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Note to Reader

The National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508) process is intended to help
public officials make decisions with full understanding of the environmental
consequences of federal actions, and take measures to protect, restore and enhance
the environment. In addition, the Federal Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act place heavy
emphasis on reducing paperwork and avoiding unnecessary work. With these
objectives in mind, this Final EIS was prepared as a "Condensed Final EIS". This
approach avoids repetition of material from the Draft EIS through incorporation by
reference. Thus, the Final EIS is a much shorter document than under the traditional
approach; however, it does afford the reader a complete overview of the project and its

impacts on the human environment.

The crux of this approach is to briefly reference and summarize information from the
Draft EIS that has not changed, and to focus the Final EIS dicussion on changes in the
project, its setting, technical analyses, impacts, and mitigation that have occurred since
the Draft EIS was circulated. In addition, the condensed Final EIS identifies the
Preferred Alternative, explains the basis for its selection, describes coordination efforts,
includes agency and public comments, responses to these comments, and any
required findings or determinations required by law or regulation [40 CFR 1502.14(E)
and 23 CFR 771.125(a)].
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SECTION 1.0

Summary













1.4.3. Modifications to the Preferred Alternative Design

In response to comments received at the Design Public Hearing, the proposed
freeway design for TH 36 was not pursued. The existing expressway
configuration will be retained, with access at the three existing signalized street
intersections. The Preferred Alternative design elements are described in detail
in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS.

1.4.4, Traffic

In response to comments on the Draft EIS and because of the availability of
more current traffic information, additional analysis of the traffic impacts of the
Preferred and No Build alternatives was performed for the Final EIS. The
updated analyses did not identify any significant changes in impacts from those
identified in the Draft EIS. Sections 2.0, 3.3 and 4.1 of the Final EIS discuss
traffic issues related to the No Build and Preferred alternatives.

1.4.5. Air Quality

Since the Draft EIS was released, regulatory requirements for air quality
modeling have changed. The air quality impacts analysis has been revised to
reflect the new regulatory requirements. These analyses indicate that the
Preferred Alternative is in compliance with state and federal air quality
standards. Section 4.2 of the Final EIS summarizes this information.

1.4.6. Noise

A revised noise analysis was completed for the Preferred Alternative corridor, to
more accurately reflect the existing conditions and the impacts of the proposed
highway design. Potential impacts and mitigation considered are described in
Section 4.3 of the Final EIS.

1.4.7. Pedestrian/Bicycle Accommodations
In response to comments on the Draft EIS and as a result of identifying
preliminary design features of the Preferred Alternative, additional information

on provisions for pedestrians and bicycles is provided in Section 4.4 of the Final
EIS.
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1.4.8. Social and Relocation Impacts

The availability of new census data and more accurate identification of
properties impacted by the Preferred Alternative provides a more up-to-date
assessment of the social and relocation impacts of the proposed action.
Sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the Final EIS summarize these impacts.

1.4.9. Visual Impacts

In response to comments on the Draft EIS and as a result of more detailed
information available following identification of the Preferred Alternative,
additional analysis of the visual impacts of the proposed action was performed.
This information is provided in Section 4.7 of the Final EIS.

1.4.10. Cultural Resources

Preliminary identification of the construction limits for the Preferred Alternative
corridor provided better definition of the area with potential for impacts on
cultural resources. More detailed historical and archaeological investigations
were completed within the area potentially affected by the project. Section 4.8 of
the Final EIS describes the potential impacts on cultural resources.

1.4.11. Threatened and Endangered Species

The Draft EIS identified threatened and endangered species which may be
impacted by the Preferred Alternative. However, in response to agency
comments, updated information on potential impacts and proposed additional
study and mitigation are described in Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

1.4.12. Water Resources

Identification of the Preferred Alternative corridor and preliminary design
features of the highway provided better definition of the potential impacts to
water resources, including surface and groundwater, floodplains, and wetlands.
In addition, recent regulatory requirements related to surface water quality and
stormwater management required additional analysis of surface/stormwater
impacts be performed. Section 4.10 of the Final EIS summarizes this updated
information.




1.4.13. Contaminated Sites

The Draft EIS provided preliminary identification of potentially contaminated
sites within the Preferred Alternative corridor. However, identification of the
preliminary construction limits of the Preferred Alternative provided better
definition of potential impacts to contaminated properties. Section 4.11 of the
Final EIS summarizes this updated information.

1.4.14.  Agricultural Impacts

The Draft EIS provided preliminary identification of agricultural impacts within
the Preferred Alternative corridor. However, identification of the preliminary
construction limits of the Preferred Alternative provided better definition of
potential farmland impacts. The summary in the introduction to Section 4.0
provides this updated information.

Several other issues have not changed since the distribution of the Draft EIS.
These issues are summarized in the introduction to Section 4.0 of the Final EIS.

1.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

Any major transportation project creates differences of opinion among interest
groups and governmental agencies. The coordination process results in
resolving most issues, most of the time. However, sometimes one or more
issues cannot be resolved through coordination.

1.5.1 Issues Unresolved with Federal and State Agencies

The agency comment letters in Section 5.0 of the Final EIS identify agency
comments and provide responses to the issues raised.

For this project, the disagreements between agencies have centered primarily
around three key issues:

e The need for additional traffic study (especially on TSM improvements for the
No Build option).

e The need for coordination of transportation projects with regional land use
planning.

e Removal of the existing bridge if a new bridge is to be built.




Steps were taken by the proposing agencies to resolve these three key issues.
Additional traffic analyses for the study area, including a detailed study of TSM
measures, were completed for the Final EIS, and are included in Sections 3.0
and 4.1 of the document. Mn/DOT and Wis/DOT have agreed to be involved in
planning dialogs for the St. Croix River Watershed, sponsored by the Minnesota-
Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, which addresses the second issue. The
issue that remains unresolved for this project is the disposition of the existing
bridge in the event a new bridge is constructed.

A number of agencies, including the U.S. Department of Interior/National Park
Service, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources, and the Lower St. Croix Management
Commission, have argued that if a new bridge is constructed, the old bridge
should be removed. The position of the Minnesota and Wisconsin DOTs, the
FHWA, and several other federal, state and local agencies (including the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Minnesota State Historic Preservation
Office and the City of Stillwater) is that because the Preferred Alternative does
not physically impact the existing lift bridge, the bridge should not be removed at
this time. The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Lower St. Croix National
Scenic Riverway provides additional discussion on this topic. This document is
in Appendix A of the Final EIS.

1.5.2 Issues Unresolved with Local Governments

The City of Oak Park Heights, although in favor of a new St. Croix River bridge
crossing, has not yet committed to approving plans for the Preferred Alternative.
They have taken the position that the Central Corridor more equitably distributes
the impacts of the proposed project to other adjacent Minnesota municipalities,
instead of concentrating essentially all of the impacts on the City of Oak Park
Heights. The DOTSs’ position is that, of the alternatives studied, the north
alignment of the South Corridor (the Preferred Alternative) best balances the
goals of the project with the potential social, economic, and environmental
impacts. A complete discussion of the alternatives considered (including the
Central Corridor) and the basis for decision-making is included in Section 3.5.

In addition, there are two specific impacts to the City of Oak Park Heights which
will require further discussions between the City and the DOT to resolve. One
issue is related to the major concentration of Oak Park Heights utilities located
within the existing TH 36 right-of-way. These utilities would have to be relocated
prior to or during reconstruction of TH 36 frontage roads. The utility easement
signed by the City and the Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT)
included the agreement that the City could locate its utilities within the highway
right-of-way only if they paid all costs associated with moving the utilities when
required. The costs associated with utility relocation are quite large, and will

1-11




impose a major financial burden on the City, which they may not be able to bear
within the proposed construction schedule. The second area of City concern
relates to social and tax base impacts resulting from acquisition of Oak Park
Heights properties for highway right-of-way. Negotiations on possible methods
of easing the social and financial impacts to the City related to both of these
issues are being pursued between the City and Mn/DOT.

1.6 MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY

The final rules implementing 23 CFR Part 450, effective November 29, 1993 require a
Major Investment Study where the need for a major metropolitan transportation
investment is identified and federal funds are potentially involved. A major investment
is defined as "a high-type highway or transit improvement that involves substantial cost
and that is expected to have a significant effect on capacity, traffic flow, level of service,
or mode share at the transportation corridor or sub-area level'. The Major Investment
Study (MIS) may be conducted as a corridor or sub-area study. The proposed
improvements in the TH 36/STH 64 corridor clearly meet this definition of a major
investment.

The purpose of the MIS is to provide an early identification of reasonable alternatives, a
general assessment of the cost-effectiveness, and an "order of magnitude estimate” of
mitigation costs and benefits for proposed major investments at the corridor or sub-
area level. The MIS is not considered a separate requirement but a more targeted sub-
element of the metropolitan planning process that draws on the general integration of
planning with the broader NEPA principles. While the MIS replaces the Federal Transit
Administration’s (FTA's) previous alternatives analysis, it does not replace the NEPA
requirements for environmental studies. It is the intent of the regulation to "improve
linkage between the planning process an environmental review process" and to "not
only reduce the redundant analyses which are currently being done but also provide for
early consideration of environmental impacts".

The rules provide for the development of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement or
Environmental Assessment as part of the MIS or subsequent to the preparation of the
MIS. When the environmental process was initiated but not completed prior to the MIS
requirements, the appropriate federal agencies are consulted to determine appropriate
modifications to meet the MIS requirements. The extent of modification is based on the
nearness of the study to completion, the study of a reasonable range of alternatives,
the inclusion of the evaluation information detailed in the regulation, and the need for
enhanced public participation.

The environmental studies for TH 36/STH 64 were initiated by Mn/DOT, Wis/DOT and
the FHWA in 1984, prior to the adoption of the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and the requirements for the Major Investment Study. The
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FHWA has been consulted and it has been determined that the environmental studies
for TH 36/STH 64 meet the requirements for the MIS as well as the NEPA
requirements for environmental review. Specifically, the MIS has the following principal
requirements:

1. Provide a reasonable opportunity for citizens and interested parties including
affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees,
and private providers of transportation fo participate in the cooperative process.

One of the major areas of public involvement and coordination has been carried
out through the Stillwater-Houlton Bridge Task Force, which was formed in 1985
during the scoping process. The Task Force is composed of members which
were appointed by the 11 communities that could be affected by the various
alternatives. The Task Force was charged with a number of assignments,
including the following:

e To discuss and analyze all relevant information that might influence the
eventual Build/No Build decision.

e To communicate information between the Task Force and the
communities represented.

e To facilitate‘community input and discussion during the Draft EIS
process.

e To make a Build versus No Build recommendation.

e To make a Preferred Alternative recommendation to the Minnesota and
Wisconsin Departments of Transportation after reviewing all the
environmental documents.

The Task Force concluded that a Build decision was favored over a No Build
decision, and that the South Corridor was the best Build alternative.

During the environmental review process, a number of state and federal
governmental bodies have acted as cooperating agencies with Mn/DOT,
Wis/DOT and the FHWA These agencies have reviewed project documents in
their areas of expertise and/or interest, providing critical commentary and
information. Cooperating agencies include:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Park Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers




U.S Coast Guard
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

In addition to cooperating agencies, a number of other federal, state, regional
and local governmental bodies (as well a various private organizations) have
played roles in the study process. State and federal agencies, including the
FHWA, the FTA, the Metropolitan Council (including Metropolitan Council
Transit Operations), and the West Central Wisconsin Regional Planning
Commission, had the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft
EIS.

There has been on-going public involvement in the TH 36/STH 64 project since
its initiation in 1984. Since the beginning of the scoping process, Mn/DOT and
Wis/DOT have also held a number of informational meetings for the public,
special concern groups, communities and agencies. Newsletters which detailed
the study process and reviewed the results of some of the special environmental
studies were periodically sent to interested area residents. Formal public
hearings which provided opportunities for public comment were held in 1990
and 1992.

The participation of the Stillwater-Houlton Bridge Task Force and the public
participation described above have influenced both the range of alternatives and
the extent of environmental studies conducted for this project. Public
involvement has significantly shaped the development of the Preferred
Alternative, as documented in the Final EIS.

Identify the range of alternatives to be studied, including alternative modes and
technologies, general alignment, number of lanes, the degree of demand
management, and operating characteristics.

A wide range of alternatives has been evaluated in the TH 36/STH 64 EIS
process. The Scoping Process studied alternatives ranging from No Build to
several different river crossing alignments, including bridge and tunnel options.
The No Build alternative analyzed Transportation System Management (TSM)
and Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies, including the construction
of HOV lanes. This range of alternatives was narrowed for study in the Draft
EIS. Coordination of the project with regional transportation plans further
narrowed the range of TSM/TDM alternatives considered. For example, LRT
and HOV options for the corridor were not studied further, since earlier
Metropolitan Council regional transit plans did not identify regional connections
extending to the TH 36/STH 64 corridor. The 1992 Transit Facilities Plan for the
Twin Cities Metropolitan area also did not identify any LRT or HOV connections
to the project area.

1-14




The Final EIS documents the Preferred Alternative which includes construction
of park-and-ride lots in both Minnesota and Wisconsin. In Minnesota, re-routing
of Metropolitan Council Transit Operations (MCTO) buses will occur to take
advantage of the new park-and-ride lot, which includes plans to accommodate
an HOV bypass lane connection from the park-and-ride lot to westbound TH 36.
These design features were developed following consultation with the regional
transit authority, Metropolitan Council Transit Operations. Extensive
connections for pedestrians and bicyclists are ailso included in the Preferred
Alternative. The range of alternatives studied included a No Build alternative
which incorporated TSM strategies. Analysis of the alternatives, the evaluation
and screening process utilized in decision-making, and a description of the
Preferred Alternative are included in Section 3.0 of the Final EIS.

To the extent appropriate, evaluate the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of
alternative strategies in attaining local, state and national goals. This evaluation
is to consider the direct and indirect costs of reasonable alternatives including
such factors as mobility improvements; social, economic and environmental
effects; safety; operating efficiencies; land use and economic development;
financing; cost-effectiveness; and energy consumption.

All of these factors, as well as others, are addressed in the Draft EIS and the
Final EIS for the TH 36/STH 64 project. Where possible and feasible, the
benefits and impacts of the proposed improvements are quantified. As
discussed in ltem 2 above, transit (TSM/TDM) alternatives considered were
based upon review of regional transportation/transit plans. The relationship of
the project to local, state and national transportation goals is addressed in detail
in Section 2.0 of the Final EIS. The remaining chapters of the document
address other benefits, impacts and proposed mitigation strategies.

Of the alternatives considered, the Preferred Alternative is the most cost-
effective. It provides adequate capacity for future demand without the high cost
of urban freeway construction in Minnesota. Development of the Preferred
Alternative concept included downgrading the original freeway design concept
for TH 36 to an expressway, as a means of meeting transportation needs for the
corridor while reducing project costs. The Preferred Alternative includes the
provision of transit, broad application of TSM/TDM strategies, and provisions for
bicycles and pedestrians. It improves goods movement through this part of the
region and improves safety and traffic flow, particularly through downtown
Stillwater. The Preferred Alternative is a moderate cost alternative ($78 million)
compared to other alternatives evaluated.

Regional planning for the study area is presently provided by two agencies. The
Metropolitan Council is the regional planning agency for the Twin Cities
metropolitan area, which includes Stillwater. The West Central Wisconsin
Regional Planning Commission (WCWRPC) is responsible for regional planning
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in the Wisconsin portions of the study area. In the Metropolitan Council's 1989
Major River Crossings Study Report, the new river crossing at Stillwater-Houlton
was ranked third in regional priority for replacement. The first and second
ranked bridges are already under construction, making the Stillwater bridge the
next priority replacement project for the metro region. WCWRPC has similarly
endorsed replacement of the bridge in its transportation and economic plans.

Wis/DOT's Corridors 2020 Plan, the state highway plan extending into the 21st
century, identifies STH 64 as a multi-lane connector from Houlton to New
Richmond, including a new multi-lane bridge across the St. Croix River. This
study and recommendation are consistent with Minnesota and Wisconsin DOT
studies that indicate the need for a replacement bridge and corridor
improvements in the Stillwater area. Section 2.3.9 of the Final EIS provides
additional discussion of project conformance to local and state transportation

plans.

1.7 REQUIRED PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND COORDINATION

A list of applicable permits and approvals for this project is included in Table 1-2.
Mn/DOT and the Wis/DOT will coordinate with the appropriate agencies to apply for
these permits during the design process.

Because three years had elapsed from the date that the Draft EIS was published
and a Final EIS had not been submitted, a re-evaluation was required in accordance
with 23 CFR Part 771.129, Environmental Impact and Related Procedures. In
October, 1994 Mn/DOT submitted a re-evaluation letter to the FHWA for approval.
This re-evaluation letter stated that the Draft EIS was still valid and did not need to
be rewritten or supplemented. On October 26, 1994, the FHWA concurred with the
finding that the Draft EIS was adequate.

1.8 OTHER MAJOR PROJECTS IN AREA

Wis/DOT is proposing to improve STH 64, from near Somerset to New Richmond,
approximately 24.2 kilometers (15 miles) to the east. Principal improvements
include bypassing the central business districts of Somerset and New Richmond.
The earliest proposed date for initiating construction of these improvements is the
year 2002. This project is based on transportation needs and environmental
impacts which are independent from those associated with the project described in
this document. There are no other major transportation actions by other
governmental agencies proposed in the same geographic area of Wisconsin.
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GOVERNMENT AGENCY

TYPE OF APPROVAL OR PERMIT

FEDERAL:
Federal Highway Administration

U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Coast Guard

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

STATE:
MN Department of Natural Resources

WIS Department of Natural Resources

MN Pollution Control Agency

State Historic Preservation Office

MN Department of Transportation

REGIONAL:
Metropolitan Council

LOCAL:
Cities of Stillwater and Oak Park Heights

Local Watershed Districts

e Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement
o FEIS Approval

e Section 4(f) Approval

¢ FEIS Record of Decision

e Section 404 Permit
e Section 10 Permit

e Scientific Research Permit (for monitoring)
e Section 9 Permit

e Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement

e Protected Waters Permit
e Mussel Relocation Permit

e Section 401 Certification of Federal Permits

e Scientific Collector Permit

s Endangered/Threatened Species Permit

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

e Air Quality Indirect Source Permit

e Section 401 Water Quality Certification

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
e Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement

e 1991 Wetland Conservation Act
e E|S Adequacy Determination

s Controlled Access Approval

e Layout and Plan Approvals

e Coordination of Grading and Drainage Plans

Required Permits and Approvals
TH 36/STH 64 ST. CROIX RIVER CROSSING FINAL EIS




Mn/DOT currently has a project programmed to reconstruct the TH 5/County Road 5
interchange with TH 36. The project proposes to correct safety and capacity
deficiencies of the in-place 2-lane bridge. This project will tie into the widening of
County Road 5 north of TH 36 which is currently under construction. The TH 5
project is separate from the action addressed in this document, and is based on
transportation needs which are independent from those addressed here.

Beginning in the summer of 1994, Wis/DOT and Mn/DOT started constructing a new
eastbound 1-94 bridge over the St. Croix River to replace the existing eastbound 1-94
truss bridge. This project is separate from the action addressed in this document,
and is based upon a need to improve structural safety of the bridge and to provide
three lane continuity for eastbound traffic.

1.9 PROJECT COSTS, FUNDING AND SCHEDULE

Estimated construction costs for the project total $78 million. Of this cost, the
river bridge is $54 million, the Minnesota approach roadway is $15 million and
the Wisconsin approach roadway is $9 million. In addition to the construction
costs, there will be an estimated $10 million in right-of-way acquisition in
Minnesota and $1.1 million in Wisconsin.

Funding for the bridge will be split evenly between the two states. Wisconsin
has fully identified the necessary funding for this project in their “Six Year
Program” and is proposing to use federal funds. In Minnesota, the project has
been identified in the Mn/DOT work program, but the “3 Year Transportation
Improvement Program” for the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area does not yet fully
fund the project.

Following is the anticipated schedule for the remainder of the project
development process.

> EIS Record of Decision/Adequacy Determination February 1995

> Study Report Approval April 1995
4 Begin Final Design April 1995
> Begin Right-of-Way Acquisition April 1995
> Let Contract for Main River Spans November 1996
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SECTION 2.0

PURPOSE AND NEED

2.1 PROJECT PURPOSE

The Draft EIS provided a substantial amount of information on the purpose of
and need for providing a new river crossing over the St. Croix River, including
the reconstruction of bridge approach roadways. Most of the information
provided in the Draft EIS is still valid today. Some factors have changed slightly,
but are still supportive of the need for the project. This chapter provides a
summary of the history of the project and updated information on the key factors
considered in determining the purpose of and need for the proposed
transportation facility.

The existing lift bridge over the St. Croix River between Stillwater, Minnesota
and Houlton, Wisconsin is part of a trunk highway system connecting the Twin
Cities metropolitan area with west central Wisconsin. The bridge and its
approach highways, TH 36 in Minnesota and STH 64 in Wisconsin, serve long
distance inter-regional trips between the two states, as well as short to medium
distance trips between local communities in both states. Problems with safety
and congestion in the study area have been documented for many years, and
they continue to grow worse as traffic volumes increase. These problems
resulted in the initiation of the study and evaluation process for the area,
described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. The alternatives studied were required to
meet the following key project objectives:

e Improve the safety and congestion problems in Stillwater and on the
approach highways in Wisconsin and Minnesota.

e Efficiently serve long distance trips between regions, as well as provide
access for short and medium distance trips.

The Draft EIS describes the Build and No Build alternatives that were
considered as options to meet the project objectives. Section 3.0 of this Final
EIS describes the selection process for the Preferred Alternative, which was
based upon conformance to the project objectives and the potential impacts of
each alternative.




2.2 BACKGROUND
2.21 History/Status of the Project

Preliminary planning for an improved St. Croix River crossing at Stillwater-
Houlton began in the late 1960s, when ftraffic congestion in the vicinity of the
bridge was already a widely recognized problem. Both Minnesota and
Wisconsin DOTs began studies to identify feasible locations for a new,
upgraded facility. By 1972, Mn/DOT had undertaken considerable study in
preparation for a draft environmental statement, while Wis/DOT had finished a
corridor location study. However, funding was unavailable and the studies were
discontinued. No final documents were published from those studies.

Congestion at the bridge and approach highways continued to increase.
Citizens and elected officials in St. Croix and Washington Counties voiced their
concern to their legislators and respective DOTSs, reopening discussions about
area ftraffic problems. As a result, the current study on the river crossing and
approach corridors was initiated in 1984. Like the earlier studies, the project is a
cooperative effort between Minnesota and Wisconsin, with Mn/DOT assuming
lead agency responsibilities. Additional information on the project process and
status is included in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS.

2.2.2 Role in State and Regional Transportation Systems

The Stillwater-Houlton (TH 36/STH 64) bridge is one of five crossings on the
lower 83.7 kilometer (52-mile) reach of the St. Croix River. The bridge connects
Minnesota TH 36 with STH 64 in Wisconsin. These highways link the study area
with the regional transportation systems in each state (see Figure 2-1). Bridges
located at Osceola, Wisconsin (32.2 kilometers [20 highway miles] to the north)
and [-94 in Hudson, Wisconsin (11.3 kilometers [7 highway miles] south) are
closest to the TH 36/STH 64 bridge (see Figure 2-1).

TH 36 is a four-lane, east-west state highway between the northern suburbs of
St. Paul and the city of Stillwater. Just south of Stillwater, TH 36 turns north and
merges with TH 95 and becomes a two-lane road. It remains a two-lane road
across the existing TH 36/STH 64 bridge where it connects to STH 64 in
Wisconsin. STH 64 is a two-lane, east-west highway which traverses Wisconsin
from Houlton to Marinette, on the shores of Lake Michigan.

TH 36 is part of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council's Metropolitan Highway
System. It is classified as a principal arterial, serving medium to long distance
trips at moderate to high speeds. Although it is not an interstate freeway, TH 36/
STH 64 functions as an interregional and interstate commuter and recreational
route. Commuters on this route travel from west central Wisconsin to the Twin
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Cities metropolitan area to work. Recreational travelers from the Twin Cities use
TH 36/STH 64 to travel to the St. Croix River valley and to west central and
northwest Wisconsin. In addition, TH 36/STH 64 plays a role in the distribution
of commercial goods between the Twin Cities and Stillwater, New Richmond and
points beyond. Mn/DOT classifies TH 36 as part of its Market Arterial System, a
network of high priority truck routes.

TH 95 is a two-lane, north-south highway which generally follows the western
shore of the St. Croix River, connecting the communities along the Minnesota
side of the river. It serves as a commuter road and as a route for shopping and
service-related trips. The highway is also a popular route for sightseers and for
people destined for the state parks along the river. TH 95 is classified as a
Minor Arterial, serving primarily shorter distance travel within a sector of a larger
region.

Wisconsin classifies STH 64 as a Principal Arterial, designated for long ftrips,
with full or partial control of private access. Within 37 kilometers (23 miles) of
the St. Croix River, STH 64 joins STH 35, STH 65, STH 46 and U.S. 63, which
serve the northwestern Wisconsin lakes area. These connections, along with
the connection to Minnesota TH 36, make STH 64 an important element of a
recreational route from the Twin Cities to Wisconsin. In addition, growing
exurban development in western St. Croix County has increased the usage of
STH 64/TH 36 as a commuter route to jobs in the Twin Cities and the Lower St.
Croix Valley.

The segment of STH 64 from Houlton to New Richmond has been designated as
a multi-lane connector in the Wisconsin Corridors 2020 Plan. Plans are
underway for reconstructing the roadway to a multi-lane facility, as a project
separate from the action proposed for the Stillwater-Houlton bridge and TH 36.

STH 64 is combined with STH 35 for the highway segment from Houlton to
Somerset, Wisconsin. STH 35 is a two-lane, north-south Minor Arterial that
extends from the lllinois-Wisconsin state line to the city of Superior in northern
Wisconsin.  STH 35 serves short trips between neighboring communities,
recreational travel, and commuting. Within the study area, STH 35 provides
access to recreational opportunities along the Wisconsin shore of the St. Croix
River, serving as a route from Hudson to Houlton.

2.3 NEED FOR THE PROJECT
The primary transportation problems addressed by the proposed action are
related to the location of the existing TH 36/STH 64 transportation corridor

between Minnesota and Wisconsin and the related safety and congestion
conditions found along that corridor. The problems are not concentrated only at
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the existing lift bridge over the St. Croix River, or at any other single point.
Multiple problems have been identified in locations which extend from the
Minnesota intersection of TH 36 with Washington and Norell Avenues to the
bridge approach corridor east of the St. Croix River along STH 64 in Wisconsin.
The primary transportation problems in this corridor are summarized as follows.

2.3.1 Deficiencies of the Existing Corridor

The Stillwater-Houlton bridge was built in 1931 to serve primarily local traffic
between Stillwater and small communities in Wisconsin. Over time, the bridge
has become a major recreational route between the two states and an important
commuter route for individuals living in Wisconsin and working in the Twin
Cities. Because of its age and design, the bridge is on the National Register of
Historic Places and is an important element of the downtown Stillwater historic
district. However, its lift design and narrow two-lane roadway are outdated for
the current needs of the transportation corridor.

In addition to the deficiencies of the lift bridge described above, there are
geometric deficiencies along the remainder of the study corridor. Figure 2-2
identifies the key corridor deficiencies related to the proposed project. Key
findings are summarized below.

¢ Eastbound on TH 36, two lanes of traffic merge with one additional lane of
northbound TH 95 traffic, and then are restricted to one lane heading north to
and across the Stillwater-Houlton bridge. STH 64, which connects to the
bridge in Wisconsin, is also single-lane in each direction.

¢ Restricted geometrics in downtown Stillwater limit traffic flow to one lane in
each direction, limit the effectiveness of signal improvements, and severely
limit the ability of trucks, buses and recreational vehicles to make turns at
intersections. Capacity is further constricted by the existing narrow streets,
the close proximity of buildings to the streets, and very high levels of
pedestrian traffic.

e There are several signalized intersections in Minnesota and numerous
access points along the corridor in both Minnesota and Wisconsin which
reduce the effective traffic capacity of the corridor.

e The steep gradient from the bridge to the unincorporated community of
Houlton, as well as the two-lane highway and sharp curve within Houlton,
reduce the effective traffic capacity of the STH 64 corridor. The existing
9 percent grade exceeds the maximum state design standard of 6 percent. In
addition, the configuration of intersections make attempts to enter or exit
STH 35/64 during peak traffic periods difficult and dangerous.
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Opportunities for passing along the segment of STH 35/64 in Wisconsin are
limited.

Restricted geometrics on the existing bridge limit traffic to one lane in each
direction. The bridge has substandard lanes (less than 3.7 meters [12 feet]
wide) and no shoulders. In addition, limited lateral clearance caused by
bridge trusses on both sides of the roadway requires semi-trailer trucks and
other vehicles requiring high clearance to cross the center line of the road to
avoid hitting the bridge structure on the sides. These characteristics further
limit the capacity and travel speeds across the bridge.

The existing river crossing is a river-level lift bridge which, when in use,
requires average delays of 7 to 9 minutes (see lift schedule in Figure 2-3).
The bridge is located only 128.1 meters (420 feet) from the Main Street
intersection in downtown Stillwater. Thus, space for traffic queuing as weli
as for left turns at this intersection are severely restricted. The close
proximity of the bridge to the downtown Stillwater commercial historic district,
which is also at river level, makes the option of elevating a new bridge within
the existing corridor infeasible.

Geometric and structural evaluations indicate that the Stillwater-Houlton
bridge currently has a sufficiency rating of 46. A rating of less than 50 is
indicative of a bridge with very serious functional and/or structural
deficiencies.

The Stillwater-Houlton bridge is subject to flooding and potential structural
damage due to its low elevation. Closure due to flooding has happened a
number of times in the past. During April of 1965, for example, the structure
was closed for 16 days, and the deck had to be loaded down with gravel to
help hold it in place as floodwater passed over it. In April of 1969, the bridge
was closed for 12 days.

On a more frequent basis during high water periods, the possibility exists that
ice flows or large floating objects could inflict serious structural damage on
the lift bridge. Twenty-four hour monitoring of the bridge and river conditions
is required during these periods.

The 0.9 meter (3 foot) wide pedestrian/bicycle provision across the existing
bridge is inadequate for pedestrian/bicycle traffic needs.

The existing corridor deficiencies outlined above, and the practical limitations to
improving on those deficiencies, indicate the need for a new river crossing
corridor, which would by-pass downtown Stillwater.
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2.3.2 Travel Demand and Capacity Deficiencies

The geometric deficiencies described in Section 2.3.1 result in insufficient traffic
capacity within the corridor. This is especially true at the two major geometric
constraints in the corridor: the existing lift bridge and the intersection at Chestnut
and Main Streets. Corridor traffic analysis included comparison of existing peak
direction traffic volumes to the capacity of the Stillwater-Houlton bridge. During
the winter months, weekday morning and afternoon peak period traffic volumes
are above or within 10 percent of the bridge's current Level of Service D
capacity. Winter weekend mid-day volumes also are near capacity. During the
summer months, traffic volumes are near or exceed the bridge capacity during
the weekday morning and afternoon peak periods, and from about 10 a.m. until
about 8 p.m. on weekends.

Traffic capacity is further reduced by congestion at the intersection of Main and
Chestnut Streets, located approximately 128.1 meters (420 feet) from the lift
bridge. The geometric constraints at this intersection are described in
Section 2.3.1. The congestion at the intersection is compounded in the summer
months, when the bridge must be lifted for river traffic and traffic pressures
increase. The short queuing distance from the bridge to the intersection resuits
in bridge traffic backing up into the intersection. This combined effect results in
the occurrence of near grid-locked traffic conditions on a regular basis.

The bridge currently carries over 15,000 vehicles on an average summer
weekday and over 17,000 vehicles on an average summer weekend day.
Corridor travelers routinely experience congested, stop-and-go conditions. This
is especially the case in downtown Stillwater, as described above; however, the
congested traffic can back up to the TH 36 commercial strip and along STH 64 in
Wisconsin. The anticipated demand for the corridor in the year 2017 is 41,000
vehicles per average weekday. The anticipated increases in traffic demand,
over twice the current levels, will increase the number of hours that the bridge
operates in a highly congested condition, similar to conditions during summer
holiday weekends. This perennial congestion will ultimately result in the
diversion of trips to other bridge crossings. This will result in increased travel
times and delays for corridor users, as discussed in Section 4.1.3.

The total volume of traffic currently carried by the three river crossings in the
study area is approximately 68,000 ADT. This is under the combined capacity of
the bridges. However, future traffic forecasts (Year 2017) indicate that daily
traffic for the three crossings is expected to grow to approximately 141,000
vehicles per day. With these forecast traffic volumes and no increase in river
crossing capacity, all three bridges would operate at or near capacity with
significant delays. Section 4.1.3 provides additional information on this issue.

2-9






