
WHAT IS VISION 2050?
VISION 2050 is Southeastern Wisconsin’s long-range land use and 
transportation plan. It makes recommendations to local and State government 
to shape and guide land use development and transportation improvement, 
including public transit, arterial streets and highways, freight, and bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities, to the year 2050. The Commission adopted VISION 
2050 in 2016, following a three-year process guided by the Commission’s 
Advisory Committees on Regional Land Use and Transportation Planning.

2020 REVIEW AND UPDATE 
OF VISION 2050

PURPOSE OF THE REVIEW AND UPDATE
The 2020 Review and Update looks at progress that has been made toward implementing VISION 2050 since it was 
originally adopted in 2016 and what changes may be needed as a result of that progress, changes in technology, or 
shifts in the Region’s priorities for land development and transportation. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT GOALS
Round 1 – COMPLETE

 9Share information with the public about progress on the implementation of plan recommendations

 9Collect feedback about implementation and on changes that have occurred, since VISION 2050 was adopted, 
that we should consider as we update the plan’s recommendations

Round 2 – IN PROGRESS

 > Provide proposed updates to the public for review and comment, including updated financial and equity 
analyses

HOW TO PROVIDE INPUT
Written Comments
Please use the comment cards available at this 
meeting to write down any comments you want us 
to consider.

Verbal Comments
At the public open house meetings, court reporters 
are available to record verbal comments.

Comments can also be submitted by March 27, 
2020, in any of the following ways:

 > Website: vision2050sewis.org
 > E-mail: vision2050@sewrpc.org
 > Mail: P.O. Box 1607 

 Waukesha, WI 53187-1607
 > Fax: (262) 547-1103

All comments submitted by March 27, 2020, will be entered into the public record and will be considered 
as staff finalizes the 2020 Review and Update of VISION 2050.

WE ARE HERE

SPRING 2020 
ROUND 2 PUBLIC MEETINGS
Review draft plan update, including 
equity and financial analyses, and 
provide feedback.

SEWRPC staff reviewed 
feedback and prepared draft 

2020 Review and Update.

SEWRPC staff reviews 
feedback and finalizes 

2020 Review and Update.

DECEMBER 2019
ROUND 1 PUBLIC MEETINGS
Reviewed implementation to date 
and obtained initial feedback.

FEBRUARY 2020
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING #2

APRIL 2020
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING #3

SUMMER 2020 
COMMISSION ADOPTION OF
2020 REVIEW AND UPDATE
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E OCTOBER 2019
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING #1



HOW DOES VISION 2050 
GET IMPLEMENTED? 

ENDORSE

REFINE

IMPLEMENT

VISION 2050 was adopted by the Regional Planning 
Commission in July 2016 and sent to the agencies and 
levels of government responsible for implementing the 
plan’s recommendations.

As an advisory and regional plan, VISION 2050 should 
be viewed as a framework for more detailed county and 
local planning, such as local and county comprehensive 
plans, transit development plans, and jurisdictional 
highway system plans.

Implementation is complex and relies on the coordinated 
actions of many different entities. The Commission tracks 
this implementation and works closely with its many 
partners to support implementation. 

PARTNERS IN IMPLEMENTATION:
LOCAL AND COUNTY GOVERNMENTS

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT/AGENCIES 

PRIVATE SECTOR

ADDITIONAL PARTNERS

TRANSIT OPERATORS STATE GOVERNMENT/AGENCIES

 > Prepare and adopt comprehensive plans and 
provide funding to support implementation

 > Enforce ordinances such as zoning and 
land division

 > Construct and maintain local/county roads, 
bridges, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 
recommended

 > Acquire and maintain local/county parks and 
open space or purchase conservation easements

 > Adopt and enforce federal-level regulatory 
measures

 > Provide funding to support national-level goals 
and priorities in transportation and land use 
development

 > Develop and redevelop land in the Region

 > Coordinate with transit agencies and 
government partners to increase access to 
employment centers

 > Coordinate with government partners to pursue 
freight recommendations

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs), special 
units of government, and nonprofit advocacy 
organizations all play a role in implementation.

 > Operate public transit service and promote 
public transit use

 > Implement recommended public transit 
improvements and expansions within funding 
constraints 

 > Provide funding for roads, bridges, public 
transit, and other transportation infrastructure 

 > Allow local dedicated transit funding and 
consider additional revenue sources for 
transportation

 > Consider alternative funding structures for local 
governments and school districts

 > Provide resources to incentivize service sharing 
and more efficient local government

 > Develop incentive programs and adopt and 
enforce regulatory measures

 > Acquire and maintain State parks and open 
space or purchase conservation easements

 > Implement intercity and commuter transit 
improvements, and enhance and expand park-
ride facilities

 > Construct and maintain State roads, bridges, 
and bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 
recommended

 > Implement freight recommendations in 
coordination with local and county governments 
and the private sector 



THEMES FROM THE FIRST ROUND OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Land Use

 > Most participants supported the recommended compact 
development pattern

 > Regarding single-family lot size, most supported homes on smaller 
lots, but many also supported homes on larger lots

Many participants shared concerns about roadway safety for drivers, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians, including issues around:

 > Reckless driving

 > Inattentive driving

 > Lack of dedicated bike lanes, paths, sidewalks, or safe crossings

 > Traffic congestion

Bicycle and Pedestrian

Many participants 
indicated they 
would like to see 
more enhanced 
bike facilities in 
the Region.
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What types of biking and walking improvements would 
you like to see more of in the Region?

Shared Mobility + Connected and Automated Vehicles

Safety was the primary 
concern identified regarding 
the potential expansion of 
dockless electric scooters 
and transportation network 
companies (e.g., Uber/Lyft).

The top three factors participants identified for 
consideration related to connected or autonomous 
vehicles were: 

1. Interaction with bicycles and pedestrians

2. Operator requirements and liability laws

3. Equitable access

Public Transit

90

9 interactive meetings in 
December 2019

1 online survey

277 total participants

%Over of participants said they would support 
increasing funding for public transit

 9 Participants identified a number of transit improvements, 
most of which are consistent with the plan

Streets and Highways

WHAT WE HEARD

ABOUT ROUND 1

Total Respondents 178 

What land use or transportation strategies 
would have the greatest impact on improving 
public health?

Bicycle/pedestrian improvements (20)

More walkable development (12)

Improve public transit (25)

More affordable housing (9)

Install green infrastructure (23)

Encourage alternatives to driving alone (6)

What resiliency strategies related to land use 
or transportation should be considered or 
expanded upon in VISION 2050?
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Greatest 
Resiliency 

Risks 

Greatest 
Barriers to 

Equity

What land use or transportation strategies would 
have the greatest impact on improving equity?

KEY PLAN THEMES
Health

Equity

Resilience

Greatest 
Public Health 

Concerns

1. Water Quality
2. Flooding

90Over
of participants said they would support, or would 
support under certain circumstances, increasing 
funding for street and highway improvements 

%

1. Access to Jobs
2. Affordable Housing
3. Affordable Transportation

1. Water Quality
2. Access to Healthcare
3. Air Quality
4. Nutrition & Physical Activity



LAND USE

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE PLAN:
No changes are proposed to the land use component of the plan

THE PLAN WILL CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND:
 > Focusing on new urban development in urban centers

 > Reversing trend in declining density and providing a mix of housing types 
and uses

 > Preserving primary environmental corridors and productive agricultural land

W A S H I N G T O N   C O .

W A U K E S H A  C O . M I L W A U K E E    C O .

K E N O S H A   C O .

R A C I N E   C O .

O Z A U K E E  C O .

W A L W O R T H  C O .

Dover

Norway Raymond
Waterford

Yorkville

Burlington

Port Washington

Grafton

Belgium
Fredonia

Cedarburg

Saukville

Salem

Paris

Somers

Randall

Brighton

Wheatland

Linn

Troy

LyonsGeneva

Sharon

Darien Delavan

Richmond

Walworth

La Grange

Lafayette

Bloomfield

East  Troy
Whitewater

Sugar Creek Spring  Prairie

West  Bend

Polk

Erin

Wayne

Barton

Addison Trenton

Jackson

Kewaskum

Hartford

Farmington

Eagle

Merton

Ottawa

Vernon

Lisbon

Waukesha

Delafield

Mukwonago

Oconomowoc

Brookfield

Germantown

Genesee

BAY

WIND

NORTH

POINT

UNION
GROVE

ELMWOOD
PARK

WATERFORD

ROCHESTER

STURTEVANT

BAY

GENOA
CITY

BLOOMFIELD

SHARON

DARIEN

WILLIAMS

WALWORTH

FONTANA ON
GENEVA LAKE

EAST
TROY

NEWBURG

SLINGER

JACKSON

GERMANTOWN

KEWASKUM

BELGIUM

FREDONIA

SAUKVILLE

THIENSVILLE

GRAFTON

TWIN

LAKE

LAKE

LAKES

SILVER

PADDOCK

PLEASANT

  PRAIRIE

ELM

LAKE

WALES

EAGLE

NORTH

GROVE

MERTON

SUSSEX

LANNON

BUTLER

PRAIRIE

DOUSMAN

HARTLAND
PEWAUKEENASHOTAH

CHENEQUA

BIG
BEND

MUKWONAGO

MENOMONEE    FALLS

OCONOMOWOC

LAC LA
BELLE

WEST

BAYSIDE

GREENDALE

MILWAUKEE

SHOREWOOD

BROWN
DEER RIVER

HILLS

CORNERS

BAY

FOX

WHITEFISH

HALES

POINT

RICHFIELD

CALEDONIA

MOUNT PLEASANT

BRISTOL

SUMMIT

SOMERS

WEST
  BEND

HARTFORD

LAKE
GENEVA

DELAVAN

ELKHORN

WHITEWATER

ST.

SOUTH

CUDAHY

FRANCIS

FRANKLIN

GLENDALE

OAK

MILWAUKEE

WAUWATOSA

MILWAUKEE

GREENFIELD

WEST
ALLIS

CREEK

PORT

MEQUON

CEDARBURG

WASHINGTON

MUSKEGO

WAUKESHA

DELAFIELD

OCONOMOWOC

NEW BERLIN

BROOKFIELD

PEWAUKEE

RACINE

BURLINGTON

KENOSHA

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Miles

SEWRPCSource:

SURFACE WATER

PRIMARY ENVIRONMENTAL
CORRIDOR

AGRICULTURAL AND OTHER 
OPEN LANDS

MIXED-USE TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD
(Residential and Other Urban Land—At Least
7.0 to 17.9 Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre)

SMALL LOT TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD
(Residential and Other Urban Land—At Least
4.4 to 6.9 Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre)

MEDIUM LOT NEIGHBORHOOD
(Residential and Other Urban Land—At Least
2.3 to 4.3 Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre)

LARGE LOT NEIGHBORHOOD
(Residential and Other Urban Land—At Least
0.7 to 2.2 Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre)

MIXED-USE CITY CENTER
(Residential and Other Urban Land—At Least
18.0 Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre)

LARGE LOT EXURBAN
(Residential Land—
0.2 to 0.6 Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre)

RURAL ESTATE
(0.1 to 0.2 Dwelling Units per Acre)

Note: Includes amendments through December 2018

Land Use Categories

VISION 2050 Land Use Development Pattern

MEDIUM LOT 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
(showing lots of about 
15,000 square feet)
Primarily single-family homes on 
¼- to ½-acre lots found at the 
edges of cities and villages

SMALL LOT TRADITIONAL 
NEIGHBORHOOD (showing lots 
of about 7,000 square feet)
Mix of housing types and 
businesses with single-family 
homes on lots of ¼-acre or less 
and multifamily housing found 
within and at the edges of cities 
and villages

LARGE LOT NEIGHBORHOOD 
(showing lots of about ½ acre)
Primarily single-family homes on 
½-acre to one-acre lots found at 
the edges of cities and villages 
and scattered outside cities and 
villages

LARGE LOT EXURBAN (showing 
lots of about 1.5 acres)
Single-family homes at an overall 
density of one home per 1.5 to 
five acres scattered outside cities 
and villages

RURAL ESTATE (showing a 
cluster subdivision with one-
acre lots)
Single-family homes at an overall 
density of one home per five 
acres scattered outside cities and 
villages

MIXED-USE  
CITY CENTER
Mix of very high-density offices, 
businesses, and housing found in 
the most densely populated areas 
of the Region

MIXED-USE TRADITIONAL 
NEIGHBORHOOD
Mix of high-density housing, 
businesses, and offices found in 
densely populated areas

The recommended VISION 2050 land use pattern was developed 
by allocating new households and employment envisioned for the 
Region under the Commission’s year 2050 growth projections to a 
series of seven land use categories that represent a variety of 
development densities and mixes of uses.



PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE PLAN:
Add dockless scooters to the existing recommendation to expand bike share 
implementation, and recommend local governments address potential safety 
concerns related to dockless scooters

OTHER UPDATES:
The bicycle network will be updated to be consistent with the recently adopted Washington County Bikeway 
and Trail Network Plan and recent changes to the recommended Route of the Badger trail network

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
THE PLAN WILL CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND:

 > Expanding the on-street bicycle network, including enhanced bicycle facilities 
(e.g., protected or buffered bike lanes) in key regional corridors

 > Expanding off-street paths to provide a well-connected network

 > Providing sidewalks in areas of existing or planned urban development

 > Minimizing crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians

Credit: Cole Vandermause, Shepherd Express

Bicycle Network: VISION 2050 as Updated
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Corridor would include an enhanced bicycle facility—such
as a protected bike lane, a separate path within the road
right-of-way, or a buffered bike lane—located on or
along an arterial or, alternatively, a neighborhood
greenway on a nearby parallel nonarterial.

a

BICYCLE FACILITIES

OFF-STREET BICYCLE PATH

ARTERIAL STREET OR HIGHWAY WITH
BICYCLE ACCOMMODATION (IF FEASIBLE)

NONARTERIAL STREET CONNECTION
TO OFF-STREET BICYCLE NETWORK

a
RECOMMENDED CORRIDOR FOR
ENHANCED BICYCLE FACILITY
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What is travel demand management (TDM)?
The use of tools and strategies to reduce single-occupancy vehicle travel or to shift travel times and 
routes to allow more efficient use of the transportation system. Implementing TDM measures can 
reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, and save travelers time and money.

What is transportation 
systems management (TSM)?

TSM aims to maximize the capacity of the existing 
transportation system and improve safety through tools 

and technologies that minimize the impact of traffic 
incidents and improve traffic flow.

TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT

FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT

THE PLAN WILL CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND: 
 > Enhancing preferential treatment for transit and high-occupancy 

vehicles through HOV bypass and transit-only lanes

 > Expanding the network of park-ride lots

 > Pricing personal vehicle travel at its true cost

 > Facilitating transit, bicycle, and pedestrian movement in local land use 
plans and zoning

THE PLAN WILL CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND: 
 > Pursuing a new truck-rail intermodal facility

 > Improving accommodation of oversize/overweight (OSOW) shipments

 > Constructing the Muskego Yard bypass

 > Addressing congestion and bottlenecks on the regional highway freight network

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE PLAN:
Add a new recommendation to encourage government entities to work 
with private-sector mobility providers (e.g., Uber/Lyft or Bublr Bikes) on 
possible partnerships to advance an equitable, affordable, and efficient 
transportation system

OTHER UPDATES:
The recommendation to price personal vehicle travel at its true 
cost will be updated to reflect recent activity around the study and 
discussion of tolling and vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) fees

OTHER UPDATES:
Various recommendations will be updated to 
note implementation that has occurred, such 
as the recent completion of the Wisconsin State 
Freight Plan

THE PLAN WILL CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND: 
 > Expanding TSM measures currently in place, including 

closed-circuit television cameras, ramp meters, variable 
message signs, and signal coordination 

 > Implementing new TSM measures that leverage emerging 
technology such as advanced traffic sensors and adaptive 
traffic signals

 > Implementing parking management and guidance systems 
and demand-responsive parking in major activity centers

PROPOSED CHANGES 
TO THE PLAN:
No changes are proposed to the TSM element

PROPOSED CHANGES 
TO THE PLAN:
No changes are proposed to the freight 
transportation element

OTHER UPDATES:
Inventory data, such as the number of ramp meters and variable 
message signs, will be updated based on recent implementation 
that has occurred 



Sales Tax

0.5% in seven counties

$180 Million Annually

$150 Million Annually

0.5% in four counties

Wheel
Tax

$15 Million Annually

$45 Million Annually

$10

$30

Gas Tax
$90 Million Annually

$45 Million Annually

$0.05

$0.10

VMT Fee $90 Million Annually

$0.01 per mile

Highway
Use Fee

$80 Million Annually

2.5% of MSRP

Tolling $150 Million Annually

4 cents per mile

A local sales tax is a common source of local funding for public 
transit in other parts of the country. Funding public transit 
through a sales tax in the Region would involve an increase in 
existing sales tax rates.

A local wheel tax (vehicle registration fee) can be used to increase funding 
for transportation at the local level. Currently, 12 counties and 28 cities, 
towns, and villages in Wisconsin have enacted local wheel taxes. This would 
require an increase in the existing vehicle registration fee.

Potential Revenue Sources to Address the Transportation Funding Gap

FUNDING THE PLAN

UPDATED FINANCIAL ANALYSIS
An updated financial analysis identified a significant funding gap between reasonably expected revenues 
and the estimated costs to implement the VISION 2050 transportation system. As such, staff identified the 
fiscally constrained portion of the transportation system, which is shown on the Public Transit and Streets and 
Highways boards.

The gas tax is a primary revenue source for transportation funding at 
both the state and federal levels. Improvements in fuel efficiency continue 
to reduce the effectiveness of this revenue source, which is not currently 
indexed to inflation. This would require an increase in the existing gas tax.

Implementing a vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) fee would involve charging a fee to 
drivers of passenger vehicles and light trucks based on the total distance they drive 
during a year. This revenue source is currently being studied by several states.

A highway use fee would involve charging a one-time fee on new 
passenger vehicle purchases based on a percent of the MSRP.

Tolling, which has recently been studied by WisDOT, would require 
a motorist to pay a fee to use a particular highway facility.

Capital

Operations and
Maintenance

Public
Transit

Bicycle &
Pedestrian

Streets &
Highways

$88

$493 $79 $572

$145 $233

$6

Public
Transit

Bicycle &
Pedestrian

Streets &
Highways

$201

$860 $98 $958

$285 $486

$6

Investment Required for VISION 2050 (as Updated)
Average Annual in Millions of 2019$

Funding Available for VISION 2050 (as Updated)
Average Annual in Millions of 2019$

THE FISCALLY CONSTRAINED 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM: 
PUBLIC TRANSIT: $250 million gap
Service levels are expected to decline by about 35 percent by 2050—
rather than double as recommended under VISION 2050. 

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS: $385 million gap
Fewer roads are expected to be reconstructed, widened, or newly 
constructed; and many of the roadways recommended to be reconstructed 
by 2050 would instead be rehabilitated, extending the overall life of the 
roadway, but likely reducing pavement quality. 
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FUNDING SHORTFALL: 
Without additional funding, service levels are expected to decline 
by about 35 percent by 2050 under the Fiscally Constrained 
Transportation System—rather than double as recommended under 
VISION 2050.
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Transit Services: Fiscally Constrained System

TRANSIT SERVICES

RAPID TRANSIT LINE

EXPRESS BUS ROUTE

COMMUTER RAIL LINE & STATION!!

COMMUTER BUS ROUTE & PARK-RIDE

INTERCITY RAIL

STREETCAR LINE

LOCAL TRANSIT SERVICE AREA AND PEAK FREQUENCY

ONE DAY ADVANCE-RESERVATION 
SHARED-RIDE TAXI 

EVERY 15 MINUTES OR BETTER 

LESS FREQUENT THAN EVERY 15 MINUTES

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Miles

SEWRPCSource:

TRANSIT SERVICES

RAPID TRANSIT LINE

EXPRESS BUS ROUTE (NONE)

COMMUTER RAIL LINE & STATION!!

COMMUTER BUS ROUTE & PARK-RIDE

INTERCITY RAIL

STREETCAR LINE

LOCAL TRANSIT SERVICE AREA AND PEAK FREQUENCY

ONE DAY ADVANCE-RESERVATION 
SHARED-RIDE TAXI 

EVERY 15 MINUTES OR BETTER (NONE)

LESS FREQUENT THAN EVERY 15 MINUTES

PUBLIC TRANSIT
THE PLAN WILL CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND: 

 > Significant improvement and expansion of the public transit system, including 
commuter rail, rapid transit, and improved fixed and flexible transit services

 > Programs to improve access to suburban employment 

 > “Transit first” designs on urban streets

 > Other initiatives to promote transit use and improve quality of service

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE PLAN:
Recommend alternatives to fixed-route buses (e.g., flexible shuttles, microtransit, 
and shared vehicles) be considered when expanding transit in certain areas

OTHER UPDATES:
In southern Milwaukee County, a rapid transit route recommended along 27th Street will continue along 
27th Street to Drexel Avenue instead of along Oklahoma and Forest Home Avenues (change requested by 
Milwaukee County)

The recommendation to improve access to suburban employment centers will be updated to recommend the 
Commission continue its Workforce Mobility Team, which formed in 2018 to help employers address issues 
related to workforce transportation

VISION 2050 Transit Services
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JOBS ACCESSIBLE VIA TRANSIT 
WITHIN 30 MINUTES

Transit Service Quality

Jobs Accessible Within 30 Minutes via Transit

Areas within walking distance of at 
least one rapid transit line or 
commuter rail station and multiple 
frequent or express bus routes

Areas within walking distance of at 
least one rapid transit line or 
commuter rail station and fewer 
frequent bus routes

Areas within walking distance of at 
least one local or express bus route 
that provides service at least every 15 
minutes or at least three routes that 
do not provide frequent service

Areas within walking distance of at 
least one local bus route, but 
generally not more than two

CONSEQUENCES OF INSUFFICIENT FUNDING FOR TRANSIT
The 35 percent reduction in transit service expected under the fiscally constrained system would result in:

 > Reduced access to jobs, healthcare, education, and other daily needs, particularly for households without access 
to a car, which is more likely to affect people of color, low-income residents, people with disabilities, and seniors

 > Smaller labor force available to employers

 > Reduced traffic carrying capacity in the Region’s heavily traveled corridors

 > Reduced ability to develop compact, walkable neighborhoods that improve access and safety for people 
walking, and encourage active lifestyles

IMPACTS OF FUNDING 
ON THE TRANSIT SYSTEM 

EXISTING

EXISTING

VISION 2050

VISION 2050

FISCALLY CONSTRAINED

FISCALLY CONSTRAINED
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Streets and Highways: Fiscally Constrained System

ARTERIAL TO BE WIDENED WITH 
ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC LANES

PRESERVE EXISTING CROSS-SECTION

NO RECOMMENDATION WITH RESPECT TO 
WHETHER THIS SEGMENT OF IH 43 SHOULD
BE RECONSTRUCTED WITH OR WITHOUT 
ADDITIONAL LANES (SEE NOTE BELOW)

NEW INTERCHANGE!
FULL INTERCHANGE WHERE A HALF 
INTERCHANGE CURRENTLY EXISTS

M

NEW ARTERIAL
PRESERVE EXISTING CROSS-SECTION

ARTERIAL TO BE WIDENED WITH
ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC LANES

NEW ARTERIAL

FULL INTERCHANGE WHERE A HALF 
INTERCHANGE CURRENTLY EXISTS

M

NEW INTERCHANGE!

THE PLAN WILL CONTINUE TO RECOMMEND: 
 > Keeping arterial street and highway system in state of good repair

 > Incorporating complete streets concepts

 > Strategically expanding arterial capacity to accommodate all roadway users 
and address residual congestion

 > Minimizing total traffic crashes, along with crashes involving fatalities and 
serious injuries

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE PLAN:
Incorporate strategies to address reckless driving 

Add curbside management strategies as a complete streets example

Add a new recommendation to monitor the growth and development of 
automated vehicles related to how they could impact the plan

OTHER UPDATES:
The STH 60 northern reliever route, originally planned northeast of the City of Hartford, will be removed from 
the recommended highway network (change requested by Washington County)

Streets and Highways: VISION 2050 as Updated

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS

Note: VISION 2050 does not make any recommendation with respect to whether the segment of IH 43 between Howard Avenue and Silver Spring Drive, when reconstructed, should be 
reconstructed with or without additional lanes. This would be made during preliminary engineering, after which VISION 2050 would be amended to reflect the decision made as to how 
this segment of IH 43 would be reconstructed. Any construction along this segment of IH 43 prior to preliminary engineering—such as bridge reconstruction—should fully preserve and 
accommodate the future option of rebuilding the freeway with additional lanes.

FUNDING SHORTFALL: 
Without additional funding, fewer streets and highways will be reconstructed, 
widened, or newly constructed. Many of the roadways recommended for 
reconstruction will instead be rehabilitated, likely resulting in poorer pavement quality.

CONSEQUENCES OF INSUFFICIENT FUNDING 
FOR STREETS AND HIGHWAYS:
Postponing freeway reconstruction and not adding capacity on highly congested 
segments would likely result in:

• Costly emergency repairs and inefficient pavement maintenance due to 
unnecessary (and increasingly ineffective) repaving projects

• Increased traffic congestion and travel delays, along with decreased travel 
reliability

• Increased crashes due to traffic congestion, outdated roadway design, and 
deteriorating roadway conditions



VISION 2050
The improvement and 
expansion of public transit 
under VISION 2050 would 
significantly increase the 
portion of the Region’s 
population that has access 
to 10,000 or more jobs via 
transit. 

UPDATED EQUITY ANALYSIS 
VISION 2050 identified significant disparities between the white population and people of color in the Region 
with respect to educational attainment levels, per capita income, and poverty. The updated equity analysis 
evaluated whether the benefits and impacts of the recommended plan would be shared fairly and equitably 
among different populations in the Region. The results show that implementing VISION 2050 would help to 
reduce existing disparities between the white population and people of color and without additional funding 
for public transit, a disparate impact to people of color, low-income populations, and people with disabilities is 
likely to occur.
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1 DOT REPRESENTS 25 PEOPLE

WHITE ALONE, NOT HISPANIC

BLACK ALONE, NOT HISPANIC

ASIAN ALONE, NOT HISPANIC

SOME OTHER RACE ALONE, OR 
TWO OR MORE RACES NOT 
HISPANIC

HISPANIC

!

!

!

!
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Note: Population densities are based on the 
2010 U.S. Census.
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CENSUS TRACTS WHEREIN THE PERCENTAGE OF
FAMILIES IN POVERTY EXCEEDS THE REGIONAL
AVERAGE OF 9.5 PERCENT BASED ON THE 2014-
2018 U.S. CENSUS AMERICAN COMMUNITY
SURVEY

Notes:

FEWER THAN 100 FAMILIES IN POVERTY

100-199 FAMILIES IN POVERTY

200-299 FAMILIES IN POVERTY

300 OR MORE FAMILIES IN POVERTY

Areas in white are comprised of census tracts
wherein the percentage of families in poverty is less
than or equal to the regional average of 9.5
percent.

The information reflected on this map is from the
American Community Survey, which is based on
sample data from a small percentage of the
population. Consequently, the data has a relatively
large margin of error that can result in larger
census tracts being identified as having
concentrations of families in poverty even though
there are only small enclaves
of such families located within
the tract identified.
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CENSUS TRACTS WHEREIN THE PERCENTAGE OF
PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES EXCEEDS THE
REGIONAL AVERAGE OF 11.8 PERCENT BASED ON
THE 2014-2018 U.S. CENSUS AMERICAN
COMMUNITY SURVEY

FEWER THAN 250 PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

250 - 499 PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

500 - 749 PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

750 OR MORE PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Notes: Areas in white are comprised of census tracts wherein
the percentage of people with disabilities is less than
or equal to the regional average of 11.8 percent.

The information reflected on this map is from the
American Community Survey, which is based on
sample data from a small percentage of the
population. Consequently, the data has a relatively
large margin of error that can result in larger census
tracts being identified as having concentrations of
people with disabilities even though there are only
small enclaves located within the tract identified.

POPULATION BY RACE AND HISPANIC ETHNICITY CONCENTRATIONS OF FAMILIES IN POVERTY CONCENTRATIONS OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Populations Included in the Equity Analysis

Summary of Conclusions

PERCENT OF POPULATION WITH 
NO VEHICLE AVAILABLE

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Minority

Non-Minority

Families in Poverty

Families Not in Poverty

People with Disabilities

People Without Disabilities

Existing VISION 2050 Fiscally Constrained

ACCESS TO 10,000 OR MORE JOBS WITHIN 30 MINUTES BY TRANSIT

FISCALLY CONSTRAINED
Reducing transit service, as 
expected under the fiscally 
constrained transportation 
system, would result in 
significantly less access 
to jobs, healthcare, 
education, and other 
activity centers, as well 
as a reduction in transit 
service quality. 

LAND USE
 > While all land use recommendations would have 

a positive impact on the Region’s population as 
a whole, many recommendations would have a 
particularly positive impact on people of color,  
low-income populations, and people with disabilities

 > None would have an adverse impact on these 
population groups

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS
 > No area of the Region would disproportionately 

bear the impact of the planned freeway and surface 
arterial capacity improvements

PUBLIC TRANSIT
 > VISION 2050 would significantly improve transit 

access for people of color, low-income populations, 
and people with disabilities to jobs, healthcare, 
education and other activities

 > A disparate impact to these population groups is 
likely unless additional funding is provided for transit

16%

6%

30%

6%

Minority
Households

Families
in Poverty

Families Not
in Poverty

Non-Minority
Households

4XAbout

as many people of color, 
families in poverty, and 
people with disabilities 
would have access to 
high-quality transit 
under VISION 2050 
than under the fiscally 
constrained transportation 
system
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