174.1 million.

2. Name of Section 4(f) resource: (If the resource is a park and a historic property please
indicate the historic property name and the park name if different.)

Brost Addition to Mud Lake (Brost Addition)

3. Description of Section 4(f) resource (Include a map and/or photos of the property in relation
to the proposed project):

The property is located along the east and west sides of US 51 near Mahoney Road, see
Figure 1. The Brost Addition is approximately 68 acres of public land owned and operated
by the Groundswell Conservancy. The property was acquired in part with a grant from
WDNR and is open to the public with use defined in the Draft Land Management Plan and
grant document as:
1. for conservation and recreation purposes (Management Plan).
2. to protect, enhance and restore wildlife habitat and natural communities (Project
Purpose in the grant document).
3. to enhance opportunities for wildlife-based outdoor recreation (Project Purpose in the
grant document).
These attributes of the Brost Addition property make it eligible for protection under
Section 4(f).
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Figure1 Location of US 51 Corridor Study and Brost Addition

4. Description of impacts:

The proposed action would require approximately 1.7 acres of fee right of way from the Brost
Addition. The impacts would be related to the proposed reconstruction of the US 51
pavement structure (pavement, aggregate and subbase layers) and repair and replacement
of ditches and culverts along the Brost Addition property. The existing US 51 section has two
12-foot travel lanes with 8-foot shoulders (3-foot paved). The proposed section will provide
two 12-foot travel lanes with 10-foot shoulders (6-foot paved). In the vicinity of the Mahoney
Road intersection, design standards require a median be provided to both the north and
south approaches to allow development of a left-turn lane for northbound, left-turning traffic.
A southbound, right turn lane is also proposed at Mahoney Road. The turn lanes and
medians require the alignment to be shifted slightly east to avoid multiple relocation impacts
to several businesses on the west side of US 51. This results in additional right of way
required on the east side of US 51. Thus, the impacts to the Brost Addition result from the
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pavement reconstruction and reconstruction of the Mahoney Road intersection where turn
lanes and medians will be added.

Fee right of way impacts (1.7 acres total) are anticipated along both sides of US 51 (see
Figure 2). In addition to these highway reconstruction impacts, the Kegonsa Sanitary District
(KSD) maintains a sanitary sewer force main along the east side of US 51 within an
easement on the property. KSD has indicated it will relocate portions of the force main as a
result of the US 51 improvements and the need for additional easement acquisition by the
Sanitary District is anticipated.
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Figure 2 Impacts to Brost Addition

5. Discuss avoidance, minimization, and compensation efforts and how the impacts after

avoidance, minimization, and compensation do not adversely affect the activities, features,
and attributes listed in Number 3 above:

The proposed action will not result in adverse effects on the activities, features, and
attributes of the Brost Addition property.

To minimize impacts through wetland areas, which is most of the Brost Addition property,
the existing roadway grade of 4 percent will be maintained. The roadway profile in this area
would normally require a 3 percent grade from the high points to low point in the wetland to

E-4
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meet current design standards. Using a 4 percent grade will maintain the existing profile,
minimize fill through the floodplain, and reduce impacts by approximately 0.3 to 0.5 acres.
Preliminary approval by FHWA and WisDOT was obtained in February 2016 for this
exception to design standards. During final roadway design, the project team will seek final
approval for a design exception for this grade.

Near the northern end of the Lower Mud wetland complex, a tributary to Keenans Creek
crosses US 51 within the Brost Addition property. The tributary flows beneath US 51 through
a 54-inch concrete pipe. The proposed action includes evaluation of the existing culvert size
during final design and culvert replacement during reconstruction of US 51. The re-sized
culvert will potentially benefit the Brost Addition property habitat by improving the hydraulic
connection between the wetlands to the west and east of US 51. The reconstructed US 51
facility, with wider paved shoulders, will also benefit motorists and bicyclists using US 51,
including those traveling to the Brost Addition property.

The property owner will be compensated monetarily for fee acquisition by WisDOT and for
the terms of easements potentially required for the KSD force main by KSD. Improvements
and restoration for the roadway will be completed as part of the proposed action. Disturbed
areas will be restored.

Coordination with the WDNR and Groundswell Conservancy is ongoing and potential
mitigation measures for the anticipated impacts to the Brost Addition are being evaluated.

Describe the public involvement process and results:

The public has been afforded the opportunity to review and comment on the effects of the
proposed action on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f)
resource at the October 2020 public involvement meeting (PIM). Two comments were
received about the Section 4(f) property during the PIM. One comment agreed with
minimizing and mitigating the impacts to the property and one requested that WisDOT be
respectful of the conservation land. A public hearing was held for the study in April 2021. No
comments or testimony were provided related to the Brost Addition.

Name of and notification to the official(s) with jurisdiction over the property:

The officials with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource are WDNR and the Groundswell
Conservancy. Officials were notified that FHWA may make a de minimis finding under
Section 4(f). Letters from WDNR and the Groundswell Conservancy acknowledging the
project will not affect the activities, features or attributes that make the property eligible for
protection under Section 4(f) are provided in Appendix A of the Section 4(f) Evaluation,
pages A-35 through A-38.

Describe the results of coordination with the official(s) with jurisdiction over the property
following public involvement (attach correspondence from the official(s)):

Coordination with WDNR and Groundswell Conservancy is ongoing and potential mitigation
measures discussed to date that are under consideration consist of construction of an
improved access and parking area, signage, potential water access enhancements and/or
other property enhancements. Mitigation measures will be finalized following real-estate
appraisals to determine total value of required mitigation.

ID 5845-06-03, Brost Addition Page 5
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 9A4EF1F6-5261-45BF-B019-43EF5580D267

9. Are there federal and/or state special funding encumbrances such as Land and Water
Conservation funds or Knowles-Nelson Stewardship Program grants on the Section 4(f)
resource? If “Yes”, indicate the type of encumbrance and discuss how all requirements
relating to the encumbrance will be satisfied independent of this 4(f) determination. This
should be addressed in Factor Sheet # in the Environmental Document.

The property was acquired in part with funds from a Knowles-Nelson Stewardship Grant
administered by WDNR. The grant encumbrances allow reconstruction or expansion of
roads with written approval from the WDNR.

This de minimis determination documentation was prepared by

DocuSigned by:

Okt tllrmanan 16 August 2021

Signature Date

CCO720A3BT024E3 ™

Print Name & Title Luke Hellermann, Strand Associates, Inc.®
(Consultant or Region Project Staff)

This de minimis determination documentation was reviewed by

DocuSigned by:
Signature [;‘5'"‘9‘“}@ Date L7 August 2021

CZ2Y8Z2TUBSoYLAT T

Print Name & Title Jennifer Grimes, WisDOT SW Region Environmental Coordinator
(Regional Environmental Coordinator or Region Local Program Manager)

DocuSigned by:
] E‘}’Wfﬁ’” 17 August 2021
Signature Date

1ESAEEEQGA3CA04.

Print Name & Title Joel Brown, WisDOT Bureau of Technical Services
(EPDS Liaison or Section Manager)

This de minimis determination documentation was reviewed and approved by

DocuSigned by:
W 60\,(1&(]/@{,50(](‘ 17 August 2021

Signature Date

S84 TTF45A8BA4F3

. . Bethaney Bacher-Gresock
Print Name & Title y FHWA

(Federal Highway Administration)

cc: Joel Brown,WisDOT Bureau of Technical Service / EPDS
Jeff Berens, P.E., Major Studies Project Manager, WisDOT SW Region

ID 5845-06-03, Brost Addition Page 6
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APPENDIX H

LOCAL, REGIONAL, TRIBAL, AND FEDERAL CORRESPONDENCE

The documents listed below are located in Appendix H in the following order:

Agency Document Type Date Page Number
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Email January 12, 2010 H-5
US Army Corps of Engineers Email September 3, 2015 H-6
US Army Corps of Engineers Email February 10, 2021 H-7
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) Letter January 20, 2010 H-11
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Letter October 26, 2011 H-13
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Email June 11, 2015 H-15
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Letter July 7, 2015 H-16
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Email September 29, 2015 H-24
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Email December 9, 2015 H-28
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Email January 22, 2016 H-29
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Letter September 4, 2019 H-30
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Email February 10, 2021 H-38
US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Letter July 18, 2006 H-42
US Environmental Protection Agency Letter August 26, 2015 H-44
US Environmental Protection Agency Letter January 21, 2021 H-48
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Letter February 16, 2006 H-51
US Fish and Wildlife Service Letter January 30, 2020 H-53
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Email January 18, 2010 H-55
Federal Highway Administration Email September 10, 2019 H-57
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Letter September 10, 2015 H-59
Protection (DATCP)
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Email January 5, 2021 H-60
Protection
US Department of Agriculture- Letter and Form September 27, 2011 H-62
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

US Department of Agriculture- Form October 8, 2015 H-64

Natural Resources Conservation Service
USACE, WDNR, USEPA, National Park Service, NRCS, WHS/SHPO | Word Document- November 13, 2014 H-65

Minutes

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Letter March 19, 2020 H-75

Local Government

Document Type

Date

Page Number

Dane County-Parks Division Letter August 24, 2011 H-79
Dane County-Parks Division Letter November 28, 2011 H-81
Dane County-Parks Division Email October 28 H-82
Nevember4, 2015
Dane County-Parks Division Email November 11, 2019 H-85
Dane County-Land & Water Resources Department Email April 9, 2021 H-88
Township of Dunkirk Letter July 28, 2009 H-89
Town of Dunn Resolution March 21, 2011 H-89
Town of Dunn Resolution August 15, 2011 H-91
Town of Dunn Resolution September 21, 2015 H-92
Town of Dunn Email September 30, 2015 H-93
and October 5, 2015
Town of Dunn Resolution August 22, 2017 H-95
Town of Dunn Letter November 12, 2019 H-96
Town of Dunn Email October 23, 2020 H-98
Town of Dunn Email April 12, 2021 H-100
Village of McFarland Email September 9, 2019 H-103
Village of McFarland Letter October 15, 2019 H-106
Village of McFarland Letter October 23, 2020 H-109
Town of Pleasant Springs Letter July 13, 2009 H-112
City of Stoughton Letter June 25, 2009 H-113
City of Stoughton Resolution September 8 and H-114
September 9, 2015
City of Stoughton Resolution October 22 and 28, H-118
2019
City of Stoughton Email November 19, 2019 H-121
City of Stoughton Email January 29, 2021 H-123
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APPENDIX H

LOCAL, REGIONAL, TRIBAL, AND FEDERAL CORRESPONDENCE

Other Document Type Date Page Number

Residents of Northern Court Letter June 4, 2011 H-127

University of Wisconsin—Madison Letter August 27, 2012 H-129

WisDOT to University of Wisconsin—Madison Letter October 10, 2012 H-132

University of Wisconsin—Madison Letter October 22, 2012 H-135

Stoughton Area Emergency Medical Services Letter October 10, 2012 H-136
Bay View Heights and Schneider Drive

Stoughton Area Emergency Medical Services Letter February 21, 2013 H-138
Bay View Heights and Schneider Drive

The Concerned Citizens Letter September 3, 2013 H-139

Lake Kegonsa Sanitary District Email January 8 and H-141

January 22, 2021

Invitations to Participate in Environmental Review Process

Document Type

Date

Page Number

Tribe Invitation to August 25, 2011 Agency Meeting and Mailing List

Letter and List

August 15, 2011

H-147

Section 4(f) Correspondence and Documentation Document Type Date Page Number
Dane County Parks Letter with Proposed Mitigation at Babcock Park Letter August 24, 2011 H-153
WisDOT Response to Proposed Mitigation Measures at Babcock Letter October 14, 2011 H-155
Park
Dane County Parks Letter Regarding Proposed Mitigation at Babcock Letter November 28, 2011 H-158
Park
Babcock Park, Dingell-Johnson Grant Documentation E-mails, Letters, & Various H-159
Grant Documents
US Department of Interior (DOI) Letter July 1, 2020 H-180
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Letter May 14, 2021 H-183
Groundswell Conservancy Letter May 19, 2021 H-185
Native American Tribes Document Type Date Page Number
Phase Il Investigation and Ho-Chunk Response Email May 12, 2011 H-189
Tribe Project Update Letter September 16, 2013 H-190
Tribe Project Update Letter July 22, 2015 H-192
Tribe Project Update Letter August 14, 2019 H-195
Ho-Chunk Nation Letter August 14, 2019 H-197
WisDOT Discussion with Ho-Chunk Nation Email September 12, 2019 H-200
Tribe Notification of October PIM Email October 22, 2020 H-201
Ho-Chunk Nation Email October 23, 2020 H-202
Ho-Chunk Nation Email January 8, 2021 H-204
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Hellermann, Luke

From: Brown, Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 1:11 PM

To: Hellermann, Luke

Cc Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; Berens, Jeff - DOT; Kobryn, Jennifer; Petersen, Joan
Subject: FW: Dane Co Babcock Park DJ Funding 5845-06-03

Luke,

Please see the e-mail below from Eric Heggelund related to DJ funds at Babcock Park. Eric has indicated since the funds
were not used for land purchase, and impacts to funded uses will be temporary, USFWS will not need to be involved
with impacts to Babcock Park.

Joel Brown
Major Studies Environmental Coordinator

From: Heggelund, Eric P - DNR

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2015 10:56 AM

To: Grimes, Jennifer - DOT

Cc: Berens, Jeff - DOT; Brown, Joel R - DOT; Bentzler, Carol M - DNR; Anderson, Russell A - DNR
Subject: Dane Co Babcock Park DJ Funding 5845-06-03

Jenny,

| talked again with Carol Bentzler about the DJ grant and the potential USH 51 reconstruction impacts to Dane County’s
Babcock Park in McFarland. We understand that the project will take land from the park for ROW and will require
additional land for a TLE. However, WisDOT has determined that this land was not purchased with DJ funds. The project
may temporarily impact a trail that was funded with the DJ grant.

Since the project is only temporarily impacting the trail that was funded with the grant and the grant is closed, we do
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e Alternative A: Safety improvements at various intersections and reconstruction of a 2-lane
segment of U.S. Highway 51 east of Stoughton. Also referred to as “low build.”

e Alternative B: 4-lane expansion of U.S. Highway 51 between Stoughton and McFarland,
including a 4-lane Stoughton Bypass, safety improvements in Stoughton and McFarland, and
reconstruction of 2-lane segment of U.S. Highway 51 east of Stoughton.

e Alternative H: A “hybrid” of Alternatives A and B. It provides for a 4-lane roadway between
WIS 138 and County B on the west side of Stoughton, but does not increase the number of
lanes elsewhere. Alternative H also includes the following:

o Reconstruction of the existing 2-lane segment of U.S. Highway 51 east of Stoughton;

o Reconstruction of the existing 2-and 4-lane segments of U.S. Highway 51 through
downtown Stoughton;

o Urban and rural 4-lane reconstruction along the west side of Stoughton;

o Reconstruction of the rural 2 lane segment of U.S. Highway 51 (Stoughton to
McFarland) with intersection improvements;
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Purpose and Need

The Service concurs with the draft Purpose for the project as described in literature included with
your letter, and revised during the January 12 meeting. The goal of the project, as discussed in

the meeting, is to develop improvements to the transportation system in the area that preserve

safety and mobility in the project area while minimizing adverse environmental impacts. It is

our understanding that the description of the Need for the project will be revised to distinguish
between crash rates in urban and rural areas. The Service concurs with other portions of the draft
Need for the project, including long-term corridor planning and preservation, deteriorating

existing and future conditions and severe congestion in the project corridor, and public concerns
about portions of the corridor. When we receive a revised Purpose and Need we wﬂl rev1ew 1t*'” i
for the discussed changes and issue concurrence as appropriate. - i =
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Dear Jeff Berens:

Re:  Project ID: 5845-06-03
Project Name USH 51: TH 39/90 to USH 12/18
County: Dane

The Department has received the notification you submitted concerning the potential need for an agricultural
impact statement (AIS) for the above project. Based upon the information received, it appears that an AIS is
required for this project.

The Department is reviewing the project to determine what, if any, additional information is needed to prepare
the AIS. If no additional information is necessary, you will receive written notification that the AIS is being
prepared. The AIS will be completed within 60 days of the date of that notification.

Upon completion of the AIS, the Department will charge a fee to cover preparation costs as stipulated in
$32.035, Wisconsin Statutes. The potential condemnor may not negotiate with or make a jurisdictional offer to
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Petersen, Joan

From: Matt Schuenke <Matt.Schuenke@mcfarland.wi.us>

Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 11:08 AM

To: Berens, Jeff - DOT

Cc: Grimes, Jennifer - DOT; Joel Brown; Petersen, Joan; DOT DTSD US 51 Stoughton to
McFarland EA; Brad Czebotar; Jim Hessling; 'brian@tcengineers.net'

Subject: RE: 5845-06-03 US 51 Stoughton to McFarland Corridor Study - Village of McFarland

Jeff,

Thank you for hosting the recent meetings. Having not been part of this before, it was helpful to see what
previous progress had been made and what next steps are planned. We look forward to the public comment period
coming up next month. When will this be confirmed?

That being said, as Staff representing the interests of the Village of McFarland we have several concerns that
we want to see are accounted for in some fashion in the Environmental Assessment. | realize some of these issues
require far more detail to resolve than can be determined at this time. However, it is imperative the Environmental
Assessment include these issues to some extent in order for them to be considered as part of the final design. This is a
summary of the issues we’ve raised internally thus far, some of which are things | wrote on the plans when the meeting
was held. | apologize for the length but again, it’s a large project and at the outset wanted to make sure we could put
down everything we were thinking.

e Will a State/Municipal Agreement be required? If so, what will the proposed terms be? To what extent
do the costs cover the work that is planned (i.e. — cost sharing)?

e Are there allowances as to what used to be called Community Sensitive Solutions? This would have
been a program that formerly provided funds on a small percentage basis to the locals for streetscaping
and/or related amenities.

e Outside of this project but on the same highway and as part of a different study, the Village would like
to see additional turn lanes added on Terminal Drive and US 51. This would be a second left hand turn
lane for traffic turning left off of Terminal in order to head north on US 51. | realize this is probably just
a confirmation that you’ll include the note in that study and understand its not necessarily inclusive in
this study.

e Theingress and egress from the Highway onto Siggelkow will be a significant local discussion. We will
need to discuss more the alternatives for traffic flow beyond just roundabouts. There are a lot of
vehicles, large vehicles, coming through there at pretty decent numbers. | understand there are
multiple options here and want to make sure all are on the table within the EA going forward.

* Siggelkow was repaved and in some areas reconstructed underneath the highway in 2018. This should
have been the fiscal responsibility of WisDOT but it declined. This will need to be accounted for with the
cost sharing for this project based on the funds we expended for WisDOT’s responsibility.

e We are going to want to discuss potential pedestrian enhancements at certain key crossings within this
corridor. Areas where we have had issues that have no treatments presently. We would want to make
sure all options remain available in this discussion to maximize the ability to create safe crossings.

e Can you confirm to what level this project is being planned for? My understanding is that it is a
complete urban reconstruction that would require sidewalks on both sides of the street including the
complete removal and replacement of existing pavement.

e Sidewalks are going to be necessary for this project both from the standpoint of pedestrian relief
created by the congestion of the highway and possibly as you said for bicycles given the constraints
about painting the bike lanes on the road. But as | understand it there is a new policy about not paying



for sidewalks. The Village is not agreeable to this as you might imagine and will require more discussion
on this point.

e |also don’t understand why you can’t paint bike lanes on the road. | understand the condemnation
powers lost but if you are not condemning for anything, not sure how that relates.

e To what extent has stormwater management been included in the planning thus far? What sorts of
plans are in place for the highway to collect and convey its own stormwater? Any consideration for
treatment?

e We would need to evaluate McFarland Utilities in the area. We have mostly crossings but would want
to see what if any work is needed in association or in advance of this project. Also, MMSD should be
consulted as they have a main line in the State right of way running from about Yahara Drive to the
north project limits.

e The Village remains opposed to the current speed. This was brought to the attention to WisDOT a few
years ago which lead to a meeting but no formal action to address it. This plan and project should
better regulate speed through the Village.

e At some point we will want to discuss medians and how they interact with this project as well as what
they are constructed with. | see them planned as grass now but would want to consider as hardscape as
well through the EA.

e Street lighting would need to be considered as well. We began a designed concept on Farwell through
that project last year and would likely want to continue that. We understand that could be cost shared
but want to make sure it is also consistent through the corridor.

e Any thoughts yet on detours and/or constructing staging?

e We will need to talk further about access to Yahara Drive being limited through this project. We are not
agreeable to limiting this access as its shown here.

e We talked a little bit about the bridge over the Yahara River. | would like to see more detail as its
available on what is planned with this replacement. | know the County Parks has been consulted and
again concur the opening needs to be wider to better regulate flow.

e | mentioned also that Farwell was repaved significantly in 2018 and was paid for by the Village. We
would want to limit the impact on this work given what went into that project since its shown in the
plans going deeper into the block than we were anticipating.

e At some point we should discuss the large retaining wall on Highway 51 across from Babcock Park. Also
discuss new retaining walls that might be proposed (I think one was mentioned).

Are we able to setup a regular schedule for meetings going forward? If you are planning to complete this
Environmental Assessment within the next year, it would seem to me we should be meeting more frequently to confer
on these issues. Look forward to hearing back from you, let us know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Matt

From: Berens, Jeff - DOT <Jeff.Berens@dot.wi.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:18 AM

To: Brad Czebotar <Brad.Czebotar@mcfarland.wi.us>

Cc: Matt Schuenke <Matt.Schuenke @mcfarland.wi.us>; Grimes, Jennifer - DOT <Jennifer.Grimes@dot.wi.gov>; Brown,
Joel R - DOT <Joel.Brown@dot.wi.gov>; Petersen, Joan <Joan.Petersen@strand.com>; DOT DTSD US 51 Stoughton to
McFarland EA <DOTDTSDUS51StoughtontoMcFarlandEA@dot.wi.gov>

Subject: 5845-06-03 US 51 Stoughton to McFarland Corridor Study - Village of McFarland

Mr. Czebotar,

The attached letter is to inform you that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Wisconsin Department of
Transportation (WisDOT) have recently resumed the US 51 Stoughton to McFarland corridor study after an approximate
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We, the undersigned, being permanent residents of the BayView Heights Community,
located on Highway 51 north of Stoughton, and specifically, residents of Northern Court
and the Immediate Neighborhood... do altogeather protest, and take great issue with what
we have only recently learned of the Highway Planning Authority decision to remove
several homes here in Northern Court, and force a new road through from the north-west, to
facilitate access to the community.

Such a plan, if realized, would cause several serious problems. It would undoubtedly
serve to cause residents varying degrees of emotional, financial, and mental distress, as
well as increasing traffic hazards in the area. There can be no doubt of it.

The plan, as we understand it, would require the complete removal of the homes of
several permanent residents and neighbors here, so a new entry/ exit point could be
constructed. Northern Court would be transformed from a peaceful, dead-end court to a
thoroughfare with a continual flow of traffic through the area, close to our homes.

Such an alteration would significantly lessen the desirability of living in or near the Northern
Court Neighborhood, both in the minds of current residents, as well as future, prospective



home buyers. Such an alteration would unavoidably poison this clean and quiet area with
unwelcome traffic noise and hydrocarbon pollution, dirt, road dust and debris, and greatly
increase the danger to the many young children living in the area, as well as present an
additional hazard to our more senior pedestrians.

With thru-traffic access, there would inevitably be an increased threat of strangers,
undesirables, and opportunistic crime, as well as a high potential for vehicular accidents,
especially in the winter, due to the hilly terrain. (At least one home, sited near the existing
entry point on Hy.51, has already been crashed into...) Residents of the Northern Court
neighborhood have no desire to be subject to such potential and real threats.

We all have seen our home values lessened considerably due to the current economy.
We cannot calmly stand-by while our home values are further eroded and crippled by a
bureaucratic decision to turn this familiar, well-established and desirable neighborhood into a
thoroughfare primarily dedicated to motoring convenience and expedienc?'. Such an
outcome would be completely and totally alien and unacceptable to us all.

Please do not fail to understand that not one of us considers our permmanent homes to be
rental units nor temporary housing in which we hold no stake. Our homes are not frivolous
and disposable vacation homes nor “extra” second residences. For the majority, they are
definately not starter homes nor transitionary units, and we have purposely chosen to settle
and live here for precisely the reason that there is no thru-traffic, noise or vehicular pollution,
no thru-flow of residents, commuters, gawking strangers or other unfamiliars.

We most vehemently urge and entreat the Highway Planning Authority to completely
abandon all current and future plans to construct an altemate or additional access point to the
BayView Heights Community by utilizing or altering any part of Northern Court, or any
portion of the immediate land or lots where our homes are permanently sited.

We residents of Northern Court and the immediate neighborhood strongly suggest that
the Highway Plannin%\olémority develop alternate plans which do not, in effect, destroy our
homes, our nei?hbor and our well-established lives here. Adaquate adjacent lands
exist which could be utilized for alternate access, and which could be developed and
configured to avoid the nefarious destruction of our neighborhood.

Has a clever, comprehensive design, focusing upon the currently existing entry and exit
area on Hy.51, as well as trhe Beach Road area just to the east, been given sufficient
consideration? Has such even been considered?

We believe that incomplete planning and lack of forsight and authority in the past has led
to this potentially negative situation we have outlined. We also believe that thoughtful,
creative planning now can lead to a positive, non-destructive, non-invasive outcome for
those most concerned, while meeting necessary transportation goals for the area and future.

Sincerely,

Lee Rﬁlw
[ 2

Residents of Northern Co
BayView Heights Community
Stoughton, WI


















































































































Stale of Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resourcas

Box 7921

Madison, Wisoonsin 53707

RECREATION GRANT PROJECT COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

form 8700-14

Rev. 8-87 {2003-Rev)

For use with Grant Applicetion Formy 8780-191

Sheet of Project Applicant; Prepared By: . LEAVE BLANK - DNRUSE ONLY
1 1 Dane County Gaylord Plumer Progact Number
County Projact Name:
Dane Renovate Locks and Dans ﬂﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁwﬁﬁaﬂsss
Thsp. ale - Ball No.
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT ITEMS Indicale Quanlity and ;
List by individual item or break down by Use Areas F‘;"“;:;f?ﬂ Unit of Cogg:;eni Es!;rl:;tego'i;tafai
{Ses ltem List On Back Of This Form) Donaled(0) Measura op————
Babcock Park Locks Contxract 200,000
LaFollette Park Locks Contract 200,000
Tenney Park Tocks Contract 200,000
TOTAL 600,000 TOTAL

NOTE: For acquisition projects, complete the information on the reverse side of this form

:
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Dear Darlene:

Enclosed please find a reimbursement claim for RBF-225 and
FMH-19, Babcock Boat Launch. We have attached the necessary
documentation for processing this patrial billing.

The total costs for the project are anticipated to be
approximately $351,497. 1In addition to the $227,175
available from the two programs mentioned above Dane County
received a 50% matching grant totalling $50,000 from the
Waste Tire Recovery Program. Expenditures associated with
the Waste Tire Recovery grant have not been included in this

billing.

Despite the generous funding from three different programs
we still anticipate cost overruns of approximately $24,322.
I would very much appreciate a recommendation from you as to
whether Dane County can and should seek additional funding
from the RBF and DJ programs to cover approximately $24,322.



_ State of Wisconsin
Department :of Natural Resources

REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM - Recreation Aid Project

Form 8700-11

INSTRUCTIONS: (Please see the reverse side)

Rev. 10-91

LEAVE BLANK-DNR USE ONLY

Mail Check To:

DANE COUNTY PARKS
4318 ROBERTSON ROAD
MADISON, WI 53714

Project Number
RBF-225 FMH-19

DateTecorded

Project Sponsor and Name
DANE COUNTY-BABCOCK PARK

Bur. CA Mgt. Initials

Federal Employer ID Number
(LAWCON Only)

Claim Number

Bur. FN Initials

County
DANE

[ Advance ] partial K] Final

Date of Voucher

Classification

Expenditures

This Claim Submitted to Date

Amendment This Claim

ACQUISITION -Land Acquisition

$ $

-Relocation

-Architect/Engineer

DEVELOPMENT F
ees

-Construction

$227,175

-Equipment
Purchase

MAINTENANCE

MISCELLANEOUS
(Specify)

1. Total Expenditures

A. Approved Project Amount

B. Cost Overrun
(Line 1 minus Line A)

C. Additional Aid Amt. Requested |

(Attach explanation)

2. Grantee Share

3. Grant Share RBF-225(60%)

'$136,305

FMH-19 (40%)

'$ 90,870

Certification - I cerﬁfy that to the be
based on actual payments of record and are in accordance with the ter

represents the grant share due which has not been previously requested.

st of my knowledge and belief the billed costs of expenditures are
ms of the project and the reimbursement

Sign
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CONTRACT — $188,063.84
FORCE ACCOUNT — $ 29,328.74

TOTALREVENUE AVAILABLE — $277,175

RBF/FM GRANT - $227,175 /
WASTE TIRE GRANT — $ 50,000 /

N

{

DANE COUNTY SHARE — $74,322
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_ State of Wisconsin RECREATION AIDS GRANT AGREEMENT
Department of Natural Resources OR PROJECT FUNDING AGREEMENT
Box 7921 Form 8700-65 Rev. 4-88
Madison, Wisconsin 53704

Sponsor Project Number

Dane County RBF-225

Project Title

Babcock Park Access Renovation

Period Covered by This Agreement Name of Program

Date the Grant Agreement is Signed by Recreational Boating Facilities
the Department through June 30, 1994 '

Project Scope and Description of Project

Dane County proposes to renovate the Babcock Park access on Lake Waubesa. The renovation

will include the construction of a parking area for 80 car-trailer units at the launch site
plus an additional overflow parking area, construction of four launch ramps and tie-up pier,
dredging, renovation of the toilet facility, asphalt walkway, landscaping, and engineering.

Further detail is provided on the attached Cost Estimate Worksheet, Form 8700-14.



.
The State of Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (Department) and the Sponsor mutuaily agree o perform this agreement in

accordance with the (Name of Program) Recreational Boating Facilities and with the project proposali,
application, terms, promises, conditions, plans, specifications, estimates, procedures, maps and assurances attached hereio and made a

part hereof.

The Department hereby promises, in consideration of the covenants and agreements made by the Sponsor herein, to obligate to the
Sponsor the amount of 3136, 305 , and to tender to the Sponsor that portion of the obligation which is required to pay the

Depariment’s share of the costs based upon the state providing 60 percent of eligible project costs. The Sponsor hereby
promises, in consideration of the promises made by the Department herein, to execute the project described herein in accordance with

this agreement.

The Sponsor agrees to comply with all applicable Wisconsin Statutes and Wisconsin Administrative Codes in fulfilling terms of this

agreement. In pariticular, the Sponsor agrees to comply with the provisions of Chapter NR 7 , Wis. Adm. Code, attached hereto
and made a part hereof.

The Depariment agrees that the Sponsor shall have sole control of the method, hours worked, and time and manner of any performance
under this agreement other than as specifically provided herein. The Depariment reserves the right only to inspect the job site or
premises for the sole purpose of insuring that the performance is progressing or has been completed in compliance with the
agreement. The Department takes no responsibility of supervision or direction of the performance of the agreement to be performed by
the Sponsor or the Sponsor’s employes or agents. The Sponsor is an Independent Coniractor for all purposes, not an employe or agent
of the Depariment. The Department further agrees that it will exercise no conirol over the selection and dismissal of the Sponsor’s

employes or agents.

This agreement, together with any referenced parts and attachments, shall constitute the entire agreement and previous communications
or agreements pertaining to the subject matter of this agreement are hereby superseded. Any revisions, including cost adjusiments,
must be made by an amendment to this agreement or other written documentation, signed by both pariies, prior to the termination date
of the agreement. Time exiensions to the agreement may be granied to the Sponsor by the Department in writing without the
requirements of Sponsor signature.

The Sponsor may rescind this agreement in writing at any time prior o the starting of the project and before expending any funds.
After the project has been staried or funds expended, this agreement may be rescinded, modified, or amended only by mutual

agreement in writing.

Failure by the sponsor to comply with the terms of this agreement shall not cause the suspension of all obligations of the State
hereunder if, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Department, such failure was due to no fault of the Sponsor. In such case, any
amount required to settle at minimum cosis any irrevocable obligations properly incurred shall be eligible for assistance under this
agreement, at the Depariment’s discretion.

The Sponsor agrees, to save, keep harmless, defend and indemnify the Department and all its officers, employes and agents, against any
and all liability claims, costs of whatever kind and nature, for injury to or death of any person or persons, and for loss or damage to any
property (state or other) occurring in connection with or in any way incident to or arising out of the occupancy, use, service, operation
or performance of work in connection with this agreement or omissions of Sponsor’s employes, agenis or representatives.

The Sponsor agrees to reimburse the Depariment of any and all funds the Depariment deems appropriate in the event the Sponsor fails



10.
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The following special project terms and conditions were added to this agreement before it was signed by the parties hereto:

Property acquired or developed with assistance from this program shall not be converted
to uses inconsistent with public outdoor recreation without the approval of this
Department (s. NR 50.05(4), Wis. Adm. Code).

The Sponsor agrees that if any fees are to be imposed for use of the public access, such
fees shall not exceed the fee charged for daily entrance to state parks and forest
areas, unless a higher fee is approved by the Department under NR 1.93, Wis. Adm. Code.

All permits and approvals must be obtained prior to project construction.

All facilities constructed with assistance from this program must be accessible to
persons with disabilities. Four of the parking stalls must be reserved for disabled use
and legally signed as such.

A 51ng1e organlzatlon -wide audit shall be performed in accordance with the State Single

e e = o PEEE ) rre . SRR SRS TR - (- (SR SOSOY SN SORSSee R SRS CaTlmans+nd ~A+at+n

The persons signing for the Sponsor represents both personally and as an agent of his or her principal that he or she is authorized to execute
this agreement and bind his or her principal, either by a duly adopted resolution or otherwise.

75%%:#(

STATE OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

FOR THE SECRETARY
(U e

pd

_ (s'gmture) Craig L. Karr‘, Director
(/2#/& C/’/I'/df//// Bureau of Community Assistance
(Title)

Py 10, (99 (-G~
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RECREATION AID PROJECT COST ESTIMATE WORKSHELT

ST " OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMEI F NATURAL RESOURCES FORM 8700-14
BOX 7921 REV. 2-80
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53707
INSTRUCTIONS: SsEE REVERSE SIDE.
PROJECT SPONSOR AND NAME LEAVE BLANK — DNR USE ONLY -
SHEET OoF pane County Park Commission - Babcock Park Boat Launch PROJECT NUMBER
COUNTY PREPARED BY DATE
Dane Jim Mueller April 4, 1992 PROGRESS INFORMATION
1 NDICATE INSP. DATE-BILLING # o
CONTRACT QUANTITY |
DEVELOPMENT ITEM (c) AND COMPONENT ESTIMATED
FORCE ACCT. | UNIT OF COSTS TOTAL ITEM l
(F) MEAS. coST PERCENT COMPLETED
Launch Ramps C 4 $5875 $23,500 A
Car-Trailer Parking Lot 6 77 $1660 127,820
Parking Lot Expansion (brushing & clearing) F 240 Hrs| $12.00 $ 2,880
Single Car Parking Bays (o 11 $500 $ 5,500
Dredging C 1700 Co.Y! $3.00 $ 5,100
Tie-up Pier F 50 L.F.| $100 $ 5,000
Toilet and Fish Cleaning Facility Renovation e 400 S.F. $50 $20,000
Asphalt Walkway c 1110 Feet| $8.00 $ 8,800
Accessible Fishing Piers F 3 $1000 $ 3,000
Landscaping & Sitework F $ 7,650
Planning & Engineering r 10% of Totali$20,925 L

TOTAL

$230,175

TOTAL
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¢.1905, ¢.1925, ¢.1950, ¢.1965, ¢.1970

1UWIL. UIN

Date of Construction:

WisDOT Certification

As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, | hereby certify
that this request for Determination of Eligibility:

[ 1 Meets the National Register of Historic Places criteria.
[X] Does not meet thefNatiya-l, egister of Historic Places criteria.

e /2//’25’//5

/Reb7p/a Burkel, WisDOT Historic Preservation Officer

Date

7

State Historic Preservation Office

In my opinion, the property:

L I



















Date of Construction: 1873

Certification:
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, | hereby certify

that this reque tf%r Determination of Eligibility _ x _ meets does not meet the National Register of
Historic Plagés gfiterid,

4’,7/ ///;S/’/L?

S Sigyé’ture ‘of Certifying Official/Title

Date

State or Federal Agency and Bureau

In my opinion, the property meets does not meet the National Register criteria.










Date of Construction: c.1960

Certification:
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, | hereby certify
meets ___does not meet the National Register of

, Y Y oviks 4
7;‘,'S/ign/ature of Certifying Official/Title £ Date

State or Federal Agency and Bureau

In my opinion, the property meets does not meet the National Register criterla.
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