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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Transportation provides critical links and resources in connecting people with nature on all
Service lands, specifically, at national wildlife refuges and national fish hatcheries. To this end,
the Service seeks to optimize transportation funding decisions and leverage its transportation
dollars wisely. For consistency with other long range transportation planning processes, the
regional long range transportation plan (LRTP) for Region 3 defines the Service’s transportation
infrastructure related needs for the next 20 years.

ES.1 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE LANDS

This regional scale LRTP was initiated within the Service to achieve the following:

e Establish a defensible structure for sound transportation planning and decision-making

e Establish a vision, mission, goals, and objectives for transportation planning in Region 3

e Implement coordinated and cooperative transportation partnerships in an effort to
improve the Service’s transportation infrastructure

e Bring the Service into compliance with Federal legislation requiring all Federal Land
Management Agencies to conduct long range transportation planning in a manner
generally consistent with those being applied to the existing statewide and metropolitan
scale transportation planning processes

e Integrate transportation planning and funding for wildlife refuges and fish hatcheries into
existing and future Service management plans and strategies

e Develop best management practices for transportation improvements on Service lands

ES.2 LEADING THIS EFFORT

Region 3 of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in conjunction with Eastern Federal Lands
Highway Division (EFLHD) of FHWA is developing this Long Range Transportation Plan. The
Refuge and fisheries programs, planning and visitor services programs within the Region have
been directly involved in this process because transportation related infrastructure and facilities
primarily serves these four programs.

A framework has been established for the Service’s transportation planning process and
identifying potential partner agencies at the federal and state agency levels may provide
leveraging opportunities to advance future transportation projects.
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ES.3 GOALS FOR THIS LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

As defined by the Region 3 core planning team, the goals of this LRTP are to:

e Ensure that the transportation program helps to conserve and enhance fish, wildlife, and
plant resources and their habitats within Region 3.

e Provide a safe and reliable transportation network to ensure access and mobility to and
within Service lands.

e Develop and maintain a transportation network that enhances the welcoming and
orienting the educational and interpretive experience of visitors.

e Integrate appropriate transportation planning strategies into Service plans and processes.

e Develop partnerships to leverage resources and develop integrated transportation
solutions to identified issues and concerns.

e Adopt and promote sustainable transportation practices.

ES.4 IMPORTANCE OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING TO THE SERVICE

Although often overlooked, transportation supports a number of important Department of
Interior initiatives by connecting people with nature, improving the condition of parking areas,
public and service roads and trails assets, all while resulting in meeting the primary mission of
the Fish and Wildlife Service. Understanding the connection between transportation and
conservation, the Service has established a transportation mission and goals statements to serve
as benchmarks for evaluating improvements to the transportation system within Region 3 as part
of this LRTP. Together with an understanding of existing transportation infrastructure
deficiencies in the region and how they might be addressed, this plan enables the region to make
better decisions regarding its most critical transportation needs. At a time when resource and
infrastructure funding is scarce, this LRTP gives Service leaders with a strategy in working with
gateway communities, counties, metropolitan planning organizations, state departments of
transportation, other federal land management agencies, and other stakeholder agencies outside
Service boundaries, many of whom could potentially contribute funding or in kind services to
advance priority projects that would be mutually beneficial.

ES.5 VALUE OF THIS PLAN FOR THE SERVICE

The LRTP brings multiple benefits to the Service.

e Provides a platform for individual units to communicate transportation system needs and
opportunities to regional and national decision-makers through the Refuge Fact Sheets.
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e Enables Service leaders to make better informed decisions based on long term
transportation and mission goals and objectives.

e Provides the Service with a better picture of future transportation needs and information
for discussion regarding transportation reauthorization.

e Provides a long-term view of transportation in relation to core operations and Service
priorities.

e Enables leaders to direct funding to the beneficial and high priority transportation
projects.

e Enables leaders to identify the potential of obtaining alternative funding from Federal
sources that are administered by other Federal Land Management Agencies, state
departments of transportation (DOTSs) or metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).

e Enables leaders to synchronize transportation planning with other refuge and hatchery
focuses planning efforts such as refuge comprehensive conservation plans (CCPs),
comprehensive hatchery management plans (CHMPs) and other regional planning efforts
outside Service boundaries.

e Provides current data on multimodal transportation issues and needs across the region.

e Provides an opportunity for Region 3 and individual refuges and hatcheries to partner and
discuss areas of mutual interest with the public and regional entities such as minimizing
carbon footprint, alternative transportation systems, and transportation systems linkages.

e Provides baseline information for how to potentially address sustainability and livability.

ES.6 REGION 3 AT A GLANCE

Within Region 3 there are:

e 1.3 million acres managed or co-managed by the Service across eight Midwestern states.
e 1,223 road miles

e 1,536 designated parking lots totaling 286 acres

e 160 trail miles

e 54 National Wildlife Refuges

e 6 National Fish Hatcheries

e 12 Wetland Management Districts

ES.7 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

This plan provides a project selection framework that improves the defensibility of transportation
funding decisions and gives transparency to the project selection process. The plan outlines how
to quantify and communicate needs and opportunities in the areas that best align with Service
goals and objectives, and projects will be more competitive in limited funding environments. The
framework improves confidence in funding decisions by allowing decision makers to view
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transportation system needs throughout the region, and compare how these needs rank against
predefined evaluation criteria and benchmarks which represent the long term interests of the
Service, as established in the officially adopted mission, goals and objectives. This decision-
making framework allows projects to be compared and ranked according to their merits. A five
year update cycle (similar to statewide and metropolitan transportation planning processes) is
recommended in order to capture and address the latest transportation infrastructure conditions,
planning strategies and practices.

ES.8 KEY FINDINGS OF THIS PLAN

Since the inception of the Refuge Roads Program in 1998, Region 3 has completed
approximately 130 projects improving public roads, trails and parking lots in a number of the
wildlife refuges within the Region. These improvements have enhanced the experience for the
thousands of annual visitors to the Service's public lands.

The Region 3 Fisheries program has mission critical needs for transportation improvements that
currently can only be met through deferred maintenance. Because deferred maintenance funds
are usually prioritized for other operational improvements, transportation is typically addressed
last. There is a need to allocate transportation funding specifically for addressing identified needs
at the national fish hatcheries in the Region.

With any potential changes in the amount of funding or the eligibility of projects for the receipt
of Federal funding not likely to be defined until the formal reauthorization of the SAFETEA-LU
legislation at some future date (2012 or 2013), a funding and investment strategy is critical to the
success of the Region 3 transportation program over the next 20 years. The Service must seek
opportunities outside the traditional funding sources in order to keep up with the basic
maintenance and improvement of its aging infrastructure. Forming partnerships with a wide
range of federal, state, and local agencies will become ever more critical in this regard.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Region 3 of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), with the assistance of the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division (EFLHD), has
developed this Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). This is the first LRTP prepared for
Region 3 and one of the first of its kind in the Service. In part, it ensures that the Service mission
is furthered by providing access and a sound transportation system on lands managed by the
Service. The boundaries of Region 3 are shown in Figure 1.

This LRTP is intended to help the Service make investment decisions for planning, preservation,
and construction on its roads, parking lots, and trails. Because funds are limited, it is essential to
assess needs, set priorities, and efficiently manage and leverage funds from a variety of sources
to meet future transportation needs.

\
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— 3 S ) Michigan |
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Figure 1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Region 3 Boundaries
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1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of this LRTP is to advance long range transportation planning in the Service to
achieve the following:

e Establish a defensible structure for sound transportation planning and decision making.
e Establish a vision, mission, goals, and objectives for transportation planning in Region 3.

e Implement coordinated and cooperative transportation partnerships in an effort to
improve the Service’s transportation infrastructure.

e Bring the Service into compliance with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) Specifically, Title 23,
Section 204 Federal Lands Highway Program requires all federal land management
agencies to conduct long range transportation planning in a manner consistent with the
currently adopted metropolitan and statewide planning processes required under Sections
134 and 135 of Title 23.

e Integrate transportation planning and funding for wildlife refuges and fish hatcheries into
existing and future Service management plans and strategies.

e Develop best management practices (BMP) for transportation improvements on Service
lands

e Serve as another example project for regional-level transportation planning in the
Service.

Transportation infrastructure provides critical links and resources in connecting people with
nature on all Service lands, specifically at national wildlife refuges and national fish hatcheries.
To this end, the Service seeks to optimize transportation funding decisions and leverage its
transportation dollars wisely.

Long range transportation planning is necessary for the Service to define the vision and goals for
the transportation system that will serve the public into the future. It also provides a mechanism
to objectively set priorities for implementing projects while working toward achieving the
Service’s vision for the transportation system. To accomplish these tasks, planners and decision
makers must collaboratively and effectively consider a complex balance between transportation
efficiency, human safety, and environmental stewardship.

The Service desires a planning process that is consistent, that involves partner agencies, that is
compatible with state and local transportation planning processes, and that clearly defines and
offers opportunities for public input.
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The key objective of such a planning process is to develop and maintain a coordinated,
“seamless” transportation system for public use — ranging from auto tour routes to parking lots
and trails.

Coordinated planning will also help ensure that the most critical projects receive funding and are
implemented in such a manner that the infrastructure remains in place to access the natural
resources within Service lands.

Another critical aspect of this LRTP is facilitating partnerships with the Service and fostering
opportunities to leverage funds to accomplish transportation improvements of common interest
and mutual benefit. The intention is to increase the utility of transportation facilities by investing
pooled resources into efforts that satisfy the goals of multiple agencies and organizations.

At a time when resource and infrastructure funding is scarce, the LRTP serves as a tool in
working with gateway communities, counties, metropolitan planning organizations (MPO), state
departments of transportation (DOTS), other federal land management agencies, and stakeholder
agencies outside Service boundaries, many of whom could potentially contribute funding or in-
kind services to advance priority projects.

1.2 MISSION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES FOR THIS LRTP

The vision, mission, goals, and objectives presented in this document are intended to guide the
process for evaluating and selecting transportation improvement projects for the Service lands in
Region 3. Through a collaborative effort, the refuge and fisheries departments developed these
foundational statements specifically for this LRTP, using the strategic goals from their respective
departments with the Service. These guiding principles have shaped the development,
conclusions, and recommendations of this LRTP.

LRTP Mission

To support the Service’s mission by connecting people to fish, wildlife, and their habitats
through strategic implementation of transportation programs.

Goals and Objectives

The goals of this long-range transportation plan for Region 3 encompass six categories including
resource protection, safety and condition, welcome and orientation, planning, partnerships, and
sustainability. Each goal includes distinct objectives that serve to further the sentiment
expressed by the goal. The goals and objectives are listed with a description of the purpose of
each objective.
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Natural Resource Protection: Ensure that the transportation program helps to conserve
and enhance fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats.

Objective 1: Identify, research, and adopt BMPs for planning, design, construction and
maintenance that mitigate impacts of transportation.

Objective 2: Reduce transportation related conflicts with fish and wildlife corridors on or
adjacent to Service lands.

Safety and Conditions: Provide a safe and reliable transportation network to and within
Service lands.

Objective 1: Identify and reduce safety problems and modal conflicts to and within Services
lands.

Objective 2: Ensure that mission critical transportation assets are maintained at ‘“‘good”
condition.

Welcome and Orientation: Develop and maintain a transportation network that enhances
the welcoming and orienting experience of visitors.

Objective 1: Provide public information to enable visitors to easily get to refuges and hatcheries
and to use their sites.

Objective 2: Engage the visitors with compelling information so he/she has a better
understanding of the purpose of wildlife conservation and enjoyment of natural
resources.

Objective 3: Create a consistent and recognizable identity throughout all Service units by using
standard materials for readily observed physical elements associated with the
transportation system.

Planning: Integrate appropriate transportation planning into Service plans and
processes.
Objective 1: Ensure consistency and coordination between the project, unit, regional, and
national levels of planning.

Objective 2: Define need for infrastructure improvements and prioritize projects using a scientific
and objective process.

Partnerships: Develop partnerships to leverage resources and develop integrated
transportation solutions.
Obijective 1: Maximize leveraging opportunities for both funding and resources.

Objective 2: Work with partners to address shared transportation issues that impact Service
goals.
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Sustainability: Adopt and promote sustainable transportation practices.
Objective 1: Address climate change and other environmental factors at all levels of
transportation planning, design, project delivery, and maintenance.

Objective 2: Improve access to and within Service lands by transit or non-motorized
transportation and information systems.

Objective 3: Reduce fossil fuel energy consumption.

1.3 REGION 3 BACKGROUND

Federal lands managed by the Service in Region 3 are widely diverse in geography and
character. They receive different levels of funding and are varied in terms of existing
transportation infrastructure.

1.3.1 National Wildlife Refuges and National Fish Hatcheries

Service lands in Region 3 encompass National Wildlife Refuges and Wetland Management
Districts which include more than 1.3 million acres of fish and wildlife habitat in the eight-state
(IMinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio and Wisconsin) Midwest Region
as shown in Figure 2.
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Wildlife Refuge and Fish Hatcheries within Region 3
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Figure 2. Wildlife Refuge and Fish Hatcheries within Region 3

Region-wide the Service manages: 54 National Wildlife Refuges that protect an amazing array of
wetlands, prairies, rivers and forest habitat; and 12 Wetland Management Districts actively
acquire, restore, and manage prairie wetland and grassland habitat critical to waterfowl. The
Region 3 fisheries program provides a network of six fish hatcheries. All Service units in

Region 3 are listed in Appendix B.
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1.3.2 Region 3 Transportation System

The Service-maintained transportation facilities in Region 3 consist of paved gravel and native
surfaced roads, trails, and parking lots. While a large portion of roads are open for public use,
due to the conservation-based orientation of the Service, many roads are for administrative use
only.

Within Region 3 there are approximately 1,223 miles of Service owned and maintained roads
(120 miles are paved), 286 acres of parking lots, (22 percent of that area is paved) and
approximately 160 miles of paved and unpaved trails (per the cycle 2 trails inventory) for
bicycle and pedestrian use.

Based on 2009 conditions assessments, about four percent of these roads and about six percent of
parking lots were described as being in either “poor” or “failing” condition.

Transportation projects are funded primarily through the Refuge Roads Program (RRP), refuge
deferred maintenance funds, fisheries deferred maintenance funds, and visitor facility
enhancement funds. Each of these funding sources has specific project requirements. The RRP is
the most widely used for transportation projects and can be used for planning, programming,
construction, reconstruction, and improvement of public roads in the National Wildlife Refuge
System (refuge roads), including bridges and appurtenances, in connection with the
administration of the National Wildlife Refuge System. In addition, up to five percent can be
used for public use trails within refuges. Through the RRP, the Service is working to improve
public access to refuges and provide a better overall visitor experience. Additional information
about project funding and leveraging opportunities can be found in Chapter 3.
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1.4  PRIMARY AUDIENCE

This LRTP is written for several audiences including project leaders from wildlife refuges and
fish hatcheries; regional internal and external leadership from the Service; national level decision
makers; and potential local and regional partners from governmental agencies or non-
governmental organizations, particularly refuge and hatchery friends groups. Information
provided in the LRTP is intended to support these groups in several ways.

1.4.1 Project Leaders

Project leaders will use the LRTP to determine which types of projects are being advanced and
are of the highest priority. The LRTP serves as a springboard for individual refuges and
hatcheries to partner with outside agencies and discuss project needs of mutual interest, such as
safety concerns, alternative transportation systems, and addressing climate change, with public
and regional entities.

1.4.2 Regional Management

At the regional level, this LRTP will provide the information necessary for leaders to make
transportation decisions based on long term Service vision, mission, and goals. The plan also
enables regional transportation coordinators to direct funding to the most beneficial and highest
priority transportation projects. Furthermore, the LRTP enables regional leaders to find
alternative funding from federal sources that are administered by the state DOTs or MPOs. At
the regional level, the LRTP is used to synchronize transportation planning with refuge and
hatchery efforts such as refuge comprehensive conservation plans (CCP), comprehensive
hatchery management plans (CHMP), and other regional and statewide plans outside Service
boundaries, such as MPO regional long-range transportation plans and statewide multimodal
transportation plans.

1.4.3 National Management

On the national level, this LRTP will be used in the development of the Service’s National Long
Range Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program, which is currently in draft
form. Both regional-level and national-level planning efforts will provide a clear message to
congressional leaders as to the mission critical transportation needs of the Service. It will also
help illustrate the Service’s foresight, need, and commitment to certain mission critical goals —
especially when projects are being pursued jointly with other agencies or organizations, and
additional federal dollars are requested.

1.4.4 Potential Partners

Potential partners may use this LRTP to identify Service projects of mutual interest. The Service
recognizes the value of cooperative transportation partnerships, and seeks to leverage Service
funds with other agencies, organizations, and Congress. The objective is to achieve the greatest
benefit to the largest number goals and objectives held by multiple agencies and organizations.
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Potential partner agencies could include state DOTs, MPOs, county and local governments, as
well as Friends groups.

1.5 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Service recognizes the public involvement requirements associated with long range
transportation plans developed by State DOTs and MPOs. The regulations in 23 USC § 204
requires Federal Land Management Agencies to develop transportation planning procedures that
are consistent with the metropolitan and statewide planning process under 23 USC 8134 and 135.
A structured public involvement plan was developed with a list of potential stakeholders and
actions prescribed at key milestones in the plan’s development to inform the decision making
processes. The approach for public involvement proposed the following:

e Solicit input from Service staff that will inform the transportation planning effort

e Inform and educate external stakeholders about decision-making in Region 3 relative to
transportation planning

e Provide opportunities for stakeholders to identify their concerns, values, ideas, and
interests of the Region 3 transportation system

e Provide Service staff and external stakeholders the opportunity to review and comment
on the LRTP at key decision points

e Build support from internal and external stakeholders for the processes and projects
adopted under the LRTP

e Strengthen existing partnerships while forging new ones

e Identify opportunities for coordination with priority MPOs and States for short and
medium term project development

Given the geographic and demographic diversity of the Service lands within Region 3, it is not
expected that all or even most of the potential stakeholders would be able to participate, or have
interest in directly influencing the outcomes of this plan. Once this plan is finalized, a Federal
Register notice will be filed to advertise the release of this document. The original public
involvement plan and stakeholder list is provided in Appendix F, which serves as a guide for
future public involvement activities when this plan is updated.
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1.6 CONTENT AND OVERVIEW

This LRTP is structured in five chapters, including this introduction, such that each chapter
builds upon the information and conclusions derived in the previous chapter(s). The document
examines baseline conditions, funding, project selection, and recommendations for future action.

Chapter 2, Baseline Conditions, presents baseline conditions as they relate to the six goals of this
plan. This chapter uses existing asset management systems and road inventory data maintained
by the Service and FLH to present a data-informed view of the transportation system. Data such
as road, service life, visitation statistics and trends, population growth, and other spatially
significant issues are used to establish a baseline from which LRTP decisions can be made.

Chapter 3, Funding and Project Selection, describes a variety of funding categories currently
used for transportation projects in Region 3. Using the available funding, this chapter describes
how projects are selected for implementation in the context of the LRTP goals and objectives.
This chapter highlights funding available from traditional federal sources and identifies
opportunities for partnering with outside agencies, such as state DOTSs, and local governments to
leverage funding.

Chapter 4, An outreach plan describes how outreach should be conducted during the LRTP
process to solicit input from interested parties and inform stakeholders for whom the LRTP may
be of interest. It describes various levels of involvement and methods of outreach.

Chapter 5, Recommendations for Future Plan Activities, summarizes how this plan will be
implemented by the Service and includes recommended actions for future development.
Recommendations include improving data informed analysis through better data management
from internal and external sources, specifically related to accident data and fish and wildlife
resources; using the tools and process developed in this plan to issue a formal call for projects;
and developing a long range list of project needs from the call for projects.
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CHAPTER 2: GOALS AND BASELINE CONDITIONS

Understanding the current state of the transportation system in Region 3 is a prerequisite for
planning future transportation projects. The dynamics of condition, safety, and visitor use are
therefore considered in transportation funding decisions. Furthermore, this Region 3 long range
transportation plan (LRTP) considers changes that are likely to occur in the future, such as
increased traffic and visitation due to population increases which will create additional demands
on the existing transportation system. As is the nature of LRTPs, the intent is to identify future
needs and plan for them proactively. The baseline data (i.e., existing conditions and trends)
contained in this chapter are intended to inform the project selection process described in
Chapter 3, Funding and Project Selection, whereby projects would be selected based on an
objective data-driven process that considers likely future conditions, rather than just an
examination of existing data alone.

This chapter offers a summary of the current state of the Region 3 transportation infrastructure as
it relates to the goals and objectives described in Chapter 1, Introduction. The six transportation
related goal areas adopted by Region 3 are: natural resource protection, safety and condition,
welcome and orientation, planning, partnerships, and sustainability. The following sections in
this chapter define the intent of each goal and provide supportive data and an analysis summary
supporting each goal.

The chapter provides a road-map for identifying improvement needs (i.e., potential projects) at
the unit level using readily available data to analyze deficiencies or “hot spots” that may be
occurring at individual units. By applying the approach demonstrated in the following sections
for each goal area, Service leadership can identify potential project opportunities that are most
likely to receive funds. This chapter outlines the data sources, data relationships, and extra steps
that are necessary to identify needs and opportunities that correspond to the LRTP goals and
objectives, as outlined in Chapter 1.

This plan has also identified a number of transportation facility related challenges and
opportunities for the units within Region 3. To more easily highlight this information, most of
the units have their own Refuge or Fish Hatchery Fact Sheet, which describes the unit’s general
background information, acreage, main activities, total square footage of parking lots, total miles
of roads and trails, as well as peak visitation season and number of visitors, among other
available information. The Refuge Fact Sheet provides information on the more significant
transportation challenges and opportunities that each unit is facing as of 2011. The Refuge Fact
Sheets are presented in Appendix | of this LRTP document and summaries of findings are
presented in this chapter in its appropriate section.
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21 NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION

The Region 3 LRTP natural resource protection goal is to “ensure that the transportation
program helps to conserve and enhance fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their
habitats.” The following objectives and strategies serve to further the sentiment expressed by
the goal.

Objective 1

Identify, research, and adopt Best Management Practices (BMPs) for planning, design,
construction, and maintenance that mitigate or avoid the impacts of transportation
activities and facilities.

e |dentify and adopt design guidelines and design metrics for transportation
infrastructure projects.

Objective 2

Reduce transportation related conflicts within fish and wildlife corridors and habitat on or
adjacent to Service lands. Strategies to achieve this objective are:

e Conduct needs assessments for wildlife crossings on and adjacent to Service
lands.

e Consider aquatic organism passage during the planning and design phases of
transportation project development on Service units.

Objective 3

Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and air pollutants by increasing transportation
alternatives

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - LRTP R-3 Page 17



2.1.1 Resource Protection Data

Resource protection data are needed to evaluate both the BMP and wildlife conflict
objectives. Information used to establish a baseline for the BMP-focused objective
includes existing Service BMP guidance and systems. The wildlife conflict objective is
informed by data that helps identify places where animal and vehicle conflicts have
occurred in the past and are likely to occur in the future.

NATIONAL
WILDLIFE

Figure 4. Sign meaning that the land behind it has been dedicated to preserving native wildlife as
it can be retained along modern civilization.
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Best Management Practices

The Service has a library of BMPs that promotes guidelines for planning, design, construction
and maintenance pertaining to transportation projects. Transportation related BMPs are included
in the Service’s Draft Midwest Region 3 Roadway Design Guidelines provided in Appendix D.
A BMP library is also available as a searchable database on the Service’s website along with the
Information, Planning, and Consultation system (IPaC), which allows users to preview how
proposed activities may impact sensitive natural resources and which BMPs are appropriate to
help mitigate negative impacts. The IPaC tool is available at http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/.

Resource Conflicts

Wildlife conflict data helps to identify places where animal and vehicle conflicts have occurred
in the past and are likely to occur in the future.

Almost all units report having animal-vehicle collision within or near their unit, 16% of those
units have some endangered species within.

Ideally, this data would consist of the identification of sensitive wildlife habitat locations,
wildlife corridors, and historic locations of vehicle-animal collisions. At this time, not all of this
information is available; however, data on wildlife conflicts that resulted in refuge visitor
fatalities is available from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). While
this data is informative and provides some indication of historic conflict locations, by itself, the
data is insufficient as a basis for decision making. There are too many other factors that are yet to
be quantified that must be considered in resource conflict decisions.

2.1.2 ldentifying Resource Protection Improvement Areas

Resource protection improvement areas are identified in both the BMP objective and the wildlife
conflict objective. The BMP objective can be addressed through the use of appropriate BMPs for
a proposed action. Appropriate BMPs can be found in several ways, such as using the Service’s
Draft Midwest Region 3 Roadway Design Guidelines (available in Appendix D) and using IPaC.
IPaC allows users to preview how proposed activities may impact sensitive natural resources and
which BMPs are appropriate to help mitigate negative impacts.

To identify areas of resource protection relevant to wildlife conflicts, one must consider multiple
factors including wildlife corridors, wildlife habitat, and records of historic animal-vehicle
collisions. At this time only a measure of historic fatal animal-vehicle collision is available. The
data indicate that over a period of four years (2006-2009), a total of, 237 accidents involving at
least one fatality occurred in the region, however, only 2 of them within one mile from a FWS
unit. One of those fatal accidents occurred in US Hwy 67 in the state of lowa in 2007 within one
mile of the Upper Mississippi River NWF.
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The accident is a single indicator of wildlife conflict and suggests that further study is
needed to determine if this or other refuges are a resource protection improvement area.

Additional documentation regarding the presence of wildlife corridors, wildlife habitat,
and the location of other non-fatal to refuge visitor collisions with wildlife would determine
the appropriate need for resource protection improvements at refuges and hatcheries.

Among many other functionalities, the IPaC
system allows users to conduct a “BMP search,”
where stressors, resources, project activities can
be selected from a list. The system then
generates a report of relevant BMPs.

i e
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Figure 5. IPaC system
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2.1.3 Recommendations for Future Analysis

Additional information is necessary to better evaluate resource protection needs. The following
datasets are required to better understand where transportation related resource protection
improvements should occur:

e Use a systematic method to quantify the significance of the conflicts between fish and
wildlife with transportation facilities to better demonstrate a need for improvements.

o Better document wildlife habitat locations and fish passage corridors to help identify
potential animal-transportation conflict areas as well as the type of potentially impacted
wildlife.

¢ Identify the locations of access conflicts between resources (fish and wildlife habitat) and
transportation facilities to help decision makers develop appropriate solutions.

e Obtain fish passage data to help identify potential fish-transportation conflict areas and
potentially impacted species.

e Obtain non-fatal refuge visitor vehicle-animal collision data to provide a more complete
understanding of historic vehicle-animal conflict hot-spots.

e |dentify areas where pedestrians or bicycle trails may have an impact upon wildlife. This
would help craft appropriate strategies on where to place bicycle racks or restrict
bike/pedestrian access.

e Quantify the impacts and benefits of shuttle buses as a potential alternative to high
volumes of personal vehicle traffic in key wildlife crossing areas.
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2.2  SAFETY AND TRANSPORTATION ASSETS CONDITIONS

The Region 3 LRTP condition and safety goal is to “provide a safe and reliable transportation
network for all modes of transportation to and within Service lands.” The following
objectives and strategies serve to further the sentiment expressed by the goal.

Objective 1
Identify and reduce safety problems and modal conflicts to and within Services lands.
Strategies to achieve this objective include:

e Conduct road safety audits (RSAs) and/or safety need assessments.

e Increase the number of projects that address access/egress safety problems or
conflicts between private motor vehicles, transit, and bicyclists and/or pedestrians.

e ldentify and implement operational improvements through intelligent
transportation systems (ITS) applications.

e ldentify and implement appropriate safety countermeasures and tools to reduce
frequency and severity of crashes.

e Use open communication among the “4Es” — engineering, education,
enforcement, and emergency medical services — to collaboratively address safety
issues on Service owned roads.

Objective 2

Ensure that mission critical transportation assets are maintained to good or better
condition.

Strategies to achieve this objective include:

e Use comprehensive condition assessment (CCA) and Road Inventory Program
(RIP) information to establish a baseline condition.
e Determine strategies needed to extend the service life of mission critical assets.
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Figure 6. Boardwalk at Genoa National Fish Hatchery.

2.2.1 Safety and Transportation Assets Condition Data

Data used to identify appropriate opportunities for improving transportation system conditions
include physical characteristics like surface condition and asset type as well as external factors
such as an asset’s importance and relationship to safety. Data used to make these determinations
are obtained from regularly updated data sources like the Service’s service asset maintenance
management system (SAMMS) and RIP. SAMMS provides information on facility and
equipment deficiencies, justifies budget requests for maintenance needs, and provides a sound
basis for management decision making. RIP data is collected by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), Federal Lands Highway Division (FLH), on behalf of the Service, to
provide ongoing condition monitoring of all public use roads, trails, and parking lots. The
inventory is updated continuously and resulting datasets are compiled and released every five
years.

Supplemental information from outside sources is used to help identify problem areas and
opportunities for improvements. Sources of supplemental information include the United States
Census, FHWA, state departments of transportation (DOT) and perhaps Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs). These data help inform decision makers about issues that extend beyond
basic physical condition and typically relates to transportation system issues regarding access to
and through units.
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Overview of Condition Data

The majority of the Service’s transportation system consists of asphalt, gravel, and native roads.
In Region 3, the Service owns and maintains approximately 1,223 miles of public use roads, 4
miles of which are concrete, 116 miles are asphalt, 726 miles are gravel, 319 miles are native and
58 miles are primitive (roadways not built to road design standards, for use by high clearance or
4 wheel drive vehicles). These numbers exclude roads that are used only for Service
administrative purposes as well as public use roads that are double-track and unpaved.

Minnesota and Illinois have the most roads (by length) with 28.2 percent and 22.4 percent of the
total Region 3 miles, respectively. Missouri is third highest (11.4 percent), followed by Michigan
(10.6 percent), Indiana (8.8 percent), Wisconsin (7.6 percent), lowa (6.1 percent) and Ohio (4.8
percent). At the unit level, Crab Orchard NWR has the most roads (by length) with 10.7 percent
of total Region 3 miles, followed by Agassiz NWR with 8.4 percent, Seney NWR (7.7 percent)
and Big Oaks NWR (6.6 percent). Table 1 summarizes this information.

Based on the most recent RIP inventory data for Region 3, as compiled in 2008, 73.35 percent of
the region’s asphalt roads have at least seven years of service life remaining. Similarly,
approximately 93.98 percent of gravel roads, 67.3 percent of native roads and 59.94 percent of
primitive roads have at least five years of use remaining, as expressed by remaining service life
and as summarized in Table 1. The need for road improvements are also determined by a road’s
asset priority, facility condition index, and condition, as summarized in Appendix C (Tables 3 to
50).

Currently the Refuge Roads Program does not provide funding for hatcheries’ transportation
systems, however having an understanding of what assets exist within the system, provides a
better opportunity to manage and prioritize them. Table 2 shows the current roads within the
SAMMS system.
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Table 1 . Service Road Conditions

Road Remainir]g . Percent of PRSI
Surface Service Life Miles total Surface
YCELD) Type
13t0 18 0.24 0.02% 5.73%
Concrete 7to12 2.53 0.21% 60.38%
1to6 1.42 0.12% 33.89%
Subtotal = 4.19 0.34% -
19to0 20 17.47 1.43% 15.11%
13to0 18 3.84 0.31% 3.32%
Asphalt 7to12 63.49 5.19% 54.92%
1lto6 30.81 2.52% 26.65%
Subtotal = 115.61 9.45% -
81to 10 324.66 26.55% 44.73%
5t07 357.42 29.22% 49.25%
Gravel 3to4 42.98 3.51% 5.92%
lto2 0.51 0.04% 0.07%
0 0.22 0.02% 0.03%
Subtotal = 725.79 59.34% -
81to 10 10.44 0.85% 3.27%
5t07 204.15 16.69% 64.03%
Native 3to4 96.26 7.87% 30.19%
lto2 5.04 0.41% 1.58%
0 2.95 0.24% 0.93%
Subtotal = 318.84 26.07% -
81to 10 2.50 0.20% 4.27%
5t07 32.63 2.67% 55.67%
Primitive 3to4 23.28 1.90% 39.72%
lto2 0.08 0.01% 0.14%
0 0.12 0.01% 0.20%
Subtotal = 58.61 4.79% -

Source: FHWA, Road Inventory Program;

Cycle 4
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Table 2 . Hatcheries Service Roads

State FWS Unit Route Name Asset Rolte Surface | Condition Miles
Number Number
Hatchery Route 010
Jordan | entrance road | 10010251 | (oigRpiq) | AsPhalt N/A 1.12 | 100 | 0.73
Mi River -
NFH River Road | 16050262 | Route 100 | Asphalt | NIA 009 | 65 | 0.14
ccess
Genoa Road to fish RPI Route
NEH holding house 10010989 40 Paved N/A 0.20 65 1.21
Schacte Creek | 10011016
Road section | (10061472,
A: Hatchery | 10061473, - Gravel N/A 0.30 80 0.09
water Intake 10061474,
Wi Road 10061475)
Iron River Middle Crgek
NEH Road section
A: Water
Intake Road, 1151703 . Gravel | N/A | 060 | 80 | 0.06
split off to two
other assets:
10061469 and
10061470

Source: SAMMS System (Spring 2011)

Supporting the Service’s road network are 1,537 parking lots spanning a total of 286 acres. Table
3 summarizes parking lot conditions for the region. RIP data indicate that 22 percent of parking
lots are asphalt, 38 percent are gravel, 38 percent are native surface, one percent are primitive
and less than one percent are concrete. A rating of good or better is attributed to 81 percent of
asphalt parking lots, 67 percent of gravel, 63 percent of concrete, 25 percent of native surface
and 70 percent of primitive surface parking lots. The need for parking lot improvements can be
determined by asset condition, as summarized in Appendix C (Table 51 to 100).
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Table 3 . Service Parking Lot Conditions

T e
Excellent 9.80 15.83% 3.43%
Good 40.59 65.54% 14.19%
Asphalt Fair 8.97 14.48% 3.13%
Poor 2.57 4.15% 0.90%
Subtotal 61.94 - 21.65%
Good 0.33 63.42% 0.12%
Concrete Poor 0.19 36.58% 0.07%
Subtotal 0.52 - 0.18%
Excellent 8.87 8.08% 3.10%
Good 64.86 59.06% 22.67%
Gravel Fair 32.24 29.36% 11.27%
Poor 3.84 3.49% 1.34%
Subtotal 109.81 - 38.38%
Excellent 0.60 0.54% 0.21%
Good 26.73 24.25% 9.34%
Native Fair 74.08 67.22% 25.89%
Poor 8.60 7.81% 3.01%
Failed 0.19 0.17% 0.07%
Subtotal 110.20 - 38.51%
Good 0.99 26.89% 0.35%
Srimitive Fair 1.58 43.01% 0.55%
Poor 1.11 30.10% 0.39%
Subtotal 3.67 - 1.28%

Source: FHWA, Road Inventory Program, Cycle 4
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The Service also owns and maintains approximately 160 miles of trails. These trails are used by
hikers, bicyclists and during winter months, cross country skiers. Every trail offers all of the
potential uses. The majority of trails are located in Minnesota (44.7 percent), followed by
Michigan (14.1 percent), Wisconsin (10.6 percent), Illinois (8.3 percent), Indiana (6.9 percent),
lowa (6.3 percent), Missouri (4.6 percent) and Ohio (4.5 percent). The reported conditions of
these trails are generally in good condition or better, as summarized in Table 4. Approximately
57 percent of trails have a rating of excellent and 6.5 percent of good. Only two percent of trails
receive a rating of very poor; however, 27 percent of trails are unrated. Need for trail
improvement is also determined by a trail’s asset priority, facility condition index, and condition,
as summarized in Appendix C (Tables 101 to 109).

Some trails contain specific areas that are deemed deficient due to drainage, erosion, structure, or
location. Region 3 has 165 such locations, with the majority being drainage-related issues
followed very closely by erosion-related issues. Shiawassee National Wildlife Refuge in
Michigan has the most drainage-related issues (44 percent). Muscatatuck NWR has 42 percent
of the drainage-related issues and 23 percent of the erosion-related issues. These locations are
summarized in Appendix C (Tables 110).

In general, 57 percent of trails are in excellent condition; 6.5 percent in good; 5 percent in fair,
2.5 percent in poor, 2 percent in very poor and 27 percent are not rated, which are on
administrative roads.
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Table 4 . Trail Conditions by Type

Percentage of

Surface type Condition Surface Type
Excellent 5.38 55%
Good 2.23 23%
Fair 1.8 19%
Asphalt
Poor 0.29 3%
Very Poor 0 0%
Subtotal 9.7 -
Excellent 1.68 90%
Good 0.18 10%
Boardwalk -
Fair to Very Poor 0 0%
Subtotal 1.86 -
Excellent 0.82 100%
Concrete Good to Very Poor 0 0%
Subtotal 0.82 -
Excellent 15.59 98%
Good 0.37 2%
Gravel -
Fair to Very Poor 0 0%
Subtotal 15.96 -
Excellent 34.24 87%
Good 3.19 8%
Fair 0.4 1%
Mowed
Poor 0.22 1%
Very Poor 1.4 4%
Subtotal 39.45 -
Excellent 32.11 68%
Good 4.44 9%
. Fair 5.45 12%
Native
Poor 3.5 7%
Very Poor 1.86 4%
Subtotal 47.36 =
Excellent 1.89 100%
Wood Chip Good to Very Poor 0 0
Subtotal 1.89 -

Source: FHWA, Road Inventory Program, Cycle 4
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Overview of Safety Data

The Service is interested in supporting safe and reliable access to and through its lands. As such,
safety indicators including road pavement condition, annual average daily traffic (AADT), and
crash history were collected when available and analyzed to help identify potential safety
problem areas on non-Service owned roads near refuges and hatcheries.

A strategic approach of a Safety Management System (SMS) would greatly benefit Fish and
Wildlife Service to monitor and identify where resources are needed when it comes to addressing
safety. The FWS National Long Range Transportation Plan will address strategies to fully
implement existing SMS.

Some information was obtained through the RATE questionnaire related to safety. All detailed
information can be found in Appendix | (Refuge and Fish Hatchery Fact Sheets) and Appendix J
(Alternative Transportation Priorities and Strategies).

2.2.2 ldentifying Conditions and Safety Improvement Areas

Baseline condition data helps identify areas that are in need of transportation improvements for
safety, modal connections, and/or condition. Service-owned assets that could potentially benefit
from condition improvements are identified by several variables including asset priority index
(API), facility condition index (FCI), and observed condition. API describes the mission critical
priority of an asset as determined by the Service for roads and trails. Ideally, assets with a value
of 80 or greater are defined as being “mission critical” and should have a condition rating of
“good” or better. FCI is the ratio of the deferred maintenance costs to the full capital replacement
value of a specific asset and is used as an indicator of infrastructure condition

The need for safety improvements can be illustrated by road safety audits and/or crash data.
Reducing conflicts between cars and bicyclists and/or pedestrians to and within Service lands
transportation assets can be achieved by investing in either physical or operational improvements
where crash history or road safety audits have demonstrated safety problems with the current
transportation system. In some cases, these operational improvements may include ATS
strategies to reduce the number of vehicles on the roadways.

In addition to improving Service transportation assets that are of high value and show
deficiencies, the condition and safety goal may be advanced by projects undertaken jointly with
either public or private sector partners to address transportation safety needs of mutual interest.
Utilizing public/private partners may also be a way to address safety concerns that are outside
the refuge boundaries but affect the refuge (i.e. a turn lane on a state road to access a visitor
center). To identify such opportunities, non-Service condition and safety information is also
examined when there is a close proximity or overlap with Service assets.
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Opportunities may exist if both Service and non-Service entities have identified system condition
deficiencies in shared locations.

Baseline data analysis helps decision makers identify
condition and safety hot spots. The following example
shows that there is a possible deficiency in the
transportation system condition and safety to Big Muddy
NWR in Missouri. Deficiencies are shown in Table 4,
illustrating that the non-Service routes accessing the
refuge are generally in poor condition and some have

comparatively high AADT (above 20,000 vehicles).

Poor
Road
Condition

Figure 7. Safety Hot Spot Criteria

The Service is also interested in supporting safe and reliable access to its lands, regardless of
facility ownership. As such, safety indicators including condition, AADT, and crash history were
collected and analyzed to help identify potential safety problem areas on non-Service owned
roads near refuges and hatcheries. Places where these factors are pronounced and within one
mile of a Service unit were identified as areas of potential opportunity to partner with non-
Service agencies to resolve safety issues of mutual interest. These “hotspot” locations are
identified (and highlighted in yellow and red) in Table 5 through Table 12 and illustrated in
Figure 8 through Figure 12.

Hotspots are identified as non-Service routes that satisfy at least one of the following criteria:
* An AADT of 20,000 or more

* An average of five or more reported crashes have occurred within the previous four-five years
on a route within one-mile of a unit; and

» State DOT Road condition ratings are considered to be either “poor” or “very poor.”

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - LRTP R-3 Page 31



Table 5 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (lowa and Michigan)

Average
= Annual
: Condition
Segments of Primary and for seament Average
State Secondary Routes within of rgu te AADT number of
one mile of unit o crashes on
within one
. > Route segment
mile of unit
Boyer Chute
NWR 1-29/680 Good 21,000 10
DeSoto NWR US-30 Good 4,772 11
State Hwy 76 Good so00 [
McGregor
District US Hwy 18 Good 4,630 10
US Hwy 52 Fair 3,300 8
Neal Smith
NWR State Hwy 163 Good 11,531 11
Co Rd E49 N/A N/A 7
US Hwy 63 Good 3,900 7
US Hwy 30 Excellent 4,900 15
Port Louisa State Hwy 21 Poor 2,600 7
IOWA NWR State Hwy 212 Excellent 1,210
US Hwy 6 Poor 3,600
State Hwy 220 Fair 5,600 18
US Hwy 151 Good 5,800 11
State Hwy 62 Poor 2,510 3
Upper US Hwy 67 north of 210th St Poor 3,718
Mississippi US Hwy 67 south of Hwy 30 Poor 5,200
River NWR - US Hwy 52 Fair 2,900 7
Savanna
District US Hwy 61/ 151 Good 16,300 26
US Hwy 30/67 Good 13800 [
State Hwy 64 Poor 1,990 1
Detroit River State Hwy 85 N/A 31,050 <1
International
Wildlife I-75 north of Rt 39 N/A 82,650 <1
I-75 south of 1-275 N/A 64,400 -
MICHIGAN |-Refuge
) State Hwy 46 N/A 24,160 <1
ﬁmgé‘ssee State Hwy 58 N/A 23,900 <1
I-75/US Hwy 23 N/A 54,350 <1
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Table 6 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (Illinois and Indiana)

State

Chautauqua

Segments of Primary and
Secondary Routes within
one mile of unit

State Rte 26

Average
Condition
for segment

of route
within one
mile of unit

JAVA\DR

Annual
Average
number of
crashes on

Route segment

NWR State Rte 29 N/A
1-57 N/A
Crab Orchard
NWR State Rte 13 N/A
State Rte 148 N/A
State Hwy 3 N/A
Cypress Creek State Rte 37 N/A
NWR State Hwy 127 N/A
US Hwy 51 / State Rte 37 N/A
State Rte 78 N/A
. State Rte 97 N/A
Emiquon NWR
US Hwy 24 N/A
» US Hwy 136 N/A
% Meredosia NWR | State Hwy 104 N/A
= State Rte 100 East of State
. N/A
— Two Rivers Rte 3
NWR State Rte 100 West of State
N/A
Rte 3
South Ln N/A
State Rte 35 N/A
State Rte 84 South of US
Hwy 67/30 N/A
State Rte 84 north of State N/A
Upper Rte 64
Mississippi State Rte 84 south of State
River NWR - Rte 64 N/A
Savanna DIstrict ["Sia1e Rte 84 north of Army NIA
Depot Rd
;JSS Hwy 20 west of State Rte N/A 17,000 9
;JSS Hwy 20 east of State Rte N/A 10,400 35
Big Oaks NWR | US Hwy 250 Poor 798 <1
Muscatatuck
INDIANA | NWR US Hwy 50 Poor 30,607 <1
Patoka River
NWR State Rd 61 Poor 4,080 <1
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MINNESOTA

Table 7 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (Minnesota)

o Annual
Segments of Primgry & ?;\;gséorggm%? Average
Secondary Routes within one o AADT number of
mile of unit fOUIte D OnE crashes on
. @F TS Route segment
. . US Hwy 75 Fair 1,850 5

Glacial Ridge NWR

US Hwy 2 Good 3,500

CoRd 101 Good 17,500

Co Rd 69 Good 5,600

1-35W between 694 and TH 10 Good 111,000 212

1-35W between TH 13 and CSAH 1 Good 96,500 132

1-494 Fair 138,000 74

1-694 east of CSAH77 Good 104,000 144

TH 13/ Sibley Memorial Hwy Fair 24,400 13

State Hwy 101 Good 5,300 23

State Hwy 13 west of I-35W Good 48,000 47

State Hwy 13 west of 1-35W Fair 24,000 90
RIA\IIUEGSOta Valley glsgAh\;'valy6 13S between 101 and Good 22.800 3

State Hwy 41 Fair 14,400 16

State Hwy 5 Fair 66,500 14

State Hwy 77 Fair 89,000 73

State Hwy 96 W/ Co Rd G Poor 20,900 72

US Hwy 10 Fair 46,000 40

US Hwy 169 north of Co Rd 101 Good 63,000 66

US Hwy 169 south of Co Rd 101 Good 45,000 38

US Hwy 169 west of State Hwy 41 Good 30,000 27

US Hwy 212 east of State Hwy 101 Good 34,000 36

US Hwy 212 west of State Hwy 101 Good 16,800 35

1-90 Good 19,000 30

State Hwy 16 Good 10,500 26
sl E R Good | s |

US Hwy 61 at CSAH 6 Fair 13,800 30

US Hwy 61 east of CSAH 12 Good 8,220 9
oper Missison | stte Hwy 26 Fair 1o [

US Hwy 61 at CSSAH 15 Fair 14,000 50
Upper Mississippi - | US Hwy 61 east of Rd 25 Good 4,900 20
Winona District US hwy 61 east of State Hwy 60 Good 4,400 11

US Hwy 61 west of State Hwy 60 Good 4,850 8
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Table 8 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (Missouri)

NETE

Big Muddy
National Fish
and Wildlife
Refuge

MISSOURI

Segments of Primary and

Secondary Routes within one
mile of unit

State Hwy 5 between Hwy 24 and

Average

Condition for
segment of route
within one mile

of unit

Annual
Average
number of
crashes on
Route segment

Hwy 20 Poor 615

State Hwy 13 Fair 2,248

1-270 Poor 123,000

State Hwy 224 Poor 500

US Hwy 169 Fair 34,811

State Hwy 3 Fair 3,858

State Hwy 340 Fair 37,356

1-70 / Hwy 40 Fair 30,021

State Hwy 10 west of State Hwy D Poor 1,710

State Hwy 9 Good 19,224

State Hwy 19 Poor 3,542

g’;zge Hwy 291 south of State Hwy Very good 20,777

Ir;l?g/e%?/ I;\;vrz/s :SO west side of Poor 85,528

State Hwy 5 north of US Hwy 24 Poor 1,026

gw%w between Hwy 9 and Fair 11,010 25

1-35 south of 1-70 Very poor 151,609 179

State Hwy D Poor 253 2

State Hwy 94 east of Hwy 19 Very poor 284 _
State Hwy 10 east of State Hwy D Fair 2,021 6

State Hwy 213 Very poor 1,318 <1
gzgearl;ldwl}/' \337/ getween State Hwy . so5 _
State Hwy 7 south of Hwy 78 Very good 6,488 30

State Hwy 370 west of Hwy 94 Fair 56,024 20

State Hwy 78 east of 1-435 Fair 20,561 69

US Hwy 50/US Hwy 63 Fair 15776 [
State Hwy D Poor 784 <1

State Hwy 100 between Hwy C and Very poor 6,704 18

Hwy 185

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - LRTP R-3

Page 35



Table 9 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (Missouri-Continuation)

State

MISSOURI

NETE

Big Muddy
National Fish
and Wildlife

Refuge

Average Annual
Segments of Primary and Condition for Average
Secondary Routes within one  segment of route ~ AADT number of
mile of unit within one mile crashes on
of unit Route segment
1-70 / US Hwy 40 by Boonville Good 33,839
US Hwy 71 Fair 73,392
State Hwy 1 Poor 24,335
1-435 north of Hwy 210 Fair 64,174 99
;JnSd IHvy 24 between State Hwy 41 Poor 1,975 3
gizge Hwy 291 north of State Hwy Very good 19,954 29
State Hwy 179 south of I-70 Very poor o0 [
State Hwy 122 Very poor 223 N/A
E't\?\;c; I2-|9m1/y 210 between 1-435 and Poor 13,681 54
State Hwy 141 Very poor 20,690 50
1-670 Very poor 61,208 214
:-|3\?y lzlig Hwy 71 north of State Poor 65,994 248
US Hwy 24 west of State Hwy 224 Fair 3,748 6
US Hwy 56 N/A 12,986 43
US Hwy 24 east of State Hwy 129 Poor 3,100 7
1-35 east of Hwy 29 Good 68,634 64
US Hwy 40 east of State Hwy 5 Good 1,872 _
State Hwy 33 / US Hwy 69 Very poor 14,615 22
State Hwy 100 west of Hwy 89 Poor 550 2
State Hwy Bb Good 738
State Hwy 139 Poor 414
State Hwy 131 Very poor 4,341
US Hwy 65 north of Hwy 24 Fair 3,600 9
1-70 intersecting 1-270 Fair 148,056 508
US Hwy 24 east of 1-495 Fair 1804 [N
US Hwy 54 south of State Hwy 94 Fair 52,757 103
State Hwy 98 Poor 595 2
State Hwy 240 north of US Hwy 40 Good 1,999 6
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Table 10 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (Missouri-Continuation)

State

MISSOURI

NETE

Big Muddy
National Fish
and Wildlife

Refuge

Segments of Primary and
Secondary Routes within one
mile of unit

Average
Condition for
segment of route
within one mile
of unit

AADT

Annual
Average
number of
crashes on
Route segment

370

State Hwy 180 Poor 28,354 113
Hwy F Very poor 1,740 <1
US Hwy 24 east of Hwy 65 Very poor 2,578 2
;Jn% Ig;vy 24 between State Hwy 13 Very good 1,836 9
US Hwy 69 between Hwy 169 and Fair 14.702

Hwy 1

State Hwy 364 Fair 58,136

1-435 south of Hwy 210 Fair 82,545

State Hwy 240 Bus Poor 774

IS_tZa;e Hwy 210 between Hwy 9 and N/A 10514

US Hwy 63 / State Hwy 94 Fair 18,512

State Hwy 100 east to Mo Kk to Fair 14.328

Hwy T

1-29 / US Hwy 71 south of State Poor 72,054

Hwy 210

State Hwy 5 intersecting Hwy 40 Fair 5,366

State Hwy 210 between Hwy 291

and Co Rd N Good 6,454

1-70 west of Hwy 169 Poor 68,318

US Hwy 24 west of State Hwy 7 Good 8,213

State Hwy W Very poor 212 1
State Hwy 89 Very poor 1,121 1
US Hwy 40 intersecting 1-435 Good 12,184 54
State Hwy 100 between

Sprecklemeyer Rd and Grant Ln Very poor 4,225 .
1-70 / 1-35 Fair 79,980 187
llstgHwy 24 east of State Hwy 11 to Poor 1,494

State Hwy 210 east of Co Rd N Fair 7,280
State Hwy 94 between Hwy 54 and

Hwy 19 Very poor 2,162

State Hwy 100 between Hwy 89 and

Hwy 19 Very poor 2,500

ZJgSSHwy 24 between Hwy 9 and |- N/A 16,945

US Hwy 54 north of State Hwy 94 Fair 24,840 16
State Hwy 87 south of Hwy 179 Very poor 1,092 3
State Hwy 94 south of State Hwy Fair 6,121
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Table 11 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (Missouri-Continuation)

MISSOURI

Segments of Primary and

Secondary Routes within one

mile of unit

State Hwy 41 north of I-70

Average

Condition for
segment of route
within one mile

of unit

Poor

AADT

Annual
Average
number of

crashes on
Route
segment

State Hwy 179 west of Route T Fair 1,200
State Hwy 370 east of Hwy 94 Fair 50,884
State Hwy 47 Very poor 3,651
US Hwy 65 Good 3,410
State Hwy 179 east of Route T Poor 2,391 ‘
US Hwy 65 between State Hwy 10 Good 2,672 9
and 24
State Hwy 94 east of Hwy 47 Very poor 1,622
National Fish | US Hwy 24 intersecting Hwy 131 Very poor 3,984 10
a”‘;‘:f’lz';;'fe 1-64 / US Hwy 61/ US Hwy 40 Good 86,456 195
State Hwy 12 Poor 10,740
iézge Hwy 210 between 1-29 and I- Poor 27.943
State 78 west of State Hwy 7 Good 3,171
State Hwy 100 between State Hwy
19 and Berger Rd el 4,022
State Hwy 87 south of Hwy 70 Very poor 1,970
g’;zge Hwy 94 north of State Hwy Poor 5,024
State Hwy 7 between US Hwy 24
and Hwy 78 Very good 5,332
Clarence
Cannon NWR State Hwy 79 Poor 1,600 1
Mingo NWR | State Hwy 51 Fair 1850 [
Pilot Knob
NWR State Hwy 21 Poor 9,876 16
1-29 Poor 13,556 10
ilc\‘;\’/?qw Creek  I"State Hwy 111 Poor 746 <1
State Hwy 118 Poor 690 3
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State

WISCONSIN

Table 12 . Non-Service Road Condition, Use, and Safety Hotspots (Wisconsin)

NETE

Segments of Primary and

Secondary Routes within one
mile of unit

Average
Condition for
segment of route
within one mile
of unit

AADT

Annual
Average
number of
crashes on
Route
segment

Horicon NWR | State Hwy 49 Fair 4,100

1-90 N/A 24,900 49

State Hwy 16 Excellent 5,400

ISS\ée Hwy 35 between Hwy 53 and Fair 16,000

State Hwy 35 north of Co Rd Xx Excellent 4,150 6
LaCrosse US Hwy 14/61 Good 24,600 -I
District

US Hwy 53 Good 21,500 28

US Hwy 53/3rd St Fair 15,000 54

Egony 53 between Hwy 61 and Good 31.200 139

US Hwy 61 Excellent 20,000 9
Necedah State Hwy 80 Poor 1,100 _I
NWR State Hwy 21 Poor 6,600 8

State Hwy 133 at State Rd 81 Good 2,100 8

State Hwy 133 south of Co Rd U Fair 940
Mc Greggor .
District State Hwy 35 north of Hwy 82 Poor/Fair 5,900

State Hwy 35 south of Hwy 82 Very good 3,000

US Hwy 18 Fair 9,500 8
Savanna .
District US Hwy 151 Fair 19,200 20
Winona State Hwy 35 east of Hwy 25 Good 4,500 _I
District State Hwy 43 Fair 10,600 7
Whittlesey US Hwy 2 Poor 7,200 7
Creek NWR | state Hwy 13 Poor 6,450 7

Note: Orange highlight means meets hotspot criteria of AADT 20,000 or higher, five or more crashes, or road

conditions of poor or worse. Red highlight means locations where (Crashes/AADT)*1000>=5.00. See

appendix C for more details. Routes: lowa DOT, lllinois DOT, Indiana DOT, Michigan DOT; Minnesota DOT; Missouri
DOT; Wisconsin DOT; NHPN (2008); Condition: lowa DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007) ; Minnesota DOT (2009-
2010); Missouri DOT (2011); Wisconsin DOT (2007-2010); AADT: lowa DOT (2009), lllinois DOT (2009), Indiana
DOT (2007), Michigan DOT (2009); Minnesota DOT (2009); Missouri DOT (2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2010);
NHPN (2008); Crashes: lowa DOT (2006-2010); lllinois DOT (2006-2010); Indiana DOT (2006-2010), Michigan DOT
(2006-2009); Minnesota DOT (2006-2010); Missouri DOT (2006-2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2009).
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Routes: lowa DOT, lllinois DOT, Indiana DOT, Michigan DOT; Minnesota DOT; Missouri DOT; Wisconsin DOT; NHPN (2008); Condition: lowa DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007) ;
Minnesota DOT (2009-2010); Missouri DOT (2011); Wisconsin DOT (2007-2010); AADT: lowa DOT (2009), lllinois DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007), Michigan DOT (2009); Minnesota
DOT (2009); Missouri DOT (2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2010); NHPN (2008); Crashes: lowa DOT (2006-2010); lllinois DOT (2006-2010); Indiana DOT (2006-2010), Michigan DOT

(2006-2009); Minnesota DOT (2006-2010); Missouri DOT (2006-2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2009).

Figure 8. Non-Service Road Hotspots within one mile of Service Units in Region 3
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Routes: lowa DOT, lllinois DOT, Indiana DOT, Michigan DOT; Minnesota DOT; Missouri DOT; Wisconsin DOT; NHPN (2008); Condition: lowa DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007) ;
Minnesota DOT (2009-2010); Missouri DOT (2011); Wisconsin DOT (2007-2010); AADT: lowa DOT (2009), lllinois DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007), Michigan DOT (2009); Minnesota
DOT (2009); Missouri DOT (2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2010); NHPN (2008); Crashes: lowa DOT (2006-2010); lllinois DOT (2006-2010); Indiana DOT (2006-2010), Michigan DOT
(2006-2009); Minnesota DOT (2006-2010); Missouri DOT (2006-2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2009)

Figure 9. Minnesota Valley NWR — Hotspots
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Routes: lowa DOT, lllinois DOT, Indiana DOT, Michigan DOT; Minnesota DOT; Missouri DOT; Wisconsin DOT; NHPN (2008); Condition: lowa DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007) ;
Minnesota DOT (2009-2010); Missouri DOT (2011); Wisconsin DOT (2007-2010); AADT: lowa DOT (2009), lllinois DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007), Michigan DOT (2009); Minnesota
DOT (2009); Missouri DOT (2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2010); NHPN (2008); Crashes: lowa DOT (2006-2010); lllinois DOT (2006-2010); Indiana DOT (2006-2010), Michigan DOT
(2006-2009); Minnesota DOT (2006-2010); Missouri DOT (2006-2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2009)

Figure 10. Hotspots in some units in Minnesota, Wisconsin and lowa
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Routes: lowa DOT, lllinois DOT, Indiana DOT, Michigan DOT; Minnesota DOT; Missouri DOT; Wisconsin DOT; NHPN (2008); Condition: lowa DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007) ;
Minnesota DOT (2009-2010); Missouri DOT (2011); Wisconsin DOT (2007-2010); AADT: lowa DOT (2009), lllinois DOT (2009), Indiana DOT (2007), Michigan DOT (2009); Minnesota
DOT (2009); Missouri DOT (2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2010); NHPN (2008); Crashes: lowa DOT (2006-2010); lllinois DOT (2006-2010); Indiana DOT (2006-2010), Michigan DOT
(2006-2009); Minnesota DOT (2006-2010); Missouri DOT (2006-2010); Wisconsin DOT (2005-2009)

Figure 11. Big Muddy National Fish and Wildlife Refuge - Hotspots
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Figure 12 illustrates an example that there is a possible deficiency in the transportation system
condition and safety within, and possibly to, Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge, in Illinois.
Baseline data suggest that Crab Orchard is a reasonable candidate for road improvements. The first
table below indicates that 43 percent of the refuge’s roads are rated fair or worse. Table 5 to Table 12
show the non-service routes accessing the refuge have high AADT (above 20,000) and crashes (more

than 5 per year).

Excerpt from Appendix C (Table 112)

Service

. Surface Condition Miles %b in Unit
Unit
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- 2 _:'!.
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Route Conditions
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—— Crash Hotspot
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I FWs Boundary
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At the unit level, it was found that:

e Minnesota Valley NWR & WMD faces a major challenge when it comes to
congestion on roads within and leading to the unit.

e There are three units that face major challenges when it comes to bus parking:
Mc Gregor District/Driftless Area, Big Oaks NWR and Squaw Creek NWR.

e 28% of units perceive having a lack of safe pedestrian access.

e 25% of units perceive the road conditions surrounding the unit are not as safe as
needed.

e Approximately 16 % of units expressed a need of turning lanes to provide a safer
access to their visitor centers. From those units, 62% may benefit from a right turn
lane and 38% from a left turn lane.

2.2.3 Recommendations for Future Analysis

Several actions are necessary to better evaluate the need for conditions and safety improvements.
The following actions are recommended:

e Obtain AADT estimates for all Service roads on a regularly scheduled basis to help
quantify use and add to the meaningfulness of need determinations.

e Collect crash data for all Service roads to help identify areas in need of safety
improvements.

e Obtain complete current replacement value, asset priority index, facility condition index,
and deferred maintenance for all refuge and hatchery roads, parking lots, and trails to
eliminate data gaps and improve the reliability of need determinations.

e Develop a better cross-compatibility between SAMMS and RIP generated information
for roads, parking lots, and trails to eliminate data gaps and increase the reliability and
usefulness of need and hotspot analyses.

e Use a complete dataset of adjacent non-Service road use, condition, and crashes to
eliminate data gaps in the determinations of improvement need and partnership
opportunity.

e Analyze crash data on a crash/mile count basis.

e To better understand the benefits of ATS for high-visitation units, compare the safety
conditions and maintenance costs between roadways with and without transit (shuttle
buses).
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23  WELCOME AND ORIENTATION

The LRTP welcome and orientation of visitors goal is, “Develop and maintain a
transportation network that enhances the welcoming and orienting experience of visitors.”
This goal will be met through the collaboration of transportation and visitor services
professionals at the unit, regional and national level. The following objectives and strategies
serve to provide a framework for the goal.

Objective 1

Provide public information to enable visitors to easily get to refuges and hatcheries and to
use its sites. Strategies for this objective are:

o |dentify appropriate locations in the transportation system to place entrance,
directional, and boundary signs to improve visitor way-finding to and within
refuges and hatcheries.

e Increase use of traveler information systems, such as 511 and variable
message signs, to transmit safety, interpretive and special events management
information.

Objective 2

Engage the visitor with compelling information to better understand the National Wildlife
Refuge System and Fisheries Program purpose of wildlife conservation and to enjoy
natural resources. The strategies for this objective are:

e Develop signage with positively worded regulations and information to create
a relaxed and welcoming atmosphere.
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Figure 13. Visitor Information kiosk at Necedah National Wildlife Refuge.

Objective 3

Integrate interpretation, education, and stewardship into the transportation experience.
e Provide interpretation — recorded or in person — on self-guided or guided tours
or shuttle rides.

Objective 4

Create a consistent and recognizable identity throughout all Service units through the use
of standard materials for readily observed physical elements associated with the
transportation system. Strategies for this objective are:

¢ Replace substandard entrance, regulatory, and interpretive signs to adhere to
Service wide standards when located adjacent to a transportation improvement
project.

o Develop and apply standards for landscape treatments to create a recognizable
appearance to Service-owned parking lots, tour routes, pull-offs that serve as
trailheads or boat launches.
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2.3.1 Welcome and Orientation Data

Welcoming and orientation to visitors’ data is analyzed with the assumption that opportunities
for enhancing this goal are greatest in places that receive the highest number of visitors.
Visitation and population data is used to identify appropriate opportunities. Population estimates
and forecasts are derived from the U.S. Census while visitation data is reported by the Service.

Wildlife observation and bird watching specifically, are the primary visitor activities at most
units. Historically, hunting and fishing were extremely popular in the region, and while they
remain significant activities at many units, hunters have decreased in recent years. Visitors are
seeking more active recreation on NWRs in the region. Reports of hiking and bicycling on
refuges have increased in the past few years; many residents of adjacent communities visit
refuges regularly for walking, jogging, cycling, and other exercise. The increased active
recreation use may be due to urban development approaching refuge boundaries, which puts
refuges in closer proximity to people’s homes or workplaces.

As illustrated on Table 13, visitation to refuges and hatcheries in Region 3 varies greatly, from
less than 100 average annual visits at several units, to 1.5 million average annual visits at the
McGregor District of Upper Mississippi National Fish and Wildlife Refuge. Table 5 also
summarizes visitation trends to Region 3 Service lands based on a comparison of changes in
observed visitation from 2005 to 2010. Units that experience higher levels of visitation are
generally located near more populous urban locations, as shown in Table 15. Figure 16 shows
visitation data by unit and U.S. Census county level population estimates for 2010.

Figure 14. Overlook at Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge.
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Table 13 indicates 2010 annual visitation levels as well as relative change in visitation from 2005
to 2010. Change in visitation is generally positive throughout the region. While data indicate that
the number of visits to Service lands for the entire region had an average annual increase in
visitation of six percent, from 2005 to 2010, some units had observed visitation increases over
this time period of approximately 10, 15 and 20 percent, at the Seney NWR, Minnesota Valley
WMD and Muscatatuck NWR, respectively, among others.

Region 3 has built six new visitor centers between 2006 and 2011, with three visitor centers
under construction and one additional interpretive center planned and funded. The units with new
visitor centers expect to receive significant increases in visitation, especially from school groups,
which will have implications for unit management and staff capacity to run educational
programs. Several of these units that may not have had high visitation in the past may need to
consider high visitation, and associated transportation challenges, in the near future.

Population changes in the counties overlapping Service units have increased five percent, on
average, from 2000 to 2010. A change in population is typically a good indicator of changes in
refuge visitation. According to U.S. Census forecasts, population is expected to increase an
average of four percent by 2030 in counties overlapping Service lands in Region 3. Table 121 in
Appendix C summarizes the observed population increases from 2000 to 2010 in relevant
counties as well as U.S. Census 2030 population forecasts, interpolated to the county level from
state level Census projections.
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Figure 15. Visitor Center at Necedah National Wildlife Refuge.
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Besides serving as a contextual tool, population projections serve as a cross check when
considering the need to undertake visitor facility enhancement projects.

Currently, 28 units were identified as needing additional capacity to accommodate existing and
future visitors for re-occurring event throughout the year. Approximately 21 of those units are
already using overflow lots on-site to handle parking during big events and seven of them handle
heavy visitation through partnerships’ off-site parking use. Table 14 shows all identified event
occurring on a regular basis throughout the year in the refuges and fisheries in Region 3.
Appendix J- Alternative Transportation and Strategies, provides more insight on the relationship
between visitation and transit and multimodal considerations.

The assumptions discussed below for identifying visitor facility improvement areas assume that
relative differences in visitation levels between Region 3 units remain the same for future years.
Population forecasts are used to confirm that population change is similar for Region 3 units.
That is, some declines are expected in places that could potentially receive transportation
improvements. According to Appendix C, Table 121, four counties with Service units are
anticipated to experience notable negative growth into the future based on recently observed
trends, while seven counties are projected to show more than 15 percent positive growth.

For the purposes of this LRTP development process, “transportation hubs” are defined as
populous areas serving as the nearest major metropolitan area to the wildlife refuges and
hatcheries within Region 3. These hubs likely generate the majority of visitor traffic to a refuge
or hatchery. Gateway communities are identified as the small towns or communities near a
refuge or hatchery that channel most traffic into a refuge or hatchery. Locations within five miles
of a gateway community may have high potential for non-motorized connections for many users
groups. Locations within 10-15 miles may have potential for non-motorized connections for
more serious cyclists. When visitation to a unit is high, these gateway communities experience
higher traffic volumes and may reap the economic benefits of increased visitation. High
visitation units (those experiencing more than 100,000 average annual visits) are highlighted in
red in Table 13. These units are most likely to benefit the greatest number of visitors through
improvements. Transportation hubs and gateway communities are summarized in Table 15.
Distance and population variables are weighed against each other so that communities identified
are not always the closest or the most populated, but are rather a combination of the two.
Gateway communities of the greatest interest are those associated with units receiving high
levels of visitation. Transportation hubs are more likely to include public transportation systems
that offer transit service to or near units. Gateway communities often have residential
neighborhoods, schools, and/or businesses in close proximity to units, allowing pedestrian or
bicycle access to units as well. Both transportation hubs and gateway communities may include
non-motorized trail networks that currently or could potentially accommodate non-motorized
access to units.

1 Based on units that have data for all six years. Eighty-one percent of units have visitation for all years.
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Table 13 . 2010 Visitation by Unit

. Relative
State Units 2010
Change
Boyer Chute
NWR 15,000 i
DeSoto NWR 175,445 -
Driftless Area
NWR 3,700 NA
lowa WMD 65,318
<§E +
McGregor
Q District 1,500,000 +
Neal Smith NWR 132,629 )
Port Louisa
NWR 25,000 i
Union Slough
NWR 6,370 N
Chautauqua
NWR 8,200 NA
Crab Orchard
NWR 716,916 .
Cypress Creek
NWR 28,000 .
Emiquon NWR 5,780 NA
2 Meredosia NWR 7,200 +
©)]
=
j Savanna District 367,073
Two Rivers
NWR 7,519 i
Upper
Mississippi River 0
NWR NA
Middle
Mississippi River 135,000
NWR -

State

MINNESOTA

. Relative
Units 2010
Change

Agassiz NWR 22,950 +
Big Stone NWR 20,000 +
Big Stone WMD 1,850 +
Crane Meadows
NWR 9,669 +
Detroit Lakes
WMD 30,000 NA
Fergus Falls
WMD 123,000 .
Glacial Ridge
NWR 1,842 +
Hamden Slough
NWR 6,000 NA
Litchfield WMD | 58,000 NA
Mille Lacs NWR 0 NA
Minnesota
Valley NWR 300,000 +
Minnesota
Valley WMD 35,000 +
Morris WMD 73,602 _
Northern
Tallgrass Prairie 1,925
NWR -
Rice Lake NWR 23,100 i
Rydell NWR 6,940

+
Sherburne NWR 75,633

+
Tamarac NWR 65,000

+
Windom WMD 28,097 +
Winona District | 796,000 +

Source: FWS Staff, 2010
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. Relative . Relative
State Units 2010 State Units 2010
Change Change
Detroit River
International .
wildlife 3,724 < Big Oaks NWR 7,500
Refuge - <Z( +
Harbor Island 250 O | Muscatatuck NWR | 173,000
NWR + zZ ' +
=z
< Huron NWR 100 Patoka River NWR 23,900
0) NA +
E Kirtlands :
LEJ Warbler WMA 200 NA Fox River NWR 650 )
Michigan .
WMD 456 + Horicon NWR 428,000 +
Seney NWR 70,829 LaCrosse District 675,000
+ +
Shiawassee Z
wn
NWR 53,270 i 2 Leopold WMD 36,000 N
i O
E‘\*I‘\j/aRr Point 600 | O | Necedah NWR 103,813
OHIO 2 -
Ottawa NWR 182,538 + = St. Croix WMD 11,000 NA
Big Muddy
National Fish
and Wildlife 26,268 Trempealeau NWR 54,250
Refuge - NA
Clarence Whittlesey Creek
Cannon NWR 22,000 NA NWR 127,011 +
E Great River
) NWR 12,500 N
3
n Mingo NWR 104,777
= Pilot Knob :
ilot Kno
NWR 165 +
Squaw Creek
NWR 221,021 i
Swan Lake
NWR 29,000 i

Source: FWS staff, 2010
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FWS UNIT

SPECIAL EVENT

Table 14 . Special Events throughout the year in Refuges and Fisheries

VISITATION
(approximate)

Public Duck Banding Mid-September 150
Agassiz NWR
Occasional Open House Spring & Fall 50to 75
Wings of Spring May Several thousand

Big Muddy NF &
WF

Missouri River Cleanup

Varies from unit to unit

1,000 for all cleanup events

combined

Race For The River September Several thousand
Deer hunts October & November 400/day
Big Oaks NWR Take a Kid Fishing July 200
Outdoor Women at Big Oaks NWR June 150
Ei\?vgt/(\)/UfVID Youth Fishing Day 3rd Saturday in May 300
Clarence Cannon Youth Fishing Day N/A 50
NWR Mobility / Visually Impaired Hunt N/A 10 hunters, 10 guides

Southern Illinois Hunting and

Crab Orchard Fishing Days Mid-September 80000
NWR
International Migratory Bird Day Mid-May 500
Cypress Creek Cache River Nature Fest May 1000
NWR Refuge Week October 200
Detroit Lakes Prairie Fun Day 2nd Saturday in August 100-150
WMD Youth Waterfowl Hunt N/A 25
Return to the Prairie August 300
Fergus Falls WMD Christmas on the Prairie December 275
Marsh Madness March 265
Genoa National Open Houses, Fishing days February & May 300
Fish Hatchery Disabled Fishing Events December Varies
Horicon Marsh Bird Festival 2nd week of May 11000
Horicon NWR Horicon Marsh 5k Run/walk October 655
Natio”?:'eY‘e’SﬂtiifgnRef“ge October 10000
Illinois River Lake Festival Varies 500
NWFR International Migratory Bird Day Varies 100
Iron River NFH Annual Open House September 300
Jordan River NEH Annual Open House July & August 500
Fall Festival October 700
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FWS UNIT

SPECIAL EVENT

VISITATION

(approximate)

Winter Bean Pot February 400
Litchfield WMD Habitat Day April on a Saturday 300
River Fest, Spring & Summer 750
McGregor .
District/Driftless | ISSiSsiPpi River Adventure Days Spring & Summer 280
A (Pools 9 and 10)
rea
Volunteer banquet Varies 150
Middle Mississippi .
River NWR Annual Partnership Events 200-1000
Mingo NWR Eagle Days February 1000 - 2000
Kids Birding Day, Early May 400
Minnesota Valley .
NWR & WMD Fishing Day Early May 300
Public Lands Day September 300
) Prairie Pioneer Days 2nd Saturday in July 300
Morris WMD
2nd Grade Field Day October 125
Wings Over Mu_scatatuck Bird Second Saturday in May 1,000 (weather related)
Festival
Muscatatuck NWR Wetland Day Mid-March 400-500
. Saturday of National Wildlife
Log Cabin Day Refuge Week 800
Kids fishing derby,
Elderly/Physically disabled fishing April & June ALL OVER 5,000
Neosho NFH outln.g, Oper-1 h(_)use
Friends Picnic October 200
Cunty Fair Participation July 5000
Pendills Children's Fishing Event June 300 to 400
Creek/Sullivan .
Creek NFH's Open House Events Varies 120 -150
Running Wild August 100
Port Louisa NWR
Migratory Bird day May 30
Family Fun Day 2nd Friday in June 200
Rice Lake NWR
Disabled access deer hunt 2nd weekend in October 60
Wolves and their habitat N/A 150
Rydell NWR Live Animals - Interesting Facts N/A 150
Star lab N/A 125
Mig Bird Day; K":]S. F|§h|ng Day; May; Sept; March 50; 25; 50
Savanna District GeoCaching;
Bird tours Monthly 20

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - LRTP R-3
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FWS UNIT

SPECIAL EVENT

VISITATION

(approximate)

Golf cart tours Bi-monthly 10
Seney NWR Kids Fishing Day 2nd week of June 100
Scout Day September 100
Wildlife Festival and September 500 to 1800
Sherburne NWR Winter Fest February 500 to 1800
Birding, butterfly and wildflower Varies 5 to0 50
tours
Open house September 600
Shiawassee NWR Kids Free Fishing Day June 400
Wild Goose Chase 5K run September 150
Squaw Creek Eagle Days 1st weekend in December 7500
NWR National Wildlife Refuge Week 2nd week in October 250 to 300
Eagle days December 5000-6000
N Creek Family Day October 250
Migratory Bird Day May 120
Boy Scout Invasive Species Event October 500
St. Croix WMD Nature walks Summer & Winter N/A
Plant a Prairie Plug May 60
First Fridays Spring & Summer 150-350
Swan Lake NWR Green Wing Day August 150-300
Swing the Gates Open March 200
Fall Festival October 300
Jomarac NWR and Birding Festival May 250
School Groups Varies 100-200
River Education Days Mid-May 1000
Trempealeau NWR International Migratory Bird Day Mid-May 500
Hunt for People with Disabilities October 50
Two Rivers NWR two rivers family fishing fair Early June 4500
McGregor District Mississippi River Adventures Day Spring 350
Waterfowl Observation Day November 400
La Crosse District IMBD May 250
Living Lands and Waters June 50
Whittlesey Creek Birding & Nature Festival Mid-May 2500
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VISITATION

FWS UNIT SPECIAL EVENT DATE (approximate)
NWR Kid's Fishing Day June 600
Northwoods Adventure Series June, July and August 300
Windom WMD Wings on the Prairie May 400
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Table 15 . Transportation Hubs and Gateway Communities

Transportation Hub

Gateway Community

Service 2010

State Unit Visitation Distance Distance
Location  From Unit Population Location From Unit Population
(miles) (miles)
Boyer Chute Fort Calhoun,
NWR 15,000 | Omaha, NE 21 837,925 NE 4 856
DeSoto NWR 175,445 | Omaha, NE 28 837,925 Missouri 8 2,992
Valley, 1A
Driftless Area La Crosse,
NWR 3,700 Wi 62 51,818 McGregor, 1A 1 871
< lowa WMD 65,318 Mas‘:”AC"y' 56 29,172 Bancroft, IA 6 808
% McGregor La Crosse
= District 1,500,000 Wi 62 51,818 McGregor, 1A 1 871
Neal Smith Des Moines, Prairie City,
NWR 132,629 A 20 506,902 1A 4 1,365
Port Louisa Muscatine,
NWR 25,000 A 18 22,697 Wapello, 1A 6 2,124
Union Slough Mason City,
NWR 6,370 A 56 29,172 Bancroft, 1A 6 808
Chautauqua 8,200 | Peoria, IL 54 112,936 Havana, IL 9 3,577
NWR
Crab Orchard 716,916 | Marion, IL 6 17,388 Marion, IL 6 17,388
NWR
Cypress - .
Creek NWR 28,000 Marion, IL 35 17,388 Ullin, IL 9 779
Emiquon .
. NWR 5,780 Peoria, IL 54 112,936 Havana, IL 9 3,577
6 Meredosia Jacksonville, .
Z NWR 7,200 IL 21 18,940 Meredosia, IL 1 1,041
-
=
Savanna 367,073 | Clinton, IA 16 26,447 Savanna, IL 6 3,542
District
Two Rivers St. Louis,
NWR 7,519 MO 39 2,892,874 Brussels, IL 4 141
Middle Carbondale
Muississippi 135,000 IL ! 32 26,235 Chester, IL 7 8,400
River NWR

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - LRTP R-3

Page 58




Transportation Hub

Gateway Community

. . 2010 Distance Distance
State Service Unit L
AL Location Srom Population Location Srom Population
Unit P Unit P
(miles) (miles)
Big Oaks NWR 7,500 L°“P'<S¥'"e’ 61 721,59 Madison, IN 9 12,004
S
< Muscatatuck Louisville,
é NWR 173,000 KY 55 721,594 Seymour, IN 6 18,101
~ | Patoka River Evansville, .
NWR 23,900 IN 34 121,582 Oakland City, IN 1 2,588
Detroit River
International 3,724 | Detroit, Ml 43 910,920 Grosse lle, Ml 3 10,894
Wildlife Refuge
Harbor Island Sault Ste.
NWR 250 Marie, M n/a 16,542 Drummond, Ml n/a 992
Houghton, Skanee
Huron NWR 100 Ml n/a 7,010 Township, Ml 12 482
f\‘I’Fri'a” River 21,053 | Gaylord, MI | 17 3,681 Alba, Ml 4 350
Kirtlands Traverse .
<Z( Warbler WMA 200 City, MI n/a 14,532 Grayling, MlI n/a 1,952
) .
= Michigan . .
LI> WMD 456 | Lansing, Ml 6 113,802 East Lansing, Ml 3 46,420
= - -
Pendills Creek Sault Ste. Bay Mills
NFH 1,000 Marie, Ml 35 16,542 Township, Ml ! 1214
Sullivan Creek Sault Ste. Superior
NFH i Marie, Ml 25 16,542 Township, Ml 1 1329
Seney NWR 70,829 Manl'\;tl'q“e’ 36 3,583 Seney, Ml 6 108
Shiawassee 53,270 | Saginaw, M 8 69,512 Saginaw, Ml 8 69,512
NWR
oo . Paradise, M1/
Whitefish Point Sault Ste. 73 16,542 Whitefish 11 588
NWR Marie, Ml .
Townhsip, Ml
Cedar Point 600 | Toledo, OH 17 313,619 Oregon, OH 12 19,355
o | NWR
I
© Ottawa NWR 182,538 | Toledo, OH 22 313,619 Oregon, OH 17 19,355
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Transportation Hub

Gateway Community

State

MINNESOTA

. . 2010 Distance Distance

Service Unit o .
Visitation . From . . From Populatio
Location : Population Location :
Unit Unit n
(miles) (miles)

. Thief River
Agassiz NWR 22,950 Falls, MN 23 8,410 Holt, MN 11 89
Big Stone Ortonville,
NWR 20,000 MN 7 2,158 Odessa, MN 1 113
Big Stone Ortonville,
WMD 1,850 MN 7 2,158 Odessa, MN 1 113
Crane
Meadows 9669 | Sv Cloud 32 189,148 Little Falls, MN 9 7,719

MN
NWR
Detroit Lakes Detroit Lakes, Detroit Lakes,
WMD 30,000 MN 3 8,268 MN 3 8,268
Fergus Falls Fergus Falls,
WMD 123,000 MN 4 13,471 Fergus Falls, MN 4 13,471
Glacial Ridge Crookston, .
NWR 1,842 MN 30 7,869 Erskine, MN 6 437
Hamden Detroit Lakes,
Slough NWR 6,000 MN 8 8,268 Audubon, MN 2 445
Litchfield Litchfield, -
WMD 58,000 MN 4 6,562 Litchfield, MN 4 6,562
Minnesota Bloomington, Bloomington,
Valley NWR 300,000 MN 6 3,500,000 MN 6 85,172
Minnesota Bloomington, Bloomington,
Valley WMD 35,000 MN 6 3,500,000 MN 6 85,172
Morris WMD 73,602 Morris, MN 5 5,068 Morris, MN 5 5,068
Northern Ortonville
Tallgrass 1,925 MN ' 7 2,158 Odessa, MN 1 113
Prairie NWR
Rice Lake .
NWR 23,100 | Brainerd, MN 57 82,249 McGregor, MN 6 404
Crookston, .
Rydell NWR 6,940 MN 30 7,869 Erskine, MN 8 437
Sherburne St. Cloud, .
NWR 75,633 MN 31 189,148 Zimmerman, MN 10 2,851
Tamarac NWR 65,000 | DEUOIt Lakes, 18 8,268 Detroit Lakes, 18 8,268
MN MN

Windom 28,097 | Windom, MN 2 4,490 Windom, MN 2 4,490
WMD
Winona 796,000 | Winona, MN 0 27,069 Winona, MN 0 27,069
District
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Transportation Hub

Gateway Community

. . 2010 Distance Distance
Service Unit L
MHIZW Location From Population Location Srom Population
Unit P Unit P
(miles) (miles)
Big Muddy
National Fish Columbia, .
and Wildlife 26,268 MO 6 145,666 Columbia, MO 6 145,666
Refuge
Clarence .
Cannon NWR 22,000 | St. Louis, MO 66 2,892,874 Annada, MO 1 48
= Great River .
x 12,500 | St. Louis, MO 66 2,892,874 Annada, MO 1 48
o) NWR
2
é’ Mingo NWR 104,777 POp':; g'“ﬁ' 27 17,096 Puxico, MO 2 1,145
Neosho NFH 45,000 | Joplin, MO 22 49,775 Neosho, MO 0 10,505
Squaw Creek St. Joseph, Mound City,
NWR 221,021 MO 37 76,222 MO 5 1,193
Swan Lake Kansas City,
NWR 29,000 MO 115 475,830 Sumner, MO 3 142
Fox River 650 | Madison, Wi 51 235,626 Portage, WI 12 9,728
NWR
Genoa NFH 21,600 | LaCrosse, WI 21 51,818 Genoa, WI 4 263
Green Bay Green Bay, Washington
NWR WI %0 102,313 Island, WI 3 660
Horicon NWR 428,000 | Oshkosh, WI 40 62,916 Mayville, WI 8 4,902
Iron River .
z NEH 1,492 Duluth, MN 43 86,918 Iron River, WI 8 1,059
0
Z
g | Lacrosse 675,000 | LaCrosse, W1 6 51,818 LaCrosse, W1 6 51,818
O District
<2
= Leopold WMD 36,000 | Madison, WI 36 235,626 Portage, WI 5 9,728
Necedah NWR 103,813 | Tomah, WI 21 8,419 Necedah, WI 6 888
St. Croix New Richmond,
WMD 11,000 | St. Paul, MN 35 3,500,000 Wi 5 6,310
Trempealeau - Trempealeau,
NWR 54,250 | Winona, MN 10 27,069 Wi 10 1,319
Whittlesey
Creek NWR 127,011 Duluth, MN 68 86,918 Ashland, WI 3 8,620
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2.3.2

Generally, visitor enhancement
related improvements such as
signage, way-finding,
interpretation and transit/Shuttle
buses are most appropriate for
units that have, and will continue
to have, consistently high levels
of visitation — where the greatest
number of visitors possible can
benefit from the improvements.

Gateway communities are also
potential locations for visitor
enhancements, particularly as
they relate to way-finding, and
transit/shuttle buses thereby
directing people to the refuge or
hatchery. These enhancements
can improve ease of travel to and
through units, thus improving
visitor experience.

To ensure the greatest
enhancement value for Region 3,
potential improvements decisions
should be focused on high
visitation units, which are
identified as those units having
over 100,000 average annual
visits. Within this subset, larger
gateway communities have the
added benefit of potentially tying
into existing non-Service traveler

information systems (such as 511 services and variable message signs). Gateway communities

Identifying Visitor Enhancement Improvement Areas

Baseline condition analysis helps identify areas, or
hotspots, that could potentially benefit the most from
visitor enhancement improvements. As discussed in
the previous section, these improvement hot-spots are
tied primarily to visitation, as well as proximity to
populated areas. Hot-spots are places that have high
values for all of these variables. In the baseline
condition summary, these are assumed to be places
with over 100,000 visits in Table 13 and the
communities identified in Table 15. An example of a
hot spot for visitor enhancement improvements is
Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge. The
refuge receives a high level of visitation (300,000
average annual visits) and is located in an area
expecting future population growth (22 percent by
2030). The refuge is located within five of the seven
counties part of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area
(with a population of 2,850,000 in 2010,). These
indicators suggests that visitor enhancement
improvements would reach a large number of people,
and that improvements at gateway communities may
potentially tie into existing traveler information
systems.
High
Visitation

Hot
Spot

Proximity
to
Gateway

that serve multiple Service lands may also offer added value and opportunities to address

multiple needs though in one improvement. For refuges with lower visitation (less than 100,000)
and in close proximity to gateway communities, low cost trail and signage improvements may be

also a good opportunity to enhance the visitor experience.
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2.3.3 Recommendations for Future Analysis

Several datasets are necessary to better evaluate opportunities for visitor experience related
transportation improvements, including:

» Identify where state way-finding and variable message sign are located to assist in

identifying areas of possible partnership.

» Develop and implement a regional or national sign inventory that includes sign location,
condition, and adherence to Service sign standards and the FHWA developed Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways (MUTCD) to help identify

where additional or improved signage is needed.

* Identify units in which shuttle/transit systems access would enhance the visitor’s

experience.

* Identify where signage on regional trails may allow more streamlined non-motorized

access to units.

2.4 PLANNING

The LRTP planning goal is “integrate transportation planning into Service plans and

processes.” The following objectives and strategies serve to further the sentiment expressed by

the goal.

Objective 1

Ensure consistency and coordination between the project, unit, regional, and national
levels of planning. The strategy for this objective is:

» Develop and apply transportation planning templates for comprehensive
conservation plans (CCP) and comprehensive hatchery management plan

(CHMP) or unit development plans.
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Objective 2

Define need for infrastructure improvements and prioritize projects using a scientific and
objective process.

Strategies for this objective are:

» Use condition assessments and/or road safety audits to identify road system
deficiencies.

» Use established goals and objectives in the project selection process.

» Use transportation asset management principles to preserve important
infrastructure at an acceptable condition level.

Objective 3

Provide a financially sustainable transportation system to satisfy current and future
management needs in the face of a changing climate.

e Use acceptable asset management principles to preserve important
infrastructure at an appropriate condition level.

e Examine operational and maintenance financial sustainability when
considering new assets.

2.4.1 Planning Data

The Service uses plans at all levels within the organization, from the project and unit levels to
national level. Plans are used to express guiding principles and/or specific deficiencies or needs
from the project to the policy level. A wide range of planning tools is therefore available for all
Service levels. Figure 17 illustrates the types of plans that are used at different levels within the
Service. For example, project level operations use road safety audits to document safety issues.
The outcome of the studies is used to help resolve documented safety issues by identifying need,
possible solutions, and serving as leverage for future project funding.
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Services Plan

Figure 17. Service Plans
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Data used to establish a baseline for the planning goal includes the current state of the Service’s
resource management planning and the planning activities of potential partners. Service resource
management plans include Comprehensive Conservation Plans (CCPs) and Comprehensive
Hatchery Management Plans (CHMPs). CCPs are planning documents developed for individual
refuges to provide a description of the desired future conditions and long-range guidance with
regard to resource management at the refuge unit level. CCPs establish management direction to
achieve defined refuge goals. See Appendix G for more information.

CHMPs are operational management plans specific to fish hatcheries. These plans outline
policies and objectives relevant to the overall management of a specific fish hatchery. CHMPs
are used as planning reference tools, to help integrate Service objectives and priorities with those
of other agencies; fulfill obligations under the Endangered Species Act and other management
programs; identify and define specific hatchery reforms to implement; and provide a foundation
for future program and budget development.

Currently, 53 CCP documents within Region 3 have been completed, 16 are in progress, and one
is scheduled to begin in the near future. One CHMP is in progress for a National Fish Hatchery.
In addition, one multimodal transportation study for Crab Orchard NWR was completed in 1999.
Several units are also located within non-Service transportation planning districts. Eighteen units
are within the boundary of a state metropolitan planning organization (MPO). There are six units
closed to the public. Table 17 summarizes the completeness of Service planning and identifies
non-Service transportation planning occurring in the same area.

Additionally, project leaders have identified units that demonstrate the need for additional
transportation planning studies based on their knowledge of issues facing individual refuges and
hatcheries. Additional plans fall into three categories including large scale and comprehensive
plans, issue driven plans, and small scale plans and studies. These categories are used to describe
the different types of plans and studies, as shown in Table 16. The conclusions of project leaders
regarding additional planning is summarized in Table 17 in the “planning need” columns.

The Service recently underwent an 18 month process to establish a vision that will guide the
management of the Refuge System during the next decade and beyond. Conserving the Future
is built on the foundation and inspiration of Fulfilling the Promise. This new vision seeks to not

only further the System’s mission, but also to raise the Service’s profile in the broader national
conservation effort. As initiatives and objectives, that impact transportation, from this Visioning
process are implemented it will influence approaches to partnering, public involvement and
priority setting.
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Table 16 . Planning Need and Plan Types

Planning Need Corresponding Plan Types

e CCP Step-down plan
Comprehensive / Large e Complex Issue Analysis
Scale e Regional Transportation Analysis (i.e.
big picture look at connectivity, visitor
use analysis
Issue Driven e Engineering /Traffic Safety Analysis
e Access Analysis
Small Scale ¢ Road Safety Audit
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State

Service Unit

Table 17 Transportation Related Planning Efforts

Planning Studies

Traffic Studies

Transp. Studies
Comprehensive/Larg

Planning Need

Issue Driven
Small Scale

Non-Service Planning Jurisdictions

Regional Planning

District

DOT regions

Omaha - Council Bluffs
Boyer Chute In . . i
Metropolitan Planning District 4
NWR Progress
Agency
Omaha - Council Bluffs
DeSoto NWR 2001 Metropolitan Planning District 4
Agency
Driftless Area i
NWR 2006 X X District 2
< lowa WMD In Ames Area MPO District 2
= Progress
e McGredor East Central
s g 2006 X X Intergovernmental District 2
District .
Association
Neal Smith In A
NWR Progress X X District 1
Port Louisa 2004 X | x District 5
NWR
Union Slough e
NWR 1996 District 2
Chautauqua i
NWR 2004 District 6
Crab Orchard ictri
NWR 2006 1999 X X District 9
Cypress Creek -
NWR 1997 X District 9
Emiquon NWR 2004 District 4
” Meredosia NWR 2004 District 6
g East Central
5 Savanna District 2006 Intergovernmental District 2
= Association (1A)
Two Rivers East-West Gateway A
NWR 2004 X Council of Government District 8
Upper
Mississippi 2006 District 6/8
River NWR
Middle
Mississippi 2004 X x | East-West Gateway District 8/9
- Council of Government
River NWR

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - LRTP R-3

Page 69



Planning Studies

Planning Need

Non-Service Planning Jurisdictions

0 c\—IU — E’
= ) c o c 2
- - = -2 <@ g [<5] c — (@]
State  Service Unit = 2® & © S o =)
@ c3 O & = e
= Bola= g8 =
T s < @ g S (@)
= = - > @)
|_ () 9] [}
O @
Big Oaks NWR In X Seymour
< Progress
<ZE M tatuck
< uscatatuc
S | NwR 2009 X Seymour
- Patoka River .
NWR 2008 Vincennes
Detroit River Southeast Metro /
International 2005 Michigan COG Universit
Wwildlife Refuge (SEMCOG) y
Harbor Island In Superior
NWR Progress P
Huron NWR In Superior
Progress
Jordan River In
NFH Progress X North
Kirtlands
Z
g Warbler WMA 2009 North / Bay
T - University /
o Michigan WMD 2001 Southwest
= Michigan In North /
Islands NWR Progress Superior
Pendills
Creek/Sullivan X Superior
Creek NFH
Seney NWR 2009 X Superior
Saginaw
Shiawassee Metropolitan Area
NWR 2001 X Transportation Bay
Study
Toledo
Cedar Point Metropolitan Area i
NWR 2000 COG (TMACOG) District 2
Metropolian A
etropolitan Area A
Ottawa NWR 2000 COG (TMACOG) District 2
West Sister 2000 District 2
Island
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State

MINNESOTA

Planning Studies Planning Need Non-Service Planning Jurisdictions
(4]
2 g e o g) “
o T 8 2e T & . 5
Service Unit 2 2 2@ = 0w S o =
5 2§88 & § 25 £
L g | S 9  o = T 2
EE BB la s L o
< S € & | = =3 A
- = S (7] D
O o
Agassiz NWR 2005 District 2
Big Stone NWR In X District 4 /8
Progress
Big Stone WMD 2003 X District 8
Crane Meadows _
NWR 2010 District 3
Detroit Lakes ictri
WMD 2003 District 4
Fergus Falls WMD 2003 District 4
Glacial Ridge In -
NWR Progress District 2
Hamden Slough In -
NWR Progress District 4
St. Cloud Area
Litchfield WMD 2003 X Planning District 3/ 8
Organization
(APO) *
Mille Lacs NWR 2007 District 3
Minnesota Valley Metropolitan
NWR 2004 X Council Metro
. . Metro /
Minnesota Valley Metropolitan -
WMD 2004 X Council 7Dl'strlct 6 &
Morris WMD 2003 X X District 4
Northern Tallgrass In -
Prairie NWR Progress District 4
Rice Lake NWR 2007 X District 3
Rydell NWR 2001 X District 2
Sherburne NWR 2005 X District 3
Tamarac NWR 2010 District 4
Windom WMD 2003 X District 7/ 8
Winona District 2003 X District 6
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Planning Studies Planning Need Non-Service Planning Jurisdictions

wn [ [
>
< z23 § ¢ 3 2 :
State  Service Unit = T8 E = S8 i=)
(%) = @ a & © €5 e
= 52 o = o g 2 [
5 I xa 8 0
e 2 @£ E a
= O @
Columbia Area
Transportation Study
Big Muddy n Organization, East- Kansas City, North
National Fish and Proaress X West Gateway Council Central, Central,
Wildlife Refuge g of Government, Mid- Northeast, St. Louis
America Regional
Council
Clarence Cannon
= NWR 2004 X Northeast
8 Great River NWR 2004 Northeast
@ Mingo NWR 2007 X Southeast
= Neosho NFH X Southwest
Ozark Cavefish
NWR Southwest
Pilot Knob NWR 2007 South Central
Squaw Creek
NWR 2005 X Northwest
Swan Lake NWR In X North Central
Progress
Fox River NWR 2007 North Central Region
Genoa NFH 2007 X X \ég(r)r:gn gsnlir:r%/n—;amp' Southwest Region
Gravel Island In .
NWR Progress Northeast Region
Green Bay NWR In Northeast Region
Progress
Horicon NWR 2007 X X N.E. and S.E.Regions
z Iron River NFH X Northwest Region
[92]
=z
O LaCrosse District 2006 X La Crpsse Area . Southwest Region
8 Planning Committee
§ Madison Area North Central, N.E,
Leopold WMD 2008 X Transportation S.E., and S.W.
Planning Board Regions
Necedah NWR 2004 X Southwest Region
St. Croix WMD 2009 X Northwest Region
Trempealeau .
NWR 2008 X Northwest Region
Whittlesey Creek In .
NWR Progress X Northwest Region

Source: FWS, 2010
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2.4.2 ldentifying Planning Areas

Units that have not yet adopted a CCP or CHMP should reach out to non-Service transportation
planning agencies when developing a plan. Early identification of partnership opportunities
improves the likelihood of successful cooperation. As such, Table 8 identifies non-Service
planning organizations that should be considered when developing the transportation component
of a CCP or CHMP. Contact information for non-Service planning organizations identified in
Table H-8 is available in Appendix H.

As stated in the overall planning goal discussion, the Service strives for objective processes to
guide transportation funding decisions. This LRTP is an initial step towards meeting this goal.
Each LRTP goal area establishes a framework in which data can be used to objectively locate
opportunities and need for transportation projects.

Planning is critical to the success of the Refuge Transportation System. It identifies needs, set
priorities and outlines strategic approaches to meet those needs. Planning incorporates the
missions and goals of the organization into actionable activities at the project, unit, regional and
national levels.

2.4.3 Recommendations for Future Analysis

An opportunity to having a more comprehensive planning areas section include:

» Identify and prioritize units that need to adopt and/or develop a CCP or CHMP.
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2.5 PARTNERSHIPS

The partnership goal of the LRTP is to “develop and seek partnerships to leverage resources
and develop integrated transportation solutions that provide mutual benefits to the Service
and its external partners.” The following objectives and strategies serve to further the
sentiment expressed by the goal.

Objective 1

Maximize leveraging opportunities for both funding and resources. Strategies for this
objective are:

e Participate in transportation partnering meetings in each state.
e |dentify and pursue projects of mutual interest and benefit to partners.

Objective 2
Work with partners to address shared transportation issues that impact Service goals.
Strategies for this objective are:

e Ensure that all Service transportation needs and contributing resources are
accounted for in local and state partner transportation plans.

e Inform appropriate Service staff and potential transportation partners about
Service transportation plans.

e Work with partners to reduce wildlife-vehicle collisions.

e Improve fish passage at roads adjacent to Service lands.

e ldentify and increase key potential internal and external partnerships at the
national, regional, and unit levels.

Objective 3

Coordinate within Service programs, including Refuges, Ecological Services, Fisheries,
and Migratory Birds during the development of regional long range and project level
planning.
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2.5.1 Partnerships Data

To help identify potential partnerships, it is important to know if a unit is intersected by non-
Service transportation assets and/or is within the boundaries of a non-Service transportation
planning organization such as a metropolitan planning organization (MPO) or public agency.
This can indicate mutual interests and shared priorities. Partnership data therefore includes an
inventory of non-Service agencies that routinely participate in transportation planning and
intersect unit boundaries, as shown in Table 18. Non- Service transportation assets that intersect
service boundaries such as major public roads are also included as partnership data, as
summarized in Appendix C (Table 122). Non-Service routes that are Scenic Byways and
intersect or are co-located with Service routes are identified for their potential for partnering, as
identified in Table 18.

2.5.2 ldentifying Partnership Opportunities

There may exist a number of opportunities for partnership where Service mission and needs
overlap with those of a non-Service organization, as they pertain to a transportation asset or
project of common interest. In these situations, potential Service provided funding and resources
could be leveraged with those available from other partners to accomplish mutually beneficial
work. Not only does partnering offer such practical benefits, but it further advances the
integrated regional and planning goals of President Obama’s October 2009 executive order,
Federal Leadership in Environmental Energy, and Economic Performance. The executive order
promotes, “participating in regional transportation planning and recognizing existing community
transportation infrastructure.”

Identifying opportunities for partnership may be complex and highly unique between units. As
such, unit managers are encouraged to gain an understanding of surrounding communities and
local resources and develop relationships with these entities when seeking partnerships. In
addition, there are several high-level opportunities for transportation related partnerships —
including state DOTs, MPOs, and regional planning organizations. Opportunities for partnership
with these organizations may exist if a unit is intersected by a state DOT asset such as a rural
primary highway and/or a transportation planning organization’s boundary. Table 18 and
Appendix C (Table 122) identify these locations within Region 3.
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While several units are successfully partnering with gateway communities to leverage funding
for new trail connections or to use buses for special events, additional partnership opportunities
may exist where non-Service assets are of special significance — such as a state highway route
formally designated as a Scenic Byway and/or is regionally significant. These routes are
typically high value assets and may be eligible for supplemental discretionary funding sources.
Table 18 identifies Service routes that intersect or share a route designation with designated
Scenic Byways. Table 19 identifies bicycle and pedestrian trails of regional significance. Those
trails are approximately 50 miles in total length and could potentially be a good partnership
opportunity with state and local governments to support livability efforts.
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Figure 18. Genoa National Fish Hatchery.
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Table 18 . Service Routes and Scenic Byways

Service Byway National Route Service Relationship
State . : . Byway Name
Unit Designation ID Route Name to Byway
National Scenic lllinois River Road | FWS-CHAU-0010 | eadquarters Intersects
Chautauqua Byway Entrance Road
NWR i i
g;f,'v(:;al Scenic Ilinois River Road FWS-CHAU-0011 Eagle Buff Access Intersects
Cypress Creek | National Scenic Great River Road FWS-CYCR-408 Ice Grain Access Intersects
NWR Byway Road
National Scenic Meeting of the Access 1o Sit Basin
Byway and Illinois Great River Scenic FHWA-TWRI-410 Intersects
. Road
State Scenic Byway | Route
. National Scenic Meeting of the -
IL Two Rivers Byway and Illinois | Great River Scenic | FWS-TRWI-104 gillsrelgol_ka;f)a d Intersects
NWR State Scenic Byway | Route
National Scenic Meeting of the
Byway and Illinois Great River Scenic FWS-TWRI-011 Gilbert Lake Road Intersects
State Scenic Byway | Route
Upper National Scenic . Frog Pond Access
Mississippi Byway Great River Road FHWA-UPSA-100 Road Intersects
River NWR - - - - -
Savannah National Scenic Great River Road FHWA-UPSA-424 Spring Lake Service Intersects
District Byway Access Road
Indiana State Scenic T .
Byway, National Indiana's Historic FWS-MUSC-301 Residence Access Intersects
- Pathways Road
IN Muscatatuck Scenic Byway
NWR Indiana State Scenic Indiana's Historic
Byway, National FWS-MUSC-010 County Line Road Intersects
- Pathways
Scenic Byway
_ National Scenic Great River Road | FWS-POLO-0010 | N/A Intersects
Port Louisa Byway
IOWA
NWR National Scenic
Great River Road FWS-POLO-0102 N/A Intersects
Byway
Ohio State Scenic .
Byway and National | L3€ Erie Coastal | oy nrrp g1 | Otawa Entrance Intersects
- Ohio Trail Road
Scenic Byway
OHIO | Ottawa NWR
Ohio State Scenic . . .
Byway and National Lalfe Er|e: Coastal FWS-OTTA-433 Diefenthaler Service Intersects
- Ohio Trail Road
Scenic Byway
gat'ona' Scenic Great River Road | FWS-TREM-0100 | Marshland Road Intersects
Wi Trempealeau yway
National Scenic Great River Road FWS-TREM-405 River Bottoms Intersects
Byway Access Road

Source: FHWA Byways (2011), FHWA, Road Inventory Program, Cycle 4
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Besides a unit having a geographic connection with non-Service transportation assets and/or
planning boundaries, other factors may provide leverage for establishing partnerships.
Conditions discussed in sections pertaining to other goal areas may help identify areas where
joint projects could serve the goals of multiple agencies, and provide a stage or partnership.

These conditions include:

e Locations where there are deficiencies (such as poor road condition or high occurrence of
accidents) in both Service and non-Service transportation systems within a common area.
Section 2.2, Conditions and Safety, identifies areas of deficiency of Service and non-
Service assets (where possible).

e Regions with documented air quality issues and/or existing transit service. These
locations are identified in Section 2.6, Sustainability.

e Units that have not completed CCPs or CHMPs. These locations are identified in this
section.

e Visitor enhancement hot-spots as discussed in Section 2.3, Welcome and orientation.

As partnerships require not only a shared geography, but shared interests as well, successful
partnership hinges on finding topics of common ground. There are several paths to finding this
common ground. First, units can learn about an organization’s future transportation projects by
reviewing documented plans such as a metropolitan level transportation improvement program
(TIP), the statewide transportation improvement program (STIP) as prepared by a state DOT, or
an LRTP prepared at the local community, metropolitan or statewide levels. Second, the
transportation interests of a particular unit should be made available to relevant planning
organizations through the sharing of Service developed CCP or CHMP documents. Third, in-
person collaboration is necessary.

If a project is programmed for construction in the next one or two years ina TIP or STIP, the
project may be too far along to develop a partnership that fully suits both parties. Early
collaboration by both Service and non-Service agencies in their respective planning activities
ensures that projects of mutual interest develop with partnership in-mind from inception. It is
recommended that units involve non-Service transportation planning agencies in relevant
planning activities, and proactively seek opportunities for collaboration in the planning activities
of relevant non-Service agencies. Units that regularly incorporate their projects into the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) are better able to coordinate their needs into planned
future regional improvements.
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Regionally significant trails can accommodate non-motorized access to the units, in some cases,
reducing the number of vehicles unit roads and parking lots. Units can take simple steps to
partner with groups that own and maintain some trails to improve and/or extend access to visitor
centers and amenities or add signage to direct trail users to units.

Table 19 . Regionally Significant Trails

Service Unit

DeSoto NWR Bertrand Excavation Site Trail 0.42
1owA Neal Smith NWR Prairie Overlook Trail 0.36
ILLINOIS a"’l‘o‘;""e“r”&i:g'gpl Thomson Sand Prairie Trail - Great River Bike Trail 178
Seney NWR Pine Ridge Nature Trail 1.36
MICHIGAN Detroit River IWR Humbug Marsh Trails 1.60
Shiawassee NWR Ferguson Bayou Nature Trail 4.93
Big Stone NWR Sidewalk to DNR Trail 0.01
Fergus Falls WMD Prairie Wetland Learning Center Trails 421
Minnesota Valley Bluff Trail 3.80
NWR Black Dog Trail 2.05
Morris WMD Froland WPA Interpretative Trail 1.7
MINNESOTA Tamarac Lake Trail 0.75
Rice Lake 0.57
Rydell NWR Round Lake Trail 1.01
Church Lake Trail 1.05
Golden Pond Trail 1.19
Sherburne NWR Blue Hill Trail 5.21
Mahomen Trail 3.13
Big Muddy National | |_ewis and Clark Trail of Discovery 0.76

Fish and Wildlife
MISSOURI Refuge Boone's Crossing Trail 1.10
Mingo NWR Boardwalk Nature Trail 0.60
NEBRASKA Boyer Chute NWR Meadowlark Trail 6.00
OHIO Ottawa NWR Wildlife Trail 7.14
WISCONSIN Horicon NWR Connection to Wild Goose State Park 0.25

Source: FWS Staff, 2011
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2.5.3

2.6

Recommendation for Future Analysis

Identify partnership opportunities with non-Service transportation agencies by identifying
route jurisdiction for the roads listed in this chapter and Appendix C (Table 122).
Additional data acquisition is needed in order to have a complete inventory of road
jurisdictions.

Identify organizations that manage regional trail networks near high-visitation units
within 5-10 miles of gateway communities to build potential partnerships and connect
trails between units and communities.

Identify local transit agencies organizations or schools that own transit vehicles, as a
means to increase ATS access to the site or use transit for special events.

Identify any additional regionally significant trails or state designated trails that pass
within 5 miles of high-visitation refuges.

SUSTAINABILITY

The LRTP sustainability goal is to “adopt and promote sustainable environmental, equitable
and economical transportation practices.”

The following objectives and strategies serve to further the environmental sentiment expressed
by the goal.

Objective 1

Address climate change and other environmental factors at all levels of transportation
planning, design, project delivery, operations, and maintenance. Strategies for the
achievement of this objective are:

e Identify transportation resources that are at-risk of climate change impacts by
using a comprehensive risk assessment.

e Develop adaptive management strategies, such as relocating, strengthening, or
downgrading assets, to prepare for both short term (25 to 40 years) and long term
(40 to 100 years) impacts of climate change on the transportation infrastructure.

e Encourage transportation practices and design that responds to climate change
impacts.
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Objective 2

To reduce the Service’s carbon footprint, improve access to and within Service lands by
transit and non-motorized transportation and information systems. Strategies for this
objective are:

e Identify the need for unit level alternative transportation projects through the
Service planning process.

e Encourage refuges and hatcheries to consider applying for partner funding for the
provision of alternative transportation projects involving Service lands.

e Increase availability of information in public outreach and education programs to
encourage transit, car-pooling, bicycling, and walking to and within Service lands.

Objective 3

Reduce fossil fuel energy consumption by refuge staff and visiting public. The strategy
for this objective is:

e Increase number of alternatively fueled vehicles and promote the use of bicycle
fleets by refuge staff, on-refuge visitor tours and transit access to and within
Service lands.

e Encourage visitors to use a wide range of transportation modes and provide clear
directional information.

When it comes to equity transportation practices, a targeted outreach towards underserved areas
can help promote refuge resources among the underserved populations and provide enjoyable
recreational and cultural experiences to those who may typically lack the means to visit.
Promotion of ATS connections within these communities (as well as throughout the surrounding
regions of all refuges) can serve to increase visitation among those without access to a personal
vehicle. This can be carried out through marketing campaigns or partnering with local
transportation or recreational advocacy groups. One method of targeted outreach that has been
employed by the Minnesota Valley NWR is partnering with schools in underserved
communities. Students visit the refuge on field trips, and refuge staff visits the schools to
conduct related lessons. Positive experiences among school groups may convince families to
visit refuges at a later time.
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Figure 19. Bicycle rack at Necedah National Wildlife Refuge.

For an economic standpoint, there is a need to ensure that the transportation system to and within
refuges are not overbuilt and need to be maintained in perpetuity.

Some strategies are as follows:

e Provision of new or improved pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, facilities, and
connections: The construction or provision of non-motorized paths, trails, sidewalks, and
bicycle lanes are necessary to connect units with gateway towns, existing non-motorized
trail networks, and local and regional amenities. In some cases, existing connections only
need minor maintenance improvements or updates to increase their usability. These types
of facilities can be added or enhanced/improved in units to allow for non-motorized travel
on or adjacent to auto tour or unit roadways, where appropriate. Signage for non-motorized
users, particularly bicyclists, can be added or improved in units to help improve site access
for existing and new bicyclists.
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e Partnerships: Transit agencies, local governments, other state and federal agencies, and
friends groups can help to enhance or add new transit service, fundraise for new or
improved non-motorized infrastructure or bus/shuttle rentals, promote existing connections,
and provide transit for special events. Partnerships with transit agencies are the first step to
connect urban and suburban units within transit service areas to local bus routes.
Partnerships may also help unit staff expand their capacity for the maintenance of trails
within and leading to the unit.

e Promotion: Units can advertise existing and underutilized ATS connections through the
unit website, brochures, local media, unit staff, and its partners’ promotional materials.
Promotional partnerships and materials can emphasize refuge access via non-motorized
trails or transit, and they can also advertise the use of transit at special events. Signage
along trails may be another means to promote non-motorized refuge access.

e Use of transit for special events and peak weekends: Refuge staff can use transit vehicles,
such as buses and vans, during festivals, special events, or peak weekends when visitation
is much higher than normal. During these events, refuges can use transit for wildlife
observation tours, shuttles to on- or off-site parking, or transportation to public transit units.
Having a large van or small shuttle bus on-site or shared between units would also enable
unit staff to accommodate school groups that are not able to use their school bus to access
and/or tour the unit.

e Consideration of ATS at early planning stages of new visitor facilities: Several units are
planning for or have recently completed construction on new visitor centers. These new
centers will draw more visitors from nearby schools and communities. Units slated for new
visitor facilities in coming years should anticipate higher visitation and the potential for
ATS service to address new transportation issues. Unit staff can plan for parking lots that
can accommodate shuttles and buses and kiosks and entrances to their facilities that are
proximate to drop-off areas for ATS passengers.

e Utilize water-based access: Many of the units in Region 3 include or area adjacent to major
rivers and lakes in the region. Accordingly, units have the potential to utilize water-based
access to bring visitors to and transport visitors within their lands. In some cases, private
water-based tours and access exist; units could potentially partner with these companies to
explore more public operations.

e Alternative Transportation System Analysis: The Transit and Trails to National Wildlife
Refuge report and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Regional Alternative Transportation
Evaluation Report- Region 3 (Appendix J) can be used by region and unit level staff.
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2.6.1 Data

Sustainable transportation practices and climate change are addressed in two ways. First, the
potential risks to existing transportation assets due to changes in climate are examined. Second,
the Service supports programs and projects that would result in lower greenhouse gas emissions
through increased use of alternative transportation systems (ATS), such as transit, cycling, or
walking to, within, and through Service lands. See Appendix J for more information on ATS
opportunities.

Risks to Transportation Assets

Identifying specific units and related transportation assets that are at risk due to climate change
requires comprehensive risk analysis. This type of risk analysis would include factors such as sea
level rise (rising water levels, increased coastal and estuarine flooding), changing precipitation
levels (more precipitation, higher water tables in lakes and wetlands, greater flooding potentials
along streams and rivers, higher soil moisture), temperature changes (rising maximum
temperatures, lower minimum temperatures) and storm surges (larger and more frequent storm
surges). Data on all of these factors are not widely available, and requires additional research,
data collection, and analysis. Some factors, however, are examined in this LRTP that could be
used as part of a larger scale risk analysis at a future date when additional information on this
topic is more readily available.

Factors such as precipitation levels, flooding and soil moisture can be identified for their
potential to impact Service transportation assets. In Region 3 there are 37 units located near
rivers and lake areas that may be at risk of environmental change due to rises in water levels.
Table 20 identifies all units located near rivers and lakes. Such areas include:

e 11 units along the Mississippi River, including Clarence Cannon NWR, Genoa National
Fish Hatchery, Great River NWR, La Crosse District Upper Mississippi National
Wildlife and Fish Refuge, McGregor District, Upper Miss National Wildlife and Fish
Refuge, Middle Mississippi River NWR, Trempealeau NWR, Two Rivers NWR, Upper
Mississippi National Wildlife and Fish Refuge Headquarters, Upper Mississippi River
National Wildlife and Fish Refuge - Savanna District, and the Winona District of the
Upper Mississippi River NWR.

e Four units located along the Illinois River, including Chautauqua NWR, Emiquon
NWR, Meredosia NWR and Two Rivers NWR;
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e Three units along the Missouri River, Big Muddy NWR, Boyer Chute NWR and
DeSoto NWR.

There are several Region 3 units that contain multiple lakes within and/or at located along
multiple rivers. These include: Chautaugua NWR, Crab Orchard NWR, Crane Meadows NWR,

Minnesota Valley NWR, Sherburne NWR, Shiawassee NWR, Swan Lake NWR, Tamarac NWR
and Two Rivers NWR.
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Table 20 . Units located near Major Rivers and Lakes

Service Unit
Agassiz NWR

River

Lake
Mud Lake

Big Muddy NWR

Missouri River

Big Stone NWR

Yellow Bank River

Boyer Chute NWR

Missouri River

Chautauqua NWR

Ilinois River

Billsbach Lake

Weis Lake

Lake Chautauqua

Clarence Cannon NWR

Muississippi River

Crab Orchard NWR

Little Grassy Lake

Devils Kitchen Lake

Crab Orchard Lake

Crane Meadows NWR

Skunk Lake

Rice Lake

DeSoto NWR Missouri River Desoto Lake
Detroit River International Wildlife Refuge - Lake Erie
Emiquon NWR Ilinois river Quiver Lake

Genoa National Fish Hatchery

Muississippi River

Great River NWR

Muississippi River

Horicon NWR

West Branch Rock River

La Crosse District Upper Mississippi National
Wildlife and Fish Refuge

Muississippi River

McGregor District, Upper Miss National
Wildlife and Fish Refuge

Mississippi River

Meredosia NWR

Illinois river

Meredosia Lake

Middle Mississippi River NWR

Muississippi River

Mille Lacs NWR

Mille Lacs Lake

Minnesota Valley NWR

Minnesota River

Black Dog Lake

Long Lake

Rapids Lake

Long Meadow Lake

Horseshoe Lake

Rice Lake

Blue Lake

Fisher Lake

Chaska Lake

Grass Lake
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Service Unit
Ohio River Islands NWR

River
Ohio River

Lake

Ottawa NWR

Toussaint River

Lake Erie

Pendills Creek National Fish Hatchery

Lake Superior

Tamarac NWR

Port Louisa NWR lowa River -

Rice Lake NWR - Rice Lake

Rydell NWR - Maple Lake
Rice Lake

Sherburne NWR - Big Mud Lake
Elk Lake

Tittabawassee River
Shiawassee NWR Cass River -
Shiawassee River
Swan Lake NWR - ::’I\:fl enr Eii
Many Point Lake
Bemidji Lake

Ice Cracking Lake

Waboose Lake

Upper Egg Lake

Lower Egg Lake

Island Lake

Rice Lake

Blackbird Lake

Chippewa Lake

Little Flat Lake

Tamarack Lake

Height of Land Lake

Flat Lake
Trempealeau NWR Mississippi River -
Muississippi River Swan Lake
Two Rivers NWR . Gilbert Lake
Illinois River
Fuller Lake

Upper Mississippi National Wildlife and Fish Refuge HQ

Mississippi River

Savanna District

Mississippi River

Whittlesey Creek NWR

Lake Superior

Winona District of the Upper Mississippi River NWFR

Mississippi River

Source: FHWA, 2011
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Sustainable Policies and Alternative Transportation Systems

The Service seeks opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions generated from the use of
fossil fuels to power transportation equipment through programs that focus on the use of
alternative transportation modes for travel to and through Service lands. This desire to reduce the
NWR and NFH greenhouse gas emissions responds to the Service-wide commitment to
responsible and sustainable practices as well as President Obama’s October 5, 2009 executive
order, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance, which calls for
a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from direct and indirect Federal agency activities.
Furthermore, Goal 4 of the USFWS Strategic Plan for Responding to Accelerating Climate
Change in the 21st Century calls for the Service to achieve carbon neutrality by 2020 by reducing
the carbon footprint of the Service’s facilities, vehicles, and work force.

The Service has launched a pilot initiative, Climate Friendly Refuges that seeks to assist refuges
in responding to climate change. This pilot includes a component, Climate Leadership in
Refuges (CLIR) Tool, that is being developed in collaboration with Office of Federal Lands
Highway. The CLIR Tool is a beta version of a USFWS greenhouse gas (GHG) management
tool. This tool estimates GHG emissions that result from refuge energy consumption in
buildings, fleet vehicles, and equipment as well as GHG emissions that result from visitor travel
to and within the refuge. Four workshops, (in Region 3, Horicon NWR hosted a workshop) were
conducted to familiarize Service staff and stakeholders with the CLIR tool and encourage
dialogue among participants on climate change adaptation, mitigation, and engagement
strategies.

Programs that reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled have the potential to substantially
reduce GHG emissions and the Service’s carbon footprint. The Service believes that ATS are an
important tool in achieving this end. To identify candidate locations for ATS, the following
planning factors should be considered on a regular and continuing basis:

e Adopted unit and national level planning documents that identify Service lands as
having potential or need for ATS.

e Areas where non-Service entities may have an interest in creating or expanding
external ATS programs into or through Service lands. This consideration should
particularly include neighboring metropolitan areas where there is existing public
mass-transit services and/or poor air quality. The Service has a desire to develop
access for growing metropolitan areas and traditionally underserved urban
populations.
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ATS addresses LRTP goals in several ways, including:

e The use of transit, non-motorized, and water-based modes supports natural
resource protection. By reducing the use of personal automobiles, FWS can also
reduce the impacts that these vehicles have upon natural resources. Vehicular
resource impacts include wildlife collisions, invasive species, noise pollution,
particulate emissions, erosion, and pollutants that can enter the soil or water.

e Over the long term, increasing ATS for units with increasing visitation can
minimize the need for new roads or parking, thus preserving more area for
wildlife habitat.

e ATS can be a critical visitor management tool for unit staff facing increasing
visitor demands and limited resources.

e The use of transit can enhance visitors’ understanding of the unit’s natural
resources by facilitating interpretive tours or directing visitors for special events.

¢ Signage and orientation information directed at non-automobile modes can also
help integrate these modes effectively into unit transportation.

* ATS can reduce the The Service is committed to reducing green house

Service’s carbon
footprint, reduce the
use of carbon-based
fuels, enhance
accessibility, and
reduce air pollutants
emitted from vehicles.

Increasing availability
of ATS can allow
more access to lower
income groups and
those that do not use

private motor vehicles.

emissions. One example of the Service’s
commitment to meeting this end, is the Climate
Change Mitigation Project currently underway. The
project entails developing a beta version of a
greenhouse gas management tool that would be
capable of estimating emissions for energy
consumption within, and visitor transportation to and
within, National Wildlife Refuges.

The beta version tool will be populated by data
provided by Service headquarters and used by
refuge and regional staff to plan greenhouse gas
mitigation and climate change education and
outreach strategies. The tool will be completed in
cooperation with the Service, USGS, and FLH.

While many units are located far from population centers, most expressed the need or desire for
improved non-motorized infrastructure for access to and within units. The inclusion of
sidewalks, bicycle lanes, separated non-motorized paths, and similar infrastructure can enhance
the visitor experience and reduce the number of vehicles at units.
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As expressed by the sustainability goal, the Service wishes to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
through the use of multimodal transportation systems that reduce the use of privately owned and
operated motor vehicles. In some cases, unit and national level planning activities have identified
locations that are in need of ATS. Other opportunities may exist where non-Service entities have
a vested interest in creating or expanding alternative transportation programs.

Opportunities for partnership may exist in places where units are in or near transit districts,
especially in locations where air quality fails to meet national standards — where there is added
incentive for local municipalities to reduce emissions.

Although no currently adopted CCP for any Region 3 unit identify specific ATS initiatives, CCP
planning efforts underway should increasingly consider ATS. These planning efforts are
discussed further in Section 2.4, Planning and Section 2.6, Partnerships.

Greater opportunities to work with partners on programs that reduce greenhouse gas emissions
are likely in larger metropolitan areas that have existing mass-transit programs and/or where air
quality is an issue. Adopting strategies or policies of GHG besides reducing VMT will play a
significant role to accomplish the sustainability the service is looking for.

Units that overlap air quality non-attainment or maintenance areas or existing transit districts are
considered places where there may be partnership opportunities for Service oriented alternative
transportation programs. Table 21 identifies units within EPA designated air quality non-
attainment area. Units intersected by transit districts are summarized in Table 22.

The use of transit may be a feasible solution for units with high visitation (or seasonal high
visitation) or at units that attract high visitation during special events.
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Table 21 . Air Quality Non-Attainment

Service Unit

Unit

Visitation

Non-
attainment

(2010)

Brussels, IL Two Rivers NWR 7,519 PM-2.5.1997
ILLINOIS - oI R
Chester, IL Middle Mississippi River 135,000 PM-2.5.1997
NWR
INDIANA Seymour, IN Muscatatuck NWR 173,000 | pMm-2.5.1997
MICHIGAN |  Grosse lle, Ml \[,)Vego't River International 3,724 | bM-2.5.2006
- i i 26,268
MISSOURI | Columbia, Mo | £'9 Muddy National Fish PM-2.5.1997
and Wildlife Refuge
Oregon, OH Cedar Point NWR 600 PM-2.5.2006
Oregon, OH Ottawa NWR 182,538 | pM-2.5.2006
OHIO Steubenville- Data not
Weirton, OH & Ohio River Islands NWR available PM-2.5.2006
WV
wisconsin | Washingtonlsland, |~ eos NWR Closedto | o) > 5 2006
Wi the public

Source: RITA/BTS, 2008

Non-motorized ATS connections, however, may be instituted more easily and accommodate
lower visitation levels. This may be a more appropriate strategy for units within 5 miles of
gateway communities.
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Table 22 . Service Units Intersected by Transit Districts

State Transit District (city) Service Unit
Michigan | Saginaw Stars (Saginaw) Shiawassee NWR
Metro Transit (Bloomington) Minnesota Valley NWR
Minnesota | Metro Transit - Northstar Commuter
Rail (Big Lake, MN) Sherburne NWR
State Amtrak Service Service Unit
Alton, IL Two Rivers NWR
Illinois
Carbondale, 1L Crab Orchard NWR
lowa Burlington, 1A Port Louisa NWR
Dearborn, Ml Detroit River IWR
Michigan
East Lansing, Ml Michigan WMD
. Detroit Lakes WMD, Hamden Slough
Detroit Lakes, MN NWR, Tamarac NWR
Minnesota | st cloud. MN Sherburne NWR, Crane Meadows
' ' NWR
Winona, MN Winona District/Upper Miss NWR's
Jefferson City, MO Big Muddy NWR
Missouri Marceline, MO Swan Lake NWR
Poplar Bluff, MO Mingo NWR
Nebraska | Omaha, NE Desoto NWR, Boyer Chute NWR
Ohio Toledo, OH Ottawa NWR, Cedar Point NWR
Columbus, Wi Horicon NWR
) | LaCrosse, WI La Crosse District NWR, Genoa NFH
Wisconsin -
Portage, WI Leopold WMD, Fox River NWR
Tomah, WI Necedah NWR

Sources: Amtrak, FWS, Federal Railroad Administration, Google
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Units that fall within existing transit areas may offer opportunities to extend transit service to
better accommodate unit visitors. This may include small-scale service shifts, such as extra
routes during seasonal weekends or agreements for use of transit vehicles for special educational
programs or one-time special events.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - LRTP R-3 Page 93



2.6.2

Identifying Sustainability Improvement Areas

Baseline condition data helps identify areas that should receive special consideration for topics
of sustainability. As discussed previously, sustainability considerations occur on two fronts: (1)
consideration of assets that could be at risk due to climate change and (2) consideration of
transportation projects that could potentially reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Service lands that may have assets at risk due to climate change if they:

Are located in a coastal area

Avre likely to experience more frequent flooding events
Will experience greater temperature fluctuations

Avre likely to experience more frequent storm surges

Service lands that are best suited to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through ATS are those that
fall in one or more of the following categories:

2.6.3

A unit is identified in a national-level planning document as having the potential or need
for ATS

A unit’s CCP documents a need for alternative transportation system

A unit is located in or adjacent to an existing mass-transit district

A unit is located in an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated air quality
non-attainment area

Recommendations for Future Analysis

Several actions are necessary to better evaluate the sustainability goal, including the performance
of a comprehensive risk analysis of climate change. Factors that should be included in a
comprehensive risk analysis are:

Precipitation levels, including associated impacts on water tables, flooding, and soil
moisture

Temperature changes

River Flooding potentials and projected changes in 100-year flood elevation

Historical water level changes due to climate change could be better quantified if data
were available for units along rivers, lakes, and wetland areas,

Provide boilerplate transportation language for CCPs and CHMPs to improve the quality
of transportation material in these plans.
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2.7 PERFORMANCE MEASURES

In order to determine if the goals and objectives are being met, it is necessary reference baseline
conditions and measure their performance and evaluate if improvement is needed. While a
complete scope of an organization can never really be obtained, as generally some parameters
cannot be measured directly but must be estimated, examples of some of the ones that can be
measured are:

e Total of projects that improve ingress/egress issues at refuges and hatcheries.
e Number of safety audits completed and proposed improvements implemented.

e Number of transportation projects on or accessing Service units using multiple funding
Sources.

e Increased percentage of road and trail miles in good/excellent condition.
e Number of transportation funds spent to reduce fish/wildlife conflicts with the
transportation system; and results from monitoring systems set up to measure wildlife-

vehicle crashes or use of wildlife passages under or over roads.

e Percentage of units accessible through alternative modes (i.e. bike, transit, walking,
waterway).

e Percentage of units with good/better satisfaction rating for transportation system.
e Number of agreements for partnerships

e Number of projects or percentage of refuge road funds that address more than one of the
goals.

e Implementation of the National Safety Management System in the Region.

e Number or percentage of refuges with completed plans that address climate variability
and incorporate action plans.

e Percentage of units that have increased multimodal connections.
e Percentage of units with adequate wayfinding systems.

It is fundamental to have the appropriate feedback loop to determine if performance measures
described above are adequate and/or need to be revised at changing times and priorities of the
Fish and Wildlife Service.
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CHAPTER 3: FUNDING AND PROJECT SELECTION

INTRODUCTION

Maintaining funding levels and access to various types of funding is important to management of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) transportation program. Developing a Project
Selection process that acknowledges a limited funding environment while prioritizing projects
that incorporate goals of the Service transportation is a challenge. This chapter indicates current
funding levels, summarizes funding sources and gives a description of the project selection
process. This 2012 LRTP may be used as a tool to demonstrate need for increased funding levels
and identify partnering or cost share opportunities.

3.1 CURRENT AND PROJECTED FUNDING

The magnitude of the future funding levels to support the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
(Service) transportation program (including activities at both wildlife refuges and fish hatcheries)
may change significantly with the reauthorization of the current federal surface transportation
bill (SAFETEA-LU). These changes may cause a different trajectory for funding over the next
20 years. Current drafts of reauthorization language submitted to the Congress by the U.S.
Department of Transportation that is reflective of input received from the Service envision a
slight increase in funding for FY2012 compared to current levels and an 8-12% increase each
year from FY2012 through FY2016.

Separate SAFETEA-LU reauthorization proposals have been developed by the respective
committees of the U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of Representatives with primary responsibility
for the nation’s surface transportation programs. These reauthorization proposals all contain
substantial differences from each other, and envision differing future funding levels, from
modest increases to an essentially stable funding level to some reductions in future years.

Regardless of the final form or contents of the reauthorization legislation, there is a need to
develop and implement improved evaluation criteria and a data driven based approach for the
programming of new projects in the new era of transportation funding. A well defined
investment strategy can provide a basis by which to do this.

Between FY2007 and fiscal year 2011, Region 3 of the Service received an average of
approximately $3.28 million annually through the Refuge Road Program.
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Table 23 shows the annual funding levels that were previously allocated for Region 3 under the
Refuge Road Program over the period of FY2007 — FY2011. This table also illustrates the
anticipated future funding levels of the region between FY2012 and FY2015 assuming that
annual future funding levels are maintained at the recently observed historical average of
approximately $3.28 million annually.

Table 23 . Previous and Anticipated Annual Funding Levels
for Refuge Road Program 2007-2015

Fiscal Year Funding

2007 $2,812,130
2008 $3,350,000
2009 $4,175,183
2010 $2,834,735
2011 $3,216,467
2012 $3,196,934
2013 $3,177,401
2014 $3,156,868
2015 $3,147,335

As of the date of this document, the new multi-year transportation authorization legislation has
not been enacted; therefore, the projected funding levels for FY2012 and beyond through the
2030 horizon year for the LRTP are uncertain at this time. In the subsequent update cycle (many
LRTPs are updated every 5 years) of the Region 3 LRTP, a more definitive projection of future
available transportation funding can be provided that is reflective of the adopted reauthorization
proposal’s funding levels.

The majority of the Service’s transportation system consists of asphalt, gravel, and native roads.
FHWA identifies route segments and assigns route numbers and functional classifications for
each route. All segments (roads and parking lots) are mapped using GPS and visually assessed
for condition. Roadways are given a rating of excellent, good, fair, poor or failed based on
evaluation of a series of characteristics such as cracking, roughness and rutting. Then an
estimate is provided to upgrade each route to excellent condition.
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Table 24 shows calculations of the amount of money that would be required to bring all the FWS
maintained roadways in each state of Region 3 to an excellent condition rating. The Road
Inventory Program (RIP) Cycle 4 data compiled by the FLH was utilized to develop this
analysis.

Other transportation improvements such as parking lots, trails, culverts and bridges and
enhancements for non-motorized transportation are also needed. Thus, the estimate shown
should be viewed as a minimum estimate of the costs required to maintain the existing service
roadway system in Region 3 at an acceptable level.

Table 24 . Estimated Funding Required to Improve Region 3 roads

State Miles of Current Condition Total Cost to
Roadway E G F P Improve
lowa 52.4 12% | 59% | 28% | 1% $1,425,104
Illinois 267.8 17% | 50% | 23% | 10% $2,177,645
Indiana 102.9 42% | 45% | 13% | 0% $147,400
Michigan 131.4 35% | 45% | 17% | 3% $1,650,400
Minnesota 351.5 28% | 51% | 17% | 1% $2,213,000
Missouri 131.0 42% | 42% | 15% | 1% $1,512,200
Ohio 58.2 24% | 61% | 15% | 0% $267,400
Wisconsin 102.6 27% | 50% | 23% | 1% $1,278,500
Total $10,671,649

E-Excellent, G-Good, F-Fair, P-Poor. Minnesota has 5.9 miles of failed roadway segments.

Table 24 shows a total cost of approximately $10.7 million (in year 2008 dollars) required to
maintain the existing Region 3 Service maintained public road system to desirable conditions.
These estimates are based upon the currently available field inventory data on condition and take
into account the location factors and unit cost information contained in the 2008 RS Means
“Heavy Construction Cost Data” report (22" Annual Edition). Location factors can greatly
influence the cost of labor, equipment and material. These unit cost values are based on the
published location factor (indicates the cost of commercial construction for major commercial
centers); the remoteness factor (calculated by factoring in the distance and difficulty of accessing
a specific construction site from the nearest urban area); and the prevailing federal wage rate
factor for the specific area of the country.
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A comparison of transportation needs and funding level expectations must be established for the
Service to achieve stated goals of providing a safe and reliable transportation network that
enhances visitor experience. Although “worst-first * strategies that prioritize worst condition
roads for funding have been used in the past this will not be the case as we move toward more
data-driven and/or performance-based decision making. This document aims to implement a
process that analyzes transportation needs throughout the region and funds needs that are in
alignment with stated goals and objectives.

3.1.1 Refuge Roads Program

The Refuge Roads Program (RRP) has been in existence since 1998. Between 2006 and 2011,
approximately $3 million (11 percent of the national program) has been allocated to Region 3.
These funds can be used for planning, programming, construction, reconstruction, and
improvement of existing public roads in the National Wildlife Refuge System, including bridges
and appurtenances, in connection with the administration of the National Wildlife Refuge
System. In addition, up to five percent can be used for the improvement of public use trails
within refuges. Through the RRP, the Service is working to improve public access to refuges and
provide a better overall visitor experience. Eligible project types under this program include
improvements to existing public use roads, bridges, parking lots, transit and trails, including
those needed to correct identified safety problems at high accident locations within National
Wildlife Refuges. Additional information on project eligibility can be found in the FWS
publication Guidance on the Federal Lands Highway Refuge Roads Program (September 2005).
This document can be viewed online: http://www.fws.gov/refuges/roads/quidance/priorities.html

The funds available for refuge roads are to be disbursed based on the relative needs of the
various refuges. Funds are allocated to the RRP from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) according to Title 23 United States Code (USC), Chapter 2 Section 202(e). In keeping
with its decentralized decision making structure, the Service has chosen to allocate the majority
of its funds to its eight regional offices using an internally developed formula based on the
National Park Service’s Park Roads and Parkways Program fund allocation formula. The
Washington Office is currently developing a process to integrate an allocation of funding for
trails. A small percentage of the national program amount, which varies with the RRP actual
allocation from the Highway Trust Fund, is used to fund the on-going Inventory and Assessment
Program and national level research, technical assistance training, partnership development, and
coordination of legislative affairs with the Service’s Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Division.
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The Service’s allocation formula has three components:
1) Size of aregion’s combined adjusted road/bridge/parking inventory
2) Amount of the region’s road/bridge/parking assets in fair/good/excellent conditions

3) Public use (annual visitation) of the region’s refuges, wetland management districts and
hatcheries

The formula for regional funding allocation is broken down to the following percentages:

e 55% of a region’s allocation is based on the miles of roads and their type (paved,
improved gravel, improved native and native surfaces); square footage of bridges; square
footage of parking lots and their type (paved, improved gravel, improved native, native
surfaces and mowed). This data is gathered by the ongoing public use roads inventory
conducted by Federal Lands Highway Division offices (FLH) of FHWA.

e 30% of the allocation is based on asset condition determined to be in fair/good or
excellent condition.

e 15% of the formula is based on the amount of public visitation per region as reported in
the Refuge Annual Performance Plan each year.

In Region 3, the Refuge Roads Program is establishing a more quantitatively based project
selection process. The process outlined in the LRTP will improve project selection by creating a
more transparent evaluation procedure that integrates defensibility and justification into
identification of certain projects for advancement and implementation. Beyond project selection,
the LRTP will also help to identify opportunities for the Service to make better use of refuge
road funding by promoting partnerships with other agencies. Partnering will support reaching the
Service’s goal of facilitating cooperation with other federal, state, and local agencies and
identifying opportunities to work together to conserve wildlife habitats.

3.1.2 Fish Hatchery Deferred Maintenance

The Region 3 Fisheries program is largely funded by resource management and reimbursable
funds. Transportation plays a key role in mission critical activities for the fisheries program.
Activities include transportation for fish release, fish transfer to acclimation ponds, and transfer
for specific research purposes. Transportation activities assist in effort to promote sustainable
fish populations in waterways in the Midwest.
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Throughout the history of the fisheries program, deferred maintenance and resource
management funds have been used to fund transportation activities and projects in the region.
Transportation specific funding as part of the current Surface Transportation Act is not yet
available for the fisheries program; however, this may change. Currently, the Service has
proposed that the Refuge Roads Program be broadened to become the Fish and Wildlife Service
Transportation Program, which will include fish production facilities in the region in addition to
just wildlife refuges. If approved under new transportation legislation, funds will improve public
use transportation assets on all Service lands, including National Fish Hatcheries. This Long
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) will help project prioritization for the program by influencing
policy and planning level decisions.

3.2 ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR REFUGE TRANSPORTATION

PROJECTS

Other funding sources are available for transportation improvements in addition to the funding
provided through the RRP. The following programs and funding sources are examples of those
have been used on past Service transportation projects.

Transportation enhancements include:
e Recreational trails program
e Scenic byways
e Rivers, trails, and conservation assistance program
e Public lands highway — discretionary program
e High priority projects program
e Emergency relief for federally owned roads (ERFO)

e Paul S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks

These programs and funds are available at the state and local level, which is why partnering is
critical to addressing the recognized funding gap. A description of each funding program is in
the following section.
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3.2.1 Transportation Enhancements

Transportation enhancement (TE) activities offer funding to help expand transportation choices
and enhance the built and natural environment. To be eligible for funding, a TE project must fit
into one or more of the 12 eligible transportation enhancement activities related to surface
transportation, including pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and safety programs, scenic and
historic highway programs, landscaping and scenic beautification, historic preservation, and
environmental mitigation (23 USC 104). Every project must demonstrate a relationship to the
surface transportation system. Overall, bicycle and pedestrian projects have been the most
commonly funded project type since the TE program began (55%).

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU) authorized approximately $800 million annually for 2005 to 2009. Funds are
distributed through state departments of transportation (DOT) and each has its own process to
solicit and select projects. This program is an 80 percent federal share. The Service could
provide the 20 percent match with other federal funds to which it has access, or through
partnerships with other federal, state, or local agencies. Profiles for each state’s transportation
enhancement program can be found online: http://www.enhancements.org/Stateprofile.asp.

TE funded projects in Region 3:

Desoto NWR - Steamboat Bertrand Metals Conservation Project

Project was $325,000 to preserve, document and catalogue metal artifacts from the Steamboat
Bertrand collection at the Desoto NWR. This collection is located in the visitor center and is a
significant historical and archaeological transportation enhancement. (This collection has been
temporarily relocated, but will reopen during 2012).
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Figure 20. Desoto NWR Project
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Big Stone NWR - "No Bridge" Fishing Pier, Parking Lot, Access Trail Project.

This project has allowed access to viewing of water fowl and shore birds as well as access to
recreation hiking and fishing.

Photograph by FWS

Figure 21. Big Stone NWR Project — The before picture

Figure 22. Big Stone NWR Project — The after picture
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Figure 23. Big Stone NWR — Access to viewing of water fowl
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Figure 24. Big Stone NWR - Observation deck
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3.2.2 Recreational Trails Program

The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) provides funds to the states to develop and maintain
recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and motorized recreational
trail use (23 USC 206). SAFETEA-LU authorized $370 million annually in funding nationwide.
Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling, equestrian use, all-terrain vehicle riding, and
four-wheel driving. Eligible activities include trail maintenance and restoration and new trail
construction. Funds are distributed through the states, and each has its own process to solicit and
select projects. This program is an 80 percent federal share. The Service could provide the 20
percent match with other federal funds to which it has access, or through partnerships with other
federal, state, or local agencies. There are currently no RTP funded projects associated with the
FWS wildlife refuges in Region 3

In the summer of 2011, a Regional Alternative Transportation Evaluation (RATE) for Region 3
was completed. The RATE report details information on trails that pass near or through refuges.
Specifically the report includes a table with alternative transportation opportunities including
locations of connections with major regional recreation trails. The Region 3 RATE report can be
found in Appendix J.

3.2.3 Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program

The Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance (RTCA) Program provides assistance with
planning, project development, and construction related to natural resource conservation and
outdoor recreation. While not a funding program, this community assistance branch of the
National Park Service offers valuable staff assistance for local project planning for communities,
state and Federal agencies. The RTCA Program in the Midwest Region is managed from RTCA
regional offices in Omaha, Nebraska. The following RTCA project is associated with the FWS
in Region 3:

Hackmatack NWR- Preservation of over 5,000 acres of land in NE Illinois and SE Wisconsin

The RTCA guides the Friends of Hackmatack through the process of defining the acres to be
protected, partnership building and public involvement opportunities while building a sustainable
non-profit organization.
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3.2.4 Scenic Byways

The National Scenic Byways Program is funded through FHWA to help recognize, preserve, and
enhance designated roads throughout the United States. Designation is awarded to certain roads
based on one or more archeological, cultural, historic, natural, recreational, and scenic qualities
(23 USC 162). Eligible activities include, but are not limited to, planning, non-motorized trail
enhancements, interpretive facilities and signage, pedestrian access, and roadway improvements.
SAFETEA-LU allocated $175 million in funding over six years for byways related projects, with
$43.5 million allocated in 2009. FHWA awards funds competitively each year covering 80
percent of project cost, with the requirement that the remaining 20 percent be matched by local,
state, other federal or in-kind means.

Grant applications are submitted annually. The Service submits applications for National Scenic
Byways funding through the state DOT, in cooperation with or through a Byway Organization.
Because many of the National Wildlife Refuge and National Fish Hatcheries units in Region 3
are located along or near National Scenic Byways, partnering with the local scenic byway
organizations is important to gain access to this funding for potential projects. The following
scenic byways projects are in Region 3:

Upper Mississippi - Browns Marsh Observation Deck Halfway Creek area

In 2006, this project funded the construction of an Architectural Barriers Act (BA), and
American Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant, accessible observation deck overlooking Browns
Marsh. This deck is located on the Great River State Bike Trail, WI.
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Figure 25. Browns Marsh Project
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Upper Mississippi - Shady Maple Overlook (Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish
Refuge)

This existing pull-off is just below Goose Island (south of La Crosse, WI) along Hwy 35.
Improvements were made to the pull-off including aesthetics, parking area, and interpretation.
This area overlooks the Refuge's Goose Island No Hunting/No Motors Zone, which makes it a
quieter backwater area near the Great River Road (GRR). Byway travelers will get to see
migrating waterfowl close-up. The Service is working with Wisconsin Department of
Transportation (WisDOT) on this project.

Figure 26. Shady Maple Project

Trempealeau NWR - Bike Trail Enhancement

This project will provide safety enhancements for the Great River State Trail on the
Trempealeau NWR, as well as shorten the trail for southbound trail travelers. The plan is to
widen a one-way portion of the Refuge's auto tour route to accommodate the road and a two-way
bike trail. This involves widening about 1 mile of road. This project would also include a pull-off
along the widened trail with interpretation for a CCC building remnant. The Service is working
with Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources on this project.
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Genoa National Fish Hatchery- Design and Construction of an Education and Interpretive
Facility

This facility is located adjacent to the Upper Mississippi National Fish and Wildlife Refuge and
three miles south of the river town of Genoa, Wisconsin. FHWA awarded a $1.69 million grant.
The new education and interpretive center will showcase the unique natural, historical and
cultural resources of the Upper Mississippi River basin.

MULTIPURPOSE RS
e ;

Figure 27. Genoa NFH Project

3.2.5 Public Lands Highway — Discretionary Program

Public Lands Highway — Discretionary Program (PLHD) funds are available for transportation
planning, research, engineering, and construction of highways, roads, parkways, and transit
facilities within federal public lands. These funds are also available for operation and
maintenance of transit facilities located on federal public lands. Funding is provided for projects
designated by Congress. Certain projects not designated by Congress may also be eligible.
Because only state departments of transportation can submit candidate projects for this program,
it is critical that the Service coordinates with the respective state Departments of Transportation
to align common project priorities to become eligible for these funds. Eligible projects may
include:
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e Transportation planning for tourism and recreational travel, including National Forest
Scenic Byways, Bureau of Land Management Back Country Byways, National Trail
System, and similar federal programs
Adjacent vehicle parking areas
Interpretive signs
Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites
e Provision for pedestrians and bicycles
There are currently no PLHD funded projects associated with Region 3 FWS units.

3.2.6 High Priority Projects Program

The High Priority Project (HPP) program provides designated funding for specific projects
identified in SAFETEA-LU. High priority projects are funded by contract authority and are
available until expended. This program is an 80 percent federal share. The 20 percent match
may come from other FLH Program or Service appropriated funds. All eligible projects must be
listed in section 1702 of SAFETEA-LU. Region 3 received HPP funds for the following project:

Detroit River International Wildlife Refuge (Michigan)- Humbug Marsh Unit Linked Greenways
System

The High Priority Projects Program awarded $880,000 for the construction of roads and trails.
This project constructed a 2 mile paved bike trail along the Humbug Marsh unit .This trail will
eventually connect all Detroit downriver communities.

x5 .. *  Photograph by FWS

Figure 28. Detroit River Project
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Detroit River International Wildlife Refuge - Land Acquisition Adjacent to I-75Parcels are
beginning to be purchased with the $1.7 million that was granted to the Service. Land purchased
will be restored to native wetlands for mitigation purposes.

3.2.7 Emergency Relief for Federally Owned Roads

The Emergency Relief for Federally Owned Roads (ERFO) program was established in July
1977 and is authorized under Title 23, United States Code (USC) Section 125(e). The ERFO
program provides assistance for the repair and reconstruction of federal roads that have been
damaged by a natural disaster over a wide area or by a catastrophic failure from any external
cause to pre-disaster conditions. This program is meant to supplement the commitment of
resources from other federal sources to help pay unusually high expenses resulting from extreme
conditions. Funds are provided from the Highway Trust Fund. No match is required; federal
share is 100 percent.

In 2008, Region 3 requested ERFO Funding for repair of road damages at several refuges in
Illinois as a result of extreme weather and significant storm flooding events that occurred the last
two weeks of February and between March 18 and 29. Squaw Creek NWR received funding to
restore the gravel surface auto tour route. The damages included a muddy, impassible surface
due to a washout of gravel from the driving surface due to high water levels. Approximately half
of the 10 mile tour loop experienced damage, 3.5 miles were heavily damaged. Approximately
$120,000 was awarded to repair the most heavily damaged segment.

Figure 29 shows Squaw Creek NWR Auto Tour Route - February 2008 damage from severe
snow and ice storm. Figure 30 shows the same route after being repaired.

Figure 29. Squaw Creek NWR Project — The before
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Figure 30. Squaw Creek NWR Project — The after

3.2.8 Paul S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks Program

The Sarbanes Transit in Parks program is administered by the Federal Transit Administration in
conjunction with the Department of the Interior and U.S. Forest Service. It is a competitive grant
program open to the Service, the National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of
Reclamation, and the U.S. Forest Service. The program funds capital and planning expenses for
alternative transportation systems such as shuttle bus, rail, or any other publicly available means
of transportation and includes sightseeing service. It also includes non-motorized transportation
systems such as pedestrian and bicycle trails that result in a reduction of vehicle miles traveled.
The goals of the program are to conserve natural, historical, and cultural resources; reduce
congestion and pollution; improve visitor mobility and accessibility; enhance visitor experience;
and ensure access to all, including persons with disabilities. In addition, 10 percent of the annual
allocation is available for technical assistance in alternative transportation planning where
project proposals are not already well-developed. Allocation for this program is approximately
$27 million each year.
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Neal Smith NWR - Planning/Engineering for a Bike Trail along the entrance road

This project engineering will begin in 2011 and will lead to the construction of a paved shoulder
and 2 bike bridges along the Neal Smith NWR entrance road.

Photograph by FWS

Figure 31. Neal Smith NWR project
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3.3 PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS

Currently, transportation projects in Region 3 are generated through work orders developed in
the Service Asset Maintenance Management System (SAMMS). The Service uses SAMMS to
identify, plan, prioritize and implement capital improvements and maintenance projects under
the RRP and fisheries deferred maintenance funding at both the regional and field unit level.
Because of differences in the funding sources between the refuge and fisheries programs, the
RRP relies on a five-year work plan, while the fisheries program relies on a five-year
maintenance plan for prioritized projects, both under the direction of the regional transportation
coordinator. However, SAMMS work orders do not account for projects within the fisheries
reimbursable program or other funding sources. Therefore, when in view of regional
transportation priorities as a whole, it is important to consider multiple funding sources across all
Service programs.

This LRTP seeks to create a framework for a project selection process based on established goals
and available funding that clearly identify Regional and National Service priorities for the
Transportation system. This process will serve as a guide to programming future projects. The
core team (Brandon Jutz, Maggie O’Connell, David Radloff, and Jared Bowman from FWS; and
Lewis Grimm, Christoph Jaeschke, and Norah Ocel from FHWA-EFLHD) met in December
2010 to discuss the regional FWS priorities and a methodology for ranking projects. These
projects can be proposed by Unit level Service staff, Regional Leadership and interested parties
or generated by SAMMS work orders. Once proposed projects are submitted to the Regional
Transportation Coordinator they can undergo review and evaluation by the Regional Refuge
Transportation System Committee. The members of the committee will consist of 3-5 persons
one of which will be the Regional Transportation Coordinator.

3.3.1 Evaluation Criteria

The following criteria for project selection were chosen during the December 2010 core team
meeting as a combination of the agencies’ goals and top priorities:

e Resource Protection 30% - avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts to natural
resources and wildlife

e Visitor Experience 20% - relates to wayfinding, visitor safety, and access

e System Performance 25% - improves safety and condition of transportation assets
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e Partnering 10% - collaboration with other groups/agencies, multiple funding sources

e Sustainability 10% - extending use of facilities and incorporating sustainable practices
into construction, operations, and maintenance

e Planning 5% - coordination with other transportation or management plans

3.3.1. 1 Process

Through a quantitative screening using the “Project Evaluation Criteria Sheet” shown in Table
25, a value and a weight is assigned to each potential project by an Evaluation Committee. After
the proposals are evaluated and prioritized, the Regional Refuge Transportation System
Committee will select and program projects, considering additional qualitative factors such as
availability of funds, project development delivery schedules, and time constraints for right-of-
way and environmental work.

It is expected for the Project Selection Process Criteria to be implemented in the summer of
2012,
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Table 25 . Project Evaluation Criteria Score Sheet

Value Rating
Evaluation Criteria (Raw  Weight (%)  (Score x
score) Weight)
1. Resource Protection
Mitigating impact on critical habitat and fragmentation? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Mitigating impact on hydrology? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Restoring connectivity? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Enhancing wildlife crossings? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Minimizing impact on stream buffers and water quality? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Minimizing impact on water movement and rights? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Minimizing impact on Wetlands? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Minimizing impact on endangered species/in priority species list?(YES=10;NO=0) 3%
Minimizing impact on federally and state threatened species? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Complying with wildlife action plan? (YES=10; NO=0) 3%
Subtotal 30%
2. Visitor Experience
Enhancing/providing wayfinding signage? (YES=10; NO=0) 4%
Identifying critical network points? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Closing connectivity gaps? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Avoiding levy or marsh? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Enhancing/providing a traveler information system? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Providing a safe experience? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Consistent visual experience? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Following good principles of design? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Integrating interpretation into project? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Subtotal 20%
3. System Performance
Enhancing/providing safety? (YES=10; NO=0) 10%
Improving infrastructure conditions? (YES=10; NO=0) 5%
Improving road inventory rating? (YES=10; NO=0) 5%
Preserving good road surface? (YES=10; NO=0) 5%
Subtotal 25%
4. Partnering
Using outside funding source availability? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Involvement of other federal, state and local agencies and private sector? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Leveraging of other funding sources? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
On Scenic Byway? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Trail Partnering? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Partnering with County road? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Subtotal 10%
5. Sustainability
Road abandonment? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Increasing remaining service life of facility? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Reinvestment quality? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Promoting walking and biking/reducing green house gas emissions? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Usage of raw materials for project? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Usage of local materials for project? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Seeking to limit annual operations and maintenance costs? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Is project environmentally friendly? (YES=10; NO=0) 1%
Subtotal 10%
6. Planning
Existing Road Safety Audit (RSA)? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Filling data gaps? (YES=10; NO=0) 2%
Project included in CCP, TIP, STIP or other plan? ( (YES=10 per plan; NO=0) 1%
Subtotal 5%
Proposed Project Score Total : 100%
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CHAPTER 4: OUTREACH AND COMMUNICATION PLAN

An outreach plan for long-range transportation planning is designed to solicit input from
interested parties and inform stakeholders for whom the LRTP may be of interest. Outreach
helps stakeholders understand and influence how LRTP strategies could eventually translate into
specific projects. Outreach methods are used to communicate the intent of the plan, garner
agreement of the plan’s approach and assumptions, and solicit input that furthers the intent
and/or effectiveness of the plan, and provide opportunities to comment on a draft plan. Although
the level of outreach conducted on behalf of this LRTP does not meet the levels required of
NEPA projects, it can be used as a springboard for subsequent NEPA efforts as projects undergo
preliminary engineering phases.

During the development of the LRTP, agency senior management was briefed on LRTP purpose,
goals and objectives, and status to ensure concurrence with the plan and its outcome. Buy-in
from senior management is exceedingly important for this LRTP as the plan reflects elements the
agency’s national transportation policy goals.

External outreach helped to ensure that the LRTP would in fact promote policies that are
mutually beneficial to non-Federal lands and Federal lands interests. The intent is to further the
interests of regional and local communities while also fulfilling the mission of FWS wherever
possible.

The goals of the LRTP for Region 3 outreach effort include:
¢ Inform and educate external stakeholders about the FWS transportation program and the

process used for transportation planning for FWS

e Provide opportunities for stakeholders to identify their concerns, values, ideas, and
interests

¢ Allow agency management and external stakeholders the opportunity to provide input to
the LRTP

e Build support for the transportation planning process

e Strengthen existing partnerships while forging new ones
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4.1 OUTREACH LEVELS

Outreach activities occur throughout the transportation planning process. This LRTP builds
upon, and is integrated with, other planning efforts for consistency among the partner agencies’
planning and outreach activities, thereby providing multiple opportunities for entities internal
and external to the agencies to become aware and/or involved in the planning process.

Transportation planning-related outreach is categorized by policy-level, plan-level, and project-
level opportunities. Policy-level outreach occurs during the development of a LRTP and other
regional transportation plans. Such long-range policy plans provide guidance and direction for a
transportation program. In short, they address “the big picture.” Plan-level outreach occurs
during development of shorter-term plans like agency specific TIPs, which list specific desired
improvements and often include prioritized lists of projects to be implemented over the plan’s
timeframe. Project-level outreach occurs when specific projects are being developed through the
process used to evaluate and assess projects under NEPA.

The public will have further opportunity to provide input on specific proposed projects through
the process used to evaluate and assess projects under NEPA. All projects that include Federal
funding must comply with the NEPA process. The NEPA process requires public outreach at
several stages: project scoping (to present the proposed project and identify potential issues),
public review of the draft environmental document (environmental assessment or environmental
impact statement), and public review of the final environmental document. Categorical
exclusions have less public outreach. Additional public involvement opportunities are often
provided, such as public meetings at various stages of project development.

Recognizing that not all potential stakeholders are interested in participating in every outreach
activity, different stakeholders were identified, as shown in Appendix F. Outreach content is
tailored to the interests of specific audiences. Tables in Appendix F show the most involved
stakeholders, with involvement intensity and level of information detail regarding the LRTP.

Appendix F shows the public involvement plan for this LRTP, as well as the list of all internal
and external stakeholders contact information in Region 3.

4.2 OUTREACH DELIVERY TOOLS

Numerous outreach tools are used during the development of a LRTP. Outreach tools range
from passive informational resources such as newsletters and websites, to more formal briefings
and presentations. Participation is achieved by using the following methods:
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Briefings

Briefings are comprised of a summary and status of work to date and future planned activities.
They are used most extensively for participants that are actively involved in the development of
the plan (core and extended teams, as well as other internal staff). These briefings also provide
senior and other agency leaders LRTP progress updates and findings. They contain question and
answer periods as well as an opportunity for feedback. Participants are engaged throughout the
planning process and provided concise information in-person or by phone discussion by Core
Team representative(s).

Presentations

In-person presentations provide a comprehensive basis for understanding the LRTP effort
through direct face-to-face interaction. Presentations are tailored specifically to audience
interests.

4.3 CAPTURING COMMENTS

During development of the LRTP, comments were collected through various means. Comments
received during in-person outreach events such as meetings and workshops were documented in
meeting notes. Comments were also collected through the monthly conference calls from the
core team members. Comments received from agency senior management were collected in
meeting notes, memorandums, and emails. Entities were given either written or verbal
confirmation that their comments were received. All comments were evaluated and many were
incorporated into the LRTP.
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CHAPTER 5: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PLAN ACTIVITIES

While the most accurate and latest/most recent data and concepts are incorporated in this plan,
the always changing and evolving transportation needs of the region should be reflected as
comprehensively as possible for the next plan update. Through the development of this plan
document and the transportation planning process the Core Team and relevant staff have
identified recommendations for future planning efforts.

Several items will be addressed during the next update and plan activities.

e |Initiate LRTP update in 5 years of this document. Based on the need for additional
analysis described in the following action items, this plan should be revised within 5
years. If there are significant changes to legislation and the Refuge Roads program, the
update may occur sooner.

e Use the most latest available version of FWS Cadastral GIS data to do analysis and to
depict unit maps in the refuge and fish hatchery fact sheets. The Cadastral GIS data can
be found at_http://www.fws.gov/G1S/data/CadastralDB/index.htm. Use: FWS approved
and FWS interest layers to show the approved boundaries and FWS owned managed
lands.

e Develop a better cross-compatibility between data sources to eliminate data gaps and
increase the reliability and usefulness of identified needs and hotspot analyses.
o0 Develop a better cross-compatibility between SAMMS and RIP data for roads,
parking lots, and trails

= Data will need to be reconciled and fully converted into a GIS format by
both agencies for accuracy.

= Create a master data management system that uses the same identifier
code/number for assets.

0 Update refuge unit GIS shapefiles at EFLHD with the most recent version of
FWS cadastral GIS layers.

o Coordinate GIS interagency data/maps by creating a Federal Lands Management
Agency transportation GIS database and keep it in a central location as well as
sharing all and most updated information.
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e Improve resource protection analysis. Use a systematic method to quantify the

significance of the conflict between fish and wildlife and transportation facilities to better
demonstrate a need for improvements.

o

Obtain wildlife habitat locations and fish passage corridors at a regional and local
level to help identify potential animal-transportation conflict areas as well as the
type of potentially impacted wildlife.

Identify the locations of access conflicts between resources (fish and wildlife
habitat) and transportation facilities to help decision makers develop appropriate
solutions.

Obtain fish passage data to help identify potential fish-transportation conflict
areas and potentially impacted species.

Obtain non-fatal vehicle-animal collision data to provide a more complete
understanding of historic vehicle-animal conflict hot-spots.

e Improve safety and condition analysis

o

Obtain AADT for all Service roads to help quantify use and add to the
meaningfulness of need determinations.

Collect crash data for all Service roads to help identify areas in need of safety
improvements within service lands.

Use a detailed crash rate analysis to determine hotspots.

Obtain complete current replacement value, asset priority index, facility condition
index, and deferred maintenance for all refuge and hatchery roads, parking lots,
and trails to eliminate data gaps and improve the reliability of need
determinations.

Use a complete dataset of non-Service road use, condition, and crashes to
eliminate data gaps in the determinations of improvement need and partnership
opportunity.
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o Full implementation of the National Safety Management System (SMS) at the
regional level to monitor and identify where resources are needed when it comes
to addressing safety.

e Improve welcome and orientation analysis.

o Identify where State way-finding and variable message signs are located to assist
in identifying areas of possible partnership. Use a Service sign inventory that
includes sign location, condition, and adherence to Service sign standards (those
specifically related to way-finding and interpretation) to help identify locations of
need.

0 Quantify access points and create a geo-referenced mapped inventory

o0 Identify existing visitor counters and or propose a counting system to provide data
to the regional offices.

o Utilize USFWS Visitor Use survey results where applicable or create and
complete an OMB-approved user survey on transportation.

o Identify which trails are eligible for transportation funding. l<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>