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RECORD OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 
A JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM  
PLAN FOR WALWORTH COUNTY: 2035 

 
 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This report presents the public comment received on the preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth 
County jurisdictional highway system plan during a formal public comment period of March 18, 2010, 
through April 17, 2010, and during the April 9, 2009, and August 13, 2009, meetings of the Walworth 
County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee. 
 
The report presents in a series of appendices: 
 

 Oral comments received at the public informational meeting and hearing (Appendix A). 
 

 Written comments received from March 18, 2010, through May 10, 2010 (Appendix B). 
 
 Newspaper articles concerning the year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system 

plan (Appendix C). 
 

 Materials announcing the public information meeting and hearing and summary materials 
distributed at those meetings (Appendix D). 
 

 Minutes from past meetings of the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee 
(Appendix E). 

 
The following section provides a summary of the comments received, and Commission staff responses to 
those comments. 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
During the period of March 18, 2010, through May 10, 2010, a total of 141 persons provided comments 
regarding the preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan. 
Oral comments were provided during a public information meeting/hearing held on March 25, 2010. 
Written comments were provided on forms available at a public information meeting/hearing or via letter, 
electronic mail, fax, or through the Commission website (www.sewrpc.org). In addition, oral comment 
was provided at the April 9, 2009, and August 13, 2009, meetings of the Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Highway Planning Committee. At the April 9, 2009, meeting, a total of three persons inquired about or 
provided comment on the long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater. At the August 13, 2009, meeting, a total of thirty-two persons asked questions or 
provided comment. All but one person inquired about or provided comment on the two alternative 
improvements to the USH 12 corridor between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater—the long planned 
extension of the USH 12 freeway and the widening of the existing route of USH 12 from two to four 
traffic lanes. 
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Comments in Support of Specific Recommendations of the 
Preliminary Recommended Year 2035 Walworth County 
Jurisdictional Highway System Plan 
 
The following are specific subjects addressed in the comments: 
 
 A total of 123 persons expressed support for the plan continuing to recommend the long-planned 

extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater and/or support for 
the plan not recommending the widening of the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic 
lanes. Three of the total 123 persons suggested that the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway be 
initially constructed between its termini at STH 67 and CTH A. Three persons suggested that the 
planned extension of USH 12 be initially constructed as a two lane facility between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater. Five persons suggested that Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
initiate work on the planned freeway as soon as possible. One person suggested that the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation purchase the right-of-way along the officially mapped route of the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway. Two persons suggested that the planned route be adjusted 
to minimize the impacts to residences, businesses, and environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
In addition, the Commission received during and following the August 13, 2009, meeting of the 
Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee a copy of a signed petition with 944 
signatures stating opposition to the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. The Commission staff received the same signed petition with 32 
additional signatures during the public informational meeting/hearing held on March 25, 2010, for the 
preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan. The 
Commission also received a copy of a signed petition with 25 signatures stating support for the plan 
continuing to recommend the long-planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater and for the plan not recommending the widening of the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes, and requesting that the Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Highway Planning Committee contact the Wisconsin Department of Transportation to immediately 
initiate preliminary engineering for the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway. 

 
Comments in Opposition to Specific Recommendations of the 
Preliminary Recommended Year 2035 Walworth County 
Jurisdictional Highway System Plan 
 
A total of fifteen persons expressed opposition for the plan to continue to recommend the long-planned 
extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater and/or expressed support 
for the planned widening of the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
Four of the total fifteen persons suggested the existing route of USH 12 be initially widened between the 
termini of the USH 12 freeway at STH 67 to a point north of CTH A. One person suggested that neither 
alternative USH 12 improvement between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater be shown on the 
Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan. Rather than utilizing public funding on either of 
the two alternative improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn, one person suggested that 
public funds should be spent on maintaining the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater, and one person suggested that public funds should be spent on other needed 
improvement projects within Walworth County. In addition, the Commission received at the April 9, 
2009, meeting of the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee a signed petition 
with 141 signatures stating opposition to the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities 
of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
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The reasons for opposing the long-planned extension of USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater included potential impacts to environmentally sensitive lands and residences, the 
potential affect on property taxes, the belief that other arterial facilities have a greater need for 
improvement than the USH 12 corridor, the high cost of extending USH 12, and the potential loss of 
businesses along the existing route of USH 12 due to traffic being diverted to the planned freeway 
extension.  The reasons for supporting the widening of the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater included that it would alleviate congestion on USH 12, impact less residences 
and environmentally sensitive areas, and better accommodate truck traffic travelling on STH 67 between 
the Cities of Elkhorn and Oconomowoc.  
  
Response: The planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and 

Whitewater has been recommended in State and regional plans since the mid-1960’s, and 
in the original Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan adopted in 1973. 
The Commission staff was requested by members of the Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Highway Planning Committee to consider the widening of the existing route of USH 12 
from two to four lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater as an alternative to 
the long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway during the current update and 
reevaluation of the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan. An analysis of 
the two alternative improvements to USH 12 was conducted by Commission staff and 
presented to the Walworth County Jurisdictional Planning Committee for consideration. 
Following review and consideration of the analysis of the two alternatives, the 
Committee on a 14 to 5 vote recommended that the Walworth County jurisdictional 
highway system plan continue to recommend the long planned extension of the USH 12 
freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and to oppose the alternative of 
widening the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities 
of Elkhorn and Whitewater. In addition, the Committee further recommended that the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation conduct as soon as possible the necessary 
preliminary engineering and environmental impact study of the USH 12 corridor between 
the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater.  

 
The Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan recommendation of the long 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway is advisory, providing guidance to the public 
and governments in Walworth County and to the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation. The actual improvement to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater would be determined by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation during 
preliminary engineering and environmental study. During preliminary engineering and 
environmental study, the Department would consider a number of alternatives, including 
extension of the existing USH 12 freeway, the widening of USH 12 from two to four 
traffic lanes, and a do nothing alternative. When considering alternatives, the Department 
would attempt to minimize impacts on environmentally sensitive lands, agricultural 
lands, residences, and businesses. In addition, during preliminary engineering and 
environmental impact study, the Department would provide substantial opportunities for 
public involvement prior to a final determination being made by the Department. 

 
Three persons expressed concern over the route of the long-planned extension of the USH 12 freeway 
impacting the Kettle Moraine State Forest, specifically Bluff Creek. 
 
Response: The route of the long-planned extension the USH 12 freeway recommended in the year 

2035 regional transportation plan was refined between Kettle Moraine Drive and a point 
north of Bluff Creek to minimize the impact on certain areas within the Kettle Moraine 
State Forest which have been designated as natural areas of statewide or greater 
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significance, aquatic areas of statewide or greater significance, and/or rare species habitat 
associated with Bluff Creek. During preliminary engineering and environmental study for 
improvements to the USH 12 corridor between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation would attempt to minimize the impacts on 
environmentally sensitive lands, including the Kettle Moraine State Forest. 

 
Fifteen persons questioned the number of impacts to residences and businesses under the alternative to 
widen the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater provided in the 
comparison of USH 12 alternatives between the USH 12 and STH 67 interchange and CTH P. Nine of the 
total fifteen persons suggested that the analysis should include the number of residents and businesses 
impacted by the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes identified 
by concerned citizens along USH 12 and presented to the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway 
Planning Committee at its August 13, 2009, meeting be documented in the report. Five persons 
questioned the estimate of costs provided for each alternative. One person suggested that the cost for 
relocating utilities should be included in the estimate of costs. 
 
Response: The table comparing the costs and impacts of the two alternative improvements to USH 

12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater as presented in the newsletter for the 
preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system 
plan has been revised (see Table 1). A separate category was added to the table 
identifying the number of potential disruptions to residences, businesses and institutions 
by each alternative improvement. A disruption is defined as any residential, commercial, 
or institutional lot located along or adjacent to each alternative improvement. 

 
The estimate of project costs for each alternative improvement is at a level appropriate 
for County-wide and regional planning. The estimated project costs used in the analysis 
of alternatives were based on costs of other projects of similar types having been 
constructed throughout southeastern Wisconsin. The estimated project costs for each 
alternative included construction, engineering, contingencies, traffic control, storm water 
management facilities, and any clearing, grubbing, and grading within the right-of-way. 
However, utility relocation was not included in the estimated project cost for each 
alternative. Utility relocation would be borne by either the owner of the utility or the 
Department depending on whether the utility needing relocation was within the roadway 
right-of-way or an easement owned by the utility. 
 
As the agency responsible for any improvement to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation would estimate the 
potential impacts and project costs for each alternative improvement to USH 12 in greater 
detail when conducting preliminary engineering and environmental impact study for 
improvements to the USH 12 corridor between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
The mitigation of potential impacts, including the potential impacts identified by the 
group of concerned citizens residing along USH 12, would also be addressed during the 
subsequent preliminary engineering and environmental studies. 

 
One person expressed opposition to the widening of USH 14 in Walworth County based on the potential 
impacts to farmland. 

 
Response: The preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway 

system plan does not recommend the widening of USH 14 between the Rock County line  
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Table 1 

COMPARISON OF USH 12 ALTERNATIVES BETWEEN THE USH 12 AND STH 67 INTERCHANGE AND CTH P 
 

Evaluation Measures 

Alternative Alignments 

Long-Planned Freeway Route
a 

Existing USH 12 Route 
Without Long-Planned Freeway Route 
Widened to Provide Four Traffic Lanes 

Right-of-Way Impacts   

Acquisitions/Relocations   

 Residential Structures 29b 10 

 Commercial Structures 0 8 

 Institutional Structures - - 1 

 Acres 
 

491 66 

Primary Environmental Corridors (acres) 44 21 
 
Secondary Environmental Corridors (acres) 

5 >1 

 
Isolated Natural Area (acres) 

15 - - 

 
Wetlands (acres) 

19 6 

 
Prime Agricultural Land (acres) 

291 34 

Disruptionsc   
 Residential Units 41 to 50b 173 to 205 
 Commercial Structures 2 28 to 47 
 Institutional Structures 0 3 

 

Initial Two-Traffic 
Lane Arterial 
without Grade 

Separation 

Ultimate Four-Traffic 
Lane Freeway with 
Grade Separation 

Four-Traffic Lane Arterial without Grade 
Separation 

Capital Costs (2008 Dollars)    

Construction $37,200,000 $100,000,000 $55,000,000 
Right-of-Way $16,700,000 $16,700,000 $9,200,000 

Total $53,900,000
d
 $116,700,000

d
 $64,200,000 

a The conceptual alignment of the long-planned freeway route has been refined from Kettle Moraine Drive to a point north of Bluff Creek to 
minimize the impact on certain areas within the Kettle Moraine State Forest which have been designated as natural areas of statewide or greater 
significance, aquatic areas of statewide or greater significance, and/or rare species habitat associated with Bluff Creek.  Bluff Creek is a Class I 
trout stream with high-quality springs and associated calcareous fens running through a designated State Natural Area supporting threatened and 
endangered species.  

b  Should the conceptual alignment of the long-planned freeway route be refined to avoid the existing residential development east of Silver Lake, 
the number of residential structures potentially requiring acquisition or relocation could be reduced to three structures, and the number of 
disruptions to residential units could be reduced to a range of 11 to 16 units.  

c 
 Disruptions is defined as any residential unit, or commercial or institutional structure located within about 200 feet of the right-of-way required for 

each alternative. 

d Does not include the $23.2 million estimated to reconstruct the existing USH 12 route between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater maintaining 
two traffic lanes. 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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and the Illinois State line from two to four lanes. However, it does recommend the 
reservation of right-of-way to accommodate potential future improvement of the facility 
beyond the design year of the plan. During preliminary engineering and environmental 
study for the reconstruction of segments of USH 14 between the Rock County line and 
the Illinois State line, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation would consider a 
number of alternatives, including reconstruction without additional lanes, reconstruction 
with additional lanes, and doing nothing. When considering these alternatives, the 
Department would attempt to minimize impacts to residences and businesses, agricultural 
lands, and environmentally sensitive areas. 

 
One person expressed opposition to the widening of STH 50 between IH 43 and STH 67 based on 
potential impacts to businesses and residences, and suggested that a two-lane facility with a two-way left 
turn lane be constructed. One person expressed opposition to the widening of STH 50 between CTH F 
(south) and a point west of Geneva Street. The Town of Delavan chair expressed opposition to the 
planned widening of STH 50 between CTH F (south) and CTH F (north) based on the potential impacts to 
Delavan Lake, and requested that alternative routes be considered to divert traffic from this segment of 
STH 50. In addition, the Town of Delavan provided a signed petition with 225 signatures opposing the 
widening of STH 50 between CTH F (south) and CTH F (north) based on the potential impacts on 
businesses and residences, and on Delavan Lake, and requesting that alternative routes for STH 50 be 
considered to divert traffic from this segment of STH 50. 
 
Response: The year 2035 regional transportation system plan and the preliminary recommended 

year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan recommends the 
provision of four traffic lanes on STH 50 between IH 43 and CTH F (south), based on the 
current year 2006 or the forecast year 2035 average weekday traffic volumes exceeding 
the design capacity of the existing two traffic lane facility. The plan also recommends the 
reservation of right-of-way to accommodate potential future improvement of the STH 50 
beyond the year 2035 between CTH F (south) and a point west of Geneva Street based on 
forecast year 2035 average weekday traffic volumes approaching but not exceeding the 
design capacity of the existing two lane traffic facility. The forecast year 2035 traffic 
volumes are derived from projected travel based on the regional land use plan. 

 
STH 50 between CTH F (south) and CTH F (north) is generally a two traffic lane 
roadway approximately 24 feet wide with an auxiliary lane and curb and gutter on the 
north side of STH 50, and a partial paved shoulder on the south side of STH 50. The 
current total paved width is about 33 to 40 feet. On the bridge over Delavan Lake, 
STH 50 is approximately 52 feet in width with two traffic lanes and two auxiliary lanes. 
The overall right-of-way width on this segment of STH 50 ranges from 66 to 85 feet. In 
2006, average weekday traffic volumes on this stretch of STH 50 ranged from 14,000 to 
18,000 vehicles, exceeding the 14,000 vehicles per average weekday design capacity of a 
two traffic lane arterial.  Forecast year 2035 average weekday traffic volumes on this 
stretch of STH 50 ranges from 20,000 to 22,000 vehicles, also exceeding the 14,000 
vehicles per average weekday design capacity of a two traffic lane arterial. 
 
Four traffic lanes could readily be provided within the existing right-of-way on STH 50 
between CTH F (south) and CTH F (north). The right-of-way required for a four traffic 
lane undivided arterial (with no parking or auxiliary lanes) is typically a minimum of 66 
feet with a desirable width of 80 feet. The 66-foot right-of-way would permit a 48-foot 
pavement width with nine feet on each side of the roadway for terrace. The 80-foot right-
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of-way would permit a 52-foot pavement width with 14-feet of terrace. In addition, the 
needed four traffic lanes could also be provided on the bridge crossing Delavan Lake, 
which currently has a 52-foot pavement width. 

 
 The potential effectiveness of diverting traffic from STH 50 between IH 43 and CTH F 

(south) is limited. The traffic on the segment of STH 50 between IH 43 and CTH F 
(south) is predominately traffic travelling between the City of Delavan and the Lake 
Geneva area, and between the City of Delavan and the Walworth/Fontana area. In 
particular, travel is predominately to and from the downtown Delavan area and the 
commercial development east of IH 43. Thus, a bypass could relieve STH 50 by serving 
traffic which has one trip end in the City of Delavan area and the other trip end outside of 
the Delavan area. Such a bypass must be located relatively close to the downtown 
Delavan area and the commercial development east of IH 43 to have the potential to 
attract any significant traffic. Given the size and location of Delavan Lake, the travel 
indirection attendant to a bypass south of Delavan Lake makes such a route likely 
infeasible. Mound Road located north of STH 50 could serve as a northern bypass route 
of STH 50. However, it would not be expected to divert enough traffic from those 
vehicles travelling to the City of Delavan area from the Walworth/Fontana on Geneva 
Lake area to eliminate the need for the provision of four traffic lanes on STH for between 
IH 43 and CTH F (south). The construction of an interchange on IH 43 at CTH F may 
attract additional traffic to STH 50 between CTH F (south) and CTH F (north) as vehicles 
with a trip end in the Walworth/Fontana area wanting to travel east on IH 43 may find it 
preferable to use the interchange at CTH F to access IH 43 rather than STH 67. 
 
Currently, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation is conducting preliminary 
engineering and environmental study for the reconstruction of STH 50 between IH 43 
and STH 67. The Department is considering a number of alternatives, including 
reconstruction at current capacity, and reconstruction with additional lanes. In addition, 
the Department considered, but dismissed, two alternatives to widening STH 50 that were 
suggested during the Department’s public informational meetings held for the project—
the construction of an interchange on IH 43 at CTH F to relieve traffic on STH 50, and 
the use of STH 67 as an alternative route to STH 50—as these two alternatives may not 
be expected to divert enough traffic from STH 50 to eliminate the need for the provision 
of four traffic lanes on STH 50. At the conclusion of preliminary engineering and 
environmental study a determination would be made as to how this segment of STH 50 
would be reconstructed.  

 
One person questioned the need of the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system planning effort 
given that the same issues were considered and addressed in the Walworth County comprehensive plan 
completed in November 2009. 
 
Response: The Commission adopted in June 2006 the regional transportation plan, as set forth in 

SEWRPC Planning Report No. 49, A Regional Transportation System Plan for 
Southeastern Wisconsin: 2035. The regional transportation plan contained an up-to-date 
functional arterial street and highway system plan which consists of recommendations 
concerning the general location, type, capacity, and service levels of the arterial street and 
highway facilities required to serve southeastern Wisconsin and Walworth County to the 
year 2035. The regional transportation plan, however, did not reevaluate, but continued 
the recommendations from the year 2020 county jurisdictional highway system plans as 
to which levels and agencies of government should assume responsibility for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of each of the various arterial facilities included 
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in the plan. In 2009, the Commission staff initiated effort for an update to the Walworth 
County jurisdictional highway system plan. This planning effort was intended to provide 
a review and reevaluation, and recommendations as to which level and agency of 
government should have jurisdictional responsibilities for each segment of the arterial 
street and highway in Walworth County. In addition, during and following the 
preparation of the year 2035 regional transportation system plan, the Walworth County 
Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee and Walworth County local governments 
requested specific functional improvement issues that were also considered during the 
current Walworth County jurisdictional highway system planning effort.  

 
 In November 2009, the Walworth County Board of Supervisors adopted a comprehensive 

plan for Walworth County, as set forth in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning 
Report No. 288, A Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Walworth County: 2035. 
The comprehensive planning process was undertaken by Walworth County, 13 of 16 
towns in the County, and the Commission. The year 2035 regional transportation system 
plan was incorporated into the County comprehensive plan. However, the comprehensive 
plan recognized the need for the review and reevaluation of the Walworth County 
jurisdictional highway system plan, and included a summary of the specific functional 
improvements and jurisdictional highway system plan recommendations from the 
regional transportation plan to be considered during the Walworth County jurisdictional 
highway system planning effort. 

 
Comments Regarding Commission Solicitation of Public Comment 
 
Seven persons questioned whether there was sufficient notice for the public informational 
meeting/hearing. One of the total seven persons suggested that meeting notices  be sent to each affected 
business and residence. Two persons indicated having difficulty finding a meeting agenda on the 
Commission’s webpage. 
 
Response: The public informational meeting/hearing and public comment period for the preliminary 

recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan was 
announced in paid newspaper display ads, in the study newsletter, and on the study 
website. The announcement for the meeting and public comment period was published in 
the main section of the Elkhorn Independent, the Whitewater Register, The Delavan 
Enterprise, the Lake Geneva Regional News, the Walworth/Fontana Times, and under the 
legal notices section of East Troy News. The notices were published on either March 18, 
2010, or March 19, 2010—about a week prior to the public informational 
meeting/hearing held on March 25, 2010. The Commission staff typically notices public 
meetings for its planning efforts 5 to 10 business days prior to the scheduled meeting 
date. When given a longer notice period, the staff has received complaint that the 
meetings were noticed too far in advance of the meeting and that people find it difficult to 
remember to attend the meeting. In addition, the notice of a public meeting also 
announces the start of a public comment period which typically lasts for 30 days.  

 
The meeting and public comment period was also noticed in a newsletter prepared by 
Commission staff that summarized the preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth 
County jurisdictional highway system plan. The newsletter was distributed using a 
variety of methods: 
 
 Mailed to about 20 interested persons 
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 Mailed to all County Supervisors, and City, Village, and Town chief elected officials, 
and to a number of City Alderpersons, Village Trustees, and Town Supervisors in 
Walworth County 

 Mailed to all County, City, Village, and Town Clerks and Administrators in 
Walworth County 

 Mailed to a list of media contacts throughout Walworth County 
 Published on the study website 
 Distributed at the public informational meeting/hearing 

 
 The meeting and public comment period was also noticed on the study website 

(www.sewrpc.org/walwjhsp) that was established for the study. The website also 
provides summary information, draft report chapters, study newsletters, agenda and 
minutes of study Advisory Committee meetings, and display boards and the presentation 
from the public informational meeting/hearing.  

 
For those unable to attend the public informational meeting/hearing, comments on the 
preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system 
plan could have been submitted to Commission staff through April 17, 2010. Comments 
could have been submitted via letter, e-mail, fax, or comment form available on the 
Commission’s website.   

 
 In addition, the public was permitted to provide comment by the Walworth County 

Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee at their meetings, which were held on April 
9, 2009, July 16, 2009, August 12, 2009, and November 4, 2009. The Committee 
representing each city, village, and town within Walworth County, the County itself, and 
the Wisconsin Department of Transportation guided the jurisdictional highway planning 
effort. Comments were provided at the April 9, 2009, and August 13, 2009, Committee 
meetings. At the April 9, 2009, meeting, three persons inquired about or provided 
comments on the long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater. In addition, a signed petition was provided to Commission staff 
with 141 signatures stating opposition to the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway 
between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. At its August 13, 2009, meeting, the 
Committee permitted members of the public in attendance to give comment in a “town 
hall” format on the two alternative improvements for USH 12 between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater—the long-planned extension of the USH 12 freeway and the 
widening of the existing route of USH 12. At that meeting, a total of thirty-two persons 
asked questions or provided comment. All but one person inquired about or provided 
comment on the two alternative improvements to the USH 12 corridor between the Cities 
of Elkhorn and Whitewater—the long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway and the 
widening of the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes. In addition, a 
signed petition was provided to Commission staff with 944 signatures stating opposition 
to the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater. 

 
 The Commission’s public participation process is evaluated following completion of all 

of its planning efforts. Thus, following the completion of the Walworth County 
jurisdictional highway system plan, the process used during the planning effort will be 
evaluated, and any suggestions made during the planning effort would be considered and 
evaluated. Based on the evaluation, the Commission staff may recommend revisions and 
additions to the public participation process utilized in its planning efforts. 
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In addition, the public will also have an opportunity to provide public comment during 
preliminary engineering and environmental study conducted by the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation for improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater. The alternatives considered by the Department would likely 
include extension of the existing USH 12 freeway, the widening of the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes, and doing nothing. 

  
Other Comments and Suggestions  
 
One person suggested that safety improvements be made to the intersection of USH 12 and CTH A. One 
person expressed opposition to a roundabout being considered by the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation for the intersection of USH 12 and CTH A. One person suggested that safety 
improvements be made to the intersection of USH 12 and STH 20. 
 
Response: While one of the objectives of the year 2035 regional transportation system plan is a 

multi-modal transportation system which reduces accident exposure and provides for 
increased safety, specific intersection treatment recommendations are at an inappropriate 
level of detail for a regional transportation plan and jurisdictional highway system plan, 
and are the responsibility of the level of government having jurisdiction of the roadway 
facility where the intersection is located.  

 
Two persons suggested that an alternative truck route for USH 14 be established along either CTH C or 
CTH K and then along STH 67 to divert truck traffic around the Villages of Darien and Walworth. 
 
Response: The jurisdictional transfer of either CTH K or CTH C between USH 14 and STH 67 to 

State jurisdiction was considered by Commission staff during preparation of the 
preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system 
plan. However, it was recommended that the year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional 
highway system plan continue to recommend that both CTH K and CTH C between USH 
14 and STH 67 remain under County jurisdiction based on application of the 
jurisdictional criteria used to develop the preliminary recommended year 2035 
jurisdictional highway system plan.  

 
By law, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation cannot restrict trucks from using 
facilities under its jurisdiction. In order to restrict trucks from utilizing USH 14 through 
the Villages of Darien and Walworth, the segment of USH 14 between IH 43 and the 
Illinois state line would have to be transferred to local jurisdiction. However, based on 
application of the jurisdictional criteria, Commission staff has recommended that USH 14 
between IH 43 and the Illinois state line remain under State jurisdiction.  

 
The recommendations contained in the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system 
plan as to which unit of government—State, county, or local—should have jurisdictional 
of each segment of arterial street and highway are advisory. Thus, should the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation, Walworth County, and the local municipalities in 
southwest Walworth County agree, either CTH K or CTH C between USH 14 and STH 
67 could be transferred to State jurisdiction, and portions of USH 14 between IH 43 and 
the Illinois state line could be transferred to local jurisdiction. 
 
In regards to a diversion of traffic from the Village of Walworth, the preliminary 
recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan 
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recommends the reservation of right-of-way to accommodate a future rerouting of STH 
67 that would bypass the Villages of Walworth and Fontana on Geneva Lake that would 
potentially be needed beyond the year 2035. It is expected that the Wisconsin Department 
of Transportation would consider the need to divert traffic from the Village of Walworth 
when conducting preliminary engineering and environmental impact study for the 
eventual reconstruction of either USH 14 and STH 67 in southwestern Walworth County. 
 
In regards to the diversion of traffic from the Village of Darien, the year 2035 regional 
transportation plan had recommended the extension of Foundry Road to USH 14. This 
recommendation would have been expected to provide capacity relief to the Village 
center and specifically the intersection of CTH X and USH 14. However, this 
recommendation was reconsidered as part of the Walworth County jurisdictional highway 
system plan effort as the intersection of the planned extension of Foundry Road and USH 
14 would provide neither the desirable (1,320 feet) nor minimum (1,000 feet) separation 
between the ramp and a new public road as specified in the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation guidelines for access control. Consequently, Commission staff 
recommended that the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan no longer 
identify the extension of Foundry Road between Madison Street and USH 14, and instead 
identify Madison Street between Foundry Road and Badger Parkway, and Badger 
Parkway between Madison Street and USH 14 as an arterial facility. Badger Parkway was 
constructed to accommodate heavier truck traffic and traffic volumes, and has an 
exclusive left turn lane on the northeast bound approach to its intersection with USH 14. 
In addition, Foundry Road and Madison Street could be connected with a long-radius 
roadway segment to eliminate the right-angle turns at the intersection. These facilities 
would also be expected to provide some traffic relief to the Village center. However, 
there would still be truck traffic through the Village center from trucks travelling through 
the Village on USH 14. 
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SEWRPC

Preliminary Recommended 
Jurisdictional Highway System Plan 

f W l th C tfor Walworth County

1March 25, 2010�������

SEWRPC IntroductionIntroduction

Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Systemy g y y
Plan

• Update to original plan prepared in 1973, and 
reviewed and updated four times over past 35 yearsp p y

• Long-range plan considering both existing and future 
needs

• Two types of recommendations• Two types of recommendations
• Level of government—state, county, or local—which 

should have jurisdictional responsibility for each 
arterial street and highway in Walworth Countyg y y

• New arterial facilities and widening of existing 
facilities with additional traffic lanes

• Advisory planAdvisory plan

2
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SEWRPC
Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Highway Planning Committee
Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Highway Planning CommitteeHighway Planning CommitteeHighway Planning Committee

• Guides planning effortp g

• Liaison to the 
governments
responsible forresponsible for 
implementing plan

• Representatives from:

• Each of the 28 cities, 
villages, and towns in 
the County

• Walworth County

• Wisconsin Department 
of Transportation

• U.S. Department of 
Transportation 3

SEWRPC

Preliminary Recommended Functional 
Improvements Under the Year 2035 Walworth 
C t J i di ti l Hi h S t Pl

Preliminary Recommended Functional 
Improvements Under the Year 2035 Walworth 
C t J i di ti l Hi h S t PlCounty Jurisdictional Highway System PlanCounty Jurisdictional Highway System Plan

• New arterial facilities and FUNCTIONAL IMPROVEMENTS PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDED IN THE YEAR
2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN

widened existing arterial 
facilities.

• Preliminary recommended 
Cby the Walworth County 

Jurisdictional Highway 
Planning Committee.

• 485 miles of planned• 485 miles of planned 
arterials
• 450 miles will require only 

preservation, or resurfacingp , g
and reconstruction

• Eight miles will require 
widening to provide 
additional traffic lanesadditional traffic lanes

• 27 miles of new facilities
4
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SEWRPC

USH 12 Between Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater
USH 12 Between Cities of 
Elkhorn and WhitewaterElkhorn and WhitewaterElkhorn and Whitewater

• Two alternative improvements to USH 12 were p
considered:
• The long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway 

between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater.

• The widening of the 
existing surface 
arterial route of USH 

FUNCTIONAL IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED IN THE CITIES OF 
ELKHORN AND WHITEWATER AREA UNDER THE YEAR 2035 REGIONAL 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN

12 to four traffic 
lanes between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater.Whitewater.

5

SEWRPC Need for Improvement of USH 12Need for Improvement of USH 12

Segments of USH 12 are approaching designg pp g g
capacity.

• Between USH 12 freeway in the City of Elkhorn and 
a point north of CTH A: p
• Current average weekday traffic volumes on this 

segment of USH 12 are approaching the design 
capacity of the existing two lane facility.

• Additional capacity would potentially be needed in the 
short term.

• For the remainder of USH 12 to the City of 
Whit tWhitewater.
• Forecast long term future average weekday traffic 

volumes are expected to approach or exceed the 
design capacity of the existing two lane facility.design capacity of the existing two lane facility.

• Additional capacity would potentially be needed in the 
long term (20 to 30 years in the future). 6
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SEWRPC

USH 12 Alternative—Freeway 
Extension
USH 12 Alternative—Freeway 
ExtensionExtensionExtension

The long planned and officially mappedThe long-planned and officially mapped 
alignment of the USH 12 freeway 
extension.
• Recommended in State and regional plans in 

the mid-1960's, and in the original Walworth 
County jurisdictional highway system plan 

d t d i 1973adopted in 1973.

• Portion of the right-of-way officially mapped by 
the Wisconsin Department of Transportation in 
1967.

• Could be implemented in stages.

7

SEWRPC

USH 12 Alternative—Widen to 4 lanes 
existing USH 12
USH 12 Alternative—Widen to 4 lanes 
existing USH 12existing USH 12existing USH 12

The reconstruction and widening of theThe reconstruction and widening of the 
existing route of USH 12 from two to four 
traffic lanes
• Reconstruct as a surface arterial (not as a 

freeway) maintaining at grade intersections.

• This facility would be constructed as a four-y
lane divided facility (some stretches could be 
undivided).

• Speed limits could range from 45 to 55 miles p g
per hour. 

8
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SEWRPC

Comparison of USH 12 
Alternative Improvements
Comparison of USH 12 
Alternative ImprovementsAlternative ImprovementsAlternative Improvements

Advantages – Widening Existing USH 12 toAdvantages Widening Existing USH 12 to
Four Lane Surface Arterial

• Lower construction costs.
P t ti ll l t i iti• Potentially less property acquisition.

Advantages – Extending USH 12 Freewayg g y
• Higher speed facility providing greater 

accessibility.
• Safer facility (Freeway crash rates are one-y ( y

half that of four lane arterials).

9

SEWRPC

Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway 
Planning Committee Preliminary 
R d ti

Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway 
Planning Committee Preliminary 
R d tiRecommendationRecommendation

• Continue to recommend the long plannedg p
extension of the USH 12 freeway between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 

• WisDOT should conduct as soon as possible theWisDOT should conduct as soon as possible the 
necessary preliminary engineering and 
environmental impact study of the USH 12 
corridor between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater.
• WisDOT would consider a number of alternative 

improvements, including these two alternatives. 

• Decision as to what would be built to be made by 
WisDOT following preliminary engineering and 
environmental impact statement.

10
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SEWRPC

Preliminary Recommendations for Street 
and Highway System Jurisdictional 
R ibilit

Preliminary Recommendations for Street 
and Highway System Jurisdictional 
R ibilitResponsibilityResponsibility

• Recommendations for the level ofRecommendations for the level of 
government—state, county, or local—
which should be responsible for each 
street and highwaystreet and highway.
• Changes in land use, traffic volumes, and 

traffic patterns.

11

SEWRPC

Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification Criteria
Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification CriteriaClassification CriteriaClassification Criteria

• Trips served – the average trip lengthTrips served the average trip length 
on each segment of the planned 
arterial street and highway system.

• Land uses served – the areawide
significance of land uses connected 
and served by the planned arterial y p
street and highway system.

• Operational characteristics – traffic 
l t l d l dvolumes, travel speed, land access,

system continuity, and facility 
spacing.

12
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SEWRPC

Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification Criteria—continued
Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification Criteria—continuedClassification Criteria continuedClassification Criteria continued

State Trunk Arterials 
• Serve routes of statewide and regionwide

importance.

S th l t t i ti l l t i• Serve the longest trips, particularly trips
through Walworth County and between 
Walworth County and other counties.

• Connect land uses of statewide and 
regionwide significance. 

• Provide highest level of mobility (highestg y ( g
speed and lowest land access).

• Regional or interregional continuity. 

13

SEWRPC

Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification Criteria—continued
Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification Criteria—continuedClassification Criteria continuedClassification Criteria continued

County Trunk ArterialsCounty Trunk Arterials 
• Serve travel between the communities of 

Walworth County.

• Serve land uses of countywide importance. 

• Provide intermediate level of traffic mobility.

P id i t di t l l f l d• Provide intermediate level of land access
service, and intercommunity system 
continuity.

14
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SEWRPC

Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification Criteria—continued
Jurisdictional Responsibility 
Classification Criteria—continuedClassification Criteria continuedClassification Criteria continued

Local Trunk ArterialsLocal Trunk Arterials 
• Serve predominately travel within the 

communities of Walworth County.

• Provide the lowest level of arterial traffic 
mobility.

• Provide  highest degree of arterial land g g
access service.

• Intracommunity system continuity.

15

SEWRPC

Development of 
Preliminary Recommended 
Development of 
Preliminary Recommended 
Jurisdictional ClassificationJurisdictional Classification

• The classification of each arterial facility in y
terms of trip service criteria (trip length). 

• The classification of each arterial facility in 
terms of land use criteria.terms of land use criteria.

• The classification of each arterial facility in 
terms of traffic volume.

• The combining and refinement of these three 
criteria and the application of the remaining 
criteria, including travel speed, system 
continuity and facility spacingcontinuity, and facility spacing.

16
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SEWRPC

Preliminary Recommended Year 2035 
Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Preliminary Recommended Year 2035 
Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Highway System PlanHighway System Plan

PRELIMINARY YEAR 2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN

17

SEWRPC

Preliminary Recommended Year 2035 
Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Preliminary Recommended Year 2035 
Walworth County Jurisdictional 
Highway System Plan—continuedHighway System Plan—continued

CHANGES IN JURISDICTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY UNDER THE PRELIMINARY
RECOMMENDED YEAR 2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN

18
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SEWRPC Next StepsNext Steps

• Prepare a record of the public comments. p p

• Advisory Committee to consider public comment 
and recommend final year 2035 Walworth 
County jurisdictional highway system planCounty jurisdictional highway system plan.

• Final recommended year 2035 Walworth County 
jurisdictional highway system plan would then 
be considered by the Walworth County Board of 
Supervisors, and subsequently by the 
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission and each city village and townCommission and each city, village and town 
within Walworth County.

19
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Appendix A-5

DISPLAY BOARDS AVAILABLE FOR VIEWING AT THE PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL AND MEETING AND HEARING
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Appendix B

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED BY THE COMMISSION STAFF
REGARDING THE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDED YEAR 2035

WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN
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Appendix B-1

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ELECTED OFFICIALS
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Appendix B-2A

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED VIA LETTER AND FORM
DISTRIBUTED AT PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING AND HEARING

Appendix B-2

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM PRIVATE CITIZENS AND ORGANIZATIONS DURING THE
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDED YEAR 2035 JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN FORMAL

COMMENT PERIOD: MARCH 18, 2010, THROUGH APRIL 17, 2010
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Appendix B-2B

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND THROUGH THE STUDY WEBSITE
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Appendix B-3

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM APRIL 18, 2010, THROUGH MAY 11, 2010,
FROM PRIVATE CITIZENS AND ORGANIZATIONS FOLLOWING THE PRELIMINARY

RECOMMENDED YEAR 2035 JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN FORMAL COMMENT PERIOD
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Appendix C

NEWS ARTICLES CONCERNING THE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDED
YEAR 2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN





Elkhorn Independent
March 25, 2010
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Elkhorn Independent
April 1, 2010



The Delavan Enterprise
April 22, 2010
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COMMISSION ANNOUNCEMENTS REGARDING THE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDED
YEAR 2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN AND
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NEWSLETTER

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDED

JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY

PLAN FOR WALWORTH COUNTY

SYSTEM

At the request of Walworth County, the Southeastern
Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC)
is preparing a new jurisdictional highway system plan
for Walworth County. This newsletter summarizes the
development of the preliminary recommended year
2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system
plan that is now available for public comment.

The new plan is an update to the Walworth County
jurisdictional highway system plan that was originally
adopted by the Walworth County Board of Supervisors
on April 19, 1973, and later amended on four other
occasions. The jurisdictional highway system plan
provides a review and reevaluat ion, and
recommendations as to which level and agency of
government—state, county, or local—should have
jurisdictional responsibility for each segment of arterial
street and highway in Walworth County, and identifies
which changes in jurisdictional responsibility, or
jurisdictional transfers, that are necessary to implement
the plan. The new jurisdictional highway system plan
also constitutes a refinement and amendment of the
functional improvements—new arterial facilities and
widening of existing facilities—recommended in
Walworth County under the year 2035 regional
transportation plan, as adopted by SEWRPC on June
21, 2006, and is a functional, as well as jurisdictional,
arterial street and highway system plan for Walworth
County to the design year 2035. The new Walworth
County jurisdictional highway system plan is intended
to help Walworth County:

Cope with the growing traffic demands within
the County;

Adjust the existing jurisdictional highway
systems to changes in land use development
along their alignment;

Maintain an integrated county trunk highway
system within the County;

Adjust the existing jurisdictional highway
system to better serve the major changes in
traffic patterns taking place within the County;
and

Achieve an equitable distribution of arterial
street and highway development and
maintenance costs and revenues among the
various levels and agencies of government
concerned.

�

�

�

�

�

WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL
HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE

The preparation of a new jurisdictional plan was guided by a 32-
member advisory committee including Federal, State, County, and
local officials. The Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning
Committee includes representation from each of the 28 cities,
villages, and towns in the County, the County itself, as well as from
the Federal and State levels.

Crawford, Shane ..............................Deputy CountyAdministrator –
Chairman Central Services, Department of

Public Works, Walworth County

Yunker, Kenneth R.........................Executive Director, Southeastern
Secretary Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission

Abell, Joseph........................................Chairman, Town of Walworth

Brandemuehl, Tom ...........................Superintendent, Department of

Public Works, Village of Mukwonago

Brunner, Kevin M. ...........................City Manager, City of Whitewater

Burwell, Dorothy C. ............................Chairperson, Town of Delavan

Duwe, David P. ................................Chairman, Town of Sugar Creek

Dykstra, Diana.......................................President, Village of Sharon

Etten, Evelyn ..........................................President, Village of Darien

Fero, Ron ..........................................Chairman, Town of Whitewater

Goad, Barry S..................................President, Village of Genoa City

Hoffmann, Pat .....................Highway Supervisor, Town of LaGrange

Johnson, Dewayne J..............................Director, Southeast Region,
Wisconsin Department Of Transportation

Jordan, Dennis ...........................Administrator, City of Lake Geneva

Kendall, John ...............................................Chairman, Town of Troy

Lauderdale, Daniel L...............................Chairman, Town of Geneva

Loesch, William R...............................President, Village of East Troy

Logterman, Cecil R. ..................................Chairman, Town of Darien

Mangold, William R....................................Chairman, Town of Lyons

McComb, Dwight E. .................Planning and Program Development

Engineer, Program Development Engineer,

Federal HighwayAdministration,
U. S. Department of Transportation

Mehring, Jerry ..................................Superintendent, Department of
Public Works, Village Williams Bay

Monroe, Kenneth................................Chairman, Town of Bloomfield

Redenius, Wayne................................Chairman, Town of Richmond

Schiffleger, Bruno E. .................................Citizen, Town of Lafayette

Simons, Jim C................................Chairman, Town of Spring Prairie

Stoesser, John .....................................Chairman, Town of East Troy

Tapson, Samuel E................................Administrator, City of Elkhorn

Van Dreser, Jim.....................................Chairman, Walworth County

Public Works Committee

Vander Veen, Edward ..............................Chairman, Town of Sharon

Watters, Todd V. .................................President, Village of Walworth

Wendorf, Mark E.....................Director, Department of Public Works,
City of Delavan

Wolfgram, Jim .....................Superintendent, Highway Department,

Town of Linn

Workman, Craig .....................Director, Department of Public Works,
Village of Fontana-on-Lake Geneva

MARCH 2010
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RECOMMENDED FUNCTIONAL IMPROVEMENTS UNDER
WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN

THE YEAR
2035

DEVELOPMENT OFTHE WALWORTH COUNTYJURISDICTIONALHIGHWAYSYSTEM PLAN

The preparation of an areawide plan for the physical development of the total transportation system must necessarily precede
any assignment of jurisdictional responsibility.Aplan for the physical improvement of the transportation system is required to
identify the existing arterial street and highway system, determine its existing deficiencies, and recommend specific additions
and improvements required to serve existing and forecast traffic demands. The year 2035 regional transportation system plan
contains recommendations of physical, or functional, improvements to the arterial street and highway system in Walworth
County. The design year 2035 regional transportation plan was considered and approved by the Walworth County
Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee as part of the preparation of the year 2035 regional transportation plan. During
the preparation of the year 2035 regional transportation plan, the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning
Committee and Walworth County local governments had requested that SEWRPC staff further consider during the current
Walworth County jurisdictional highway system planning effort specific functional improvement recommendations made in
the year 2035 regional transportation plan. [See page 4 of the newsletter for a summary of the analysis of alternatives
considered for planned improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater.]

Map 1 shows the recommended functional improvements under the year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway
system plan, as approved by the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee, and includes changes
discussed and agreed upon by the Committee to the functional improvements recommended in the year 2035 regional
transportation system plan in Walworth County. Of the total 485 miles of planned arterial system in Walworth County, a total of
450 miles will require only preservation, or resurfacing and reconstruction; eight miles will require improvement, or widening
to provide additional traffic lanes; and 27 miles consist of new facilities.

After a functional transportation plan has been prepared, it becomes necessary, as the first step towards implementation, to
specify the governmental level and unit—state, county, or local—which should have responsibility for constructing,
maintaining, and operating each of the existing and proposed facilities that comprise the street and highway system. That is,
the functional highway plan must be converted to a jurisdictional plan. It thus becomes necessary to develop a set of criteria
which may be used as a basis for the assignment of jurisdictional responsibility for the various facilities comprising the arterial
street and highway system in Walworth County.

Jurisdictional classification criteria are intended to provide an objective and rational basis for the assignment of jurisdictional
responsibility for various segments of the existing and proposed arterial street and highway system to the various government
levels concerned.

All segments of the arterial street and highway system in Walworth County are proposed to be classified into one of three
categories: state trunk; county trunk; and local trunk. The criteria to guide this classification include:

Trips served – the average trip length on each segment of the planned arterial street and highway system.

Land uses served – the areawide significance of land uses connected and served by the planned arterial street and
highway system, and

Operational characteristics – system continuity, facility spacing, traffic volumes, traffic mobility, and land access.

Jurisdictional Classification Criteria

�

�

�

WISCONSIN STATUTES GOVERNING JURISDICTIONAL TRANSFERS

The identify the requirements for the jurisdictional transfer of streets and highways in the State of Wisconsin. The
jurisdictional transfer process identified in the generally requires the following:

Jurisdictional transfers between the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and a county requires the approval of both the
Wisconsin Department of Transportation and the county board;

Jurisdictional transfers between the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and a city, village and/or town requires the approval
of both the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and the governing body of any affected cities, villages, and/or towns; and

Jurisdictional transfers between the county and a city, village, and/or town requires the approval of the county board, the
governing body of any affected cities, villages, and/or towns, and the Wisconsin Department of Transportation.

The exception where the above jurisdictional transfer process need not be followed is as follows:

A city or village may, by resolution, remove from the county trunk highway system that portion of a county trunk highway which is
situated wholly within the city or village municipal boundaries.

Wisconsin Statutes

Wisconsin Statutes

�
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Map 1

FUNCTIONAL IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED IN THE YEAR
2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN

In general, state trunk arterials should serve routes of statewide and regionwide importance within the urban or rural areas of
the county. These state trunk arterials are intended to connect land uses of statewide and regionwide significance and provide
the highest level of traffic mobility, that is, the highest speeds and lowest degree of land access service. These state trunk
arterials should have regional or interregional system continuity. These state trunk arterials should serve the longest trips made
in Walworth County, particularly trips through Walworth County and between Walworth County and other counties.

Source: SEWRPC.

0 8,000 16,0004,000 24,000 FEET

0 1 2 31/2

GRAPHIC SCALE

4 MILE
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USH 12 IMPROVEMENT BETWEEN CITIES OF ELKHORN AND WHITEWATER

One of the functional improvement issues that the Commission staff and Advisory Committee analyzed and considered

was the improvement and widening of the existing route of USH 12 to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and

Whitewater as an alternative to the extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater as

currently recommended in the year 2035 regional transportation plan. This recommendation is not new, as this extension of

the USH 12 freeway was recommended in State and regional plans in the mid-1960's, and in the original Walworth County

jurisdictional highway system plan adopted in 1973. In 1967, a portion of the right-of-way for the planned extension of the

USH 12 freeway was officially mapped by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation between the terminus of the USH

12 freeway in the City of Elkhorn and a point about one-half mile east of CTH O.

Reconstruction and widening to four traffic lanes of the existing route of USH 12 between the terminus of the USH 12

freeway in the City of Elkhorn and a point north of CTH A would potentially be needed in the short term as the current

average weekday traffic volumes on this segment of USH 12 are approaching the design capacity of the existing two lane

facility. For the remainder of USH 12 to the City of Whitewater, reconstruction and widening to four traffic lanes would

potentially be needed in the long term (20 to 30 years in the future) as the forecast long term future average weekday traffic

volumes are expected to approach or exceed the design capacity of the existing two lane facility.

The long-planned and officially mapped alignment of the USH 12 freeway extension is shown on Map 2. Between Kettle

Moraine Drive and a point north of Bluff Creek, the long-planned alignment for USH 12 may be adjusted to avoid the

particularly sensitive environmental areas within the Kettle Moraine State Forest known as the Bluff Creek Fens and Bluff

Creek Woods. The planned facility could be implemented in stages, with the construction of a two traffic lane rural cross-

section and acquisition of right-of-way to accommodate a divided four traffic lane freeway to be constructed at a later date.

An alternative to the extension of the long-planned USH 12 freeway is the reconstruction and widening of the existing route

of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes as a surface arterial maintaining at grade intersections between

the current terminus of the USH 12 freeway and CTH P. This facility would be constructed as a four-lane divided facility.

However, the roadway could be reconstructed as an undivided four traffic lane facility in some locations to avoid

disturbance to existing development along USH 12. Depending on the location, speed limits on this reconstructed and

widened existing USH 12 could range from 45 to 55 miles per hour.

Table 1 compares the disruptions to residences and businesses, environmentally sensitive areas, and prime agricultural

lands, and the estimated project costs attendant to the alternative of the long planned freeway extension with that of

maintaining the existing surface arterial route of USH 12 and widening it from two to four traffic lanes. Widening existing

USH 12 to four lanes has an estimated construction cost which is approximately 19 percent more than the cost of

constructing the initial two lanes of the freeway extension. However, the completion to a freeway on new alignment would

entail a total cost of approximately 82 percent more than that of widening on existing USH 12. The disruptions that would be

attendant to widening existing USH 12 are less than that of development of a freeway on new alignment. However, it may

be expected that the long-planned freeway on new alignment would be a safer, more attractive facility with higher travel

speeds than a widened highway on the existing alignment. The new freeway would have a superior vertical and horizontal

alignment and grade-separated interchanges, as well as full control of access. Statewide, crash rates are historically about

50 percent lower on freeways than on rural four-lane surface arterials.

In addition, the completion of USH 12 as a freeway through Walworth County and its extension through Jefferson County

and into Dane County to Madison, Wisconsin, along the southerly extension to IH 90 in Illinois, has long been recognized

as providing an important facility to serve travel not only within Walworth County, but within northeastern Illinois and

southern Wisconsin. Improvement of USH 12 remains on long-range transportation plans of agencies responsible for

developing such plans, as well as agencies responsible for plan implementation outside of the Southeastern Wisconsin

Region in both Illinois and Wisconsin. Thus, it may be concluded that there is continued interest on the part of concerned

planning agencies and implementing agencies in providing an improved USH 12 extending from the Chicago area to

Madison, although perhaps not improved to freeway standards.

The Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee on a 14 to five vote recommended that the Walworth

County jurisdictional highway system plan continue to recommend the long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway

between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. In addition, the Committee recommended that WisDOT conduct as soon as

possible the necessary preliminary engineering and environmental impact study of the USH 12 corridor between the Cities

of Elkhorn and Whitewater. During preliminary engineering and environmental impact study for improvements to the USH

12 corridor, WisDOT would likely consider a number of alternative improvements, including the two alternative

improvements analyzed and considered during the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system planning effort, and a

do-nothing alternative.

(not as a freeway)

4
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Map 2

FUNCTIONAL IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED IN THE CITIES OF
ELKHORN AND WHITEWATER AREA UNDER THE YEAR 2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

USH 12 Alternatives

Long-Planned Freeway Extension
a

40

1

- -

491

44

5

15

19

291

Existing USH 12
Arterial Widened

Provide Four Traffic Lanes
Surface

to
c

Evaluation Measures

Disruptions

Right-of-Way Acquisition .............................................

Residential Units................................................

Businesses ........................................................

Institutional Buildings.........................................

Acres .................................................................

Primary Environmental Corridors (acres)....................

Secondary Environmental Corridors (acres)...............

Isolated Natural Resource Area (acres) ......................

Wetlands (acres) .........................................................

Prime Agricultural Land (acres)...................................

�

�

�

�

11

8

1

66

21

>1

- -

6

34

$55,000,000

$9,200,000

$64,200,000

Four-Traffic Lane
Surface Arterial

Initial Two-Traffic
Lane Arterial

without Grade
separation

Ultimate Four-Traffic
Lane Freeway with
Grade SeparationCapital Costs (2008 Dollars)

Construction.................................................................

Right-of-Way ................................................................

Total

$37,200,000

$16,700,000

$53,900,0000
b

$100,000,000

$16,700,000

$116,700,0000
b

a

b

c

The conceptual alignment shown on Map 2 has been refined from Kettle Moraine Drive to a point north of Bluff Creek to minimize impact on certain areas within the Kettle

Moraine State Forest which have been designated as natural areas of statewide or greater significance, aquatic areas of statewide or greater significance, and/or rare

species habitat associated with Bluff Creek. Bluff Creek is a Class I trout stream with high-quality springs and associated calcareous fens running through a designated

State NaturalArea supporting threatened and endangered species.

Does not include the $23.2 million estimated to reconstruct the existing USH 12 route between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater maintaining two traffic lanes.

The existing route of USH 12 would be reconstructed and widened to four lanes as a surface arterial (not as a freeway) maintaining at grade intersections.

Source: SEWRPC.

Table 1

COMPARISON OF USH 12 ALTERNATIVES BETWEEN THE USH 12 AND STH 67 INTERCHANGE AND CTH P

Source: SEWRPC.
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NEXT STEPS

Following the public informational meeting and public comment period, SEWRPC staff will prepare a record of the public comments
received and present it to the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee. The Committee would then consider
whether any changes should be made to the preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan
based on the comments received, and potentially approve the final recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway
system plan, which would contain any agreed to changes to the preliminary recommended year 2035 jurisdictional highway system
plan. The final recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan would then be forwarded to the Walworth
County Board of Supervisors for their consideration and adoption. The final plan would be forwarded to the Southeastern Wisconsin
Regional Planning Commission for its consideration and adoption as an amendment to the year 2035 regional transportation system
plan.

Table 2

COMPARISON OF WALWORTH COUNTY STREET AND HIGHWAY MILEAGE UNDER EXISTING YEAR 2005 CONDITIONS
AND UNDER THE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDED YEAR 2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM

TotalLocalCounty

Year

State
Arterial

a

Arterial Nonarterial Total

2005

2035

Arterial Nonarterial Total Arterial Nonarterial Total

213

211

168

190

25

0

193

190

78

84

1,023

1,047
b

1,101

1,131

459

485

1,507

1,532

1,048

1,047
b

a

b

Includes Interstate, United States, State Trunk and connecting highways under state jurisdiction.

Does not include new nonarterial roadway constructed after existing year 2005.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Transportation and SEWRPC.

County trunk arterials should include all those routes which are intended to serve land uses of countywide importance and
provide an intermediate level of traffic mobility, an intermediate level of land access service, and intercommunity system
continuity. These county trunk arterials should in particular serve travel between the communities of Walworth County.

Local trunk arterials should include all those routes within the county which are intended to provide the lowest level of arterial
traffic mobility, the highest degree of arterial land access service, and intracommunity system continuity. These local trunk
arterials are intended to serve predominately travel within the communities of Walworth County.

The application of criteria for the jurisdictional classification required analysis of trip lengths to be served by each segment of
the total arterial street and highway system, an inventory of existing and proposed land uses to be served by each segment of
the arterial street and highway system, and the analysis of the operational characteristics, including traffic volume, of the
arterial facilities. This procedure involved four major steps:

The classification of each arterial facility in terms of trip service criteria,

The classification of each arterial facility in terms of the land use criteria,

The classification of each arterial facility in terms of forecast year 2035 average weekday traffic volumes, and

The combining and refinement of these three sets of jurisdictional classification criteria and the application of the
remaining operation characteristics criteria, including system continuity and facility spacing.

This resulted in a preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan which was
presented to the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee for their review and consideration. The
Committee approved the preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan that is
being presented to the public for its review and comment.

The preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan, as approved by the Walworth
County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee, is shown on the Map 3. Map 4 shows the changes in jurisdictional
responsibility that would need to occur to implement the preliminary recommended jurisdictional highway system plan over
the next 25 years. Table 2 provides a comparison of the arterial and nonarterial street and highway mileage in Walworth County
under existing year 2005 conditions and under the preliminary recommended year 2035 Walworth County jurisdictional
highway system plan.

Application of Jurisdictional Classification Criteria

Preliminary Recommended Year 2035 Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway System Plan

�

�

�

�

D-6



7

Map 3

PRELIMINARY YEAR 2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN

Map 4

CHANGES IN JURISDICTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY UNDER THE PRELIMINARY
RECOMMENDED YEAR 2035 WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN
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Source: SEWRPC.

Source: SEWRPC.
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FOR MORE INFORMATION

Website:

E-mail:

Fax: (262) 547-1103

Mail: W239 N1812 Rockwood Dr.

P.O. Box 1607, Waukesha, WI 53187-1607

www.sewrpc.org/walwjhsp

walwjhsp@sewrpc.org

PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING AND HEARING

Thursday, March 25, 2010, 5:00-8:00 pm

You are invited to attend an upcoming public informational meeting and hearing on the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system
plan. At the meeting, you can learn more about the plan, discuss it with Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission staff,
and provide comment on the plan.

If you are unable to attend the meeting, you can visit the plan website to view the information presented, request a briefing by project
staff, or comment on the project. You can submit written comments via mail, e-mail, or fax throughApril 17, 2010.

Elkhorn Area High School, Auditorium
482 E. Geneva Street, Elkhorn

The public informational meeting will be conducted in an “open house” format, allowing you to attend at any time during the three-hour
timeframe for the meeting. A short presentation will be made at 5:30 p.m. Attendees will have the opportunity to give oral comment
during a public hearing in a “town hall” format following the presentation, or to a court reporter during the meeting, or written comments
may be submitted.

The meeting location is handicapped-accessible. Persons with special needs are asked to contact the SEWRPC office at (262) 547-
6721 a minimum of 48 hours before the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made regarding access or mobility, review or
interpretation of materials, active participation, or submission of comments.

Kenneth R.Yunker, Executive Director
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission
(262) 547-6721

Ryan W. Hoel, Principal Engineer
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission
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PAID NEWSPAPER ADVERTISEMENTS

Delavan Enterprise
March 18, 2010
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Elkhorn Independent
March 18, 2010
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Lake Geneva Regional News
March 18-19, 2010
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Whitewater Register
March 18, 2010
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East Troy News
March 19, 2010



Walworth Fontana Times/Reporter
March 19, 2010
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WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE MINUTES





Minutes of the First Meeting of the 
 

WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 
 
DATE: April 9, 2009 
 
TIME: 3:00 p.m. 
 
PLACE: Jury Assembly Room (Room 1080) 
 Walworth County Judicial Center 
 Walworth County Lakeland Complex 
 1800 County Trunk Highway NN 
 Elkhorn, Wisconsin 
 
 
Members Present 
Shane Crawford ....................................................................... Director of Public Works, Walworth County  
 Chairman                                                                                                            
Kenneth R. Yunker ......................................................................................... Executive Director, SEWRPC 
 Secretary  
Allen Curler ................................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Troy 
Greg Epping ................................................................... Superintendent of Public Works, Village of Darien 
 (Representing Robert Metzner) 
Dean Fischer .......................................................................... Director of Public Works, City of Whitewater 
 (Representing Kevin M. Brunner) 
Jerry Grant ............................................................................... County Board Supervisor, Walworth County  
 (Representing Jim Van Dreser)  
Dale Jensen ...................................................................................................... Citizen, Town of Whitewater 
 (Representing Ron Fero) 
Dennis Jordan.........................................................................................Administrator, City of Lake Geneva 
Thomas Longtin ......................................................................... State Program Engineer, Southeast Region, 
 (Representing Dewayne J. Johnson)                                         Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Cecil R. Logterman ..................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Darien 
William R. Mangold .................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Lyons 
Kenneth Monroe .................................................................................................. Chair, Town of Bloomfield 
Wayne Redenius ................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Richmond 
Bruno E. Schiffleger ............................................................................................... Chair, Town of Lafayette 
Gary Wallem ...................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Sugar Creek 
 
 
Guests and Staff Present 
Barbara H. Arnold ................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
Robert Arnold ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Chad Barrett ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
David Bretl ................................................................................................. Administrator, Walworth County 
Paige Cromey ....................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Tracy Cromey ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Marc Dennison .................................................................................. Clerk/Administrator, Village of Darien 
Ted R. Dobrick ..................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Patricia Eklen  ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
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Martha B. Flury .................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Shirley Grant ........................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
Duane Hahn ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Jess Hahn ............................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Christopher Hiebert ....................................................................... Chief Transportation Engineer, SEWRPC 
Ryan W. Hoel.................................................................................................. Principal Engineer, SEWRPC 
Claudia J. Holst ........................................................................ County Board Supervisor, Walworth County 
Fred Klabunde ................................................................................. Highway Foreman, Town of Bloomfield 
Brenten Kuznacic ................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Paul Lachat........................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Tom Martin .......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Sherry Mathews ................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Chuck Nass .............................................................. Superintendent of Streets/Forestry, City of Whitewater 
Dorothy M. Papenfus ........................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Vicki Price .................................................................. Highway Coordinator, Department of Public Works, 
  Walworth County 
Nancy Russell .................................................................................. County Board Chair, Walworth County 
Barbara J. Schinke ................................................................... County Board Supervisor, Walworth County 
Henry Schmitt ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Bill Shimer ................................................................................... Public Works Supervisor, Town of Darien 
Loren Waite ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Robert Wenzel .......................................................................................... Village Trustee, Village of Darien 
William Yurs ........................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
 
 
ROLL CALL AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Chairman Crawford called the meeting of the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning 
Committee to order at 3:00 p.m.  Attendance was taken by circulating a sign-in sheet for signature and a 
quorum was declared present.  He then asked the Committee members and staff present to introduce 
themselves. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 18, 2006, MINUTES 
 
Chairman Crawford indicated that the next item on the agenda was the consideration and approval of the 
minutes for the previous Committee meeting held on April 18, 2006. The minutes were approved as 
written on a motion by Mr. Monroe, seconded by Mr. Redenius, and carried unanimously by the 
Committee. 
 
REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT OF CHAPTER I, “INTRODUCTION,” OF SEWRPC 
PLANNING REPORT NO. 15, 2ND EDITION, “A JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN 
FOR WALWORTH COUNTY”  
 
Chairman Crawford asked Mr. Yunker to briefly present the preliminary draft of Chapter I, “Introduction” 
of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 15, 2nd Edition, “A Jurisdictional Highway System Plan for Walworth 
County”. Mr. Yunker stated that the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan will provide a 
review and reevaluation, and recommendations as to which level and agency of government should have 
jurisdictional responsibilities for each segment of arterial street and highway in Walworth County. Mr. 
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Yunker further stated that the jurisdictional highway system plan will also provide a review, as requested 
by the Committee and Washington County local governments, of specific functional highway 
improvements—arterials to be widened and new arterials—recommended in the year 2035 regional 
transportation system plan. 
 
The preliminary draft of Chapter I, “Introduction” of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 15, 2nd Edition, “A 
Jurisdictional Highway System Plan for Walworth County,” was approved on a motion by Mr. 
Logterman, seconded by Mr. Mangold, and carried unanimously by the Committee. 
 
REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT OF CHAPTER II, “EXISTING AND PLANNED 
WALWORTH COUNTY ARTERIAL STREET AND HIGHWAY SYSTEM,” OF SEWRPC 
PLANNING REPORT NO. 15, 2ND EDITION, “A JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN 
FOR WALWORTH COUNTY”  
 
Chairman Crawford asked Mr. Yunker to review the preliminary draft of Chapter II, “Existing and 
Planned Walworth County Arterial Street and Highway System” of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 15, 
2nd Edition, “A Jurisdictional Highway System Plan for Walworth County”. Mr. Yunker noted that this 
chapter presents the planned arterial street and highway system within the County. Mr. Yunker further 
noted that the functional improvement plan presented in this chapter consists of the capacity 
improvements recommended in the year 2035 regional transportation plan. He added that this chapter will 
also include an analysis of specific functional improvement issues and potential plan changes that have 
been requested by the Committee and Walworth County local governments which will be presented to the 
Committee at a subsequent meeting for its consideration and approval. Mr. Yunker stated that the 
jurisdictional classification recommendations presented in the chapter are based on the year 2020 
jurisdictional highway system plan for Walworth County. The following comments were made during 
and following the presentation of the preliminary draft chapter:  
 

1. Mr. Mangold asked whether the current jurisdictional highway system plan shown in the chapter 
reflected the jurisdiction transfers agreed to by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and 
the Town of Lyons for STH 36 and Walworth County for STH 11 between the planned 
Burlington bypass currently under construction and the Racine County line. Mr. Yunker 
responded that the Commission staff would contact the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
to ensure that the current jurisdictional highway system plan map reflects the planned jurisdiction 
of STH 11 and 36 between the Burlington bypass and the Racine County line. 

 
[Secretary’s Note: Following the meeting, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation indicated 

that in 2005 the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and the Town of 
Lyons entered into a jurisdictional transfer agreement for the existing segment 
of STH 36 between the planned Burlington bypass and the Racine County line 
to be transferred to the Town of Lyons following the resurfacing of this 
segment of STH 36 by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. The 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation also indicated that in 2004 the 
Department and Walworth County entered into a jurisdictional transfer 
agreement for the existing segment of STH 11 between the planned 
Burlington bypass and the Racine County line to be transferred to Walworth 
County following the completion of the relocation of CTH DD and the 
resurfacing of this segment of STH 11 by the Wisconsin Department of 
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Transportation. These planned transfers were included on the current 
jurisdictional highway system plan map provided in Chapter II.] 

 
2. In regards to the request for Commission staff to reconsider the existing and planned County 

jurisdiction of CTH H in the City of Lake Geneva, Mr. Jordan stated that the City of Lake Geneva 
and Walworth County completed the jurisdictional transfer of CTH H between STH 50 and STH 
120. Mr. Yunker stated that the current jurisdictional highway system plan provided in Chapter II 
reflects the recent jurisdictional transfer of CTH H.  
 

3. Ms. Mathews asked what has been proposed for the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway. 
Mr. Yunker responded that the regional transportation plan and Walworth County jurisdictional 
highway system plan currently recommends an extension of the USH 12 freeway on new 
alignment between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. He further responded that one of the 
specific functional issues that Commission staff will be analyzing, which will be presented to 
Committee members for their consideration and approval, is whether the planned extension of the 
USH 12 should remain on the plan, or as an alternative, whether the widening of the existing 
USH 12 route to provide four traffic lanes should be recommended. 
 

4. Mr. Redenius stated that the Town of Richmond had provided input on the planned off-street 
bicycle paths within the Town during the preparation of the Walworth County comprehensive 
plan, and asked whether the planned system of off-street bicycle paths would be included in the 
jurisdictional highway system planning effort. Mr. Yunker responded that the minutes would 
include a discussion on the planned system of off-street bicycle paths. 
 
[Secretary’s Note: During the comprehensive planning process, five towns—LaFayette, 

Richmond, Spring Prairie, Troy, and Whitewater--indicated that they are 
opposed to certain segments of the off-street bicycle path system proposed in 
the regional plan. The segments to which they are opposed are identified on a 
map in the transportation element of the comprehensive plan draft report. The 
text of the comprehensive plan tentatively approved by the Walworth County 
Smart Growth Technical Advisory Committee indicates the following:  

 
“After considering the opposition of the aforementioned towns to 
segments of the off-street bicycle path system proposed in the regional 
plan, the Walworth County Smart Growth Technical Advisory 
Committee recommended that plan Map XII-4 be adopted only as a long-
range plan, noting the objections of the affected towns. In some cases, 
the affected town prefers not to have a bike trail. In others, the affected 
town questions the proposed location of the trail, but may not object to 
having a trail if the siting is changed. The inclusion of the map is not 
intended to establish a definite location or layout for the trails shown. If 
construction proceeds on a given trail, its location will have to be 
determined with more specificity than is now possible. The 
recommendation is made with the specific understanding that the rights-
of-way or easements for the trails will not be acquired by eminent 
domain proceedings or by dedications required as a condition of plat 
approval or as a condition of any other zoning action. Local 
municipalities shall have final approval of any bike trail plan. 
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“The Committee further recommended that the Walworth County Park 
Committee and Public Works Committee consult with affected towns in 
revising and refining the plan for bicycle trails.” 

 
    It should be noted that the off-road bicycle path system recommended in the 

regional transportation plan is based on the off-street recreational trail system 
recommended in Walworth County park and open space plan. It is the 
Commission staff’s understanding that the Walworth County will consider 
amending the off-street trail system recommended in the County park and 
open space plan in the coming months, taking into account the town concerns 
raised in the comprehensive planning process. Any such changes could then 
be incorporated into the regional transportation plan, which is scheduled for 
routine review and potential amendment in 2010. 

 
    Given these arrangements, the Walworth County jurisdictional highway 

system planning effort will not include a review of the planned system of off-
street bicycle paths.] 

 
5. Ms. Cromey asked when a decision would be made on whether the planned extension of the 

USH 12 freeway would remain on the plan, and asked what the expected timeframe would be for 
implementation. Mr. Yunker responded that the Walworth County jurisdictional highway 
planning effort would be completed over the next year. He further responded that the Committee 
would meet two or three more times to consider and approve additional chapters of the Walworth 
County jurisdictional highway system plan. Mr. Yunker stated that following approval of the 
jurisdictional plan by the Committee, the plan would be forwarded to the Walworth County 
Board of Supervisors for their consideration and adoption, and then forwarded to the Southeastern 
Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission for consideration and adoption of the plan as an 
amendment to the regional transportation plan. Mr. Yunker noted that the timing and scope of 
implementation of any improvement to USH 12, whether it is the extension of the USH 12 
freeway or the widening of the existing route of USH 12 to four traffic lanes, will ultimately be 
decided by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation based upon the need for the 
reconstruction of existing USH 12 and local support. Mr. Yunker stated that it would likely be 
several years before a major improvement on USH 12 is initiated, and even when it is initiated, it 
would likely be an additional 10 years to take the project from preliminary engineering through 
construction. Mr. Longtin added that the Wisconsin Department of Transportation currently has 
no plans for any major improvement to USH 12, and that it would take strong County and local 
support in order for the Department to prioritize any major project for implementation. 
 

6. Mr. Waite stated that the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway has been officially mapped 
for over 40 years, which has affected the property owners with land along the route when 
property is sold or built upon within the mapped right-of-way. Mr. Waite added that this has been 
unfair to these property owners with the expansion not being built in that time. Mr. Wallem 
suggested that the Wisconsin Department of Transportation either purchase the right-of-way 
within the officially mapped corridor or demap the route. Mr. Yunker responded that the 
Committee will be carefully considering this issue as part of the jurisdictional planning effort, and 
that these concerns would be considered by the Committee when making the recommendation of 
whether the planned expansion of the USH 12 freeway remains on the plan, or whether to instead 
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propose the widening of the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater. 
 

7. Mr. Arnold suggested that the Committee recommend the removal of the planned extension from 
the plan, and instead recommend the widening of the existing route of USH 12. Mr. Arnold stated 
that the implementation of the planned extension along the officially mapped route would require 
the removal of many existing homes, particularly within the existing subdivision located 
southwest of Silver Lake. He also questioned whether the extension of the USH 12 freeway 
would be able to be funded in the near future with the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
reconstructing IH 94 between the Mitchell Interchange and the Wisconsin-Illinois state line, and 
based on the planned improvement to IH 90/39 between Wisconsin-Illinois state line and 
Madison not being able to be implemented until after 2015 because of other major projects 
currently planned for implementation, as reported in an article in the Janesville Gazette published 
on October 21, 2008 (see attachment A). Mr. Arnold stated that though a USH 12 bypass is 
planned to be constructed around the Village of Richmond in Illinois, it is unlikely that the 
Illinois Department of Transportation will ever complete the freeway between IH-90 and the 
Wisconsin-Illinois state line. In addition, Mr. Arnold questioned the need for the planned 
extension when the existing USH 12 freeway between Pell Lake Drive and the Wisconsin-Illinois 
state line has an existing and forecast year 2035 average weekday traffic volumes that are about 
20 percent and 50 percent, respectively, of the design capacity of the four lane freeway facility on 
USH 12, as reported in Attachment A of the minutes for the Committee’s April 18, 2006, 
meeting. Mr. Arnold also stated that the existing route of USH 12 should be improved instead of 
constructing the planned USH 12 extension to preserve farmland and the rural character of the 
area. Mr. Arnold indicated that residents within the Town of Sugar Creek have signed two 
petitions against the extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater (see Attachments B and C). Mr. Yunker responded that at 50 percent of the design 
capacity for a four traffic lane freeway, the existing segment of the USH 12 freeway would be 
carrying about 30,000 vehicles per average weekday exceeding the design capacity of a divided 
four traffic lane surface facility—27,000 vehicles per average weekday—which is proposed for 
the existing route of USH 12 as an alternative to the extension of USH 12 freeway. He added that 
freeways have a higher design capacity because they have higher travel speeds, superior vertical 
and horizontal alignments, and greater access control than a divided four travel lane surface 
arterial. Mr. Yunker stated that the advantages and disadvantages to both the planned extension of 
the USH 12 freeway and the use of the existing route of USH 12 will be analyzed by Commission 
staff, including estimating costs and impacts to environmentally sensitive areas, agricultural 
lands, and residences and businesses for each alternative. 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Following the meeting, Mr. Arnold provided Commission staff with a copy of 

the Janesville Gazette article, the two signed petitions, and the plat of right-of-
way required for the planned extension of USH 12.] 

 
8. Ms. Mathews asked if the guests present at the meeting could be given notice for the next 

meeting. Mr. Yunker responded that the agenda to the next Committee meeting will be sent to 
each guest by mail or e-mail. 
 

9. Mr. Schiffleger noted that elections were held on April 7, 2009, which might affect some of the 
elected officials that are members of the Committee. Mr. Yunker stated that prior to the next 
meeting, Commission staff will contact the newly elected officials to ask whether they would like 
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to be a member of the Committee, or if not, to designate a representative. Mr. Yunker added that 
it would be assumed that any technical staff, such as Director of Public Works, from those 
communities with a new chief elected official would continue to be on the Committee. 

 
DETERMINATION OF NEXT MEETING DATE AND LOCATION 
 
The next meeting of the planning committee was tentatively scheduled for June 4, 2009, at 2:00 p.m. at 
the Walworth County Judicial Center.  
 

[Secretary’s Note: Following the meeting, the meeting was rescheduled to July 16, 2009, at 2:00 
p.m. at the Walworth County Judicial Center.] 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned at 4:13 p.m. 
on a motion by Mr. Monroe, seconded by Mr. Mangold, and carried unanimously by the Committee. 

 
  
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 Kenneth R. Yunker 
 Secretary 
 
 
#144766 v1 - JHSP 2035 Wal Co First Meeting 
KRY/RWH/mlh/kr 
06/13/2009 
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Appendix E-2 
 

MINUTES OF THE SECOND MEETING OF THE WALWORTH COUNTY 
JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE: JULY 16, 2009 

 
Minutes of the Second Meeting 

 
WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
Date: July 16, 2009 
 
Time: 2:00 p.m. 
 
Place: Jury Assembly Room (Room 1080) 
 Walworth County Judicial Center 
 Walworth County Lakeland Complex 
 1800 County Trunk Highway NN 
 Elkhorn, Wisconsin 
  
Members Present 
Shane Crawford  ................................................................. Deputy County Administrator-Central Services, 
    Chairman Department of Public Works, Walworth County 
Kenneth R. Yunker  ........................................................................................ Executive Director, SEWRPC 
    Secretary 
David P. Duwe ................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Sugar Creek 
Ron Fero ............................................................................................................. Chair, Town of Whitewater 
Dean Fischer .......................................................................... Director of Public Works, City of Whitewater 
    (Representing Kevin M. Brunner) 
Jerry Grant ............................................................................... County Board Supervisor, Walworth County 
    (Representing Jim Van Dresser) 
Patrick Hoffman ............................................................................. Highway Supervisor, Town of LaGrange 
Dennis Jordan.........................................................................................Administrator, City of Lake Geneva 
Thomas Longtin ......................................................................... State Program Engineer, Southeast Region, 
    (Representing Dewayne J. Johnson) Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
William R. Mangold .................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Lyons 
Kenneth Monroe .................................................................................................. Chair, Town of Bloomfield  
Randy Parker ..................................................................... Highway Department Foreman, Town of Geneva 
    (Representing Daniel L. Lauderdale) 
Ruth Polinski .................................................................................................................. Clerk, Town of Troy 
    (Representing John Kendall) 
Wayne Redenius ................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Richmond 
Bruno Schiffleger ................................................................................................. Citizen, Town of Lafayette 
Bill Shimer ................................................................................... Public Works Supervisor, Town of Darien 
    (Representing Cecil R. Logterman) 
Paul Weckel ................................................................................... Public Works Assistant, City of Delavan 
    (Representing Mark E. Wendorf) 
Robert Wenzel  ......................................................................................... Village Trustee, Village of Dairen 
    (Representing Evelyn Etten) 
Terry Weter .................................................................................. Director of Public Works, City of Elkhorn 
    (Representing Samuel E. Tapson) 
Craig C. Workman ....................................... Director of Public Works, Village of Fontana on Geneva Lake 
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Guests and Staff Present 
Stephen Adams ........................................................ Public Involvement and Outreach Manager, SEWRPC 
Oppong Agyemang .............................................................................................................. Intern, SEWRPC 
Barbara H. Arnold ................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
Robert Arnold ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Katie W. Barrett ................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
David A. Bretl ............................................................................................ Administrator, Walworth County 
Norman Brummel ................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
Eileen Dempsey ................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Pat Ehlen .............................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
James Ehlen ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Martha B. Flury .................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Frank Furdek ................................................................... Program and Planning Analyst, Southeast Region, 
 Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Ted Grant ............................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Ryan W. Hoel.................................................................................................. Principal Engineer, SEWRPC 
Fred Klabunde ................................................................................. Highway Foreman, Town of Bloomfield 
Paul M Lachat ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Marvin Lois, Jr. ............................................................................. Street Superintendent, Town of Lafayette 
Larry R. Marzahl .................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Sherry Mathews ................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Wayne Mathews ................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
William Melendez ................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
Charles Nass............................................................. Superintendent of Streets/Forestry, City of Whitewater 
John Olson .................................................................................................. Administrator, Town of Delavan 
Dorothy M. Papenfus ........................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Michael J. Petkoff ........................................................................ Public Works Foreman, Town of Delavan 
Larry Price ......................................................................... Public Works Superintendent, Walworth County 
Frank Raidl .......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Kjirstin Roberts ...................................................................................... Transportation Engineer, SEWRPC 
Nancy Russell .................................................................................. County Board Chair, Walworth County 
Barbara J. Schinke ............................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Rebecca Sigmund ................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Donald D Sukala ........................................................................................... Supervisor, Town of LaGrange 
Loren Waite ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Gary Wallem ........................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
Jacob Walton ........................................................................................................................ Intern, SEWRPC 
 
  
ROLL CALL AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Chairman Crawford called the meeting of the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning 
Committee to order at 2:00 p.m. He noted that attendance was being taken by a sign-in sheet located at 
the room entry, and a quorum declared present. He then asked the Committee members and staff present 
to introduce themselves. 
 
Chairman Crawford then stated that following the last meeting, he had received questions regarding the 
jurisdictional highway system planning effort that he wanted to answer prior to moving on to the next 
agenda item. He stated that the Committee will be recommending a jurisdictional highway system plan 
for the County. He noted that each local municipality—city, village, and town—has one vote on the 
Committee, the County has two votes, and the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and 
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the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) each have one vote. Chairman Crawford stated that 
following approval of the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan by the Committee, the 
plan would be forwarded to the County Board of Supervisors for their consideration and adoption. He 
noted that the County Board of Supervisors could adopt the plan as recommended by the Committee, or 
could adopt the plan with changes. Chairman Crawford stated that following its adoption by the County 
Board, the plan would be forwarded to the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission for 
consideration and adoption of the plan as an amendment to the regional transportation plan. Mr. Yunker 
stated the Commission will then forward the plan to each city, village, and town and to WisDOT and 
FHWA. Mr. Yunker stated the plan would be advisory to local, State, and Federal governments. 
  
APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 9, 2009, MINUTES 
 
Chairman Crawford asked for a motion to approve the minutes for the previous meeting held on April 9, 
2009.  The minutes were approved unanimously by the Committee on a motion by Mr. Mangold, 
seconded by Mr. Schiffleger.  

 
REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT OF ADDITIONAL SECTION OF CHAPTER II, 
“EXISTING AND PLANNED WALWORTH COUNTY ARTERIAL STREET AND HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM” OF SEWRPC PLANNING REPORT NO. 15 (2nd EDITION), “A JURISDICTIONAL 
HIGHWAY SYSTEM PLAN FOR WALWORTH COUNTY” 
 
Chairman Crawford asked Mr. Yunker to review with the Committee the additional section of Chapter II, 
“Existing and Planned Walworth County Arterial Street and Highway System” of the SEWRPC Planning 
Report No. 15 (2nd Edition), “A Jurisdictional Highway System Plan for Walworth County”.  Mr. Yunker 
noted that at this meeting the Committee would be considering potential changes to specific 
recommended functional highway improvements in the County jurisdictional highway system plan, as 
suggested for consideration by the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee and 
Walworth County local governments.  
 
He further noted that the review and reevaluation, and recommendation as to which level and agency of 
government should have jurisdictional responsibility for each segment of the planned arterial street and 
highway system will be considered by the Committee at subsequent meetings. 
 
Consider the Improvements and Addition of Traffic Lanes to the Existing Route of USH 12 between 
the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater as an Alternative to the Extension of the USH 12 Freeway  
 
While reviewing the history of the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway, Mr. Yunker noted that the 
Walworth County Board of Supervisors in 2002 had adopted a resolution requesting that the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation advance implementation of the planned freeway extension of USH 12 
between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. Mr. Yunker noted that the roadway referred to as “CTH 
D” in the second paragraph on page one of the draft text is “CTH ES” instead, and stated that this would 
be corrected for the final draft of the report. Mr. Yunker suggested that the Committee recommend that 
one of the two alternatives—extension of the USH 12 freeway and widening the existing route of USH 12 
to four traffic lanes—be recommended in the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan.  The 
following comments were made during and following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue: 
 

1. Mr. Grant asked whether the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 to four traffic 
lanes included only the segment between the City of Elkhorn and STH 20.  Mr. Yunker 
responded that that this alternative also includes the widening of the existing route of USH 12 to 
four traffic lanes between STH 67 and CTH P. He added that, based on current average weekday 
traffic volumes, widening of USH 12 would potentially be needed for the segment between the 
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terminus of the USH 12 freeway and a point north of CTH A in the short term, while the 
remaining segments between a point north of CTH A and STH 20, and STH 67 and CTH P would 
be needed in the longer term. Mr. Yunker noted that implementation of any improvement to USH 
12 would likely take 10 to 12 years to take the project from preliminary engineering through 
construction.   

 
2. Mr. Schiffleger asked whether the plan could show both alternatives.  Mr. Yunker responded that 

the Commission staff would recommend that the Committee select one of the two alternatives to 
be recommended in the plan to provide clear direction to the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation and the local governments and residents of Walworth County.  

 
3. Mr. Fero inquired about Wisconsin Department of Transportation not extending the freeway 

between the City of Whitewater and the City of Fort Atkinson.  Mr. Longtin replied that the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation would consider during preliminary engineering 
constructing a freeway west of the City of Whitewater when that segment of the existing route of 
USH 12 would require reconstruction. He further stated that the extension of the freeway would 
be implemented if it was determined to be necessary through preliminary engineering. 

 
4. Mr. Duwe and Mr. Fero stated that a number of citizens in the Towns of Sugar Creek and 

Whitewater have expressed their opposition to the planned USH 12 freeway extension between 
the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and are in favor of removing the planned extension from 
the plan.   

 
5. Mr. Fischer asked when the feasibility studies were completed for the planned extension of the 

USH 12 freeway that determined the officially mapped route.  Mr. Yunker responded that the 
official mapping of the route between the terminus of the USH 12 freeway and a point about one 
half mile east of CTH O was completed by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation in 1967, 
and any feasibility studies would have had to be completed prior to the official mapping.  

 
6. Mr. Hoffman stated that the plan should continue to show the USH 12 freeway extension. He 

expressed concern that by widening the existing route of USH 12 to four traffic lanes, the existing 
route of USH 12 would have traffic congestion and safety issues like other four lane highways in 
the State of Illinois. He noted the problems associated with four lane highways with high levels of 
traffic volume and traffic signal control, and marginal access.  Mr. Duwe responded that the 
extension of the USH 12 freeway has been planned for over 40 years and nothing has been 
completed yet. Mr. Fero added that the parcels within the officially mapped right-of-way were 
allowed to develop. 

 
7. Mr. Schiffleger stated that in order to get the full benefit of a freeway in Walworth County, the 

freeway would need to be implemented to Madison and to and through the Chicago area. He 
questioned the specific benefit to Walworth County.  Mr. Grant stated that although there are 
currently no projects or programs to construct the freeway west of the City of Whitewater and 
south of the Village of Genoa City, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and the Illinois 
Department of Transportation could still determine that a freeway is needed at some point in the 
future.  Mr. Hoffman added that the freeway would benefit Walworth County by relieving 
congestion and delay along the existing route of USH 12, and allowing easier access to existing 
USH 12 from cross streets.   

 
8. Mr. Fischer asked whether the Wisconsin Department of Transportation could purchase the right-

of-way for the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway now.  Mr. Yunker responded that it was 
his understanding that it was the practice of the Wisconsin Department of Transportation that 
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right-of-way would be purchased following the completion of preliminary engineering and an 
environmental impact statement, including selection of a preferred alternative for implementation. 
 

9. Mr. Fischer then asked whether the Committee could request that the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation conduct preliminary engineering for the USH 12 corridor between the Cities of 
Whitewater and Elkhorn.  Mr. Yunker responded that the Committee could recommend that the 
Department initiate this study, but it may not be successful. He suggested that the Committee 
consider the costs and benefits of each alternative to determine which alternative to recommend 
in the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan. Mr. Yunker noted that the USH 12 
freeway extension alternative is expected to have higher capital costs, and would require the 
acquisition of more land, including environmentally significant lands and agricultural lands, but 
the freeway extension alternative would provide a safer facility and would permit faster travel 
times.  

 
10. Mr. Monroe asked whether any of the right-of-way along the officially mapped route has been 

purchased by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. Mr. Longtin responded that the 
Department has not purchased any right-of-way for the officially mapped route of the planned 
extension of USH 12.  Mr. Yunker noted that official mapping of a planned freeway route allows 
the Department to prohibit the construction of any new structures or the alteration of any existing 
structures within the officially mapped right-of-way without first providing notice to the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation. He further noted that the Department may then 
encourage alterations in such construction proposals to maintain the needed right-of-way, or may 
purchase the required right-of-way to prevent erection of any improvements thereon. Mr. Yunker 
added that no damages are allowed for any construction, alterations, or additions made without 
notice provided to WisDOT.  

 
11. Mr. Fero suggested that the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan recommend the 

alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 to four traffic lanes because it is the least costly 
of the two alternatives, and would be less of a burden on taxpayers. 

 
12. Mr. Monroe asked how much right-of-way would be needed for the planned extension of the 

USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. Mr. Yunker responded that it is 
estimated that 491 acres of right-of-way would be necessary to implement the planned extension 
of the USH 12 freeway, as compared to 66 acres that would be necessary to implement the 
reconstruction and widening to four traffic lanes of the existing route of USH 12. Mr. Fero noted 
that much of the land to be acquired under the planned freeway extension alternative would be 
prime agricultural land. 
 

13. Mr. Grant stated that potential economic growth in Walworth County should also be considered, 
and a freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater could potentially attract commercial 
and industrial development to Walworth County. Mr. Fero noted that such development would 
require services such as sewer and water which may restrict development to only the Cities of 
Whitewater and Elkhorn.  Mr. Fischer stated that any commercial or industrial development, and 
the attendant job creation, generated by the freeway would benefit all of Walworth County. Mr. 
Schiffleger noted that residents surveyed by the Town of Lafayette during their comprehensive 
planning effort were not in favor of rapid growth in the County. 

 
14. Mr. Jordan asked whether alternative alignments to the officially mapped route for the extension 

of the USH 12 have been considered. Mr. Yunker responded that an alternative to the officially 
mapped alignment had been included in the year 2035 regional transportation plan. One 
alternative alignment was located south of the mapped alignment between the terminus of the 
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USH 12 freeway and CTH A to minimize impacts to existing residences. Another alternative 
alignment was located between Kettle Moraine Drive and a point north of Bluff Creek to 
minimize the impacts to the Kettle Moraine Forest. Mr. Yunker noted that any potential route for 
the planned extension between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater would require the 
acquisition of more right-of-way and have greater impacts to environmentally sensitive and 
agricultural lands than the widening of the existing route of USH 12.  
 

15. Mr. Weter asked whether only two interchanges would be constructed if the freeway extension of 
USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater is implemented, and whether the planned 
freeway would eliminate access from cross streets.  Mr. Yunker responded that access to a 
freeway is provided only at the interchanges, and that any planned arterials that would cross the 
freeway would be extended under or over the freeway. He noted that the number of interchanges 
and other issues would be determined by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation during 
preliminary engineering.   
 

16. Mr. Weter asked whether widening the existing route of USH 12 to four traffic lanes will affect 
existing driveways. Mr. Yunker stated that with a divided cross-section, left-turn movements into 
and out of driveways would be possible only where medians are provided, there is the potential 
that some driveways may only have access with a U-turn maneuver at the next median opening 
location. Mr. Yunker noted that these movements would be permitted if some segments of 
USH 12 would be reconstructed with a two-way left turn lane. These design details would be 
addressed by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation during preliminary engineering. 

 
17. Mr. Fischer asked whether the Wisconsin Department of Transportation would consider the 

extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater if the Committee 
recommended to instead widen the existing route of USH 12.  Mr. Longtin responded that if the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway was removed from the plan, the Wisconsin Department 
of Transportation would consider the extension of the freeway during preliminary engineering 
only if substantial need for the freeway was determined or if local governments would request 
that it be considered. Mr. Longtin noted that the Department currently has no project or program 
for the major improvement to USH 12.  

 
18. Mr. Fischer then asked if the Committee recommended the removal of the planned extension 

from the plan, and then also recommended include the widening of existing USH 12, whether the 
official mapping would be changed to reflect that decision.  Mr. Yunker responded that a 
recommendation could be included in the plan that WisDOT remove the official mapping. It 
could be further recommended that County and local governments request the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation to remove the officially mapped route of the planned extension.   

 
[Secretary’s Note:  Section 84.295, entitled “Freeways and expressways”, of the Wisconsin 

Statutes, among other things, grants modified official map powers directly 
to the Wisconsin Department of Transportation with the specific legislative 
intent to protect from imminent and future costly economic development 
corridors of land to be available when needed for future freeway and 
expressway construction. This legislation provides that the Department may, 
after public hearing, establish corridors for freeways and expressways by 
surveying and mapping such corridors and showing the location and 
approximate widths of the right-of-way required, including that for 
interchanges, grade separations, frontage roads, and any required alterations 
or relocation of existing streets and highways. The completed map must be 
placed on file with the county register of deeds. This action is advertised 
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and the property owners of record on the filing date area notified of this 
action by registered mail. This same procedure is used to make changes or 
supplement the official map. Though there is no specific language in 
Section 84.295 regarding the demapping of an official map, it is expected 
that these same procedures would be used by the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation to demap the officially mapped route of the USH 12 freeway 
extension. ] 

 
19. Walworth County Board Chair Russell noted that during the Walworth County comprehensive 

planning effort, there were a number of local governments that expressed their opposition to the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway. 
 

20. Mr. Fischer asked whether the public would have an opportunity to provide comment on the plan. 
Mr. Yunker responded that following the Committee’s approval of the preliminary recommended 
Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan, a public informational meeting and hearing 
on the preliminary plan would be held, giving the public an opportunity to comment on the 
preliminary plan.  
 

21. Chairman Crawford asked the Committee whether it desired to take action on this issue now or 
defer action until a subsequent meeting to allow Committee members to confer with their local 
officials.  Mr. Fischer responded that he would prefer that Committee action on this issue be 
delayed so that he could confer with his City Manager on the issue. Mr. Duwe stated that the 
Town of Sugar Creek supported removing the proposed freeway extension from the plan, 
replacing it with the widening to four lanes of existing USH 12, and requesting WisDOT to 
demap the officially mapped route of the planned extension of USH 12. 
 

Mr. Duwe made a motion for the removal of the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater from the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan, and the 
addition to the plan of the widening of the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes with the 
implementation of the reconstruction and widening of USH 12 to occur in stages as traffic volumes 
approach or exceed the design capacity of the existing two lane facility, and also that the jurisdictional 
highway system plan recommend that the County and local governments jointly request that the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation initiate the process to demap the officially mapped route of the 
planned freeway extension. Mr. Schiffleger seconded the motion. There were 8 votes in favor of the 
motion, 4 in opposition, and 7 abstaining. Chairman Crawford suggested that the Committee revisit this 
issue at the next Committee meeting. 

 
Consider Alternatives to Providing Four Traffic Lanes on STH 50 through the City of Lake Geneva to 
Address Existing and Future Congestion  
Mr. Yunker noted that over the last 20 years, many measures have been proposed to alleviate congestion 
on STH 50 in downtown Lake Geneva, and that none have been implemented because of the desire by 
local officials to accept the traffic congestion and attendant consequences. The following comments were 
made during and after Mr. Yunker’s review of the text on this issue: 

 
1. A statement was read by Walworth County Board Chair Russell regarding the alternatives 

presented in the draft text to alleviate the congestion on STH 50 through the City of Lake Geneva. 
 

[Secretary’s Note:  The statement read by Walworth County Board Chair Russell is included in 
the minutes as Attachment A.] 
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2. Mr. Jordan stated that recently the City of Lake Geneva’s Common Council had initially agreed 
to fund the local share of a Wisconsin Department of Transportation project to reconstruct and 
widen STH 50 between Edwards Street and Center Street to four traffic lanes. Mr. Jordan further 
stated that following the replacement of the Common Council during a subsequent election, the 
Common Council rescinded its support for the STH 50 improvement project, and as a 
consequence, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation dropped the project. Mr. Jordan noted 
that the section of STH 50 experiencing the most congestion is in downtown Lake Geneva and 
that most vehicles intending to pass through the City typically know other routes to avoid the 
congestion downtown.  He stated that the residents have become accustomed to the congestion 
and that the City would oppose operating STH 50 through the City as a four lane facility. Mr. 
Yunker stated that if the Committee would decide that the jurisdictional highway system plan 
recommend that STH 50 remain as a two lane facility through the City of Lake Geneva, 
Commission staff could assist the City in developing traffic engineering measures in an attempt to 
alleviate traffic congestion. Mr. Yunker stated that staff could also evaluate the northern bypass 
alternative suggested by Ms. Russell.  Mr. Parker stated that the Town of Geneva would be 
opposed to any northern STH 50 bypass alternatives. 

 
There being no further discussion regarding this issue, Mr. Jordan made a motion that the Walworth 
County jurisdictional highway system plan recommend that STH 50 remain a two traffic lane facility 
through the City of Lake Geneva, and the Commission staff assist the City in considering traffic 
engineering measures. This motion was seconded by Mr. Weter, and carried unanimously by the 
Committee.   
 
[Secretary’s Note:  The following text is proposed to be inserted on page 13 of the draft text: 
 “The Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee recommended 

that the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan recommend that 
STH 50 remain a two traffic lane facility through the City of Lake Geneva. In 
addition, it was recommended that the Commission staff assist the City of Lake 
Geneva in developing traffic engineering measures to alleviate traffic congestion.”] 

 
Reconsider the Proposed Foundry Road Extension in the Village of Darien  
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue, Mr. Wenzel stated that the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation has indicated to the Village that they would not permit access onto USH 14 
for the potential extension of Foundry Road. 

 
Following the Committee’s discussion on this issue, the Committee unanimously approved the staff 
recommendation that the extension of Foundry Road between Madison Street and Walworth Street be 
deleted from the plan, and the plan instead propose Madison Street between Foundry Road and Badger 
Parkway, and Badger Parkway between Madison Street and Walworth Street as an arterial route 
connecting Foundry Road to USH 12. 
 
Reconsider the Proposed Alignment of the Planned City of Elkhorn Ring Road on the West Side of the 
City, and Consider the Need for New Arterial Located South of the City of Elkhorn Beyond the 
Proposed City of Elkhorn Ring Road Extending from STH 11 East of the City to STH 11 West of the 
City  
There was no discussion or comment following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue. The 
Committee unanimously approved the staff recommendation that the alignment of “inner” ring road be 
refined consistent with the City of Elkhorn comprehensive plan and that the plan recommend as an 
arterial the extension of an “outer” ring road between the “inner” ring road and CTH H, and the 
reservation of right-of-way for the extension of the “outer” ring road between CTH H and STH 11. 
 

E-20



-9- 

 

Reconsider the Planned Alignment of the Proposed New Arterial between Main Street and Tratt Street 
in the City of Whitewater 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text regarding this issue, Mr. Grant noted that the potential 
alignment for the proposed new arterial between Main Street and Tratt Street appeared similar to an 
alternative northern bypass route that was considered by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
during the preliminary engineering for the Whitewater bypass project. 
 
Following the Committee’s discussion on the issue, the Committee unanimously approved the staff 
recommendation that the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan include a new east-west 
arterial between Main Street and Tratt Street along the Walworth County-Jefferson County line, and the 
planned extension of Indian Mound Parkway between Main Street and Tratt Street be removed from the 
plan. 
 
Consider the Need for an Extension of Indian Mound Parkway between Walworth Street and STH 59 
in the City of Whitewater 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text regarding this issue, Mr. Fero stated that the Town of 
Whitewater is not opposed to the planned extension of Indian Mound Parkway, but some property owners 
within the Town were concerned about the location of the proposed extension, and asked whether the 
final alignment has been determined.  Mr. Fischer responded that the alignment for the Indian Mound 
Parkway extension has not been finalized, and the alignment shown in the plan is conceptual.  
 
The Committee unanimously approved the staff recommendation that the county jurisdictional highway 
system plan include an extension of Indian Mound Parkway between Walworth Street and STH 59. 
 
Consider as an Addition to the Planned Arterial System Bowers Road between IH 43 and CTH ES, and 
CTH N between CTH ES and STH 20 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue, Mr. Schiffleger stated that the segment of 
Bowers Road between IH 43 and CTH D should be a county trunk facility based on its connection to a 
freeway interchange and the amount of truck traffic that utilizes the facility. He added that the Town had 
recently classified the roadway as a Class B facility to prevent the heavy truck traffic from a local 
contractor from utilizing this segment of the roadway. Chairman Crawford stated that the roadway would 
need to be constructed to County standards before the County would assume jurisdiction of the facility, 
and that any transfer agreement would have to be approved by the Walworth County Board of 
Supervisors. Mr. Yunker noted that this segment of Bowers Road is currently recommended in the 
jurisdictional highway system plan as a county trunk arterial. He added that the recommended changes in 
jurisdictional responsibility under the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan are advisory, 
and that any jurisdictional transfer of a facility would require approval by all affected units of 
government. 
 
Following the Committee’s discussion on the issue, the Committee unanimously approved the staff 
recommendation that Bowers Road between IH 43 and CTH ES, and CTH N between CTH ES and STH 
20 be added to the plan as arterials, and that CTH ES between CTH A and CTH D be removed from the 
plan as an arterial. 
 
Consider Pickeral Lake Road between STH 20 and CTH J as an Alternative to the Planned Arterial 
Routes of Townline Road Between STH 20 and CTH J and of CTH N Between STH 20 and CTH J 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue, Ms. Polinski requested that the Committee 
take no action on this issue so that she could discuss the recommendations with the elected officials in the 
Town of Troy.  Chairman Crawford suggested that the Committee consider taking action on the issue 
during this meeting, and if the Town’s elected officials objected, the issue could be reconsidered at a 
subsequent meeting.  
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Following the Committee’s discussion on the issue, the Committee unanimously approved the staff 
recommendation that the jurisdictional plan identify Pickeral Lake Road between STH 20 and CTH J as 
an arterial, and that Townline Road and CTH N between STH 20 and CTH J be recommended as 
nonarterial facilities. 
 
[Secretary’s Note:  Following the meeting, a Town Supervisor from the Town of Troy indicated to 

Commission staff the Town’s opposition to the recommendation that Pickeral Lake 
Road between STH 20 and CTH J be added to the Walworth County planned arterial 
street and highway system, and suggested instead that CTH N between STH 20 and 
CTH J remain on the planned arterial street and highway system. While CTH N 
between STH 20 and CTH J, together with CTH N and Bowers Road between STH 
20 and CTH D, would not provide a continuous arterial facility between CTH J and 
CTH D, the Commission staff would recommend to the Walworth County 
Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee that CTH N between STH 20 and CTH 
J remain on the planned arterial street and highway system, and that Pickeral Lake 
Road between STH 20 and CTH J not be added to the planned arterial street and 
highway system. 

 
Consider the Removal from the Planned Arterial System of Sharon-Darien Town Line Road between 
CTH X and CTH O 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue, Mr. Shimer requested that Commission 
staff reconsider the staff recommendation to remove the segment of Sharon-Darien Town Line Road 
between STH 14 and CTH O from the planned arterial street and highway system. He stated that this 
segment of Sharon-Darien Town Line Road provides access to USH 14 for the southeast Delavan Lake 
area, and that the Town could provide Commission staff with traffic counts on this segment of Sharon-
Darien Town Line Road. Mr. Yunker responded that Commission staff would reconsider the 
recommendation for this segment of Sharon-Darien Town Line Road. 
 
Following the Committee’s discussion on the issue, the Committee unanimously approved the staff 
recommendation that the segment of Sharon-Darien Town line Road between CTH X and USH 14 be 
removed from the planned arterial street and highway system. 
 
[Secretary’s Note:  Commission staff will complete an analysis of Sharon-Darien Town Line Road 

between USH 14 and CTH O following the collection of traffic counts on this 
segment of Sharon-Darien Town Line Road. The results of the analysis will be 
presented to the Committee for consideration at a subsequent meeting.] 

 
Consider the Removal from the Planned Arterial System of South Road and Mill Street between STH 
50 and STH 36 
There was no discussion or comment following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue. The 
staff recommendation that South Road and Mill Street between STH 50 and STH 36 be removed from the 
planned arterial street and highway system was unanimously approved by the Committee. 
 
Reconsider the Proposed Removal from the Planned Arterial System of CTH O between USH 12 and 
STH 11; and Consider the Removal From the Planned Arterial System of Briggs Road between STH 
11 and Hazel Ridge Road, Hazel Ridge Road between Briggs Road and Granville Road, Granville 
Road between Hazel Ridge Road and Sugar Creek Road, Sugar Creek Road between Granville Road 
and Cobbie Road, and Cobbie Road between Sugar Creek Road and CTH H 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue, Mr. Yunker stated that adding CTH O 
between USH 12 and STH 11 to the planned arterial street and highway system, and removing the 
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segments of Briggs Road, Hazel Ridge Road, Granville Road, Sugar Creek Road, and Cobbie Road from 
the planned arterial street and highway system could be supported by Commission staff. Mr. Duwe stated 
that the Town of Sugar Creek would support CTH O between USH 12 and STH 11 being an arterial 
facility.  
 
Following the Committee’s discussion on this issue, the Committee unanimously recommended that 
CTH O between USH 12 and STH 11 be added to the Walworth County planned arterial street and 
highway system, and that Briggs Road between STH 11 and Hazel Ridge Road, Hazel Ridge Road 
between Briggs Road and Granville Road, Granville Road between Hazel Ridge Road and Sugar Creek 
Road, Sugar Creek Road between Granville Road and Cobbie Road, and Cobbie Road between Sugar 
Creek Road and CTH H be removed from the Walworth County planned arterial street and highway 
system. 
 
[Secretary’s Note:  The following text is proposed to be inserted on page 16 of the draft text: 
 “The Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee unanimously 

recommended that the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan 
recommend CTH O between USH 12 and STH 11 be added to the Walworth County 
planned arterial street and highway system and that Briggs Road between STH 11 
and Hazel Ridge Road, Hazel Ridge Road between Briggs Road and Granville 
Road, Granville Road between Hazel Ridge Road and Sugar Creek Road, Sugar 
Creek Road between Granville Road and Cobbie Road, and Cobbie Road between 
Sugar Creek Road and CTH H be removed from the Walworth County planned 
arterial street and highway system.”] 

 
Reconsider the Proposed Removal from the Planned Arterial System of CTH M between STH 89 and 
CTH P 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on this issue, Mr. Redenius stated that the Town of 
Richmond has no desire to assume jurisdictional responsibility for the segment of CTH M within the 
Town, and thus would oppose the recommendation that the plan continue to show CTH M between 
STH 89 and CTH P as a nonarterial facility. Mr. Yunker responded that the Committee is considering at 
this meeting specific functional improvement issues,  and that specific jurisdictional responsibility issues, 
such as the reconsideration of the planned transfer to local jurisdiction of CTH M between STH 89 and 
CTH P, would be considered at subsequent Committee meetings. 
 
Following the Committee’s discussion on this issue, the recommendation that the plan continue to show 
CTH M between STH 89 and CTH P as a nonarterial facility in the Towns of Darien and Richmond was 
unanimously approved by the Committee. 
 
Reconsider the Proposed Realignment of CTH P North of CTH A 
Following Mr. Yunker’s review of the draft text on the issue, Mr. Redenius stated that the Town of 
Richmond would recommend the removal of the proposed realignment of CTH P from the plan. Mr. 
Yunker responded that system continuity is essential in urban areas, but in rural areas like the Town of 
Richmond, the Commission staff could support the removal of the proposed realignment of CTH P north 
of CTH A from the plan. 
 
Following the Committee’s discussion on this issue, the Committee unanimously approved that the 
Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan recommend the planned realignment of CTH P be 
removed from the plan. 
 
[Secretary’s Note:  The following text is proposed to replace the last paragraph on page 17 of the draft 

text: 
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 “The Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee unanimously 
approved a recommendation that the planned extension of CTH P be removed from 
the jurisdictional plan.”] 

   
DETERMINATION OF NEXT MEETING DATE 
 
Chairman Crawford suggested that the next meeting of the Committee occur within a month to consider 
whether the plan should include the long-planned extension of the USH 12 freeway, or include as an 
alternative the reconstruction and widening of the existing route of USH 12 to four traffic lanes. He 
further suggested that some time be reserved at the meeting to allow the public an opportunity to 
comment on the issue. 
 
The next meeting of the planning Committee was scheduled for August 13, 2009, at 2:00 p.m. at the 
Walworth County Judicial Center. 
 
[Secretary’s Note:   Following the meeting, the location for the meeting scheduled for August 13, 2009, 

at 2:00 p.m. was changed to the Auditorium in the Walworth County Health and 
Human Services Center.] 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned at 4:05 p.m. 
on a motion by Mr. Monroe, seconded by Mr. Mangold, and carried unanimously by the Committee. 
 
[Secretary’s Note:  Following the meeting, Mr. Schiffleger requested that the minutes include the roster 

of the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway System Planning Committee 
members, which is provided in these minutes as Attachment B.] 

 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 
  Kenneth R. Yunker  
  Secretary 
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Appendix E-3 
 

MINUTES OF THE THIRD MEETING OF THE WALWORTH COUNTY 
JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE: AUGUST 13, 2009 

 
Minutes of the Third Meeting of the 

 
WALWORTH COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
DATE: August 13, 2009 
 
TIME: 2:00 p.m. 
 
PLACE: Auditorium 
 Health and Human Services Center 
 Walworth County Lakeland Complex 
 W4051 County Trunk Highway NN 
 Elkhorn, Wisconsin 
 
Members Present 
Shane Crawford ................................................................... Deputy County Administrator-Central Services 
    Chairman Department of Public Works, Walworth County 
Kenneth R. Yunker ......................................................................................... Executive Director, SEWRPC 
 Secretary 
Dorothy C. Burwell .................................................................................................. Chair, Town of Delavan 
David P. Duwe .................................................................................................   Chair, Town of Sugar Creek 
Ron Fero ............................................................................................................. Chair, Town of Whitewater 
Patrick Hoffman ............................................................................  Highway Supervisor, Town of LaGrange 
Dennis Jordan.........................................................................................Administrator, City of Lake Geneva 
John Kendall .................................................................................................................  Chair, Town of Troy 
Cecil R. Logterman ....................................................................................................  Chair, Town of Darien 
Thomas Longtin  ........................................................................ State Program Engineer, Southeast Region,  
     (Representing Dewayne J. Johnson) ......................................... Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
William R. Mangold ...................................................................................................  Chair, Town of Lyons 
Kenneth Monroe .................................................................................................  Chair, Town of Bloomfield 
Charles G. Nass ............................................................... Superintendent of Streets/Forestry, Department of 
    (Representing Kevin M. Brunner) Public Works, City of Whitewater 
Randy Parker ....................................................................  Highway Department Foreman, Town of Geneva 
    (Representing Daniel L. Lauderdale) 
Wayne Redenius ................................................................................................... Chair, Town of Richmond 
Nancy Russell ....................................................................... Chair, Walworth County Board of Supervisors 
    (Representing Jim Van Dreser) 
Bruno Schiffleger ................................................................................................ Citizen, Town of LaFayette 
Jim C. Simons ................................................................................................. Chair, Town of Spring Prairie 
Mark E. Wendorf ....................................................Director, Department of Public Works, City of Delevan 
Terry Weter ............................................................. Director, Department of Public Works, City of Elkhorn 
    (Representing Samuel E. Tapson) 
 
Guests and Staff Present 
 
Don Abell ............................................................................................................................................  Citizen 
Janet Abell ........................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Stephen Adams ........................................................ Public Involvement and Outreach Manager, SEWRPC 
John M. Anderson ................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
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Barbara Arnold..................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Robert W. Arnold ................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Sylvia Baker ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Anthony Balestrieri .............................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Cynthia K. Balestrieri  ......................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Mary Balestrieri ................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Chad Barrett ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Michele Barta ....................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Ronald J. Barta ..................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Becky Bechtel ........................................................................... Administrative Assistant, Walworth County 
 Department of Public Works 
Dori Bechtel ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
John Beck ............................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Douglas Behrens .................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Anita Bettinger ..................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Dorothy Bever ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
John M. Bever ...................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Charlotte Bleier .................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Jeff Bleier ............................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
Jeff Bluhm .................................................................................. Executive Director, Lutherdale Bible Camp 
Norma Botma ....................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Robert A. Bramer ................................................................................................................................. Citizen 
David Bretl ................................................................................................. Administrator, Walworth County 
F. Mark Bromley ...................................................................... County Board Supervisor, Walworth County 
Norman Brummel ................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
Ryan Brunner ....................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
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Loren Waite ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
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Dennis West ......................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
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Laura D. Yurs ....................................................................................................................................... Citizen 
Karen Zamin ........................................................................................................................................ Citizen 
 
ROLL CALL AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Chairman Crawford called the meeting of the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning 
Committee to order at 2:06 p.m.  He noted that attendance will be taken by sign-in sheets. He then asked 
the Committee members and staff who were present to introduce themselves.  
 
Chairman Crawford stated that the purpose of this meeting was for the Committee to consider whether the 
Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan should continue recommending the long planned 
extension of the USH 12 freeway, or as an alternative the widening of the existing route of USH 12 to 
four traffic lanes. He added that the Committee could also choose to recommend neither of the two 
alternative USH 12 improvements in the jurisdictional plan. He noted that when the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation conducts preliminary engineering and environmental studies for the USH 
12 corridor, they may be expected to consider both alternatives and will determine upon the conclusion of 
their studies which alternative would be implemented.  He added that prior to the discussion of this issue 
by the Committee, an opportunity will be provided for the public to comment on the USH 12 alternatives.  
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APPROVAL OF THE JULY 16, 2009, MINUTES 
 
Chairman Crawford noted that the minutes for the previous two meetings of the Walworth County 
Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee are posted on the Commission’s website (www.sewrpc.org).  
 
Chairman Crawford then indicated that the next item on the agenda was the consideration and approval of 
the minutes for the previous Committee meeting held on July 16, 2009. A motion was made by Mr. Fero 
to approve the July 16, 2009, minutes. The motion was seconded by Mr. Redenius, and Chairman 
Crawford asked if there was any discussion on the motion. Mr. Logterman noted that on page 8 in the 
second paragraph under the heading “Reconsider the Proposed Foundry Road Extension in the Village of 
Darien,” the highway referenced to as “USH 12” should be “USH 14” instead. Mr. Yunker responded that 
the typographical error would be corrected.  
 
Mr. Yunker then reviewed the first Secretary’s Notes on page 10, indicating the Commission staff’s 
recommendation to the Committee that CTH N between STH 20 and CTH J remain on the planned 
arterial street and highway system, and that Pickeral Lake Road between STH 20 and CTH J not be added 
to the planned arterial street and highway system. Mr. Yunker noted with respect to the second 
Secretary’s note on Page 10 that the Commission staff has reviewed traffic counts provided by the Town 
of Darien for Sharon-Darien Town Line Road between USH 14 and CTH O, and the staff’s 
recommendation that Sharon-Darien Town Line Road between USH 14 and CTH O remain on the 
planned arterial street and highway system. Mr. Yunker added that by approving these minutes, 
Committee members would also be indicating their approval of these two staff recommendations. 
 
There being no further discussion, the minutes for the Committee meeting held on July 16, 2009, were 
unanimously approved as corrected. 
 
REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION OF THE TWO ALTERNATIVE IMPROVEMENTS TO 
USH 12 BETWEEN THE CITIES OF ELKHORN AND WHITEWATER—THE LONG 
PLANNED EXTENSION OF THE USH 12 FREEWAY AND THE ALTERNATIVE OF 
RECONSTRUCTING AND WIDENING THE EXISTING ROUTE OF USH 12 TO FOUR 
TRAFFIC LANES 
 
Chairman Crawford stated that the next item on the agenda is the solicitation of public comment on the 
two alternative improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater—the long 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway and the alternative of reconstruction and widening the existing 
route of USH 12 to four traffic lanes. The following comments from the public were made: 
 

1. Mr. Kenneth Kaleta stated that he had lived adjacent to USH 12 since 1973 and expressed 
opposition to the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes 
between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on its potential impact to wetlands, 
residences, and a golf course along USH 12. He added that he believed that the planned extension 
of the USH 12 freeway is the least expensive alternative, and should continue to be recommended 
in the jurisdictional plan. 
 

2. Mr. Lawrence Cieslak agreed with the previous speaker and stated that he was opposed to the 
widening of the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater based on potential impacts to agricultural lands and wetlands along the 
route, and the belief that access to a widened existing USH 12 would be limited. 
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3. Mr. Pete Spaulding stated that he lives within 400 yards of USH 12, and expressed opposition to 

the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on concerns about safety, the belief that school buses 
would have difficulty crossing a widened USH 12, and potential impacts to businesses along the 
route. 
 

4. Mr. Russell Keske indicated that his property would potentially be impacted by the 
implementation of either of the two USH 12 alternatives, and requested that the Committee select 
one of the two alternative improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater be recommended in the jurisdictional plan.  

 
5. Ms. Rita Siok stated that she lives on USH 12, and expressed opposition to the alternative to 

widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater based on the potential impacts to residences, businesses, and other existing 
facilities along USH 12, and the potential disturbance to the lakes adjacent to USH 12. 
 

6. Mr. Sam Giannola asked why the meeting was not being held in the evening. Chairman Crawford 
responded that the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee meetings are 
typically scheduled for the afternoon. Mr. Yunker added that following the completion of a 
preliminary recommended Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan by the 
Committee, a public meeting and hearing will be held that would be scheduled for the evening. 
 

7. Ms. Mary Jo Leveque expressed opposition to the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway 
between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the potential impacts to agricultural 
lands, wetlands, and residences. She suggested that other alternatives be considered. 
 

8. Mr. Tim Loftus expressed opposition to the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 
from two to four lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and expressed support for 
the plan to continue to recommend the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the desire to preserve the rural character along the 
existing route of USH 12, and the belief that access to a widened USH 12 would be limited. 
 

9. Mr. Jeff Bluhm stated that he is the Executive Director for the Lutherdale Ministries that is 
located on USH 12, and that the Lutherdale Ministries would not want to lose any of their 
property for right-of-way potentially needed for the widening of the existing route of USH 12 
from two to four lanes. 
 

10. Mr. Joseph Cannestra expressed support for the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system 
plan continuing to recommend the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities 
of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the belief that it would be a faster, safer, and cheaper route 
than widening the existing route of USH 12. He questioned whether the cost estimate for the 
alternative to widen existing USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes includes the cost of utility 
relocation. 
 

11. Mr. Robert W. Arnold expressed his opposition to the Walworth County jurisdictional highway 
system plan continuing to recommend the extension of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater. He stated that the freeway will not be completed in the State of Illinois, and the 
freeway extension in Walworth County will have a greater impact to residences, agricultural 
lands, and environmentally sensitive lands, as it will require the acquisition of more right-of-way 
than widening the existing route of USH 12 from two to four lanes.  He noted that the Town of 
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Sugar Creek, which the planned freeway extension passes through, has indicated its opposition to 
the planned freeway. 
 

12. Mr. Anthony Balestrieri stated that he has lived in Walworth County since 1956, and that he 
would be presenting the concerns of a group of citizens residing along existing USH 12, as 
summarized in the handouts provided to the Committee prior to the meeting. He stated that the 
group of citizens he was representing are opposed to the alternative to widen USH 12 from two to 
four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on concern for traffic 
safety, potential impacts to wetlands and existing utilities along the existing route of USH 12, and 
the attendant costs for relocation of homes.  He added that the group supports the jurisdictional 
plan continuing to recommend the planned extension of USH 12 freeway. He noted that the 
freeway extension was a shorter route than the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater, and results in less overall vehicle fuel consumption and air pollutant 
emissions. Mr. Balestrieri stated that showing neither alternative improvements to USH 12 in the 
jurisdictional plan would not be true planning, and that one of the two alternative improvements 
should be selected by the Committee. He further noted that the existing residences west of Silver 
Lake were built after the planned freeway was officially mapped in 1967, and that the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation should have prevented them from being built. He suggested that the 
route of the planned freeway extension be modified to avoid these existing homes. Mr. Balestrieri 
further suggested that the Committee also consider the effects the alternatives would have on the 
quality of life and the economy of Walworth County. He stated that something needs to be done 
now within the USH 12 corridor between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and 
recommended that Walworth County encourage the Wisconsin Department of Transportation to 
initiate preliminary engineering and necessary environmental impact studies. Mr. Balestrieri 
requested that the letter, including a signed petition, that was provided to the Committee be 
included in the public record. 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Attachment A to these minutes contains a copy of the letter from the 

concerned residents and/or landowners in the area of the Whitewater to 
Elkhorn section of USH 12, dated August 11, 2009, along with a summary of 
their concerns, a signed petition, and a listing of the homes and businesses 
along USH 12. 

 
Following the meeting, Commission staff received a copy of another signed 
petition, as provided in Attachment B to these minutes.] 

 
13. Mr. David Hanan requested that the Committee consider showing neither of the two alternative 

improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater in the jurisdictional 
plan. He then expressed particular opposition to the alternative to widen the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes based on concerns for safety. 
 

14. Mr. John M. Anderson stated that he owns a bed and breakfast inn on USH 12, and expressed 
opposition to the widening of the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between 
the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the belief that there would be a loss of tax base 
due to acquisition of businesses and residences along USH 12. He then expressed support for the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based 
on the planned freeway potentially being a shorter route than the existing route of USH 12 
resulting in less overall fuel consumption. 
 

15. Mr. William Huxhold stated that he lives between Green Lake and USH 12, and expressed 
support for the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan to continue to recommend 
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the planned extension of the USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, as its 
implementation would remove trucks from the existing route of USH 12, potentially resulting in 
the reduction of traffic noise. 
 

16. Mr. Michael Hurlburt stated that he lives in the Town of Sugar Creek, and expressed support for 
the jurisdictional plan continuing to recommend the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway 
between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the belief that its implementation may 
result in the construction of a bicycle path adjacent to the freeway. 
 

17. Mr. John Gilmartin stated that he has lived in Walworth County for the last 22 years, and 
expressed opposition to the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four 
traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
 

18. Ms. Norma Botma expressed opposition to both alternative improvements to USH 12 between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the amount of funds needed to improve USH 12, and 
the belief that only rehabilitation of the existing route of USH 12 should be implemented. 
 

19. Ms. Marilyn Lester stated that she is a resident of the Town of Sugar Creek, and expressed 
support for the jurisdictional plan to continue to recommend the planned extension of the USH 12 
freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, as it would remove truck traffic from 
local roads. 
 

20. Mr. Gerald Peterson stated that he was the president of the Kettle Moraine Land Trust, and that 
the route of the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater should be further studied, particularly its potential impact to environmentally 
sensitive areas. He expressed opposition to the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 
from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater as it would 
negatively affect the tax base for the Town of LaGrange, including potential impacts to a golf 
course and to the Lutherdale Ministries bible camp. He stated that engineering studies and an 
environmental impact statement needs to be completed now for the USH 12 corridor between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
 

21. Ms. Eileen Dempsey stated that the officially mapped route of the planned extension of the 
USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater splits her property in half. She 
suggested that the officially mapped route of the planned freeway extension be de-mapped, and a 
study be conducted to determine the best route for the planned extension. 
 

22. Mr. Robert M. Frank stated that he lives on Plantation Road near USH 12, and that property 
owners were not adequately contacted regarding the alternative improvements to USH 12 
between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. He further stated that costs should be estimated 
for each alternative improvement, and questioned how the improvements to USH 12 would 
benefit everyone in Walworth County and not just people who want a faster route between the 
Village of Richmond and the City of Madison. 
 

23. Mr. Russell Devitt stated that he represents the Lauderdale Lakes Lake Management District, and 
expressed opposition to the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four 
traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on concern for safety, and the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway potentially being a more direct route than the existing 
route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. He added that consideration 
should be given to the difference in land values along the existing route of USH 12 and the route 
of the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway. 
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24. Ms. Kathleen Truesdale expressed opposition to the alternative of widening the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on 
concern for safety, particularly at the intersection of USH 12 and CTH A. 
 

25. Mr. John M. Bever questioned the estimated costs reported for the alternative improvements to 
USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
 

26. Mr. Loren Waite stated that he is the former Town Chairman of Sugar Creek, and that the 
property owners located along the officially mapped route of the planned extension of the 
USH 12 freeway have been held hostage. He stated that a decision needs to be made as to which 
of the two alternative improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater 
would be implemented. 
 

27. Ms. Mary VanKampen expressed opposition to the alternative of widening the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the 
potential impacts to agricultural lands. 
 

28. Ms. Lanette Maurina expressed opposition to the alternative of widening the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on 
concern for traffic safety. 
 

29. Mr. Richard Senft expressed opposition to the alternative of widening the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the 
belief that access to the widened USH 12 from cross streets would be difficult. 
 

30. Ms. Anita Bettinger stated that a decision needs to be made as to which of the two alternative 
improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater will be implemented.  
 

31. Mr. Robert N. Cushman stated that he lives at the intersection of STH 20 and USH 12, and that it 
is a dangerous intersection. 
 

32. Mr. Robert L. Sullivan expressed opposition to the alternative of widening the existing route of 
USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
 

There being no other public comment, Chairman Crawford requested open discussion from the 
Committee members on the two alternative improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater. 
 
Mr. Nass made a motion to continue to recommend in the Walworth County jurisdictional highway 
system plan the long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater, and to oppose the alternative of widening the existing route of USH 12 from two to four 
traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. Mr. Weter seconded the motion and 
Chairman Crawford asked the Committee for discussion and comments regarding the motion. 
 
Mr. Fero stated that the Town of Whitewater is opposed to the long planned extension of the USH 12 
freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater based on the potential impacts to agricultural 
lands and residences.  He suggested that neither the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway, nor the 
alternative of widening the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater be 
recommended in the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan. 
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Ms. Burwell stated that the Wisconsin Department of Transportation is currently conducting a corridor 
study of STH 50 between IH 43 and STH 67 in the Village and Town of Delavan, and that the 
Department would be considering whether to widen this segment of STH 50 to four traffic lanes. She 
added that the widening of STH 50 would potentially impact residences and businesses along the corridor. 
Ms. Burwell stated that the Town of Delavan would prefer that this segment not be widened, but 
understands that based on the existing and future traffic volumes, there is a need to potentially widen this 
section of STH 50. She noted that eventually USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater will 
require a similar improvement. 
 
Mr. Logterman stated that the construction of the IH 43 freeway through Walworth County had impacts 
on agricultural lands. He noted, however, that since its construction, the IH 43 freeway has been a benefit 
to Walworth County by attracting industrial development to the County, allowing efficient travel in 
Walworth County, and allowing farmers within the County to more readily transport their goods. 
 
Mr. Fero questioned whether the Illinois Department of Transportation would ever extend the USH 12 
freeway through the Village of Richmond and Northeastern Illinois. He then expressed a concern for 
safety should the planned extension on the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater be implemented noting that there was an increase in crashes following the construction of the 
Whitewater bypass. He then noted that the Towns of Whitewater, LaGrange, and Sugar Creek would be 
impacted the most by the planned freeway extension. 
 
Mr. Sukala stated that the Town of LaGrange is in favor of the Walworth County jurisdictional highway 
system plan continuing to recommend the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of 
Elkhorn and Whitewater, and opposes the alternative of widening the existing route of USH 12 from two 
to four traffic lanes between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
 
Mr. Redenius asked whether any area within the Town of Richmond would be directly impacted by the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. Chairman 
Crawford responded that the conceptual route of the planned freeway in the jurisdictional plan is not 
located within the Town of Richmond, but the route would not be established until preliminary 
engineering and environmental impact studies are completed.  
 
In response to an inquiry by Mr. Redenius regarding whether the Walworth County Board acted on the 
two alternative improvements to USH 12, Chairman Crawford stated that the Walworth County Board of 
Supervisors has not acted specifically on which of the two alternative improvements be recommended in 
the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan, but the Public Works Committee of the 
Walworth County Board of Supervisors passed a motion directing the two Walworth County 
representatives on the Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee to vote in support 
of the alternative to widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the Cities 
of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and to oppose the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
 
Mr. Duwe stated that the Town of Sugar Creek was opposed to the plan continuing to recommend the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. Mr. Duwe 
noted that the Wisconsin Department of Transportation was considering implementing roundabouts at 
intersections along the existing route of USH 12 to improve safety. 
 
Mr. Hoffman expressed concern about the potential impacts to businesses along USH 12 should the 
existing route of USH 12 be widened to four traffic lanes. He suggested that the planned extension of the 
USH 12 freeway could be initially constructed as a two-lane facility similar to the City of Whitewater 
bypass, and noted that its construction could occur incrementally. 
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In response to an inquiry by Mr. Monroe, Mr. Longtin stated that when the Department initiates 
preliminary engineering and environmental impact study for improvements to USH 12 between the Cities 
of Elkhorn and Whitewater, a number of alternatives would be considered, including a do nothing 
alternative. He added that when considering alternatives, the Department would attempt to minimize the 
impacts on environmentally sensitive lands, agricultural lands, residences and businesses. Mr. Longtin 
noted that during preliminary engineering there would be substantial opportunities for public 
involvement.  
 
Mr. Kendall questioned whether the extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater should be implemented if the freeway is not planned to be extended west of the City of 
Whitewater, and suggested that the necessary study of the USH 12 corridor between the Cities of Elkhorn 
and Whitewater by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation is needed. 
 
Mr. Schiffleger asked if reconstruction of the existing route of USH 12 would be necessary should the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway be implemented. Mr. Yunker responded that should the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway be implemented, the existing route of USH 12 would 
eventually need to be reconstructed, but the widening of USH 12 to four traffic lanes would not be 
necessary.  
 
Mr. Simons stated that, while he understands the concern for the loss of farmland, he believes that it 
would make more sense to extend the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater 
than to widen the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes. 
 
Ms. Russell inquired whether the jurisdictional plan could show neither of the two alternative 
improvements to USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. Mr. Yunker responded that 
current traffic volumes on segments of the existing route of USH 12 between the Cities of Elkhorn and 
Whitewater are already approaching the design capacity of the two-lane facility, and that the plan should 
recognize that a capacity expansion improvement will be needed on USH 12 to accommodate future 
traffic volumes that are expected to exceed the design capacity of the two-lane facility. Mr. Yunker stated 
that the staff would recommend that the Committee select one of the two alternative improvements to be 
recommended in the jurisdictional plan to provide guidance to the public and governments in Walworth 
County and to the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. Mr. Yunker added that if the Committee 
decides to not recommend either alternative, the existing route of USH 12 would probably be improved 
incrementally segment-by-segment, as traffic volumes along the existing route exceed the design capacity 
of the two lane facility. Mr. Yunker noted that while the comparison of estimated costs and impacts for 
the two alternative improvements to USH 12, as reported in the Walworth County jurisdictional highway 
system plan, are at a level of detail suitable for county-wide or regional planning, the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation would analyze the alternatives in greater detail during preliminary 
engineering and the preparation of the environmental impact statement. 
 
Ms. Burwell stated that the officially mapped route of the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway is 
antiquated, and the Wisconsin Department of Transportation should conduct the necessary engineering 
and environmental studies to determine the route for the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway.  
 
Mr. Jordan stated that as more land within the Towns of Sugar Creek, LaGrange, and Whitewater become 
developed, options for potential routes for the planned extension of the USH 12 freeway will become 
more limited. He further stated safety is a concern along the existing route of USH 12, and that the 
planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater would 
potentially reduce truck traffic along the existing route of USH 12. He added that Walworth County 
should not have to wait another 30 years before a decision is made by the Wisconsin Department of
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Transportation as to how USH 12 will be improved between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and 
that the Department should initiate preliminary engineering and preparation of an environmental impact 
statement as soon as possible.  
 
Based on the discussion by the Committee, Mr. Nass and Mr. Weter agreed to amend the motion to 
include a recommendation that the Wisconsin Department of Transportation conduct as soon as possible 
the necessary preliminary engineering and environmental impact assessment of the USH 12 corridor 
between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater. 
 
There being no further discussion on the motion, Chairman Crawford asked for the motion to be put to a 
vote. The motion to continue to recommend in the Walworth County jurisdictional highway system plan 
the long planned extension of the USH 12 freeway between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and to 
oppose the alternative of widening the existing route of USH 12 from two to four traffic lanes between the 
Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater, and to further recommend that the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation conduct as soon as possible the necessary preliminary engineering and environmental 
impact assessment of the USH 12 corridor between the Cities of Elkhorn and Whitewater passed by the 
Walworth County Jurisdictional Highway Planning Committee by a vote of 14 ayes and 5 nays, with 
Chairman Crawford, Ms. Russell, Mr. Redenius, Mr. Duwe, and Mr. Fero voting against the motion. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned at 4:25 p.m. 
on a motion by Mr. Monroe, seconded by Mr. Jordan, and carried unanimously by the Committee. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 Kenneth R. Yunker 
 Secretary 
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