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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Meade County Master Transportation Plan (MTP) is a key planning document that will guide
transportation investment and policy through the year 2045. This plan serves as an update to the current
MTP, which was completed in 2016. The MTP was a collaborative effort involving stakeholders, agency
partners, and community members, and provides a blueprint for development of the transportation
system using the community’s goals and priorities as a foundation.

The Meade County MTP emphasizes a balanced approach to meeting future transportation demands. A
focus on improving sustainable transportation options such as biking, walking and public transit reduces
roadway congestion and supports stewardship of the County’s natural resources. The MTP considers a
range of project recommendations to address the community’s diverse transportation needs.

Public Engagement

Public Input Meetings (PIMs) were held to engage stakeholders and the public. Two PIM series were
hosted during the planning process. Separate stakeholder meeting opportunities were also provided
during the PIM meeting days. The consultant team organized and coordinated promotion, activities, and
materials for these events.

PIM #1

The first PIM series consisted of two sessions, with the first held on September 29t (Piedmont American
Legion) and the second held on September 30" (Meade County Courthouse). This introductory PIM
series was designed to inform the public about the project background, baseline conditions, and Goal
Areas, and to generate discussion on transportation needs and issues. PIM #1 was advertised through a
variety of media channels, including newspaper ads, website, social media, and e-blast channels.

Public Input Opportunity #2

The second PIM series consisted of two sessions, with the first held on May 25" (Piedmont American
Legion) and the second held on May 26" (Meade County Courthouse). This PIM series provided an
opportunity for the public to review and comment on the draft Meade County MTP.

During the sessions, the project team gave a presentation on the analysis and recommendations
contained in the draft MTP. PIM #2 was advertised through a variety of media channels, including
newspaper ads, website, social media, and e-blast channels.

Study Advisory Team (SAT)

Development of the Meade County MTP was guided by the SAT, which was formed at the onset of the
planning process. The SAT played a central advisory role throughout the planning process by providing
direction at key decision points and helping to assure that the plan was reflective of the County’s
transportation vision. SAT members included staff and representatives from the County, SDDOT, and the
MPO. The SAT met on six occasions throughout the planning process.

ES-1|Page
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Baseline Conditions Analysis

An analysis of baseline conditions was completed to evaluate existing conditions relative to all modes of
travel. The baseline conditions analysis included a review of growth within the County, roadway
conditions, traffic and crash data, culvert and bridge conditions, freight considerations, and multimodal
facilities.

Population and subdivision growth within the County has been growing at a rapid pace over the past five
years and has put additional stress on the existing transportation system. Generally speaking, traffic
capacity issues are isolated to the urban corridors and intersections. Crash data indicates that the high
frequency crash sites are occurring at the busiest intersections, also located within the County’s cities and
towns. The primary multimodal needs were identified as gaps within sidewalk and shared use paths
located near urban communities and schools.

Projected Conditions Analysis

Twenty-year traffic projections were developed to evaluate potential traffic capacity concerns for the
future. The top 19 traffic volume locations provided by SDDOT and selected StreetLight count locations
by estimated 2045 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) are shown in Table ES-1.

Table ES-1: Traffic Volume Locations by 2045 ADT Estimate

Site ID 2021

ADT

2045
Estimate

2045 With
Development

Source Corridor

Description

547041  SDDOT Traffic = Stage Stop Rd = Between ) BRd & 3,320 4,731 5,013
Count Location 1-90W
547042 | SDDOT Traffic Elk Creek Rd Between Hills 2,713 3,866 4,097
Count Location View Dr & I-90W
547303  SDDOT Traffic Whitewood Between Us14A & | 1,714 2,442 2,588
Count Location Rd 20Th St - Sturgis
547062 | SDDOT Traffic Erickson Between Peaceful | 1,320 1,881 1,993
Count Location Ranch Rd Pines Rd & West
Ridge Rd
547304 @ SDDOT Traffic Whitewood Between Industry 1,058 1,508 1,598
Count Location Rd Rd &
Meade/Lawrence
County Line
547302 | SDDOT Traffic Vanocker South of Junction 1,032 1,471 1,558
Count Location Canyon Rd Ave - Sturgis
547050 SDDOT Traffic Elk Creek Rd Between Ricard 815 1,161 1,231
Count Location Rd & Golden
Valley Dr
547060 | SDDOT Traffic New Between Red Top 679 968 1,025
Count Location ' Underwood Rd & Curlew Rd
Rd
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552921

547072

547067

547073

547049

547295

547070

547045

547014

547064

547046

1010

1020

1030

1040

1050

1060*

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

SDDOT Traffic
Count Location

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

150 PI

New
Underwood
Rd
Avalanche Rd

New
Underwood

Rd
Elk Vale Rd

Vanocker
Canyon Rd
Alkali Rd
Pleasant
Valley Rd
Elk Creek Rd
Elk Creek Rd
Cemetery
Entrance Road
Fort Meade
Way
Alkali Rd
134th
Ave/Pleasant
Valley Rd
Tilford Rd

Elk Vale Rd

Elk Vale Rd S

Between Airway
Ct & 225 St - Box
Elder
Between 209 St &
Alkali Rd

Between Eden Rd
& Elm St
Between Hay
Draw Rd & Wilcox
Rd
Between Prairie
Meadows Rd &
Horseshoe Rd
Between 1St Ave
& Otter Rd -
Sturgis
Between 135 Ave
& 132 Ave
Between 130 Ave
& 1-90E
Between School
Rd & Horseshoe
Rd
Between 144 Ave
& Elk Vale Rd
Main Black Hills
National
Cemetery
Entrance
Between Pleasant
Valley Rd & SD
Hwy 34
West of Junction
with 139 Ave
North of Junction
with Tilford Rd

East of Junction
with Ricard Rd
Between Tilford
Rd & Alkali Rd
Between Tilford
Rd & Elk Creek Rd

524

469

445

378

354

321

244

214

210

198

164

900

250

230

200

250

South Dakota
747 791
668 708
634 672
539 571
504 535
457 485
348 368
305 323
299 317
282 299
234 NA
1,300 1,350
350 400
350 350
300 300
350 400
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1080*

1090*

1100*

1110*

1120*

1130*

1140*

1150

1160

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050

2060

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone
StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone

StreetLight
Analysis Zone
StreetLight
Analysis Zone
StreetLight
Analysis Zone

1-90

Erickson
Ranch Rd

Haines Ave

Elk Vale South
S

New
Underwood
Rd North
New
Underwood
Rd Center
New
Underwood
Rd South
Elm Spring Rd
North
Elm Spring Rd

Antelope
Creek Rd
1-90

Hwy 79

Hwy 34

1-90
Hwy 73

UsS 212

Between Sturgis &
Rapid City
Between Peaceful
Pines Rd & West
Ridge Rd
Between Peterson
Rd & Virginia Ln
Between Prairie
Meadows Rd &
Horseshoe Rd
Between Hope Rd
& Hay Draw Rd

Between West
Elm Springs Rd &
Alkali Rd
Between Red Top
Rd & Curlew Rd

Between Boneita
Rd & Hay Draw Rd
North of
Pennington
County Line
Between Elk Creek
Rd & 224 St
NW of Sturgis

South of Butte
County Line
East of Junction
with EIm Springs
Rd
East of Rapid City

South of Faith

West of Faith

18,400

1,450

1,500

900

600

700

800

150

200

650

12,200

2,000

700

8,000
800

500

South Dakota
24,500 25,600
2,100 2,200
2,150 2,300
1,300 1,400
900 900
1,000 1,050
1,150 1,200
200 250
300 300
950 1,000
16,200 17,000
2,700 2,800
950 1,000
10,600 11,100
1,100 1,100
700 700

It is noteworthy that no future roadway capacity concerns were identified based on future traffic volumes.
This does not mean that addition of turn lanes at some key intersections should not be considered, as
turn lanes can improve both traffic operations and safety.
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Project Recommendations

The project identification process was used to define three categories of projects: Roadways, Bridges,
and Multimodal (Bike and Ped) projects. This process is outlined below:

e First, a preliminary set of project recommendations was developed in coordination with the
Study Advisory Team and county staff. These preliminary recommendations were based on
available data, transportation priorities as expressed by the county, the 2016 transportation
plan, and public input received during the planning process.

e Second, the set of project recommendations was assessed against current and historical
conditions, such as roadway safety within the study area.

e Third, the set of project recommendations was assessed against projected conditions, including
future traffic operations, and forecast areas of concentrated population and employment
growth.

e Fourth, the set of projects was refined by working closely with stakeholders and staff.

This process provided a progressive approach by which the project team could narrow, adjust, and
refine the universe of projects based on existing and projected conditions.

Short-Range Projects

Short-Range projects were drafted from the county’s 5-year plan and condensed where applicable. It is
assumed that these will remain the county’s priority in the short term. Short-range projects are listed
with a location, brief description, and cost. Projects with a listed year of 2021 were assumed to have
been completed and have been omitted. Short range projects are listed in Table ES-2. Short range
project locations are shown in Figure ES-1.

Table ES-2: Short-Range Roadway Projects

Corridor/Project Location Description Total Project
Cost (in
Thousands)
Multiple Projects Chip Seal 1,510 County 5-Year
Plan
Structure No. 47-541-100, 9 mi. S. & 5 Replace Structure 1,867 County 5-Year
mi. E. of Maurine (Already in Progress) Plan
Structure No. 47-635-190, é mi. E. & 12 Replace Structure 550 County 5-Year
mi. N. of White Owl on Whitetail Rd. Plan
Structure No. 47-549-149, 21.1 mi. W. & Replace Structure 462 County 5-Year
13.9 mi. S. of Faith on Pine Creek Rd. Plan
Rolling Hills Rd from Nemo Road North Fix Drainage 34 County 5-Year
2 mi. Plan
N Haines Ave. from Pennington Co. Change to 24’ Deck 6,500 County 5-Year
line 6.12 mi. North to Elk Creek Rd. with 4" Shoulders Plan
Alkali Rd from Ft. Meade Way east 5 2" overlay 2,000 County 5-Year
mi. to Titan Rd. Plan
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New Underwood Rd from Pennington Reconstruct & New 7.500 County 5-Year
Co. line to Elk Creek Rd 7 miles AC Surfacing Plan

Mnt. Shadows Rd. off of 2nd Street in Chip Seal 31 County 5-Year
Piedmont Plan

Norman Ave. from Peaceful Pines N to Chip Seal 78 County 5-Year
end of county asphalt Plan

Deadwood Ave and Peaceful Pines Chip Seal 67 County 5-Year
east of 1-90 to Pennington County Line Plan

Sidney Stage Rd Full depth 1,100 County 5-Year
reclamation and AS Plan

Surfacing

Structure No. 47-460-128, 11.8 mi S of Replace Bridge 400 County 5-Year
Hwy 212 on Stoneville Rd. Plan

Avalanche Rd from Alder P. N3 mito = Reconstruct & New 3,200 County 5-Year
Eden Rd AC Surfacing Plan

Ft. Meade Way from Hwy 34 2.4 miles Regrade 1,000 County 5-Year
South Plan

Structure No. 47-060-305, 3 mi. E &12.5 Replace Bridge 500 County 5-Year
mi. N of Sturgis (130th Ave) Plan

Engineer North 2.4 miles Ft. Meade PE Engineering 35 County 5-Year
Way Plan

Structure No. 47-114-553, 8.4 mi. E Replace Bridge 750 County 5-Year
&12.3 mi. S. of Sturgis (Deerview Rd.) Plan

Deerview Rd. Reconstruct & New 6,000 County 5-Year
AC Surfacing Plan

Long-Range Roadway Projects

Long-Range Projects were created by first carrying forward projects from the 2016 Meade Moving
Forward Transportation Plan. Projects that no longer apply were deleted and additional projects were
identified through the processes identified at the beginning of this chapter.

Each project is listed with a corresponding Map ID, location information, a brief description, and a
source, which details whether the project came from the 2016 plan or from efforts of this plan. The
projects are not listed in any order of priority, and it will be up to the County to decide in the future
which projects should be implemented over time. Approximate costs have also been listed. Long-range
projects are shown in Table ES-3 and shown in Figure ES-2.
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Figure ES-1: Short-Range Project Locations
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Table ES-3: Long-Range Roadway Projects

Corridor Description Estimated
Cost (SM)

Antelope
Creek
Road

2 Elk Creek
Road

3 Elk Creek
Road

4 I-90
Service
Road
5 Elk Creek
Road

[ New
Corridor
7 Pleasant
Valley
Road
8 Haines
Ave

Special Roadway Projects

Pennington
County
Line
[-90 Exit 46

Elk Vale
Road

Exit 40

Elk Vale
Road

Erickson
Ranch Rd
Tilford

Pennington
County
Line

Elk Creek
Road

Edgewood
Place

Antelope
Creek
Road

Vanocker

Canyon
Road
Haines
Avenue

143rd Ave

Fort
Meade
Way
Elk Creek
Road

MEADE COUNTY

Asphalt paving

Acquire ROW for
improvements,
Realignment of

roadway
Asphalt paving

Corridor
Preservation

Asphalt paving to
rural arterial

New collector

road
Asphalt Paving

Reconstruct

South Dalkota

2016
Transportation
Plan
2016
Transportation
Plan

2016
Transportation
Plan
2016
Transportation
Plan
2016
Transportation
Plan
MCC Study
2020
Newly
Identified

Newly
Identified

10.2

4.8

10.2

12.8

6.9

7.5

10.4

Throughout the planning process of this plan, a few key corridors have drawn the attention of SAT

members and planning staff. These corridors present unique challenges as they are not strictly under
the county’s jurisdiction, or the county has expressed an interest in the state taking over jurisdiction.
Each unique corridor is listed below and is listed in Table ES-4 and shown in Figure ES-2.

Fort Meade Way

Fort Meade Way has long been an identified corridor need east of Sturgis. The corridor runs from
Pleasant Valley Rd to SD 34 near the Buffalo Chip campground. Previous efforts from the county to turn
the corridor over to the SDDOT have not been successful. The corridor is unpaved but high traffic
volumes indicate the need for paving. Although the county may not be interested in taking on the
project itself, the project is listed here to support future coordination efforts.

Quaal Road

Quaal Road is roughly parallel to I-90 on the east side of Summerset between Stagestop Road and
Norman Avenue. The road serves rural subdivision housing and was not constructed to be a major
connection for the County. Quaal Road is maintained by a Road District, but they possess insufficient
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funds to upgrade the corridor as a major through corridor. This plan identifies Quaal Road as a potential
candidate for conversion to a three-lane corridor: two-lanes with a center lane turning lane. Further
coordination between Summerset, the Road District, and the County will be needed to ensure proper
planning and usage of Quaal Rd, and to identify needed funding.

150" Avenue

This project was moved from the list of long-range projects to the special projects as this road was
deemed by SAT members to be of greater importance to the City of Box Elder and Pennington County,
even though the landfill at the end of this corridor is in Meade County. Coordination is needed to
determine jurisdictional responsibilities and to prioritize implementation.

Sly Hill Road

Sly Hill Road leaves the City of Sturgis and heads north into surrounding Meade County. The road
transfers to Meade County jurisdiction at the top of the hill at city limits. This road serves current and
future development and may need to be paved in the future.

New Underwood Road
Additional study will be needed to assess needs along the entirety of the New Underwood Road corridor
from 1-90 in Pennington County to its junction with SD 34.

Table ES-4: Special Roadway Projects

Corridor Description Estimated
Cost ($M)

Fort Meade Pleasant SD 34 Pave Public
Way Valley Road Roadway Meeting
Feedback
10 | Quaal Road Stagestop Norman Convert to Public 3.5
Road Avenue three-lane Meeting
with TWCLTL Feedback
11 150th Pennington North Asphalt 2016 3.1
Avenue County Line (Eagle paving as Transportation
Ranch Rd) | minor arterial Plan
12 Sly Hill Rd Junction Ave | Foothills Rd Pave SAT Feedback 3.3
Roadway
13 New [-90 SD 34 Corridor SAT Feedback 0.2
Underwood Study, Assess
Rd Needs
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Figure ES-2: Long-Range and Unique Projects
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Bike/Ped Projects

In addition to roadway projects, the MTP sought to identify potential project needs for non-automobile
transportation. These projects often coincide with roadway projects and should be considered along
with them when planning for roadway projects. This will help to ensure funding in cases where bike and
pedestrian needs should be addressed. Also, planning for bike and ped users will help to serve more
residents of Meade County, especially those who cannot drive or need off-street infrastructure for
general travel or for recreational purposes.

Projects for UTV users were considered however input from county staff and the SAT concluded that
projects for UTVs were not a Meade County priority. The County is amenable to UTV users however
limited funding is available to improve facilities for these users.

Bike/Ped projects were considered regardless of whether they would be a County-led project as in many
instances a project may require cooperation among more than one jurisdiction and include the County.
Projects were developed using the following criteria:

e Filling in sidewalks around area schools
o Some schools in the county lack complete sidewalk access.
o These projects were developed to aid in access to the school for bike and ped users.
o Gaps were filled to connect the schools to already existing sidewalk networks.
o Rural schools with no surrounding housing were not considered.
e Creating shared use for community use
o Potential sites for shared use paths or sidewalks were identified to connect existing
networks or to bridge gaps.
o A potential link from the Pennington County line north through the communities of
Black Hawk, Summerset, and Piedmont was identified for a shared use path to roughly
parallel Sturgis Rd, making use of existing shared use path where it exists.
School Sidewalk Gaps
1) Approximately 0.2 miles to connect Black Hawk Elementary to housing with an existing sidewalk
network on the east side of Sturgis Road.
2) Construct 350 ft of sidewalk in the City of Faith to connect the school to the sidewalk at Main St.
Shared Use Paths
3) Construct 3 miles of shared use path (SUP) from the Pennington County line to connect to an
existing SUP that terminates at Leisure Ln/Castlewood Dr in Summerset. This project is part of a
series of projects parallel to Sturgis Rd.
4) Construct 1.2 miles of SUP to continue where the SUP in Summerset terminates at High
Meadows Rd and continue north to the existing SUP at approximately Stagestop Rd.
5) Construct the final 2.1 miles of SUP along Sturgis Rd to connect where project 5 leaves off and
connect to the city of Piedmont.
6) Construct a sidewalk or SUP to connect housing subdivision on the east side of 1-90 east of the
community of Summerset. The bridge over 1-90 already contains a separated sidewalk, however,
the approaches on either side would be difficult for bike/ped users.
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7) Construct new facilities to connect housing across I-90 and to connect to the SUP proposed in
Project 6. Currently, the bridge over the interstate has no bike/ped facilities. This project would
involve at a minimum three jurisdictions: Meade County, Summerset, and Piedmont.

Table ES-5: Bike/Ped Projects

Corridor Length
Mlles

EIm St in Black Hawk Black Hawk Meadow Rose Ln
Elementary
2 W 1st Ave in Faith 5th St 1st St 0.07
3 Sturgis Rd County Line Leisure 3.1
Ln/Castlewood Dr
4 Sturgis Rd High Meadows Rd Stagestop Rd 1.19
5 Sturgis Rd Stables Dr Park St 2.14
6 Stagestop Rd Renata Dr I-90 Bridge 0.53
7 Elk Creek Rd Sturgis Rd Glenwood Dr 0.67
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Bridges

Bridge project priorities were developed from bridge inspection data and input from County staff. Three
categories were established for the 30 lowest ranked bridges in the County, primary system, secondary
system, and single access routes. Bridge project priorities within each category were developed using
Bridge Improvement Grant (BIG) scoring criteria developed by the SDDOT, as well as other factors.
Bridge project priorities are listed in Table ES-6.

Table ES-6: Bridge Project Priorities

Bridge Rural Struct. Budgetary
Number | Collector | Deficient | Posted | Condition | Traffic Replacement

Cost

47-460-128 X X 4 233 370 $600,000
47-378-444 | «x 5 233 | 360  $4,074,000
g 47-459-135 X X 3 233 253 $1,050,000
£ 47-750-132 X X 5 29 | 365  $814,000
& 47-499-460  x X 3 60 273  $431,000
= 47-065-619 X 6 500 @ 35.0  $1,115,000
E 47170612 X 7 1895  30.0  $777,000
& 47363476 |  «x 6 280 | 292 | $3,675,000
47-117-558  x 6 240 210  $494,000
47-050-322 X X 4 33 | 145  $440,000
47-183-390 X X 1 50 500  $339,000
47-549-149 X X 2 18 | 567  $582,000
€ 47-541-100 X X 4 59 | 545  $1,302,000
% 47-093-404 X X 4 33 | 467  $524,000
2 47-060-305 X X 4 33 440  $370,000
S | 47-270-575 X 4 56 | 370  $840,000
§  47-475-100 X 6 60 558  $592,000
&  47-375-253 X 4 65 | 31.6  $339,000
47-580-338 X 5 10 549  $499,000
47-320-392 X 5 55 | 473 $872,000
47-377-117 X X 2 30 670  $539,000
47-110-518 X X 1 10 | 609  $539,000
47-635-190 X X 3 10 589  $1,124,000
8 | 47-320-585 X X 4 10 | 459  $599,000
S 47-243-401 X X 4 10 529  $1,176,000
2 47-120-441 X 0 5 | 580  $630,000
S 47-689-123 X 5 21 60.0  $432,000
47-382-368 X 4 15 | 449  $490,000
47-088-539 4 30 380  $615,000
47-079-547 X 6 11 499  $524,000
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Financial Scenarios

Based on existing County Highway Department revenue, two scenarios were developed to allocate
resources to meet system wide transportation needs. One scenario assumes the County continues its
recent population growth for the next 20 years, the other scenario assumes similar growth and revenues
with the addition of newly available federal monies.

Scenario 1 — Use of Known Funding

Base year, or existing condition investments in the Meade County highway system are the basis for the
development of this future potential funding scenario. Meade County has a current annual average
investment in the 5-year plan of nearly $7 million per year. Existing known revenues for Meade County
are approximately $4.6 million per year. This will allow Meade County to complete roughly 2/3 of their
programmed projects using available funding. The remaining projects in the 5-year plan may either be
moved further out into the long range or can be completed if additional funding becomes available.

Other options exist for completing projects with limited funding. These could include phasing, with phases
of less deficient segments being moved into the long range. Also, partnerships that spread the costs
among multiple jurisdictions can help to complete the projects in the short term.

Using four percent inflation, the $7 million per year would grow to about $15.2 million by 2042. If
population and revenue continue to grow, most transportation needs of the county are reasonable as the
5-year plan is non-binding and commissioners are allowed to pick and choose projects. As such, some
projects on the 5-year plan are considered “must haves” while others are much lower in priority and were
added to the list in the interest of completeness and to be eligible for funding.

Scenario 2 — Influx of New Funding

Scenario 2 assumes an increase in federal funding availability. In this scenario, county revenues increase
as in scenario 1, however new federal funding creates significant new opportunities to fund projects.
With the likely incoming of large amounts of previously unavailable federal funding due to recent
congressional infrastructure bills, Meade County may be able to fund projects which were previously not
feasible.

In the event new federal monies become available, the county will need to act quickly and decisively to
apply for grants and other funding sources and to have “shovel ready” projects applicable for funding.
One such project is a potential corridor study on New Underwood Road. County staff and SAT members
have noted a potential future need for improvements on the corridor between I-90 in Pennington
County and SD 34 in Meade County. At a minimum, the corridor could be studied to determine what
future project improvements should be considered, whether the project should be phased, and how
multiple jurisdictions should work together to see the improvements implemented.

Other projects from the long-range list of road projects that are currently considered to be low priority
may suddenly have the opportunity to become fully funded, and the county will need to be prepared.
Under scenario 2, the County simply adopts a more aggressive stance with regards to project planning
and design.
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Funding Strategy Recommendations

Having considered both scenarios, it would be appropriate for Meade County to be prepared for either
scenario to occur. Meade County should look for ways to phase or delay some projects, or to choose a
lesser improvement on some short-range projects if possible. Meade County should also be aggressive in
pursuing other funding sources, including grants, to increase their financial resources for completing
projects. This may require more emphasis on early project planning and completion of design to be more
competitive for grants that require “shovel ready” projects.

Standards

Typical section and access standards contained in Ordinance 10 were reviewed and recommendations are
provided within the MTP. Modified typical sections were provided to give the County more options when
approached by developers who wish to propose either rural or urban developments within Meade County.
The County may wish to adopt these new, modified typical sections as part of Ordinance 10. Access
spacing standards were reviewed and found to be consistent with those used by the SDDOT. No revisions
were recommended.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Purpose

The Meade County Master Transportation Plan (MTP) is a key planning document that will guide
transportation investment and policy through the year 2045. This plan serves as an update to the current
Meade Moving Forward Transportation Plan, which was completed in 2016. The MTP was a collaborative
effort involving stakeholders, agency partners, and community members, and provides a blueprint for
development of the transportation system using the community’s goals and priorities as a foundation.

The plan marks a period of rapid growth for the County driven by strong investment, new residents, and
the area’s enduring cultural appeal for tourists and visitors. While this vibrance and vitality should be
celebrated, they introduce new pressures on the existing transportation system. Important considerations
include subdivision growth along the 1-90 corridor and throughout rural areas within the county, economic
development spurred by increasing population and expansion of the Ellsworth Air Force Base (AFB), and
an intensifying need for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. These factors have produced changes in
traffic volumes and patterns, warranting a detailed evaluation of the efficiency, condition, and safety of
the existing system. The MTP update responds to the changing conditions within Meade County. It
considers current trends, anticipates future needs, and presents recommendations to support the County
in accommodating future growth.

The Meade County MTP emphasizes a balanced approach to meeting future transportation demands. A
focus on improving sustainable transportation options such as biking, walking and public transit reduces
roadway congestion and supports stewardship of the County’s natural resources. The MTP considers a
range of project recommendations to address the County’s diverse transportation needs.

Background

Meade County is located in western South Dakota, with most of its land area lying to the north and east
of Rapid City. The County encompasses more than 2 million acres, making it the largest county in South
Dakota in terms of land area. Although the County measures 140 miles from its northeast corner to its
southwest corner, it is sparsely populated. The total land area of Meade County is 3,482 square miles with
an estimated population of 29,852 (2020). Sturgis is the largest city in the County with approximately
7,020 (2020) residents. The County’s remaining residents reside in smaller towns along Interstate 90 (I-
90), in the City of Faith located in the County’s northeastern corner, and within rural areas throughout the
rest of the County. The number one industry in the County is agriculture. Meade County is also home to
Ellsworth Air Force Base (EAFB). In addition to the agriculture industry and military, the County hosts up
to one-half million tourists each August for the world's largest motorcycle rally, the Sturgis Motorcycle
Rally.

The purpose of the County transportation system is to move people and goods in a safe and efficient
manner. A variety of travel needs must be considered to fulfil this purpose, including travel within the
County, trips that pass through the County, and trips between rural parts of the County and between the
County’s cities. The County roadway system is a critical component of the transportation system, serving
most of the travel needs outside city limits.
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The County roadway network has been designed and constructed to serve rural and regional needs.
Ongoing growth and development in the County have created increased traffic demands on this roadway
network, with some facilities struggling to accommodate growing traffic volumes. The Annual Sturgis
Motorcycle Rally further heightens travel demand in the western portion of the County.

Planning Process

The Meade County MTP is a collaborative effort between Meade County, the South Dakota Department
of Transportation (SDDOT), and the Rapid City Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) designed
to identify needs and establish priorities with respect to the Meade County transportation system. The
plan addresses existing issues and anticipated concerns for traffic congestion, safety, access, and
connectivity. The planning process involved collaboration between multiple jurisdictions, key
stakeholders, and citizens, and was designed to create an open dialogue within the County on
transportation.

Study Advisory Team (SAT)

Development of the Meade County MTP was guided by the SAT, which was formed at the onset of the
planning process. The SAT played a central advisory role throughout the planning process by providing
direction at key decision points and helping to assure that the plan was reflective of the County’s
transportation vision. SAT members included staff and representatives from the County, SDDOT, and the
MPO. The SAT met on six occasions throughout the planning process. SAT meeting presentations and
summaries are included in Appendix B.

Study Area

The study area for the project includes all of Meade County. Transportation facilities under the jurisdiction
of the County are the central focus of this plan. However, the relationship and connectivity of the County
system to other transportation systems — municipal, state, federal, and those under jurisdiction of road
districts — have also been considered and incorporated throughout the planning process. The project study
area is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Meade County MTP Study Area
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Policy Framework

The Meade County MTP policy framework serves as the plan’s policy foundation and charts a course for
future transportation investment within the study area. The framework is designed to be long-range and
comprehensive, reflecting the transportation system as a whole and incorporating the County’s priorities
to support current and future residents.

The framework was developed in close coordination with the SAT, local governments and stakeholders
throughout the County, and the SDDOT. It incorporates input collected through the community
engagement process, as well as the policy direction put forth in local and regional planning documents.

The policy framework consists of three elements: Vision, Goals, and Strategies.

e Vision: The transportation vision communicates the aspirations and priorities that will guide the
County’s transportation investments in order to achieve its desired future.

e Goals: Goals are broad statements that describe a desired end state. The goals represent key
priorities for desired outcomes for the transportation system, and for the wellbeing and
prosperity of the county. Goals are visionary statements that reflect key priority areas.

e Strategies: Strategies are specific statements that support the achievement of goals. Strategies
“operationalize” the goals: they refine goals into discrete, policy-based actions that are used to
guide decision making towards achievement of the vision. There are multiple strategies for each
goal.

Transporation Vision

The transportation vision will serve as an anchor for future development of the Meade County
transportation system. The transportation vision is as follows:

Meade County will develop a transportation system that incorporates high network
connectivity, supports commerce, and provides efficient, safe, and dependable mobility
for people and goods. The transportation system will be a driving force for the County’s
growth and prosperity, supporting livable and vibrant communities that serve existing
residents while creating an attractive environment for investment, tourism, and new
residents.

Goals and Strategies

The project team defined six goal areas in collaboration with the SAT, stakeholders, and the public. In
addition, the goal areas presented in SDDOT’s 2045 Long Range Transporation Plan® (LRTP) served as a
basis for the Plan goal areas. The goal areas were used to develop the final set of six MTP goals.

1 https://dot.sd.gov/media/documents/FinalSDLRTP.pdf
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The public involvement process was fundamental in establishing the MTP goal areas. Input collected
during engagement events allowed for the project team to craft a set of goals that closely reflect the
needs, preferences, and priorities of the County.

The six goal areas are shown in Table 1, where they are presented in relation to the SDDOT 2045 LRTP
goals. The goal areas, as presented here, do not imply an order of priority.

Table 1: Meade County MTP Goal Areas

Meade County MTP Goal Area SDDOT 2045 LRTP Goals

Improve Transportation Safety and Security for all

Sl Modes of Transportation

System Preservation Preserve and Maintain the Transportation System
Mobility, Reliability, & Accessibility Improve Mobility, Reliability and Accessibility
Economic Vitality Improve Mobility, Reliability and Accessibility
Environmental Sustainability Promote Environmental Stewardship

Innovative Transportation Technologies Promote Innovative Transportation Technologies

The goal areas were used to define the final set of six MTP goals. For each goal, various strategies are
defined.

1. Safety
Goal: Create a transportation system that incorporates safety and security throughout all modes and for
all users.

e Support the mission of South Dakota’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan to save lives and reduce
serious injuries.

e Reduce the incidence of all motor vehicle and non-motor vehicle (pedestrian and cyclist) crashes,
with an emphasis on serious injury and fatal crashes.

e Regularly review and update emergency routes, coordinating as needed with city governments
and SDDOT to facilitate the rapid movement of first responders and support incident
management during times of emergency.

e Target safety improvement projects, if applicable, to address the Top 10 High Frequency Crash
Locations as identified within the Meade County MTP.

e Enhance crash data integration and analysis to support decision making and issue identification.

e Recommend that sidewalks be included on both sides of new streets in neighborhood and
business districts, and that they be incorporated into major construction projects for existing
streets within these districts.

e Improve education on bike safety and increase the awareness of both bicyclists and motorists
regarding bike related laws, rules, and responsibilities.

e Incorporate street trees into projects to buffer pedestrians from traffic, improve community and
neighborhood aesthetics, and provide shade.
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2. System Preservation
Goal: Proactively preserve and maintain existing transportation system infrastructure.

e Continue to employ a road maintenance plan to inventory road conditions, prioritize projects,
allocate investment, and comply with the functional classification standards as described within
Meade County Ordinance 10.

e Employ a systematic, data-driven process to support decisions on when and where to pave a
gravel roadway.

e Seek to invest in cost-effective preventative maintenance projects to reduce the need for more
costly structural improvements.

e Develop a capital improvement program that implements the project recommendations
developed and prioritized within the Meade County MTP.

3. Mobility, Reliability, & Accessibility
Goal: Create a transportation system that optimizes mobility and connectivity, allowing users to move
from one place to another in a direct route with minimal travel times and delays.

e Improve system-wide bicycle and pedestrian connectivity by prioritizing investments that address
network gaps and help traverse barriers.

e Implement operational improvements to optimize the efficiency of the transportation system,
including geometric improvements, access management, and updated intersection control.

e Implement a consistent approach for investment, design, connectivity, and maintenance of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

e |dentify and consider accessibility and connectivity needs on improvement projects for roads,
paths, and sidewalks.

o Utilize the development review process to require new developments to provide adequate
pedestrian and bicycle access to essential services, amenities, and destinations.

e Work with Prairie Hills Transitto improve route efficiency while continuing to serve major
employment centers, education facilities, medical offices, commercial developments, and tourist
destinations.

e When improving sections of street, upgrade existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities or construct
such facilities if desired and none are present.

e Provide an integrated system of bike and pedestrian trails and greenways to future
neighborhoods, employment centers, and recreational amenities.

4. Economic Vitality
Goal: Create a transportation system that supports economic competitiveness, vitality, and prosperity by
providing for the efficient movement of people and goods.

e Enhance the efficient and safe movement of freight and goods by investing in roadway
maintenance and safety improvements on critical freight corridors.

e Promote investments in network connectivity to allow industrial areas immediate access to air,
rail, and arterial or collector streets.

e Support projects that decrease travel time between major activity centers.
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e Give priority to transportation projects that improve and provide access to area tourist
destinations and amenities.

e Improve right-of-way preservation and access management standards to support the reliability of
collector and arterial roadway systems to efficiently distribute and move traffic.

e Improve north-south and east-west vehicle connectivity by upgrading key corridors used to travel
within and to/from the County.

e Incorporate pedestrian and bicycle facilities along key corridors connecting activity centers to
promote tourism and support pedestrian access to local businesses.

5. Environmental Sustainability
Goal: Prioritize environmental stewardship in the development, maintenance, and operation of the
transportation system.

e Encourage sustainability in all aspects of the transportation system to meet the needs of the
present and ensure that future generations enjoy equal or improved opportunities.

e Maintain Meade County’s air quality for the health and enjoyment of residents and visitors.
Continue to explore ways to reduce air pollution further.

e Maintain a planning process that integrates and coordinates transportation planning with land
use, water, and natural resource conservation.

e Adopt infrastructure design standards that minimize impervious surfaces, preserve and
encourage native plant landscaping, and align with stormwater planning.

e Foster positive working relationships with resource agencies and stakeholders through early
coordination and consultation.

6. Innovative Transportation Technologies
Goal: Utilize new and innovative transportation technologies to create new opportunities and increase
mobilty and access.

e Encourage the use and adoption of new technologies to facilitate transportation needs in the
County where possible.

e Create relationships with nearby communities to determine whether innovative technologies that
they are using, such as electric car charging stations, have applications within Meade County.
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Chapter 2: Public Engagement

Introduction

Meaningful public engagement involves two-way communication with project stakeholders. A
cornerstone of the planning process, engagement provides access to project information, addresses
questions and concerns raised by community members and project partners, and helps define the study
priorities. Public engagement should have a measurable effect on the study’s outcomes.

The Meade County MTP public engagement process was designed to engage with participants in a way
that is open and respectful, while collecting input that is useful to the development of the project. The
objectives were to educate stakeholders on the planning process and its importance, provide multiple,
flexible opportunities for feedback, empower stakeholders to take an active role in shaping the plan,
and incorporate stakeholder input to guide recommendations. Developing a sense of ownership among
stakeholders is vital for implementation of the plan’s recommendations over time.

Stakeholders

Meade County’s residents represent a variety of perspectives, interests, and priorities with respect
transportation. The project team designed its public engagement approach to target diverse
stakeholders throughout the County, including community members, local governments,
neighborhoods, underserved populations, and business owners, among others.

Key project stakeholders included:

e Members of the general public

e (Cities of Sturgis, Piedmont, Summerset, Faith, and Box Elder

e Pennington and Lawrence Counties

e A Study Advisory Team (SAT) consisting of local government representatives. The specific
agencies that participated in the SAT are listed in Table 2.

Table 2: Study Advisory Team Member Agencies

SAT Member Agencies

South Dakota Department of Transportation
Meade County Planning

Meade County Commission

Meade County Highway Department
Meade County Equalization & Planning
Meade County Sheriff

Rapid City Area MPO

Methods and Activities

The Meade County MTP sought to provide ample opportunities for engagement with the community,
leveraging a range of strategies to collect input on priorities, challenges, and needs relevant to the
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County’s transportation system. The information collected was used to inform the study Vision, Goals,
and Objectives, identify opportunities, and develop recommendations. An overview of the engagement
methods and activities is provided below.

Public Input Meetings (PIMs)

The PIMs were intended to engage stakeholders and members of the general public. Two PIM series
were hosted during the planning process. The consultant team organized and coordinated promotion,
activities, and materials for these events.

PIM #1

The first PIM series consisted of two sessions, with the first held on September 29, 2021 (Piedmont
American Legion) and the second held on September 30", 2021 (Meade County Courthouse). This
introductory PIM series was designed to inform the public about the project background, baseline
conditions, and Goal Areas, and to generate discussion on transportation needs and issues.

During the sessions, the project team gave a presentation on existing conditions within the county and
led a discussion to identify transportation needs. Additionally, meeting attendees were invited to
participate in a goal prioritization activity, which allowed them to rank the plan goals in order of relative
importance.

PIM #1 was advertised through a variety of media channels, including newspaper ads, website, social
media, and e-blast channels. Public meeting materials and a meeting summary is included in Appendix
A.

Public Input Opportunity #2

The second PIM series consisted of two sessions, with the first held on June 28, 2022 (Piedmont
American Legion) and the second held on June 29%", 2022 (Meade County Courthouse). This PIM series
provided an opportunity for the public to review and comment on the draft Meade County MTP.

During the sessions, the project team gave a presentation on the analysis and recommendations
contained in the draft MTP. PIM #2 was advertised through a variety of media channels, including
newspaper ads, website, social media, and e-blast channels. Public meeting materials and a meeting
summary is included in Appendix A.

Project Website

The project website played a key role in the public engagement effort, acting as a repository for project
resources and providing convenient opportunities for the public to share input. Visitors to the site were
encouraged to identify transportation needs using an online interactive map, or if they preferred, send
comments to the project team by email. Visitors also had the opportunity to rank the project goals by
completing an online goals prioritization survey. All public meeting presentations and draft plan
documents were made available for download from the website. The website remained active
throughout the project lifecycle.

Input received through the project website aided the project team in developing plan
recommendations. A summary of the engagement results is provided in the following paragraphs.
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Interactive Issues Map Engagement Results

The interactive issues map was hosted on the project website starting in August 2021. Visitors to the
map were able to explore the study area, add location and issue-specific comments, view and discuss
comments left by others, and react to others’ comments with an “up vote” or “down vote”. In total, 11
stakeholders interacted with the map, leaving 23 comments.

One approach for quickly perceiving the most prominent themes highlighted within stakeholder
comments is a word cloud. The larger the word, the more often it was repeated. The word cloud is

shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Interactive Issues Map Comment Word Cloud

Comment Clusters and Summary

22% of comments were at Elk Creek and Galaxy Rd. Public comments included:
e The S curve is dangerous. There’s been a fatality and a serious injury.
e Not maintained in the winter
e Guardrails needed
e The bridge is outdated
17% of the comments were along County Hwy C-21/Underwood Ave. Public comments included:
e Signage is needed here at 167" Ave. for the turn into Lake Curlew. Drivers miss the turn, then U-
turn which creates a safety hazard. Also, place a second sign for the lake at Niagara PI.
e Some existing signage along the road near culverts make it impossible for large agricultural
equipment to move to the shoulder which is a safety hazard for oncoming traffic.
e Sign is needed that Elk Creek Rd. comes to an end here. Drivers plow straight through the T-
intersection and the private property owner has repaired their fence several times.
e Southbound drivers approaching Elk Creek Rd. go too fast and have hit deer. There are also large
trucks entering and exiting this area.
e There has been a fatality near Elk Creek Rd. intersection.
13% of the comments were about Elk Creek Rd. Public comments included:
e Pavement is needed from Haines Ave. to Elk Vale
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e This is the only major east-west connector in the southern part of the county and residential
base is growing. It should be paved between Haines Ave. and New Underwood Rd (It is noted
that east of Antelope Creek Road the section is currently very rural in nature).

Other comments included:

e Connect Elk Vale Rd with Hwy 34. Another main route to Rapid City is needed that avoids going
through Sturgis.

e Upgrade the Elk Creek Rd. interchange with 1-90.

e Deerview and Mclntosh should be upgraded to paved roads with the amount of increased local
traffic.

e Elk Vale Rd. from Lone Tree Rd to Alkali Rd. south needs gravel.

e The guardrail at EIm Springs Rd. and Bull Creek has been taken out from an accident and never
replaced. This is a dangerous curve and narrow.

e A half inch of rain can make Elm Springs Rd. impassible.

Comments received from Social Pinpoint within the project website are shown by location and comment
type in Figure 3 below.
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