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Agenda

WisDOT SWR Major Studies Update

» Madison Beltline Study

» US 51 Stoughton Road Study

» US 51 Stoughton — McFarland Study
» 1-39/90/94 (Madison — Portage) Study
» WIS 19 Non-Major Corridor Study
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Beltline Study Limits
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Why is the Beltline being studied?

» Motor vehicle
congestion

» High crash rate

» Complex Regional
traffic patterns

» Bike/pedestrian
accommodation needs

» Transit needs
» Few alternate routes

» Deteriorating physical
conditions
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Geographically challenging travel
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Beltline traffic comprised of short trips

AM Number of Interchanges Traveled on the Beltline

Interchanges or less
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The problem is more than just
volumes




Important resources located adjacent to Beltline
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Beltline Study: Three Parts

Part 1 : O/D Study
 Data Collection = Summer/Fall 2012
* Analysis = 2013/14
« Completed Report = Fall 2014

Part 2: Planning and Environment Linkages
(PEL) Study
* Work Plan = Fall 2012
» Completion = Fall 2016

Part 3. Environmental Impact Statement
- Begin = Fall/Winter 2016

* Anticipated Completion Dates
(Multiple environmental documents)

2018-2022
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PEL process is Outreach Focused

A COLLABORATIVE approach to transportation decision making that
engages a broad spectrum of agencies and community stakeholders and
considers the area's long-term environmental, community and economic
goals in developing the best long-term solution.
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Ieltlme PEL Objectives are Multi-Modal

Improve safety for all travel modes.
« Address Beltline infrastructure condition and deficiencies.
* Address system mobility (congestion) for all travel modes.
1. Pedestrian

2. Bicycle
3. Transit
4. Local and regional passenger vehicles
5. Freight

« Limit adverse social, cultural, and environmental effects to the extent practicable.
* Increase system travel time reliability for regional and local trips.
« Improve connections across and adjacent to the Beltline for all travel modes.

« Enhance efficient regional multimodal access to Madison metropolitan area
economic centers.

« Decrease Beltline traffic diversion impacts to neighborhood streets.

« Enhance transit ridership and routing opportunities.

« Improve pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.

« Complement other major transportation initiatives and studies in the Madison area.

« Support infrastructure and other measures that encourage alternatives to single
occupancy vehicle travel.
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Government

City of Madison — Department of Civil
Rights

Village of Cottage Grove

South Metropolitan Planning Council
Village of Oregon

Dane County Executive’s Office
Village of DeForest

City of Madison PBMVC

City of Madison LRTPC

City of Madison Planning Commission
City of Middleton Council

Village of Maple Bluff

City of Fitchburg Public Works

City of Fitchburg Council

Village of Waunakee

City of Stoughton

Local Government Briefings—3
meetings

Groups

Network of Black Professionals
Greater Madison Chamber of
Commerce (GMCC)-Public Policy
Committee

Madison Region Economic
Partnership (MADREP)

Smart Growth Greater Madison
John Muir Sierra Club

State Smart Transportation Initiative
Centro Hispano

Urban League of Greater Madison
Allied Area Taskforce

Downtown Madison Inc.- Trans. &
Parking Committee-Bicycle
subcommittee

\' A better

Beltline Stakeholder Involvement

Neighborhoods

East Madison Monona Rotary Club
Meadowood Neighborhood Association
Waunakee Rotary Club

Madison South Rotary

Greater Madison Convention & Visitors
Bureau-Community Relations Committee
Greater Madison Convention & Visitors
Bureau (GMCVB)

YW CA - Construct U Class

Arbor Hills Neighborhood

Rotary Club of Madison — West Towne
Town of Verona

Latino Academy

Orchard Ridge Neighborhood Association
Madison W est Rotary Club

Dunn's Marsh Neighborhood Association
Wisconsin Energy Institute

Optimist Breakfast Club of Madison
Madison Horizons Rotary

Leopold Neighborhood Assoc.

Realtors Assoc. of South Central Wisconsin—
Government Affairs Committee

UW Arboretum

University Research Park

YWCA

Downtown Madison Rotary

National Active Retired Federal Employees
Association

Committees

Policy Advisory Committee (PAC)-10
meetings

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)-9
meetings

Agency Meetings—3 meetings

Transit Focus group—2 meetings
Bike/Pedestrian Focus Group—6 meetings

170+ Meetings since
start of PEL

+ Public Involvement Meetings (PIMs)—
22 meetings




Screening strategies
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Evaluation of broad modal strategies

Transit
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Evaluation of broad modal strategies
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Evaluation of scenarios

Triple Bike/
More Compact Land Use Transit Ridership
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Assemble individual components into
Strategy Packages

Motor Vehicle

Components
Transportation
Demand
Bike and Management Strategy
Pedestrian
Components Pac kag es
Transit
Local Roads/ Components

Connections
Components




Example Motor vehicle components

1. Hard Shoulder Running 2.Bus on Shoulder 3.Bus Only Lane

Allows all vehicles to use one of Allows buses to use shoulderunder A dedicated bus lane,
the two shoulders as a travel certain conditions. typically located on the inside.




Example Motor vehicle components

5. Conventional Capacity Expansion
4. High Occupancy Vehicle Lane Lane(s)

(option for tolling - HOT lane - could be examined)

Dedicated lane for vehicles with 2 or more occupants. General purpose lane(s) for all
Static or dynamic tolling could be examined. (often vehicles.
called High Occupancy Toll lane, or HOT lane).
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Example bike/ped components
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Example local connection components
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Example transit priority component

» Considers Transit Priority at
service interchanges along
the Beltline




Example park and ride locations

; , 7 Madison Metro weekday service map

Madison Metro Weekday Service Map E

US 14 Corridor
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Strategy package development

« Component screening analysis will be defined and detailed
« Strategy Package screening analysis non-specific and less

detailed
Component Strategy Packages
only WD T wigeneric
Screening components
Detailed analysis Does not communicate
eliminates ineffective commitment to components
components prematurely

Allows public vetting of
different package combinations
in next study phase




Strategy Package Assembly
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STOUGHTON
E=2SROAD

Environmental Study

US 51 Stoughton Road Study

McFarland - DeForest

Voges Road to WIS 19
Dane County
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US 51, Madison — DeForest, eting
Voges Road — WIS 19
Dane County

Project ID 5410-05-00

STUDY LIMITS
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Environmental Study



Purpose and Need

* Improve safety
* Reduce congestion

* Improve bicycle, pedestrian, and
transit facilities

* Reduce diversionto
neighborhood streets

* Support economic development

srouaﬁmv

Environmental Study




Improvement Alternatives

* No Build

* Maintenance of existing roadway without expansion or
reconfiguration

Alt A — Low Build w/ Capacity Expansion
* Keeps most existing intersections at grade

Alt B — Enhanced Expressway

* Adds interchanges at intersections with high crash rates and major
traffic delay

Alt C — Freeway Conversion

* Provides a free flow movement for traffic through the corridor

Preferred alternative could be a combination of alternatives

srouaﬁmv

Environmental Study




Recommended Alt Presented at 2013 PIM

* Combination of Alternatives A, B, & C

* Best addresses safety and congestion issues taking into
account environmental impacts and projected cost

* May change based on input from the public, municipalities, and
resource agencies

STOUGHTON
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Environmental Study




Recommended Alt Presented at 2013 PIM

Beltline to Broadway




Beltline to Broadway — Alt A

STOUGHTON
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Environmental Study



Beltline to Broadway — Alt A

View Looking Northwest

Stoughton Road Environmental Study - Stoughton Road at East Broadway (Alt A) August 13, 2014 .
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Environmental Study




Recommended Alt Presented at 2013 PIM

Pflaum to Buckeye




Pflaum to Buckeye — Alt E
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Pflaum to Buckeye — Alt

2,57

View Looking Southeast

Stoughton Road Environmental Study - Stoughton Road at Pflaum - Buckeye (Alt B) October 10, 2014 l
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Recommended Alt Presented at 2013 PIM

East Washington
to Pierstorff




lerstorff — Alt B
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East Wash to Pierstorff — Alt B

CRINA BUHAZI,
LOUISICOINILAUNDRY:

-

View Looking North

STOUGHTON

E=SR0AD

Environmental Study




ierstorff — Alt C
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East Wash to Pierstorff — Alt C
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Recommended Alt Presented at 2013 PIM

Pierstorff to
Hanson




Pierstorff to Hanson - Alt B
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Recommended Alt Presented at 2013 PIM

Hoepker to
1-39/90/94




Hoepker to WIS 19 — Alt B

STOUGHTON ROAD CORRIDOR STUDY|

ALTERNATIVE B

SCALE 1" « 800"

LEGEND
POTENTIAL RELOCATION
PROPOSED STOUGHTON ROAD

RELOCATION NUMBER

PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY

] Selection of a
‘Al Preferred
Alternative has
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Bicycle / Pedestrian Facilities

* On-road as appropriate
* Upgrade crossings and parallel roadways

* Off Road Multi-Use Paths

* Broadway — Pflaum Road

* Pflaum Road — Buckeye Road

* East Washington — Kinsman Road
* Pierstorff Street — Anderson Road

* Overpasses/Underpasses
Tompkins Drive

Portland Parkway (reconstruct)
Walsh Road* (over WIS 30)
Larson Court

* East Washington Avenue

* Anderson Road (over [-39/90/94)

*Later changed to Ziegler Road at the request of the City of Madison

srouaﬁmv

Environmental Study




n

US 51 Corridor Study

Stoughton-McFarland
1-39/90 to US 12/18
Dane County




US 51 Study Area
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Project Purpose and Need

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.

1. Address Existing Safety Conditions

2. Accommodate Travel Demand

3. Improve Deteriorated Pavement

4. Improve Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations
5. Corridor Preservation & Long-Term Planning




Improvement Alternatives

Alternatives

A Low build
B 4-lane
H Hybrid

» Alternative H has been identified as the
preferred alternative for the corridor




Alternative H - Hybrid

Alternative H

O Roundaboutor Signal
O Intersection Improvement (turn lanes) > Reconstruct|0n
mmmmms  Reconstruction—2Lanes .
Reconstruction-2and 4 Lanes |n Stoug htOn
mmm—— Reconstruction—4Lanes
s Multiuse Path and MCFarland
s Reconstruction—2Lanes
=a Pedestrian Underpass > 4_ I an e O n West
msssss  McFarland Reconstruction—4 Lanes .
PavementReplacement—4 Lanes with Sl de Of
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INTERSTATE
STUDY

1-39/90/94 Study

Madison - Portage
USH 12 to 1-39/WIS 78
Dane & Columbia Counties
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Background: Project History

» 1-39/90/94 Traffic Impact Analysis

DeForest

— 2012 to 2014 ”
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Study Scope

» Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) W
m Entire 34 mileS detaied sty |\
= Broad, general analysis

= Evaluating corridors

- Existing and off-alignment highways

- Transportation System R W

Management, multi-modal, transit

= Goals

- ldentify preferred corridor

- ldentify Tier 2 sections and
appropriate environmental
document type for each Tier 2
section.

39 .90 94



Study Scope

» The Tier 1 EIS will include
a more detailed study
from County CS to
1-39/WIS 78

= Detailed analysis

= Evaluating detailed
alternatives
= Goals
- Identify Preferred Alternative

- Complete environmental process

- Allow construction of new bridge
to be completed by 2025

39 .90 94




Tier 1 vs. Tier 2 Roadway Alignment

Roadway Centerline
- Average ROW Width
- Corridor Width

Tier 2

*  Roadway alignment adjusted to
minimize impacts.

*  Allimpacts within corridor width

defined in Tier 1.

Tier 1
Defines wide corridor within which
multiple alternatives will fit.

39 .90 94



Tier 2 EIS Overview

- Goal
— Select Preferred Alternative

- Level of investigations
— Field Investigations

- Smaller, More Detailed Segments
— Several Environmental Documents

Timeline
— Flexible Timelines, No Dates Established *(Tic/{ e

2 J Roadway alignment adjusted to
minimize impacts.
+  Allimpacts within corridor width
defined in Tier 1.

39 .90 94




ldentified Needs

» Travel Operations » Substandard bridges
Issues » Aging pavement
= On Freeway » Economics
= Across Freeway = Freight

» Safety Issues = Tourism

» Substandard

Geometrics
= Mainline

= Interchange

CON,
. Q‘\El 8,3"*

39 90 94



Traffic: NB 1-39/90/94 O-D Patterns

ra

|
//
/

o\

®
Ao

Sun
Prairie
> 18%

13%
\ + /
Madison = 8% ) {/"ﬂ
3%
g /// N
51 \
\\
‘ — @ f
(39)
(50
Q10 OD

/| (39 24%
;/ N

®
A

Commuter OD Pattern

Sun Prairie




C

N,

@QL“N‘BQ
AOHTATD“

7oF TRI

Regional OD Pattern

- __ —
L -.
Traffic: SB 1-39/90/94 O-D Patterns
| 7 | 7
1 Sun Prairie | % }‘\ Sun Prairie
‘ //,,/ @ ,// @ 51
2% o
i
\
L+
5%
Madison 17% /—i )
= .
78% of southbound
Sunday peak traffic s
on the Interstate is i
destined outside of
Madison TN
\




Safety: Crash Severity 2008 - 2012

Mainline Crashes Intersection Crashes
1-39/90/94: US 12/18 t0 1-39 / WIS 78 cOnr?:éEEJgT;ngilgmg .
(KSA‘S‘éggge) Crashes | Percent (KsAggggctze) Crashes | Percent
Total 1,513 100% Total 248 100%
Fatal (K) 5 0.3% K 1 0.4%
Permanently Disabling Injury (A) 50 3% A 3 1%
Non-Disabling Injury (B) 177 12% B 21 8%
Minor Injury (C) 151 10% C 25 10%
Property Damage Only (PDO) 1,131 75% PDO 198 80%

Wednesday Thursday Saturday

Sunday Monday




Geometrics: Sight Distance

At least 730 feet is needed to stop completely

Slght Distance when traveling 70 mph.

The driver can not see the When the curve is flatter, the driver
object in the roadway. can see the object in the roadway
with enough time to stop.

Substandard
Vertical Curve

39 .90 94




Geometrics: Substandard Vertical

Roadway Grade > 0.5% Roadway Grade = 0%

Z ’

Good Drainage

Proper slopes on roadways allow water
to flow downhill. Standing water is not a
concern.

Poor Drainage

Flat roadways with little to no slope have
poor drainage. During heavy rains, this can
lead to standing water on the roadways -

a potential safety hazard.

39 .90 94




Geometrics: Clear Zone

Current WisDOT
Clear Zone Standard

Existing Clear Zone

1-39/90/94

A wider, flatter area free
of obstructions makes the

roadway safer.

Steep slopes Gentle slopes

can cause vehicles leaving the make it easier to stop safely or
road to overturn and make it regain control of the vehicle.
more difficult to regain control.

8 40 crashes on 1-39/90/94 between US 12/18 and WIS 78
were run-off the road crashes from 2008-2012.

39 .90 94




Geometrics: Interchange Horizontal
Alignment

Ramps to look like this,
with little curvature.

Ramps with

can increase the
number of run-
off-the-road and '
overturn crashes. S

The NB 1-39/90/94 to
NB US 151 ramp had

2008-2012.

39 .90 94




Geometrics: Left Exits and
Entrances 5T

weaving. Drivers entering from
X WIS 30 have to cross 3-4 lanes of
1-39/90 & ’ traffic to exit at US 151.

1-94 / WIS 30

Left Exits and Entrances

A 49% increase in
crashes at left-side exits can

be expected when compared to
areas with right-side exit ramps.

Ramps with left exits

; or 'entran(_:es are There are 4 left-side exits
highlighted in orange and 4 left-side entrances
at the 1-94/WIS 30 interchange.

Left-side exits and
entrances on

freeways are
contrary

y to driver
expectancy.

39 .90 94
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Geometrics: Loop Ramps
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Straight ramps at a
diamond interchange
decrease crash
risk by 45%
when compared to
loop ramps.

Properly designed
acceleration and
deceleration lanes
increase safety

at locations with loop ramps.

The loop ramps have a design speed of M=
25-35 MPH ’ji.ﬁ

The Interstate has a design speed of
70 MPH |

Different speeds contribute to safety problems at
the merge and diverge points at loop ramps




Bridges: Most are getting old

Bridge Lifespan

How Long
Does a i

Last? 50-75
years is the

average lifespan
of a bridge

l

34

bridges in the
corridor will be
at least 50
years old
by 2025

39 .90 94




- - v . Length: 1,690 Feet
Wisconsin River Bridge Facts Heightabove water: 31 Feet
Year Built: 1961

Ronald Regan
Re-elected President
George W. Bush

New Deck . .
Widen Bridge Is president
JFK Became President 1 984 Girder Repair
Bridge is Built 2002
1 96 1 Girder Repair Deck Repair
1 981 1 993 Deck Repair
_ _ Pier Repair
Girder Repair Girder Repair Girder Repair
1975 1995 2013
I 1\ 1\

Bridge Lifespan

1990 2000 2010

1960

Repairs Replacement
0«’ The bridge is 50+ years old.

The 1-39/90/94 bridges over the
Wisconsin River have been
repaired seven times.

50-75 years is the typical
lifespan of a bridge.

<
&




- e
Pavement: o 6%
Replacemen
and Rehab S
Needs 2
o

Remaining

32%
(11 miles)
of the 1-39/90/94 corridor
pavement will need
(CHELT R E14[ 4]
by 2050

39 .90 94

Age of Pavement in 2014 |



Economics:
2014 Freight
Industry

about the Freight Industry

6 billion

1 outof 5 -
Freight trucks in Wisconsin
uses 1-39/90/94 near Madison

94
\ Value of truck freight shipments
\\ that pass through the Madison

D area on |-39/90/94 yearly.

(0 )(o)

q 170 miles
O (9) ) . s
the distance all the 94 ()

trucks that travel Milwaukee
1-39/90/94 on an
average day would
stretch if lined up
end-to-end



Tourism

W . . .
Economics: NEC- o)
$18.5 Billion

Tourism and gL &="=
1-39/90/94 PN

isconsin

Milwaukee

Chicago

39 .90 94



WIS 19 Safety and Operations Study

WIS 19, Town of Springfield (US 12) to City of Waterloo (WIS 89)
Dane and Jefferson Counties
Project I.D. 5290-00-09




BEGIN
STUDY
LIMITS

ane

, ,:;f #
a-. B
39 A .
. B 4

SO&sjog:

Springfield |

&

Counties Cities & Villages Towns
« Dane Waunakee .

» Jefferson  DeForest .
 Windsor .

* Sun Prairie .

 Marshall .

« Waterloo

Springfield
Westport
Burke

Sun Prairie
Medina




_ This is a recently completed planning-level preservation

study for the WIS 19 corridor. There are no allocated funds
for design or construction projects tied to this study.

The study involved the following tasks:
» Evaluating existing roadway conditions

v' Access

v" Environmental resources
v Infrastructure

v' Land-use

v’ Safety

v' Traffic operations

v Traffic volumes

« Identify operational deficiencies and future corridor
needs

» Develop strategies and recommendations that will
preserve the safety and efficiency of the existing
highway corridor for years

Study outcomes

Existing Condition Report
Identify Key Safety and
Operational Concerns
Hear Local Official and
Public Concerns

Develop Conceptual
Improvement Strategies
Corridor Management
Report




Questions?

Contact: WisDOT Southwest Region

» Brandon Lamers, WisDOT Major Studies Supervisor
= (608) 246-3852
* Brandon.Lamers@dot.wi.gov




City of Madison: LRTPC

WisDOT SWR Major Studies Update

September 29, 2016




