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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










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.
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