COUNTY

MASTER TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Public Information Meeting
& Open House e

Welcome

Presentation at 6:15 pm

Please Sign-in at the Registration Table

Connecting South Dakota and the Nation




Multi-modal Master Transportation
Purpose and Goals
Plan Components

The purpose of the study Is to examine the Existing Conditions Analysis
McCook County transportation network from

a multi-modal perspective and develop a Public Participation

series of solutions to address safety, Major Roads Plan
Infrastructure, and operations needs within |
the constraints of existing and forecasted Bridge Plan

transportation funding. Roadway Design, Analysis, and

| oolicy Guidels
When complete, the Master Transportation olicy Guidelines

Plan will guide elected and appointed Roadway Operations Plan

officials, developers, and residents as

McCook County continues to expand

economic and residential opportunities over Project Implementation Plan
the next 20 years.

Transportation Funding
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McCook County Master Transportation Plan Schedule

2016 2017

AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL JUNE

STUDY SCHEDULE

We Are Here

Public Meeting and

Stakeholder Meetings
Identify Issues and Needs

Transportation Survey
(www.surveymonkey.com/r/XVK8JP5)

 Public Meeting and
- Stakeholder Meetings
" Review MTP 3
Recommendations

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Project Website: http://sddot.com/transportation/highways/planning/specialstudies/McCook/
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Interstate Highway
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County Road

Township Road

Railroad
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Lakes

City

A- Bridge Condition

O A.1, Structurally Deficient Bridge
B - Traffic

B.1, Increasing Corridor Volumes Due
to Development

B.2, Increasing Corridor Volumes Due
to Seasonal Demand

B.3, Traffic Control

C - Geometry
C.1, Section Line Corrections
C.2, Skewed Intersections

D - Roadway Surface

D.1, Candidate Bituminous to Gravel
Conversion Segments

E - Multi-Modal Facilities
-mm - E.1, Sidewalks/Trails

F - Growth

miim F1, Lake Vermillion Recreational Area
G - Drainage

I. G.1, Low Area and Creek

e+l




EXIsting Conditions

The Study Advisory Team (SAT) for the McCook County Master Transportation Plan identified several
transportation needs based on an evaluation of existing conditions and issues that will be addressed by the study.
The Issues Map (adjacent board) and photos (below) provide an overview of some of these issues and needs.

Lake Vermillion Seasonal Traffic and Rural Skewed Intersection
Residential Development Shown: SD 38 and County Hwy 10

Structurally Deficient Bridges
Shown: County Hwy 17

Candidate Roadways for Surface Conversion
Shown: County Hwy 5

Drainage and Flooding Areas
Shown: 266th Street and 443rd Avenue

Pedestrian and Bicycle Accommodations
Shown: County Hwy 3A South of Montrose

Intersection Traffic Control Evaluation
Shown: Intersection of County Hwy 16A and 25A
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CRASH HISTORY
(2011-2015)

Interstate Highway
State Highway
Township Road
Urban Road
County Road
Railroad
Rivers/Streams

RN

Lakes
[ City
Crash Severity

® Fatalinjury (8)
Incapacitating (16)
Non-incapacitating (49)
Possible (53)
No injury (354)

® ® ® @

Crashes Involving Wild Animals Omitted
Crash Years: 2011-2015
Source: SDDOT
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Crash History

2011-2015

Crash Severity The crash history between 2011 and 2015 was reviewed on all
Crash Severity Total # of Crashes roadways within McCook County.. A total of 855 cras-hes were
reported throughout the County In the 5-year analysis period,
Fatal 3 including 8 fatal crashes.
Injury 118 The Master Trans | Il revi |
portation Plan will review the crash history from a
No Injury 354 county-wide, Intersection, and corridor perspective to identify
-~ locations of frequent crashes and determine appropriate
Anima 374 countermeasures to address these safety concerns.
Crashes by Month Crashes by Pavement Condition Manner of Collision
Month Total # of Crashes Pavement Total # of Crashes Manner of Total # of Crashes
January 73 Collision
February 55 Show 65 Single vehicle 441
March 54 Ice 91 Rear-end 39
April 45 Dry 610 Angle 75
May 52 SIush 72 Wild Animal - 274
June 86 property damage
July 60 \(/)V(: e 22 Sideswipe 25
August 49 ther/Unknown Unknown 1
September |58
October 80
November 147
December |96 County Roadway Corridor Crashes

The Existing Conditions analysis will evaluate crashes along select
corridors and intersections (shown to the right) within McCook
County to help identify any trends or roadway features that may be
contributing to the crash

Over 43% of the crashes in McCook County are vehicle-animal
crashes. Below shows the location o

S

Corridor From To Length |Total # of
Crashes
247th St Hanson County |US Hwy 81 11 /
248th St US Hwy 81 Minnehaha County 13 18
201st St Hanson County 451st Ave 21 21
Valley Road 248th St 254th St 6 13
f these crashes. 435th Ave I-90 Interchange |SD Hwy 262 8 12
0 B 446th Ave  261st St SD Hwy 42 4 7
451st Ave SD 38 Turner County 14 17

Most Frequent Intersection Crash Locations
No. Intersection Total # of
Crashes
1 447th Ave SD Hwy 42 10
2 Main St Vermont Ave /
3 US Hwy 81 1-90 WB Ramp 4
Terminal
4 Main St Norton Ave 4
5 US Hwy 81 SD Hwy 42 4
6 3rd St Main Ave 3
7 450th Ave SD Hwy 42 3
8 451st Ave SD Hwy 42 3
9 US Hwy 81 SD Hwy 38 3
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BRIDGE SUFFICIENCY
RATING/STATUS

== Interstate Highway
=== State Highway
= County Road
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—— Railroad

—— Rivers/Streams
]

Bridge (State) (29)
Bridge Sufficiency Rating
0-50(6)
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Bridge Status

O Structurally Deficient (15)

Bridge Improvements
£ Replacement* (4)
=< Deck Rehabilitation* (1)
> Future Closure (2)

*Programmed in the McCook County
5-Year Highway and Bridge
Improvement Plan




McCook County Bridges

McCook County maintains 69 of the 98 bridges under inspection throughout the County. Additionally, there are
numerous culverts and smaller crossings on County and Township roadways that must be monitored and maintained.

All County and Township bridges greater than 20 feet in length

undergo a bien
Nationa

The McCook Cou
ition of th

the current cond

nial |

nspectio

Bric

accessibi

N by McCook County based on

nty Master Transportation Plan will evaluate
ese bridges to prioritize maintenance
and Improvements to maintain or improve system connectivity,
ity, and safety.

ge Inventory System standards.

Sufficiency Rating Functionally Obsolete...

Sufficiency rating Is a numeric value based on a If the bridge was built to standards that are not used
formula of evaluation factors that indicate a bridge’s today, such as bridge deck geometry, load carrying
sufficiency to remain in service. Each bridge Is rated capacity, clearance, or approach roadway alignment

on a scale of zero to 100, with 100 representing ar no longer meet the usual criteria for the system of
‘entirely sufficient bridge’ to 0 indicating a ‘completely which it Is an integral part.
deficient bridge’.
Structurally Deficient...
The 2016 County-wide average of McCook County If there are load carrying elements of the bridge that
inspected bridges was 72. need to be monitored and/or repaired, such as the

bridge deck, superstructure, or the substructure.

McCook County Inspected Bridges with Sufficiency| | McCook County Inspected Structurally Deficient

Rating Less than 60 Bridges
Roadway Waterway/Crossing Sufficiency Roadway Waterway/Crossing
Rating 263rd Street Wolf Creek
266th Street Creek (Bridgewater area) | 44.3 _
266th Street Creek (Bridgewater area)
245th Street W Fork Vermillion River |55.5 — ,
438th Avenue W Fork Vermillion River
438th Avenue W Fork Vermillion River | 55.3 - .
439th Avenue W Fork Vermillion River
248th Street W Fork Vermillion River | 33 248th Street W Fork Vermiliion River
Fork I \Y;
255th Street W Fork Vermillion River | 34 255t Street W Fork Vermillion River
4471st Avenue W Fork Vermillion River | 38 26th Street W Fork Vermillion River
444th Avenue Little Vermillion River 51.6 >57th Street W Eork Vermillion River
448th Avenue Little Vermillion River 52 441st Avenue o [=rt e i [EEr
245th Street E Fork Vermillion River | 48.6 260th Street Creek (Salem area)
450th Avenue Little Vermillion River 59 A44th Avenue Little Vermillion River
451st Avenue Creek (Montrose area) | 55.2 245th Street E Fork Vermillion River
452nd Avenue Creek (Montrose area) | 49.9 451st Avenue E Fork Vermillion River
263rd Street E Fork Vermillion River | 51.5 452nd Avenue Creek (Montrose area)

263rd Street E Fork Vermillion River
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I. 2017 Resurfacing Project*

*Programmed for resurfacing
in the McCook County 5-Year
Highway and Bridge Improvement Plan
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Pavement Conditions

McCook County uses the Rural Road Condition Survey Guide to annually rate flexible (bituminous) pavements
throughout the County. The rating Is based on a 0-100 point scale and helps McCook County plan for future
roadway maintenance, preservation, and reconstruction activities. The current County-wide average Is 73.

Total Miles McCook County
Rating Description Summary County-wide Segment Example
Excellent: 86-100 24 miles
Pavement surface Is in excellent condition, appears to
be very smooth and Is generally free of any distress. Example:
County Hwy 21A
Very Good: 71-85 90 miles
Pavement surface Is in very good condition, but surface

deterioration Is evident such as minor cracking, spalling, Example:
or faulting. County Hwy 5

Good: 56-70 32 miles

Pavement surface Is in good condition, but surface
deterioration Is more evident than the Very Good Example:
condition. Surface deterioration, cracks and County Hwy 3A
depressions are evident.
Fair: 41-55 15 miles
Pavement surface Is In fair condition with more

advanced pavement deterioration than that in Good Example:

condition. County Hwy 2
Poor: 26-40 2 miles
Pavement surface Is in poor condition with poor

rideability. Severe cracking, potholes, and/or rutting Is Example:

present. County Hwy 5
Very Poor to Failed: 0-25 0 miles

Pavement surface Is in very poor to failed condition with
a severely cracked or disintegrated pavement surface. Example:
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Planning for the Future

What are the priorities moving forward?

With limited funding, rising construction costs, changing travel needs, and an existing infrastruc-
ture to maintain, this MTP will provide guidance on prioritizing improvements and planning for
the future. We are looking for your thoughts on items such as:

Establishing Priority Routes

Identifying the regional patterns between Township—County—State routes and applying appropriate surfac-
Ing, preservation/maintenance, and bridge improvements efficiently.

ldentifying the Appropriate County Roadway Surfacing
e Bituminous (asphalt/overlay) or gravel?
e Opportunities for surfacing conversion

Bridges

When the time comes, Is a bridge replaced, closed, or reha-
bilitated?

Pavement Management

What priority Is pavement management? An aggressive plan
requires additional funding for preventative and annual
maintenance, but can significantly extend the life of the
pavement and reduce the frequency of costly overlays.

Multi-modal Improvements

Other infrastructure and safety improvements that incorporate the vast array of modes of transportation with-

What are typical investments for certain im-

provements? Below Is an example of typical costs
for certain investments. Note that there are several
factors that influence final costs and frequency of

Investment.
Approximate Typical/Expected
Cost (9) Frequency
Asphalt Overlay $200,000/mile Every 20-40 years
Chip Seal $20,000/mile Every 6 years
Gravel Resurfacing  |$50,000/mile Every 8 years
Bridge Reconstruction $200,000 + (varies) Every 75 years

In McCook County, such as passenger vehicles: trucks/farm equipment, bicyclists, pedestrians, railroad, and

alrports.

Roadway Funding

Primary sources of funding for McCook County In-

clude:

Wheel Tax

Motor Vehicle License Fees

Property Tax

Federal Funds (Surface Transportation Funds (STP)
converted to State funds*)

Other funding sources include:
Bridge Improvement Grant (BIG) Funds (Application
based selection, not guaranteed)*

Snapshot of Forecasted 2017 Highway and Bridge
Fund Revenue

Forecasted Revenue ($)
Wheel Tax $156,000
Motor Vehicle Licenses  $775,000
General Fund Transfer ~ $1,500,000
(Property Tax)
STP $153,000
Other $25,000
2014 Total $2,609,000
+ STP match and BIG funding**

*new program in 2015

**$547,000 programmed



Get Involved

Mark Your Calendar Contact Us

A second open house Is planned in Spring 2017 to present the Draft McCook County Master Jon Wiegand

Transportation Plan. At this meeting, you will have the opportunity to review the recommen- Consultant Project Manager
dations and provide feedback prior to the completion of the study.

HR Green, Inc.
005-221-2656

Internet Survey jwiegand@hrgreen.com

A survey Is being conducted to learn about McCook County’s transportation needs, priori-

ties, and suggestions for improvements. To participate, take a copy from the registration Steve Gramm

: . Y V. .
table or go to: www.surveymonkey.com/r/XVK8JP5 SDDOT Project Manager
Participants in the survey will have the opportunity to take part in a drawing for South Dakota Department of Transportation
Progressive Salem Association certificates. 605-773-6641
steve.gramm@state.sd.us
Mark Up the Map |
Provide feedback directly on the large blank maps located throughout the meeting room. Michael Kreutztelat
Document any issues that you would like to have addressed in the plan by marking it on Highway Superintendent
the map. McCook County Highway Department
605-425-2731
Leave a Comment mchwy@triotel net
Today, please provide feedback on transportation issues you experience in McCook
County and priorities that you feel would best serve the County transportation network. Stay Connected
Comment forms are available at the registration table. Completed forms may be placed by Throughout the study, materials will be posted on the project
the entryway or mailed/emailed to Jon Wiegand or Steve Gramm by November 10, 20186. Wezﬂte to keep the public informed on the progress of the
study.

Project website: www.sddot.com/transportation/nighways/planning/specialstudies/McCook
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