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Appendix A 

List of Contacts 
 

Village of Caledonia 
Ms. Sandy Ayers, Village Manager 

250 Maple St. 
Caledonia, Michigan 49316 

(616) 891-9384 
 

City of Cedar Springs 
Ms. Christine Burns, City Manager 

66 S. Main St. 
PO Box 310 

Cedar Springs, Michigan 49319 
(616) 696-1330 

 
City of East Grand Rapids 

Mr. Ken Feldt, City Services Director 
750 Lakeside Drive SE 

East Grand Rapids, Michigan 49506 
(616) 949-2110 

 
City of Grand Rapids 

Mr. Rick DeVries, Acting City Engineer 
300 Monroe NW 

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503 
(616) 456-3071 

 
City of Grandville 

Mr. Ken Krombeen, City Manager 
3195 Wilson Avenue SW 

Grandville, Michigan 49418 
(616) 530-4981 

 
City of Hudsonville 

Mr. Dan Strikwerda, City Planner 
3275 Central Blvd. 

Hudsonville, Michigan 49426 
(616) 669-0200 
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Kent County Road Commission 
Mr. Steve Warren, Director of Planning 

1500 Scribner NW 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504 

(616) 242-6968 
 

City of Kentwood 
Mr. Terry Schweitzer, Community Development Director 

P.O. Box 8848 
Kentwood, Michigan 49518-8848 

(616) 698-9610 
 

City of Lowell 
Mr. Dave Pasquale, City Manager 

301 E. Main St. 
Lowell, Michigan 49331 

(616) 897-8457 
 

Ottawa County Road Commission 
Mr. Brett Laughlin, County Engineer 

P.O. Box 739 
Grand Haven, Michigan 49417 

(616) 842-5400 
 

City of Rockford 
Mr. Dick Johnston, Public Services Director 

7 South Monroe 
Rockford, Michigan 49341 

(616) 866-7537 
 

City of Walker 
Mr. Scott Connors, Engineer 
4243 Remembrance Road 

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504 
(616) 791-6881 

 
City of Wyoming 

Mr. Bill Dooley, Director of Public Works 
1155 28th Street SW 

Wyoming, Michigan 49509 
(616) 530-7262 

 
Federal Highway Administration 

Ms. Sarah Van Buren 
315 W. Allegan Street, Room 201 

Lansing, Michigan 48933 
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(517) 702-1823 
 

Grand Valley Metropolitan Council  
Mr. Abed Itani, Director of Transportation Planning 

678 Front Ave NW; Suite 200 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504 

(616) 776-7606 
 

Inter Urban Transit Partnership 
Mr. Jan Hoekstra, Grants Officer 

300 Ellsworth Avenue SW 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503 

(616) 774-1183 
 

Michigan Department of Transportation Grand Region 
Mr. Dennis Kent, Transportation Planner 
Michigan Department of Transportation 

1420 Front Ave. NW 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504 

(616) 451-4595 ext. 309 
 

Michigan Department of Transportation 
Ms. Sandra Cornell-Howe, Transportation Planner 

Michigan Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 30050  

Lansing, Michigan 48909 
(517) 335-2971 
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Appendix B 
 

Funding Sources 
 
Federal Funds 
The federal funds that come to the area are financed primarily by the users of the 
system.  Fuel is taxed and receipts are deposited in the Highway Trust Fund and 
distributed to the States under programs in the federal legislation. 
 
State Funds 
At the State level, user fees include a per-gallon tax on fuel and a per-vehicle 
registration fee based on either vehicle weight or value.  Those fees are deposited in 
the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) and distributed to State accounts and to 
counties, cities and villages by the formula as dictated by State Act 51 of 1951. 
 
Local Funds 
Act 51 funds account for a high percentage of local transportation funds.  Local 
communities also use general funds, millage, bonds, tax increment financing, and 
special assessments to fund improvements as well. 
 
Following is a brief description of the programs utilized by local road agencies: 
 
Surface Transportation Program (ST/STP) 
STP is used by state and local jurisdictions for road and transit projects.  Local projects 
are eligible for funding from the annual allocation of STP Funds to the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO).  Road projects must be located on roads functionally 
classified as a rural major collector or higher.  Ten percent of the STP fund is set aside 
for the Transportation Enhancement fund program.  The remaining funds are used 
statewide or distributed to the MPO for use in the urbanized areas (STPU), rural areas 
(STPR), and small cities in rural areas with a population of 5,000 to 50,000 people 
(STP-Small Urban). 
 
STP-Urban (STU) 
Projects are selected by the Transportation Programming Study Group (a subcommittee 
of the Technical Committee) and recommended to the GVMC Technical and Policy 
Committees with the final stop at the GVMC Board for approval. These projects include 
resurfacing, capacity improvements, reconstruction, lane widening, new roads, 
intersection improvements and corridor studies.  Transit projects are also eligible for 
STP funds.   
 
STP-Small Urban Program   
The Small Urban Program is funded with a state set aside of federal STP funds for 
urban areas between 5,000 and 50,000 population.  Approximately 50 cities share this 
program and submit project requests to the MDOT for their possible selection.  The 
Census defined Urbanized Area for Lowell (located in eastern Kent County) is the only 
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area eligible for these funds in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area. 
   
STP-Rural  
Outside of metropolitan areas, the Rural Task Forces decide how to spend the Rural 
STP and Transportation Economic Development Fund Category D (TEDF-D) programs 
(TEDF programs are explained in the next section).  In the Urbanized areas, STP-Rural 
projects are programmed through the MPO process. The Rural STP program is created 
with a state set aside of federal funds.  Groups of nearby counties meet together in 
Rural Task Forces to prioritize their transportation investments.   
 
Functionally classified roads outside the urbanized area boundary are eligible for STP-
Rural program funds.  Transit providers in the rural area are also eligible for STP-R 
funds for projects such as bus replacement or rehabilitation, communication and 
maintenance equipment, operational support equipment, and items related to services 
under the American Disability Act.   
   
In Kent County, the Village of Caledonia, the Village of Sand Lake, the Village of Kent 
City and the Village of Casnovia are eligible recipients of these road funds.  The 
Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP-The Rapid) selects transit projects in the rural area 
from the established specialized services committee, and the Kent County Road 
Commission represents townships in rural Kent County.  Ottawa County projects are 
selected by the Ottawa County Rural Task Force.  Selected projects that are located 
within the MPO area must be included in the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council’s TIP 
document. 
 
Transportation Economic Development Fund 
The Transportation Economic Development Fund (TEDF) was created through state 
enabling legislation in 1987 to alleviate transportation-related barriers to economic 
development.  The program mission continues to be to enhance the ability of the state 
to compete in an international economy, to serve as a catalyst for economic growth of 
the state, and to improve quality of life in the state.   The program is divided into five 
categories. GVMC’s metropolitan planning program is most impacted by Category C. 
 
Category A (EDA) Road Projects related to target industries and redevelopment. 
Category C (EDC/EDCF) Traffic congestion relief in urban counties. 
Category D (EDD/EDDF) Improvements in rural counties to create an all-season 
network. 
Category E Improvements related to the commercial forest industry. 
Category F (EDF/EDFF) Road improvements in cities and rural counties. 
 
The EDCF program is established in state law with a set aside of state and federal 
funds for urban county congestion relief.  The recipients include Kent, Genesee, 
Macomb, Oakland and Wayne counties. 
 
STP-Enhancement (STE)  
Ten percent of Michigan’s STP funding is set aside for Transportation Enhancement 



FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program Page 98 

Activities (STE).  These monies are designated specifically for the enhancement of the 
intermodal transportation network on projects such as landscaping, installing bicycle 
paths, historic preservation and mitigation of storm water run-off.  Once these projects 
are selected they will be amended into the Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
SAFETEA-LU represents a change in the way Safety funds are distributed as previous 
legislation (TEA-21) allocated ten percent of STP funds for local safety projects 
statewide.  The Safety program (HSIP), which is now a stand-alone core program, 
allows for items such as upgrading traffic signs and signals, replacement of guardrail or 
eliminating the need for guardrail, replacement of bridge railing and approach guardrail, 
removing roadside obstacles, and small intersection improvements. 
 
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CM/CMG) 
CM funds are federal funds which link transportation to the Clean Air Act Amendments.  
These funds are used to implement transportation control measures which demonstrate 
emission and/or congestion reductions.  Previously, the State of Michigan had received 
an annual allocation for use in the Grand Rapids, Muskegon and Detroit areas.  
Changes in the way air quality is measured in Michigan has resulted in 25 counties now 
being eligible for CM funding.  
 
The types of projects funded in the Grand Rapids area include, but are not limited to, 
bus replacements, intersection improvements, ridesharing programs and a Clean Air 
Action day awareness program, free bus rides on Clean Air Action days, and non-
motorized facilities.  As part of project selection, the projected Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOC’s) and Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) reductions are analyzed.  These 
emissions are the precursors of Ozone which impact the West Michigan region. 
 
Local Jobs Today (LJT) 
LJT funds are state funds that are provided through a grant or loan to eligible projects 
which are advance constructed.  The State provides up to 25% of the federal portion of 
funds being allocated to a project based on how it is listed in the TIP.   
 
Transit Funds  
 
Section 5303 - Metropolitan Planning:  These programs provide funding to support 
cooperative, continuous and comprehensive planning for making transportation 
investment decisions in metropolitan areas and statewide.  Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) and state departments of transportation are eligible recipients.  
  
Section 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula:  Formula grant program for urbanized areas 
over 50,000 in population.  Funds are apportioned to urbanized areas utilizing a formula 
based on population, population density, and other factors associated with transit 
service and ridership. 
  
Section 5309 - Capital Programs (New Starts, Bus & Bus Facilities):  Provides 
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discretionary capital assistance for the establishment and improvement of busways 
systems and upgrading of bus systems (buses, bus-related equipment and facilities).   
 
Section 5310 - Capital:  This program provides capital funds for transportation 
purposes to private, nonprofit corporations and associations, and public agencies for the 
specific purpose of assisting them in providing transportation services meeting the 
special needs of elderly persons and persons with disabilities.  Public agencies are 
eligible to receive funding under this program if they have been approved by the state to 
coordinate services for elderly persons and persons with disabilities, and if they certify 
to the state that no non-profit corporations or associations are readily available in the 
area to provide service.  Capital expenses may include vehicles, maintenance 
equipment, computers and communication equipment.  
 
Section 5311 - Nonurbanized Area Formula Program:  This is a formula assistance 
program used to provide federal funding to all legal bodies that provide general public 
transportation nonurbanized areas of the state.  Funds may be used of capital, 
operating and administrative assistance  
 
Section 5311 (f) - Intercity Bus Capital Program:  MDOT is required to spend a 
portion of its Section 5311 apportionment “to carry out a program for the development 
and support of intercity bus transportation.”  The portion required for intercity bus 
transportation is not less than 15 percent.  The requirement is in effect unless the 
Governor certifies that Michigan’s intercity bus service needs are being adequately 
met.  Assistance under Section 5311 (f) must support intercity bus service in 
nonurbanized areas.  
 
Transportation Enhancement program:  Enhancement to new or existing transit 
facilities such as landscaping or the improvement of pedestrian access would qualify for 
enhancement funds, as would any type of preservation, rehabilitation and operation of 
legitimate historic transit facilities.  
 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CM):  Directs funds 
toward transportation projects in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas for ozone and 
carbon monoxide. 
 
Urban Area Program:  Transportation Management Areas with a population over 
200,000 are eligible for transit capital funding through TMA-Surface Transportation 
Program (ST) and Transportation Economic Development Fund Category C (TEDC) 
federal funds. 
 
Projects associated with the revenues and expenditures listed in the tables above are 
detailed on the pages to follow.  Other funding sources available to agencies within the 
metropolitan planning process include the following: 
 
Local Rail/Highway Crossing Program - The rail crossing program is funded with a 
set aside of state and federal funds for the purpose of improving safety at rail/highway 
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crossings.   
 
State Park Access Program (SPA) - The SPA program is a state set aside of federal 
STP funds for the purpose of improving local roads that serve state parks.  
 
Recreational Trails Program (NRT) - The Recreational Trails program is a federal 
program for the purpose of providing improvements for motorized and non-motorized 
recreational trail users.  
 
State Trunkline Programs - The state trunkline system is nearly 10,000 miles of the 
most heavily traveled roads in the state of Michigan.  They are all funded from the pool 
of state and federal funds available to MDOT for the maintenance of the state trunkline 
system. 
 
Rehabilitate and Reconstruct Program - The Rehabilitate and Reconstruct program’s 
purpose is to improve the pavement condition and ride quality on the system. 
 
Trunkline Bridge Program - The bridge program provides for the inventory, inspection, 
analysis and emergency repair of trunkline bridges.   
 
Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) Program for Highways and Bridges - The 
CPM program’s purpose is to extend the life of pavement and prevent costly repairs in 
the future. 
 
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) - The Safety program (HSIP), which is 
now a stand alone core program, allows for items such as upgrading traffic signs and 
signals, replacement of guardrail or eliminating the need for guardrail, replacement of 
bridge railing and approach guardrail, removing roadside obstacles and small 
intersection improvements. 
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) – These projects focus on improvements to 
the efficient movement of traffic through technologies such as changeable message 
signs, loop/camera detectors, incident management and other related strategies.  
 
Capacity Improvements - Capacity improvements include the widening and 
resurfacing or reconstructing of roads with the purpose of relieving urban congestion 
and improving the level of service along the most important commercial thoroughfares. 
 
New Roads - The new roads program includes construction of new roads on new 
alignments in order to improve system continuity, relieve congestion and continue 
Michigan’s economic vitality.   
 
Preliminary Engineering (PE) - PE includes funding for preliminary studies, surveys, 
drafting and engineering work necessary to begin the development of road projects. 
 
State Rail/Highway Crossing Program - the rail crossing program is funded with a 
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statutory set aside of state and federal funds for the purpose of improving safety at 
rail/highway crossings. Projects were not selected in time to be included in the S/TIP 
and will need to be amended in once they are selected. 
 
High Priority Projects – These projects are identified by Congress and allocated to 
State or local agencies based on applications submitted through individual 
congressional representatives. 
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Appendix C 
 

Glossary and list of Acronyms 
 
Access - The opportunity to reach a given point within a certain time frame, or without 
being impeded by physical, social or economic barriers.  Enhancing mobility is one way 
of providing improved access. 
 
Allocation - An administrative distribution of funds among States, done for funds that 
do not have statutory distribution formulas. 
 
Alternative Fuels - Any motor fuel other than gasoline, especially those that result in 
lower levels of air pollutants. 
 
AASHTO - American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. 
 
ADA - Americans with Disabilities Act; Federal law that requires public facilities 
including transportation services to be fully accessible for persons with disabilities.  It 
also requires paratransit service in areas where fixed route transit service is operated. 
 
Apportionment - A division or assignment of funds based on prescribed formulas in the 
law and consisting of divided authorized obligation authority for a specific program 
among the States. 
 
Arterial - A class of street serving major traffic movement that is not designated as a 
highway. 
 
ADT - Average Daily Traffic; the number of vehicles passing a fixed point in a 24-hour 
time frame. 
 
Base Year - The lead-off year of data used in a study. 
 
Bikeway - A facility designed to accommodate bicycle travel for recreational or 
commuting purposes.  Bikeways are not necessarily separated facilities; they may be 
designed and operated to be shared with other modes. 
 
BLVD - Boulevard. 
 
BR - Business Route. 
 
BRRP - Federal Bridge Repair Program. 
 
Build/No-Build - Refers to a conformity requirement in which Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations must demonstrate the “building” or implementing a Long Range Plan or 
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Transportation Improvement Program will result in less emissions than “not building” or 
not implementing the TIP. 
 
CO - Carbon Monoxide; A colorless, odorless, tasteless gas that impedes the 
oxygenation of blood.  CO is formed in large part by incomplete combustion of fuel. 
 
CL - City Limits or County Line. 
 
CAAA - Clean Air Act and Amendments. 
 
Clean Fuels - Fuels which generate fewer pollutants than gasoline (Compressed 
Natural Gas, methanol, ethanol, etc.) 
 
Collector-Distributor Street - A road parallel to an expressway which collects and 
distributes traffic at access points involving through lanes. 
 
Conformity - Assess the compliance of any transportation plan with air quality control 
plans. 
 
CNG - Compressed Natural Gas. 
 
CMAQ - Congestion Management and Air Quality Improvement Program; Directs 
funding to projects that contribute to meeting National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
 
CMS - Congestion Management System. Unless a part of a CMS, future highway 
projects that significantly increase capacity for single occupant vehicles (SOVs) may be 
ineligible for federal funding. 
 
CON - Construction Phase. 
 
Contract Authority - Budget authority that permits obligations to be made in advance 
of appropriations. 
 
CTF - Michigan Comprehensive Transportation Fund. 
 
Demand-Responsive - User can access transportation services that can be variable 
routed and timed to meet changing needs on an as-needed basis. 
 
DEMO - Congressionally Designated Demonstration Funds. 
 
DOT - U.S. Department of Transportation; The principal direct federal funding and 
regulating agency for the transportation facilities and programs. 
 
EPE - Early Preliminary Engineering. 
 
EDFA - Transportation Economic Development Fund - Category A. 
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EDFC - Transportation Economic Development Fund - Category C. 
 
Elderly and Handicapped (E & H) - Anachronistic designation for special 
transportation planning and services. 
 
Emissions Budget - The part of the State Implementation Plan that identifies allowable 
emissions levels, mandated by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, for certain 
pollutants. 
 
EIS - Environmental Impact Statement; Reports which details any adverse economic, 
social, and environmental effects of a proposed transportation project that the federal 
government funds. 
 
EPA - Environmental Protection Agency; Federal source agency of air quality control 
regulations affecting transportation. 
 
Expenditures - Disbursement of funds for repayment of obligations occurred. 
 
Expressway - A controlled access, divided arterial highway for through traffic and 
intersections of which are usually separated. 
 
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration. 
 
FTA - Federal Transit Administration. 
 
FY - Fiscal Year. 
 
GIS - Geographic Information System. 
 
GRETS - Grand Rapids and Environs Transportation Study. 
 
GVMC - Grand Valley Metropolitan Council. 
 
HPMS - Highway Performance Monitoring System. 
 
HRP - Highway and Research Planning Funds. 
 
IMAGIN - Improving Michigan's Access to Geographic Information Networks; A 
statewide geographic data sharing organization 
 
ITE - Institute of Transportation Engineers 
 
IVHS - Intelligent-Vehicle Highway System; Grouping of ITS technologies that focus on 
monitoring, guiding or operating motorized vehicles. 
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IAWG - Interagency Work Group 
 
Intermodal - Refers to connections between modes. 
 
IM - Interstate Maintenance Program. 
 
Interstate System - The system of highways that connects the principal metropolitan 
areas, cities, and industrial centers of the U.S.  The Interstate System also connects the 
U.S. to internationally significant routes in Mexico and Canada. 
 
I/M - Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance. 
 
KCRC - Kent County Road Commission. 
 
LADCO - Lake Michigan Air Directors’ Consortium. 
 
Local Street - A street intended solely for access to adjacent properties. 
 
LRP - Long Range Plan. 
 
MACC - Macatawa Area Coordinating Council. 
 
MIS - Major Investment Study. 
 
MDEQ - Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
 
MDNR - Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
 
MDOT - Michigan Department of Transportation 
 
MPO - Metropolitan Planning Organization; has responsibility for developing 
transportation plans for urbanized areas of 50,000 or more. 
 
MSA - Metropolitan Statistical Area; Determined by U.S. Census standards 
 
MTF - Michigan Transportation Fund. 
 
Mode - Form of transportation, such as automobile, transit, bicycle, and walking. 
 
Model - A mathematical and geometric projection of activity and the interactions in the 
transportation system of an area. 
 
Multimodal - Refers to the availability of transportation options within a system or 
corridor. 
 
NAAQS - National Ambient Air Quality Standards; Federal standards that set allowable 
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concentrations and exposure limits for various pollutants. 
 
NHS - National Highway System; A federal transportation program that designates 
nationally significant Interstate Highways and roads for interstate travel, national 
defense, Intermodal connections, and international commerce. 
 
Network - A graphic and/or mathematical representation of multimodal paths in a 
transportation system. 
 
NoX - Oxides of Nitrogen 
 
Obligations - Commitments made by Federal agencies to pay out money as distinct 
from the actual payments, which are “outlays”.  Generally obligations are incurred after 
the enactment of budget authority. 
 
O/D - Origin-Destination Study. 
 
OCRC - Ottawa County Road Commission. 
 
Paratransit - Services which serve the special needs of persons that standard mass 
transit services would serve with difficulty, or not at all. 
 
PM-10 - Particulate Matter less than or equal to 10 microns. 
 
PPM - Parts per Million. 
 
PMS - Pavement Management System. 
 
Peak Hour - The 60-minute period in the a.m. or p.m. in which the largest volume of 
travel is experienced. 
 
Penalty - An action that does not allow the State to use the full amount of its 
apportioned funds. 
 
Person-Trip - A trip made by one person from one origin to one destination. 
 
Privatization - The supply of traditionally government-supplied goods and services 
through for-profit businesses in order to enhance public cost efficiency. 
 
Provider - An agency that causes clients to be transported, as opposed to an agency 
whose roll is limited to funding programs.  
 
Public Road - Any road or street under the jurisdiction of and maintained by a public 
authority and open to public traffic. 
 
PTMS - Public Transportation Management System 
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RACT - Reasonable Available Control Technology 
 
Rescission - Legislative action to cancel the obligation of unused budget authority 
previously provided by Congress before the time when the authority would have 
otherwise lapsed. 
 
Region - An entire metropolitan area including designated urban and rural subregions. 
 
Regionally Significant - A project that is on a facility which serves regional 
transportation needs and would normally be included in the modeling of metropolitan 
area’s transportation network.  Also offers an alternative to regional highway travel. 
 
Reverse Commute - Commuting against the main directions of traffic.  Often refers to 
the central city to suburb commute. 
 
R-O-W - Right of Way; Priority paths for the construction and operation of highways, 
light and heavy rail, railroads, etc. 
 
Shuttle - Usually a service provided with an up-to-20 passenger vehicle connecting 
major trip destinations and origins on a fixed- or route-deviation basis. 
 
SOVs - Single-Occupant Vehicles; The use of a vehicle to get just one person to a 
destination. 
 
SMSA - Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area; A Census Bureau delineation for major 
metro areas in the U.S. 
 
SIP - State Implementation Plan; required documents prepared by states and submitted 
to EPA for approval.  SIPs identify state actions and programs to implement designated 
responsibilities under the Clean Air Act.  
 
SLARG - State and Local Agency Review Group. 
 
S9C - Federal Transit Administration Program Section 9 Capital. 
 
S9O - Federal Transit Administration Program Section 9 Operating Assistance. 
 
S18O - Federal Transit Administration Program Section 18 Operating Assistance 
(Rural). 
 
S16B - Federal Transit Administration Program Section 16B2 (Elderly & Handicapped). 
 
STPC - Surface Transportation Program for Small Cities. 
 
STPE - Surface Transportation Program for Enhancements. 
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STIP - State Transportation Improvement Program 
 
STPR - Surface Transportation Program for the rural area. 
 
STPU - Surface Transportation Program for the urbanized area. 
 
TAZ - Traffic Analysis Zone; the smallest geographically designated area for analysis of 
transportation activity. 
 
Transit - Generally refers to passenger service provided to the general public along 
established routes with fixed or variable schedules at published fares. 
 
Transit Dependent - Persons who must rely on public transit or paratransit for most of 
their transportation. 
 
TCMS - Transportation Control Measures; Local actions to adjust traffic patterns or 
reduce vehicle use to reduce air pollution. 
 
TDM - Transportation Demand Management 
 
TEDF - Transportation Economic Development Funds (EDFA, EDFC., EDFD) 
 
TIP - Transportation Improvement Program; A document prepared by states and MPO’s 
citing projects to be funded under federal transportation programs for a full-year period. 
 
TMA - Transportation Management Area; Within a TMA, all transportation plans must 
be based on a continuing and comprehensive planning process carried out by the 
Metropolitan planning Organization in cooperation with the states and transit operators. 
 
TRANPLAN - Transportation Planning Package 
 
TRB - Transportation Research Board 
 
TSM - Transportation System Management; The element of a TIP that proposes non-
capitol-intensive steps toward the improvement of a transportation system. 
 
Travel Time - Customarily calculated as the time it takes to travel from ‘door-to-door.” 
 
UWP - Unified Work Program 
 
UAM - Urban Air shed Model 
 
Urbanized Area - Area which contains a city of 50,000 or more population plus 
adjacent surrounding areas having a density of at least 1000 people per square mile as 
determined by the U.S. Census. 
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VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled 
 
VOC - Volatile Organic Compounds 
 
WMCAC - West Michigan Clean Air Coalition 
 
WMEAC - West Michigan Environmental Action Council. 
 



FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program Page 110 

Appendix D 

Air Quality Conformity (Illustrative) 
 
An air quality analysis was performed on the new 2011-2014 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) in order to determine the impact of major transportation 
system improvements on vehicle emissions.  The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) require that 
the implementation of projects in the TIP do not result in mobile source emissions 
greater than the current emission budget assigned for the Grand Rapids Metropolitan 
Area in the State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
 
The Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area was previously designated as a Maintenance Area 
for Ozone under the one-hour rule.  The new 8-hour designations administered by the 
USEPA have tied both Kent and Ottawa counties under the more lenient sub-part 1 
“Basic” non-attainment classification.  The new designation still requires careful 
monitoring of air quality in the region.  Therefore, the TIP air quality conformity analysis 
examines changes in Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Oxides of Nitrogen 
(NOx).  The emission levels are then compared to numerical emission budgets 
developed by the state in the regional maintenance plan. 
 

Air Quality Assessment Criteria       

 
The Transportation Plan satisfies the following conformity criteria and procedures set forth in the 
USEPA’s Transportation Conformity Rule: 
 

1. The conformity demonstration was based on the latest planning assumptions. 
 

2. The conformity demonstration was based on the latest emission model available. 
 

3. The conformity demonstration was made according to the consultation procedures of 
the final conformity rule and the implementation plan revision. 

 

4. The determination was made that the 2011-2014 TIP does not increase the 
frequency or severity of the existing violation of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for which the area is designated in non-attainment.  Completing 
the components of the Transportation Improvement Program does not increase 
emissions over the emission budget. 

 

Background 
 
The following documentation describes the best practices available for the travel 
demand estimation and analysis in Kent and Ottawa Counties.  The Grand Valley 
Metropolitan Council (GVMC), the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC), and 
the West Michigan Metropolitan Transportation Planning Program (WestPlan) Policy 
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Committee have approved socioeconomic data for 2000, 2002, 2011, 2014, 2018, 2025 
and 2035.  This data is the basis for forecasting travel demand in the respective study 
areas, which in turn generates the inputs required for air quality conformity analysis.  
These inputs are the amount of travel expressed as Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) and 
average speed by National Functional Classification (NFC) or a combination of similar 
functional classified facilities grouped together to address the new Mobile 6.2 model 
input data structure.  One of the latest travel demand forecasting technologies available, 
the TransCad model has been used in all urban area travel demand forecasting efforts.  
However, air quality conformity analysis must be performed on a county wide basis, and 
the urban area travel demand forecast models cover all of Kent and a portion of Ottawa 
Counties. 
 
The VMT and speed data generated by the TransCad model for the GVMC, MACC, and 
WestPlan areas, and county wide Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) 
VMT figures provide the basis for the estimation of present and future VMT and speeds 
by NFC for the entire counties.  The air quality conformity analysis performed for the 
2035 LRTP and TIP includes the following assumptions: 
 

1- Emission budget for VOC of 40.70tons/day, based on Federal Register Vol. 72,        
No.94, May 16, 2007, Sec 52.1174  

2- Emission budget for NOx of 97.87 tons/day, based on Federal Register Vol. 72,       
No. 94, May 16, 2007, Sec 52.1174 

 3- Projects are included in year 2007, 2011, 2018, 2025, or 2035 depending when        
they could be built, and open to traffic. 

4- Include off model credits from 1995-2000 approved CMAQ projects and Transit        
fleet turnover. 

5- No Inspection/Maintenance (I/M) Program. 
 

Modeling Procedures 

GVMC has developed and calibrated the travel demand model (TransCad) which 
covers all of Kent and the eastern part of Ottawa Counties. The travel demand model 
uses the standard four-step transportation planning process. 
 

1- Trip generation model 
2- Trip distribution model 
3- Mode choice model  
4- Highway assignment model 

 
The trip generation model uses a combination of local and QRS (NCHRP 187) trip 
generation rates.  The trip generation variables used in the model are Dwelling units, 
Retail Employment, and Non-Retail Employment.  The trip distribution model uses the 
standard model to estimate origin/destination tables.  It also uses Friction Factors for 
trip attractiveness.  The mode choice model is a single mode model.  It uses vehicle 
occupancy rate to estimate vehicle trips on the network.  Transit trips are estimated 
separately using different post processing methods.  The trip assignment model uses 
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two different techniques, all-or- nothing and capacity restrained algorithms.  The model 
was calibrated according to the strict calibration standards used by MDOT and 
suggested by FHWA.  The model includes 783 traffic analysis zones and 11,644 
roadway links. The network is coded to output information based on area type, facility 
type, number of lanes, speeds, national functional classification, capacity, street names, 
and vehicle assignment.  The MACC and WestPlan have similar models which were 
developed and calibrated by the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT). 
 

Model Data 
The modeled VMT and speeds for the portions of each study area within Kent and  
Ottawa Counties are summarized in tables 1 and 2. The overall modeled speeds by 
NFC are determined by dividing total VMT by total VHT generated by the travel demand 
models.  In some instances, where modeled speeds are unrealistic, speeds were 
adjusted to reflect real time speeds. 
 

Table 1  Kent County Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speeds for Analysis Years 
KENT COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2002 

2002 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2002 VMT 2002 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 698,481 691,383 629,657 631,614 56.25 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,186,004 2,475,598 2,620,639 2,132,114 34.87 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 3,353,463 4,493,660 4,332,637 3,242,300 53.88 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

7,863,924 8,723,593 9,839,788 8,957,407 30.44 

      
TOTALS 14,101,872 16,384,234 17,422,721 14,963,436  

      

      
KENT COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2011 

2011 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2011 VMT 2011 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 698,481 691,383 562,727 564,178 55.05 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,186,004 2,475,598 2,759,104 2,379,997 33.79 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 3,353,463 4,493,660 3,491,036 2,638,220 49.57 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

7,863,924 8,723,593 10,473,726 10,538,759 31.27 

      
TOTALS 14,101,872 16,384,234 17,286,593 16,121,154  

      

      
KENT COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2014 

2014 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2014 VMT 2014 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 698,481 691,383 563,358 564,850 54.58 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,186,004 2,475,598 2,801,344 2,437,769 33.64 
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Urban Interstate/Freeway 3,353,463 4,493,660 3,501,037 2,649,888 50.45 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

7,863,924 8,723,593 10,657,108 10,751,780 30.50 

      
TOTALS 14,101,872 16,384,234 17,522,847 16,404,287  

      

      
KENT COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2018 

2018 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2018 VMT 2018 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 698,481 691,383 564,161 565,522 54.50 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,186,004 2,475,598 2,889,563 2,570,789 33.40 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 3,353,463 4,493,660 3,543,336 2,679,988 50.37 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

7,863,924 8,723,593 10,934,812 11,127,035 30.04 

      
TOTALS 14,101,872 16,384,234 17,931,872 16,943,333  

      

      

KENT COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2025 

2025 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2025 VMT 2025 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 698,481 691,383 594,537 595,279 54.50 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,186,004 2,475,598 3,181,264 2,724,411 33.15 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 3,353,463 4,493,660 3,787,634 2,863,645 50.50 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

7,863,924 8,723,593 11,980,209 12,246,640 29.76 

      
TOTALS 14,101,872 16,384,234 19,543,644 18,429,975  

      

      

KENT COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2035 

2035 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2035 VMT 2035 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 698,481 691,383 635,899 641,601 54.25 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,186,004 2,475,598 3,490,597 2,970,510 32.96 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 3,353,463 4,493,660 4,171,906 3,147,560 50.30 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

7,863,924 8,723,593 13,043,678 13,495,073 29.43 

      
TOTALS 14,101,872 16,384,234 21,342,080 20,254,744  
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Table 2  Ottawa County Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speeds for Analysis Years 
OTTAWA COUNTY 

ILLUSTRATIVE 
HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2002 

2002 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2002 VMT 2002 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 1,172,996 1,229,887 1,278,555 1,211,502 64.95 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

948,229 1,289,548 1,326,211 994,959 48.35 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 488,822 351,306 59.95 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,640,317 2,964,743 3,020,128 2,814,935 34.90 

      
TOTALS 5,137,707 5,969,703 6,113,716 5,372,702  

      

      
OTTAWA COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2011 

2011 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2011 VMT 2011 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 1,172,996 1,229,887 1,400,226 1,335,403 65.55 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

948,229 1,289,548 1,417,867 1,037,152 47.98 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 497,065 397,099 62.47 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,640,317 2,964,743 3,158,587 2,786,262 33.88 

      
TOTALS 5,137,707 5,969,703 6,473,745 5,555,916  

      

      
OTTAWA COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2014 

2014 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2014 VMT 2014 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 1,172,996 1,229,887 1,509,354 1,439,367 65.50 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

948,229 1,289,548 1,534,577 1,124,894 50.20 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 510,274 408,232 61.10 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,640,317 2,964,743 3,358,771 2,960,748 34.63 

      
TOTALS 5,137,707 5,969,703 6,912,976 5,933,241  

      

      
OTTAWA COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2018 

2018 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2018 VMT 2018 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 1,172,996 1,229,887 1,678,800 1,599,982 64.50 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

948,229 1,289,548 1,620,264 1,188,172 46.82 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 517,056 413,814 62.20 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,640,317 2,964,743 3,390,576 2,994,490 33.06 
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TOTALS 5,137,707 5,969,703 7,206,696 6,196,458  

      

      
OTTAWA COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2025 

2025 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2025 VMT 2025 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 1,172,996 1,229,887 1,790,349 1,706,252 63.40 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

948,229 1,289,548 1,772,221 1,298,181 45.87 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 544,724 435,674 62.10 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,640,317 2,964,743 3,655,885 3,222,682 32.26 

      
TOTALS 5,137,707 5,969,703 7,763,179 6,662,789  

      

      
OTTAWA COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2035 

2035 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2035 VMT 2035 VMT SPEED 

NFC      

Rural Interstate/Freeway 1,172,996 1,229,887 1,937,798 1,846,904 63.00 

Rural Major & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

948,229 1,289,548 1,989,024 1,458,472 44.48 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 577,892 462,059 60.79 

Urban Principal & Minor 
Arterial/Collector/Local Street 

2,640,317 2,964,743 3,989,154 3,508,275 31.02 

      
TOTALS 5,137,707 5,969,703 8,493,868 7,275,710  

      

 

 Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) Data 
HPMS data provides estimates of 2000 VMT for all of Kent and Ottawa counties, 
stratified by NFC.  Between 1990 and 2000, the NFC coding used to tabulate HPMS 
data changed due to the expanding urban boundaries of the urbanized areas.  The 
model is based in 2000 and the 8-hour budget is based on the 2000 base model.  The 
2000 HPMS VMT distribution was normalized to 2002, 2011, 2014, 2018, 2025, and 
2035 distribution among the functional classes.  Thus, the 2000 total HPMS VMT 
remained the same while the distribution changed to reflect what it would have been 
had the 2000 NFC coding been identical in the model. 
 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the United States Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) have both endorsed HPMS as the appropriate source of VMT 
estimates.  HPMS is the FHWA’s annual program to collect roadway data in all 50 
states to assess the condition of the highway system in terms of traffic congestion, 
accessibility, and pavement condition.  The FHWA requires counts to determine the 
area wide VMT for all urban areas.  MDOT supplements the counts outside the 
urbanized area with additional counts in small cities, rural areas, and especially in rural 
areas of counties with nonattainment status.  These supplemental counts follow the 
same random selection procedures as those inside the urban areas. 
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The HPMS data used is from MDOT’s Universe file and is stratified by NFC.  MDOT is 
currently undertaking a data improvement process to update the HPMS universe, non-
sample traffic data.  Shown in Tables 1 and 2 are the original 2000 HPMS VMT 
estimates for Kent and Ottawa Counties.  
 
Methodology to Scale Total Model VMT to HPMS VMT  
The base year modeled VMT from the GVMC, WestPlan, and MACC models are 
combined and compared to the 2000 HPMS VMT for each functional class. The HPMS 
data by NFC by county for the base year (calibrated year) of the travel demand models 
is obtained from MDOT.  The VMT by NFC from the urban models base year and the 
VMT from the statewide model are added together to generate a “county-wide” travel 
demand model VMT by NFC for the base year.  Then, the base year HPMS VMT by 
NFC is divided by the base year “county-wide” travel demand model VMT for 
corresponding NFC. These divisions produce ratios, proportions, or “factors” for each 
NFC. For each conformity analysis year, these factors are multiplied to each travel 
demand model’s VMT to produce a scaled VMT by NFC. For each year, the scaled 
travel demand model’s VMT by NFC are aggregated to a “county-wide” total. Thus the 
VMT is aggregated so each NFC has a county-wide total. Then the scaled VMT by NFC 
are collapsed into four groups to meet the requirements of MOBILE 6.2. These groups 
are:1) rural interstate, 2) rural major & minor arterials/collectors/local streets, 3) urban 
interstate/freeway, and 4) urban principal & minor arterials/collectors/ local streets. This 
is done for all interim and future analysis years. To get scaled VHT (Vehicle Hours of 
Travel) the factors developed above are applied to each travel demand model’s VHT by 
NFC. The process follows the same steps and arrives at VHT by NFC collapsed into 
four groups. Next, to arrive at a speed, each individual group VMT is divided by the 
corresponding VHT.  Thus, achieving the variables needed to express demand for travel 
within a county, VMT and speed, as required for input into MOBILE 6.2. 
 
The speeds on un-modeled rural links are assumed to be the same as the speeds on 
modeled rural links.  In addition, these speeds in rural Ottawa County are assumed to 
be constant over time, as substantial excess capacity generally exists on rural roads.  
 

Conformity Analysis 

GVMC staff combined Mobile 6.2 output for each VOC and NOx to get a total for each 
compound for the maintenance area.  The conformity is performed using the MOBILE 
6.2 program.  MOBILE 6.2 is a computer program that estimates volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), carbon monoxide (CO), and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission 
factors for gasoline-fueled and diesel highway motor vehicles. The model was 
developed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  MOBILE 
6.2 calculates emission factors for eight individual vehicle types in two regions of the 
country.  MOBILE 6.2 emission factor estimates depend on various conditions such as 
ambient temperatures, average travel speed, operating modes, fuel volatility, and 
mileage accrual rates.  Many of the variables affecting vehicle emissions can be 
specified by the user.  The analyses cover 2002, 2011, 2014, 2018, 2025, and 2035.  
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The analysis is based on comparing the total emissions from the Long Range 
Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program projects to the official 
emission budget in the SIP and a calculated budget by Mobile 6.2, and the analysis 
does not include an I/M Program. Tables 3 and 6 reflect the emissions of VOC and NOx 
with the implementation of projects included in the Long Range Transportation Plan and 
the Transportation Improvement Program. 
 

Table 3 Kent County Year 2002, 2011, 2014, 2018, 2025 & 2035 VOC & NOX Emissions 
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Budget Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2002 1,001.01 1,959.28 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 3,816.35 5,037.03 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2002 5,242.48 9,933.93 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 16,856.48 21,387.17 

TOTALS  26,916.32 38,317.41 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2011 405.63 722.92 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2011 1,937.78 2,492.76 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2011 1,954.54 3,210.34 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2011 8,809.70 11,107.28 

TOTALS  13,107.65 17,533.29 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2014 327.93 512.96 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2014 1,593.98 1,851.57 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2014 1,571.76 2,336.70 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2014 7,255.34 8,231.64 

TOTALS  10,749.01 12,932.87 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    
Rural Interstate/Freeway 2018 265.37 348.91 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2018 1,364.20 1,362.84 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2018 1,284.84 1,614.01 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2018 6,122.80 5,957.64 

TOTALS  9,037.20 9,283.40 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2025 212.68 247.63 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 1,119.29 1,015.87 
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Urban Interstate/Freeway 2025 1,047.04 1,174.85 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 5,240.81 4,623.84 

TOTALS  7,619.83 7,062.20 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2035 220.76 218.53 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2035 1,179.93 932.19 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2035 1,108.80 1,063.63 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2035 5,601.11 4,304.48 

TOTALS  8,110.60 6,518.83 

 
Table 4 Ottawa County Year 2002, 2007, 2011, 2018, 2025 & 2035 VOC & NOX Emissions 

Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Budget Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    
Rural Interstate/Freeway 2002 1,869.78 4,370.10 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 1,635.99 2,546.08 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2002 556.48 1,215.19 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 5,038.56 6,650.16 

TOTALS  9,100.82 14,781.53 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2011 932.26 2,064.27 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2011 771.64 1,174.35 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2011 282.29 599.77 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2011 2,266.43 2,917.62 

TOTALS  4,252.62 6,756.00 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2014 813.60 1,562.73 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2014 665.62 935.69 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2014 234.62 433.99 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2014 1,918.32 2,243.62 

TOTALS  3,632.148 5,176.020 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2018 732.94 1,150.31 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2018 577.51 665.36 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2018 192.53 294.81 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2018 1,593.75 1,588.78 

TOTALS  3,096.75 3,699.25 
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Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2025 596.24 787.45 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 484.64 502.88 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2025 154.59 203.15 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 1,337.51 1,205.13 

TOTALS  2,572.97 2,698.61 

    
Functional     VOC   Nox 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

    

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2035 621.25 678.95 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2035 529.02 468.97 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2035 157.73 172.37 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2035 1,427.08 1,109.41 

TOTALS  2,735.08 2,429.69 

 
Table 5 Conformity Analysis Total Results Tons/Day 

 Total VOC Total NOx VOC NOx   VOC 
Emission 

Nox 
Emission 

 Before 
Credit 

Before 
Credit 

Credits Credits Adjusted 
VOC 

Adjusted 
NOx 

Emission   
Budget 

Emission   
Budget 

Model Year Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day 

         
2002 W/O IM 39.703 58.533 -0.19 -0.17 39.518 58.361 40.7 97.87 

2011 W/O IM 19.116 26.767 -0.19 -0.17 18.947 26.605 40.7 97.87 

2014 W/O IM 15.853 19.962 -0.19 -0.17 15.663 19.792 40.7 97.87 

2018 W/O IM 13.376 14.311 -0.19 -0.17 13.186 14.141 40.7 97.87 

2025 W/O IM 11.236 10.760 -0.19 -0.17 11.046 10.590 40.7 97.87 

2035 W/O IM 11.956 9.864 -0.19 -0.17 11.766 9.694 40.7 97.87 

 
Table 6 Conformity Analysis Total Results Kgs/Day 

 Total VOC Total NOx VOC NOx   VOC 
Emission 

Nox 
Emission 

 Before 
Credit 

Before 
Credit 

Credits Credits Adjusted 
VOC 

Adjusted 
NOx 

Emission   
Budget 

Emission   
Budget 

Model Year Kg/Day Kg/Day Kg/Day Kg/Day Kg/Day Kg/Day Kg/Day Kg/Day 

         
2002 W/O IM 36,017.133 53,098.942 -168.73 -154.22 35,852.53 52,944.72 36,921.57 88,784.14 

2011 W/O IM 17,341.355 24,281.984 -168.73 -154.22 17,191.54 24,135.08 36,921.57 88,784.14 

2014 W/O IM 14,381.158 18,108.887 -168.73 -154.22 14,212.43 17,954.67 36,921.57 88,784.14 

2018 W/O IM 12,133.946 12,982.658 -168.73 -154.22 11,965.22 12,828.44 36,921.57 88,784.14 

2025 W/O IM 10,192.800 9,760.805 -168.73 -154.22 10,024.07 9,606.59 36,921.57 88,784.14 

2035 W/O IM 10,845.678 8,948.524 -168.73 -154.22 10,676.95 8,794.30 36,921.57 88,784.14 
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Conclusion  
 
Tables 3 thru 6 clearly indicate that implementing the 2011-14 TIP projects will result in 
lower emissions than the emission budgets approved by the EPA as listed in the 
Federal Register for each of the milestone years. Consequently, the Grand Valley 
Metropolitan Council, West Michigan Metropolitan Transportation Planning Program 
(WestPlan), and the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council’s 2035 LRTPs and 2011-
2014 TIPs comply with the transportation plan and TIP conformity criteria contained in 
the USDOT/USEPA Conformity Guidance, and therefore meet the requirement of the 
CAAA and SAFETEA-LU provisions. 
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Appendix E  

The Revised Planning Process 
 
 

Recognizing the need for an improved planning process, the Michigan 3-C 
Transportation Planning Directors Association (3C’s), an organization comprised of 
MPO’s throughout Michigan, developed in 2000 what is referred to as “The New 
Planning Process” (see the next page).  Since this time some revisions have taken 
place to the process so from here on out the process will be referred to as the “Revised 
Planning Process.  The revised Planning Process emphasizes the need to focus 
resources on transportation system deficiencies as identified by the transportation 
management systems.  Currently, there are three transportation management systems 
in operation in the Grand Rapids MPO study area.  Congestion Management, Pavement 
Management, and Safety Management have all been implemented by GVMC in the 
past eight years.  Using these management systems, staff identified transportation 
system needs in the area. 
 
Upon completion of revenue forecasts and funding strategies, a systematic plan to 
program projects was developed.  Due to the number of deficiencies identified, a pool of 
deficient projects was developed.  This pool of projects was used to select projects for 
implementation. 
 
Using this revised process, the metropolitan area can be assured that all of the projects 
programmed in this Transportation Improvement Program, addresses an identified 
deficiency.  The following diagram details each step in the revised planning process. 
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Appendix F  

System Condition 
 

In order to begin developing the TIP, staff needed information on the condition of the 
transportation network.  One of the tools staff makes use of to get the most complete 
and correct information is the use of management systems.  The first management 
system is the Congestion Management system which utilizes current traffic volumes on 
roadways in relation to the volumes the roads are designed to carry (capacity) and 
predicts future traffic volumes.  Another management system the GVMC utilizes is the 
Pavement Management System (see the next page).  The GVMC Pavement 
Management System survey’s road segments condition for the entire Federal Aid 
Network over a three year period.  Staff analyzes pavement conditions based on 
cracking, separations and joint lifting using the United States Code of Engineers PAVER 
program. 
 

Congestion Deficiencies 

 
Congested facilities are roadways with 24 hour volumes in excess of the designed 
capacity. 
 
  Type      Example      24 Hour Capacity 
 
  2 Lanes     10 Mile Road     13,600 AADT 
  4 Lanes     Market Ave.     24,000 AADT 
  4 Lane BLVD    44th Street     32,000 AADT 
  5 Lanes     28th Street     32,000 AADT 
  4 Lane Freeway   I-196       71,200 AADT 
  6 Lane Freeway   US-131      106,800 AADT 
 
Long Range Plan Congested Facilities Summary 
 
Based on findings of the FY2035 Long Range Transportation Plan and the travel 
demand model the following determinations were made: 
 
   1,576 Total Network Miles 
   77.16* Miles Capacity Deficient 
   24* Miles Identified for Improvement 
   65* Intersections Capacity Deficient 
* - Numbers are approximate 
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Condition Deficiencies 

 
 
Condition deficiencies are defined as roadway facilities with an observed Pavement 
Condition Index (PCI) less than or equal to 45. 
 
PCI       Condition       Action Necessary 
 
85 - 100      Excellent        Do Nothing 
70 - 85      Very Good       Routine Maintenance 
55 - 70      Good         Mill & Overlay 
45 - 55      Fair         Mill & Overlay 
30 - 45      Poor         Reconstruction 
15 - 30      Very Poor        Reconstruction 
0 - 15       Failing         Reconstruction 
 
Below you will see a graph and a table showing the results of the 1998, 2002, 2005 and 
2009 pavement condition surveys. Each year the GVMC surveys one-third of the road 
network. These years are displayed together to show how the pavement condition has 
changed since the GVMC instituted the Pavement Management System (PaMS) in 
1998. 
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Pavement Condition Comparison 1998-2009 

PCI 1998 2002 2005 2009 

71-100 46.87% 66.37% 69.65% 73.46% 

41-70 34.97% 24.34% 24.74% 21.56% 

0-40 18.16% 9.29% 5.61% 4.98% 
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Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP and The Rapid) 
The Cities of East Grand Rapids, Grand Rapids, Grandville, Kentwood, Walker and 
Wyoming worked to establish the Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP) as a State Act 
196 authority with dedicated millage funding from those cities in January 2000.  Shortly 
after incorporating under Act 196, the ITP chose to rebrand its programs under the 
name, The Rapid, which continues to be used today.  In April 2000, the six cities 
approved by a 2 to 1 margin, a dedicated millage rate to support The Rapid.  This influx 
of new, reliable funding enabled The Rapid to undertake several service improvements, 
which quickly set the agency on the path to success. 
 
In October 2000, The Rapid undertook a comprehensive improvement plan which 
included the following six elements: 
 

1. Improved weekday frequencies on four local routes 
2. Weekday evening service on 9 local routes and Go!Bus 
3. Sunday service on 7 local routes and Go!Bus 
4. A crosstown route on 44th Street 
5. The Passenger Adaptive Suburban Service (PASS) connecting neighborhoods to 

local routes 
6. Special programs for employees needing to travel beyond regular service hours 

and The Rapid service area 
 
 
2000 to 2010: Transit Growth in Greater Grand Rapids 

 
 

As The Rapid began to implement service improvements ridership began to grow in 
response to the implementation of new buses and service improvement.  Much of the 
service enhancements were related to evening and weekend services, typically the 
least productive periods for transit service.  While the amount of service operated 
(annual revenue vehicle hours) only grew by 56% between 2000 and 2009, annual 
boardings on local bus service more that doubled, rising from 4.2 million unlinked 
passenger trips in 2000 to 9.3 million in 2009.    
 
The dramatic growth in ridership was not The Rapid’s only accomplishment over the 
decade.  The Rapid undertook a major capital improvement program, expanding the 
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vehicle fleet to 199 buses and 66 paratransit vehicles, constructing the Rapid Central 
Station, the first LEED-certified transit facility in the U.S., and initiating upgrades to the 
Wealthy Operations Center.  In recognition of the agency’s accomplishments, The 
Rapid was named APTA’s 2004 Outstanding Public Transportation System in the U.S.  
 
Non-Motorized 
Listed below is the “Existing Non-Motorized Transportation Facility Mileage” table 
broken out by jurisdiction for pedestrian and bicycle type facilities.  In summary, the 
MPO contains over 1,000 miles of non-motorized facilities from sidewalks to four-foot 
paved shoulders. The existing infrastructure is a tremendous resource to the GVMC 
area and represents millions of dollars of investment in non-motorized transportation, 
the majority of which was locally planned and funded.  GVMC is exploring funding 
options to add approximately 280 additional miles of non-motorized facilities. 



EXISTING NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION FACILITY MILEAGE

EXISTING TOTAL

Jurisdiction Sidewalk/Sidepath
Shared Use 

Path
Bicycle Lane Bicycle Route 4' Shoulders

Total Miles 

Existing 

Facilities

Ada Twp 3.04 22.52 0.00 0.25 0.00 25.81

Algoma Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Allendale Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Alpine Twp 4.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.02

Browne Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Byron Twp 8.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.83

Caledonia Twp 1.59 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.81

Cannon Twp 0.34 4.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.88

Cascade Charter Twp 0.35 19.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.92

City of Cedar Springs 2.35 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.99

City of East Grand Rapids 17.42 0.06 0.80 0.00 0.00 18.28

City of Grand Rapids 227.33 10.71 0.00 4.03 7.42 249.49

City of Grandville 23.91 8.60 0.00 0.51 0.00 33.02

City of Hudsonville 14.61 1.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.48

City of Kentwood 67.68 7.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 75.44

City of Lowell 7.72 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.33

City of Rockford 4.35 0.00 0.59 0.00 0.00 4.94

City of Walker 23.76 8.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 32.10

City of Wyoming 80.17 24.07 0.00 1.97 0.00 106.21

Courtland Twp 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13

Gaines Twp 13.43 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.12

Georgetown Twp 7.27 4.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.29

Grand Rapids Charter Twp 2.87 9.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.47

Grattan Twp 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04

Jamestown Twp 0.00 2.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.87

Kent City 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Kent Co. Parks / Road Comm. 0.00 52.99 0.00 7.11 111.39 171.49

Lowell Charter Twp 0.00 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64

Nelson Twp 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.44

Oakfield Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Plainfeild Twp 15.01 2.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.29

Solon Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Sparta Twp 3.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.73

Spencer Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tallmadge Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tyrone Twp 2.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.39

Vergennes Twp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Village of Caledonia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Village of Casnovia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Village of Sparta 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Michigan Dept. Nat. Resources 0.00 64.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.58

Michigan Dept. of Transp. 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 89.02 97.35
TOTAL MILES 533.78 255.51 1.39 13.87 207.83 1012.38

NOTE: Mileage recorded by maintenance organization, therefore some jurisdictions have local facilities that are listed under Kent County.

PEDESTRIAN BICYCLE  
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Appendix G 

MPO Self Certification 



 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION 

PLANNING PROCESS CERTIFICATION 
(for Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas) 

 
 
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.334, the Michigan Department of Transportation and 
the Grand Valley Metro Council, the Metropolitan Planning Organization for Grand 
Rapids, Michigan urbanized area, hereby certify, as part of the STIP submittal, that the 
transportation planning process is addressing the major issues in the metropolitan 
planning area and is being conducted in accordance with all applicable requirements of: 
 
I. 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and 23 CFR 450.334; 
 
II. Sections 174 and 176(c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C 

7504 and 7506(c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93; 
 
III. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d-1) and 49 

CFR part 21; 
 
IV. 49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, 

national origin, sex, or age in employment or business opportunity; 
 
V. Section 1101(b) of the SAFETEA-LU (Pub. L. 109-59) and 49 CFR part 26 

regarding the involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises in USDOT 
funded projects; 

 
VI.   23 CFR part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment 

opportunity program on Federal and Federal-aid highway construction contracts; 
 
VII.  The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S. C. 12101 

et seq.) and 49 CFR parts 27, 37, and 38; 
 
VIII.  The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting 

discrimination on the basis of age in programs or activities receiving Federal 
financial assistance; 

 
IX.  Section 324 of title 23 U.S.C. regarding the prohibition of discrimination based on 

gender; and 
 
X.  Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR part 

27 regarding discrimination against individuals with disabilities. 
 
 
                                                                                                                                           
James Buck, Chairman Susan Mortel, Director 
Grand Valley Metro Council Bureau of Transportation Planning 
 
                                                ___________________________ 
Date Date 
 



FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program Page 131 

Appendix H 

Prioritization/Programming Process (MDOT)  

 
GENERAL 
 
In 1999, MDOT began publishing a 5 Year Road and Bridge Program.  This five year 
program was developed to document statewide expenditures by MDOT, using revenue 
from the state gas tax increase and additional federal aid coming to Michigan.  It was 
also used to help provide the public and other agencies in Michigan with information on 
MDOT trunkline projects planned over the next several years, and to improve 
interagency project coordination.  In 1998, transportation planners were assigned to the 
MDOT Regions to improve interagency coordination in the five year program 
development process; Grand Rapids was one of the first Regions included.   
 
Managing and preserving the existing state trunk line system has always been the 
primary focus of the MDOT road and bridge program.  Governor Granholm’s “Preserve 
First” program, and the State Transportation Commission statewide pavement and 
bridge condition goals, provides direction for the use of federal revenue from TEA 21 
and revenue from the state gas tax.  These condition goals are used by the Regions 
and Transportation Service Centers (TSCs) for development of the five year program.   
 
The general categories of trunkline work include the following: 
 

• Routine and Heavy Maintenance 

• Capital Preventive Maintenance 

• Road and Bridge Rehabilitation and Reconstruction 

• Capacity Improvements 

• New Road Construction 

• Major Project Research/Studies 
 
GRAND REGION PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 
Road and Bridge Rehabilitation/Reconstruction, and Capital Preventive 
Maintenance (CPM) is the primary responsibility of the Region and TSC offices.  The 
MPO coordination process at the MDOT region level usually focuses on Road and 
Bridge Rehabilitation / Reconstruction needs; major Capacity Improvements, New 
Roads, and Studies also include MPO coordination, with both MDOT central office and 
region involvement. Project selection is based on MPO and statewide priorities and 
funding levels. The MDOT Region Planners obtain MPO involvement early in the project 
development process for the road and bridge preservation program, prior to publishing 
the 5 Year Road and Bridge Program. 
 
Routine (snow plowing, pot-hole filling, etc.) and Heavy (skip-matching, etc.) 
maintenance in the Grand Region is carried primarily by cities and county road 
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commissions under contract.  Routine maintenance is primarily state funded and not 
eligible for federal aid.  MDOT staff also performs various maintenance and repair 
activities on trunkline bridges and related facilities.  Most of MDOT’s state and federal 
revenue is spent on the System Preservation activities.  New Roads, Capacity 
Improvements, and Studies are developed based on statewide priorities, needs, and 
funding availability.  Generally, less than 20% of MDOT’s 5 year program is allocated to 
new roads and capacity improvements (NR/CI).  Under the reduced funding plans, 
NR/CI projects will be limited further, funding targeted to preservation and maintenance 
needs. 
 
MDOT Grand Region Preservation Project Development Process:     
 

1. Before the MDOT 5 year program is developed, Region planning and project 
development staff identifies trunk line corridors needing pavement and/or bridge 
rehabilitation or repair.  Trunkline needs in the eight county Grand Region are 
provided to the MPO staff and committees.  MPO comments, priorities, and 
needs related to state owned facilities are discussed through the MPO 
committees.  

 
2. Based on MPO comments, other public and agency comments, system needs, 

and MDOT statewide pavement and bridge goals, proposed annual projects and 
5 year strategy are developed within the estimated resources available to the 
Grand Region.  Each MDOT region is allocated funds for roadway and bridge 
preservation projects, based on statewide system condition needs and funding 
levels, which may change from year to year. The 5 Year Program is updated and 
extended annually based on projected revenues and needs statewide. 

 
3. In general, pavement condition needs are based on pavement distress, ride 

quality, and estimated remaining service life.  
 

Distress - is an index of pavement distress (cracks, and joints, etc.) measured in 
0.1 mile segments.  It starts at zero and increases as pavement condition 
worsens. Pavement reconstruction and/or rehabilitation is considered for 
pavements with an index of 50 or above. Below 50, generally CPM is considered, 
as needed, to preserve pavement life.   

 
Remaining Service Life (RSL) - is calculated based on the distress index.  It is 
another factor used to evaluate whether pavement rehabilitation or reconstruction 
is needed, and when it should be scheduled. 

 
Ride Quality - is an index of user perception of pavement ride quality, reported 
in 0.1 mile increments.  The scale starts at zero and increases as ride quality 
decreases. Generally, pavement with an index of 70 or above is considered for 
reconstruction or rehabilitation.  This index is used in conjunction with the 
Distress index and RSL factors to develop the five year program. 
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The PASER rating system - is also being used to inventory roadway conditions 
for both state and local roads on a common statewide basis as required by Asset 
Management legislation passed in 2002.  PASER ratings are currently developed 
on a system level basis to evaluate and compare all federal-aid eligible roads 
and highways.    

 
In summary, these condition factors are considered for road and bridge project 
development activities.  Other issues considered include initial MPO comments, 
local project coordination, trunkline project coordination and continuity, geographic 
balance, distribution of MDOT TSC staff resources, and other local or public 
concerns like economic development activities, utility coordination, etc.  In 
addition to surface condition factors, structural conditions are also evaluated when 
developing bridge projects. Bridge projects are often coordinated with major 
corridor pavement projects to minimize future inconvenience to the users of the 
system.  Pavement and bridge conditions are also routinely monitored and 
updated by Region and TSC staff.   

 
The Grand Region Project Development Team reviews these factors, balances 
Region needs and resources, and develops a draft five year program strategy for 
the Region. The proposed 5 year road and bridge program strategy for the Grand 
Region is also reviewed annually by MDOT central office staff for consistency with 
statewide goals.   

 
4. A draft project list is developed for the region based on financial resources 

available.  A “mix” of short, medium and long-term “fixes” is proposed, which is 
based on condition, effective use of available resources, and achieving the 
statewide roadway and bridge condition goals.   Heavy maintenance is considered 
for some pavement and bridges to maintain and extend service life prior to 
scheduled major preservation fixes. 

 
5. The draft 5 year road and bridge program is presented to the MPO for 

coordination with other local projects, MPO TIP development activities and public 
involvement as part of the entire MPO TIP project list.  An annual proposed CPM 
list is developed and presented to the MPO for comments; CPM is a general 
program line item in the TIP.   The objective of the CPM program is to preserve 
the condition of roadways and bridges during the life of major preservation fixes.  

 
6. After receiving and considering MPO issues, MDOT goals, Grand Region needs, 

funding levels, and geographic balance, a final 5 year road and bridge 
preservation program, is developed for the Grand Region.  If additional funding 
(such as Safety or CMAQ funds) is available, and based on region and/or MPO 
issues, some limited improvements (intersections, short sections of center left-turn 
lanes, freeway weave/merge lanes, etc.) can be made with road and bridge 
preservation projects.  Like other agencies represented on the MPO, MDOT 
region projects within the MPO MAB are included in the MPO TIP, as required; 
others, outside of the MPO area, are included in the Statewide TIP.  
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7. The Grand Region program also becomes a component of the MDOT statewide 5 

Year Program, which is approved by the State Transportation Commission and 
reviewed by the State Legislature.  The MDOT 5 Year Program is updated 
annually, with another year added; the STIP and MPO TIP are updated usually 
every two years, and amended as needed.  The MPO is involved annually in the 
Region’s project development process as described above. 

 
8. Pre-construction public information meetings are also held, with directly affected 

businesses and residents, for most major system preservation projects, to review 
construction schedules, detours, and related impacts. 

 
Conceptual Major (Capacity Improvement or New Road) Project Development 
Process  
 
Major projects, like M-6 or the I-96/Airport Area Access Study, follow a similar planning 
process; however, they are developed and prioritized on a statewide basis, identified 
from MDOT Region and MPO needs and priorities.  Major NR/CI projects are advanced 
based on resources available statewide, as balanced against statewide system 
preservation goals (such as freeway modernization).  If financial resources are available, 
major improvement projects on the existing system are coordinated with pavement and 
bridge preservation projects identified by the Regions, as noted.   
 
General Planning Process:  
 

• Major system needs and issues are initially identified through a variety of sources, 
including but not limited to the MPO Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRP), MPO 
and MDOT statewide model output, MDOT Region operating condition issues, MPO 
and local agency staff, public comments, current or pending economic development 
issues, etc.  

 

• In MPO areas, state and local major NR/CI project needs are prioritized within 
anticipated revenue for the LRP.  Major trunk line needs identified through the MPO 
planning process are communicated initially to MDOT through the Region/TSC 
planning and/or project development staff.  Major project proposals are initially 
reviewed with other Region needs, and coordination with road and bridge 
preservation project schedules. 

 

• Major trunkline NR/CI project priorities, identified by the MPO and MDOT Region 
staff, are communicated to the MDOT Central Office for consideration with other 
statewide needs, the State LRP (MI-Transportation Plan), system goals, priorities, 
and funding availability. 

 

• After concurrence on priorities by the MPO, affected local agencies, and MDOT, 
studies are initiated based on the corridor or sub-area needs identified. Studies 
usually start as broad-based needs and issue assessments, or corridor access 



FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program Page 135 

management studies to preserve trunkline capacity and improve operations.  Once 
the specific need is refined, various alternatives are initially assessed for feasibility 
and effectiveness in addressing the issues.  Depending on the outcome, an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) may be 
required through the federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); interchange 
justification reports (IJR) are also required for new or modified interstate access.  
These studies can take several years, and will involve MDOT, local agencies, and 
MPO staff participation, as well as public hearings, and state and federal review 
agency concurrence. 

 

• FHWA approval is required for EAs, EISs and IJRs.  In order to receive FHWA 
approval, the recommended/preferred alternative must be included in an air quality 
conforming and financially constrained MPO LRP, and a major phase in the MPO 
TIP.   For major trunkline NR/CI projects, MDOT funding commitments and schedules 
will be based on statewide and region needs, and funding availability.  Local and/or 
MPO funding commitments may also be used to request advancement of major 
projects. Unfunded trunkline corridor needs can be included in the MPO LRP as 
Illustrative Projects. 

 

• Upon federal approval, and with MDOT, MPO, and local funding and schedule 
commitments, major NR/CI projects are included in the MDOT 5 year program and 
MPO TIP for construction. 
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Appendix I 

Prioritization/Programming Process (ITP)  

 

Operating and Capital Projects 
 
All operating and capital projects undertaken and implemented by The Rapid are 
derived from the Transit Master Plan (TMP).  The TMP is document that provides a 
strategic direction for The Rapid over the next twenty years.  The TMP identifies current 
and future transit needs, examines alternate courses of action, and targets transit 
improvements that should be pursued by The Rapid over the next 20 years to 
accommodate the region's growth and improve the quality of life.  The TMP also 
includes an update of the 2005 comprehensive operational analysis, a review of the 
paratransit service (GO!Bus), and prescribes transit-supportive land use policies for 
corridors identified as possible BRT or modern streetcar service.   
 
The result of the 2030 Transit Master Plan’s planning process, the Preferred Scenario, 
details specific service enhancements, new programs and provides an anticipated level 
of local investment needed to sustain such a program.  In order to generate a financial 
program, the TMP team developed an illustrative phasing program, showing how 
improvements could be implemented over the next 20 years.  This program is by no 
means a specific roadmap for implementation.  The Preferred Scenario is based on 
several assumptions, including support for additional service from the townships 
surrounding the six cities and availability of additional state operating support through 
an increased fuel tax.  While the TMP identifies specific service improvements and 
capital projects, local needs and resources can change over time.  For this reason, it is 
important to recognize that some recommended service improvements and capital 
projects may not be implemented as originally planned but may be refined, deferred or 
even accelerated based on local conditions.  
 
The TMP is a “People’s Plan” that reflects each communities’ needs and vision for the 
future of transit in greater Grand Rapids. This transit vision must stretch beyond 
individual jurisdictions to partnering cities to form a unified and well established system. 
Toward this end, communication, participation and involvement in the TMP were 
essential ingredients to building consensus around the plan and building broad support 
for The Rapid. By integrating technical development with public engagement and input, 
the project team developed a strategic plan that proactively engaged both transit users 
and non-users to generate excitement and enthusiasm of the region’s future and 
highlight the benefits of the proposed improvements.  
 
The Mobile Metro 2030 Task Force (MMTF) was re-activated as part of the TMP to play 
a key role as regional advisors. Their mission is to ensure that each interest group is 
appropriately represented and that they continue to act as conduits between their 
constituency group and ITP. In its previous membership, the Task Force included 
elected representatives from each of the six city regions, business leaders, residents, 
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and local/regional partner agencies. As part of the re-activation, the Task Force was 
expanded to include representatives from ethnic and outlying Chambers of Commerce, 
alternative mode advocates, environmental organizations, local caregiver 
representatives, and college administrators. 
 
The Mobile Metro 2030 Task Force, beginning in October 2009, met monthly over the 
course the TMP’s development and its members were critical conduits between the 
community and civic organizations and The Rapid as needs and potential projects were 
identified.  Because the Task Force captured a cross-section of the greater Grand 
Rapids community, they were an excellent sounding board at The Rapid and the project 
team bundled the projects in possible implementation scenarios.   
 
On February 16, 2010, The Rapid and the project team held a visioning workshop with 
the Task Force to discuss short and long term needs, conduct a “voting exercise” 
allowing MMTF members to identify issues of key importance and then concluded with a 
group discussion on areas of consensus.  The areas of consensus were as follows and 
echoed the sentiments we heard from the community workshops: 
 

• Expansion of The Rapid service area to provide regional service, beyond 
the current six cities. 

• Improvements in the current service (i.e. more frequent service, more 
stops, improved Go!Bus service for the ADA and senior community 
members).  

• Advancement of BRT service on Division Avenue and possibly elsewhere. 

• Identification of key suburban areas and serve them with Park and Ride 
lots and commuter bus service. 

• Encouragement of transit oriented development via public policies, parking 
rates in downtown Grand Rapids, site design, etc. 

• Greater emphasis on attracting new “choice riders” (those who have 
access to a car, yet choose to take transit).  

 
On May 26, 2010, the Task Force recommended that The Rapid Board of Directors 
adopt a Preferred Scenario to guide the agency’s improvement and expansion program 
over the next 20 years. 
 

Technical Advisory Team 
 
The coordination between The Rapid and the Metro Mobile 2030 Task Force was also 
complemented by a Technical Advisory Team (TAT).  The TAT was comprised of 
government officials from the six cities, Kent County, GVMC and the Michigan 
Department of Transportation.  The TAT met bi-monthly to review project progress, 
coordinate the TMP with other ongoing regional plans, and provide a perspective of 
local issues and concerns.  
 

Community Workshops – Issues and Needs 
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After working with The Rapid and GVMC to develop some basic information on how the 
region was expected to grow over the next twenty years and where those future 
residents might travel to and from, the project team set out to engage residents in the 
six cities through six community workshops.  Each workshop began with an open 
house, followed by a short presentation and closed with a question and answer session.  
The dates and times of the six meetings are listed below.  
 

1) Wyoming: Nov. 4, 6-8 pm 
2) Kentwood: Nov. 5, 6-8 pm 
3) East Grand Rapids: Nov. 11, 6-8 pm 
4) Grand Rapids: Nov. 12, 7-9 pm 
5) Grandville: Nov. 17, 6-8 pm 
6) Walker: Nov. 18, 6-8 pm 

 
At each workshop, the project team listened to residents voice their concerns regarding 
existing service and ideas for new service.  While some comments were very specific 
(i.e. Route 24 - Burton needs weekday evening service or a concrete pad at a particular 
stop), most comments were more broadly based (i.e. a general need for improved night 
and weekend service).  The specific comments were recorded for The Rapid to possibly 
address in the short-term or through the COA update and the broad comments were 
condensed into fifteen issues that the public were then asked to prioritize in an online 
survey.  In addition to an online survey, The Rapid also made use of mailings, radio, 
newspapers, the internet, facebook, and twitter to engage as much of the public as 
possible through the TMP process. 
 
The TMP is essentially divided into three parts:  near term, mid-range, and long term 
improvements/priorities.  From the TMP, The Rapid is able to create near-term (five-
year) operating and capital plans.  Two such documents are the Comprehensive 
Operational Analysis (COA) which indentifies priorities, services, and revenue sources 
for the next five years and The Rapid’s Five Year Capital Plan, which identifies all 
capital projects and revenue sources for the next five years.  From these two 
documents, annual service and capital plans are developed that identify all operating a 
capital projects for the coming year. 
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Appendix J 

Prioritization/Programming Process (Local Jurisdictions)  

 
The local (jurisdictions other than MDOT and ITP) prioritization process is discussed in 
Chapter VI (project selection) as well in Appendix F (System Condition) which employs 
the updated Policies and Practices for Programming Projects document (Appendix K).  
 
A slide with the steps taken to complete the TIP is included later in this appendix. Next 
is the schedule to develop the STIP/TIP followed by the estimates MDOT provided to 
GVMC staff to develop the TIP list of projects. Finally, another slide is attached that 
outlines the process by which TIP amendments, TIP modifications and LRTP 
amendments are handled by the Grand Valley Metro Council committees. 
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FY 2011-2014 STIP/TIP Development Schedule 
 

 

Timeframe STIP (MDOT) TIP (MPOs) 

October -
November  

2009 

Revenue Estimates 

P
 u

 b
 l 

i c
  

 P
 a

 r
 t

 i 
c 

i p
 a

 t
 i 

o
 n

 

After federal revenue announcement, cooperatively develop the federal and state revenue 
estimate and its distribution statewide.

November 
 2009 - 

January  
2010 

Project Selection 

MDOT region offices discuss the 5 Year 
Transportation Program and the 
recommended trunkline projects with the 
MPOs.  After consideration of MPO 
comments, MDOT regions provide trunkline 
project list to MPOs. 

MPOs conduct project selection process.

February  
2010 

Take preliminary snapshot (query) of the 
MAP database (date TBA) and provide it to 
the MDOT regions for review for 
completeness and accuracy.  Region offices 
update FY 2011-2014 project data on MAP 
database as needed. 
Begin general program account (GPA) 
development. 

MPO committees review draft TIP project
list and financial constraint demonstration. 
 

March  
2010 

Take final snapshot (date TBA).
Complete GPAs. 
Provide final snapshot & GPAs to MDOT 
regions and MPO reps.  MPO reps. forward 
snapshot and GPAs to MPOs. 

MPOs that are required to do Air Quality 
Conformity must have the Policy Committee 
approve the draft TIP project list. 
 

April - May  
2010 

Air Quality Conformity, Environmental Justice Analysis and 
Environmental Consultation 

Complete STIP air quality conformity and 
environmental justice analysis. 
 

Complete TIP air quality conformity,
environmental justice analysis and 
environmental consultation. 
Prepare draft TIP document. 

June - July  
2010 

Prepare draft STIP document.
MPO TIP Approval 

MPO TAC & Policy Committees approve 
final FY 2011-2014 TIP and final 
amendment to the FY 2008-2011 TIP to 
ensure FY 2011 is identical in both 
documents.

July 15, 2010 
MPO reps. program (add to the MAP 
database) the FY 2011 local projects by July 
30th. 

Submit TIPs to MDOT by July 15th 
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Timeframe STIP (MDOT) TIP (MPOs) 

August  
2010 

Finalize STIP 

Document statewide financial constraint.
Obtain MDOT management approval. 

August 13, 
2010 

Submit STIP and TIPs to FHWA/FTA by 
August 13th  

 plus Air Quality Conformity Analysis  
(where appropriate)

September 2010 

FHWA, FTA and EPA Review 

MPO reps. program (add to the MAP 
database) the FY 2012-2014 local projects by 
October 1st. 

 

October 1, 2010 FHWA and FTA approve STIP & TIPs by October 1st 

October 2010 

Notification of Approval 

Notify all stakeholders of STIP approval
MPO reps. populate (fill) all STIP fields in 
MAP database for approved projects. 

Notify all stakeholders of TIP approval. 

 
 

The TIP (MPO) schedule is a generic schedule and does not apply to any specific MPO. 
 Contact the individual MPOs for specific TIP development schedules. 
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Appendix K 

Policies and Practices for Programming Projects 
 

Capacity deficient project eligibility 

 
Previously Stated Goal: 
 
The MPO shall make efforts to reduce system-wide congestion and travel times.  
 
 

TIP Committee recommended Strategy/Practice: 
 
In Kent County, the MPO shall use all available TEDF funding to improve capacity of facilities that are 
rated or are projected to be rated Level Of Service (LOS) E and F.  In Ottawa County, the MPO shall use 
available federal funding to improve capacity of facilities that are rated or are projected to be rated Level 
Of Service (LOS) E and F.  These projects must be listed in the MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan 
prior to implementation through the TIP process.  The funding ratios for capacity deficient projects should 
be set at 80% federal/EDFC with a required 20% local match.  The committees may alter this ratio to 
accommodate funding shortfalls.  STP funding may be used for capacity improvement projects in Kent 
County if the necessity exists to do so due to financial constraint demonstrated in the Long Range Plan. 

 
Explanation:   If a facility has a 24 hour capacity of 24,000, and a 24 hour    
   traffic volume of 18,000, then the V/C Ratio would be 0.75.     
   Using the scale below, this facility would not be eligible for    
   federal funding for the purpose of widening or adding capacity.     
 

LOS Scale 
 

V/C 0.00 - 0.25 = LOS A 
V/C 0.26 - 0.50 = LOS B 
V/C 0.51 - 0.75 = LOS C 
V/C 0.76 - 1.00 = LOS D 

 
V/C 1.01 - 1.25 = LOS E 
V/C 1.26 - 9.99 = LOS F 

 
A comprehensive Roadway Infrastructure Management System (RIMS) will be developed and used as an 
inventory for all federal aid roadways within the MPO boundary.  The information contained in RIMS will 
be developed by MPO staff, reviewed by each jurisdiction, and approved through the MPO process.  
RIMS will be updated as information becomes available.  All Long Range Plan projects (state and local) 
will come from RIMS.   Data for RIMS will be acquired through various sources, including but not limited 
to local data submittal, the GVMC traffic count program, MDOT’s traffic count program, etc. 
 
All capacity and bridge improvement projects programmed in the TIP will be designed to reduce the 
congested or projected congested situation through the time period of the Long Range Plan.  No 
improve/expand or bridge projects will be programmed that do not address current and future congestion 

Capacity Deficient 
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through the life of the Long Range Plan. 
 
Only projects that increase capacity by adding lanes (thru lanes, center turn lanes, and/or boulevard) 
should be funded using EDFC funding.  Projects that widen existing lanes should not be funded EDFC 
funds.   
 
GVMC staff will work to develop an improved scope and description of project including specific termini, 
proposed typical cross section and if required, work on existing structures. 
 
New transit routes to be included in the TIP that receive federal funding, must be first justified by current 
and accurate facts and figures identifying the need, the demand, and funding for such services.  A 
commitment to continue the proposed service beyond the scope of the federal funding must also in place 
if rider ship meets projections. 
 
Projects located in the high priority corridors will be noted on the deficient project pool listing. 
 
Capacity improvement projects shall include in the project as a participating cost any/all elements of 
planned ITS deployment. 
 
All projects require consideration of Social and Environmental (S/E) impacts through the federal NEPA 
process.  Minor projects, generally within the existing right-of-way, are usually classified as Categorical 
Exclusions.  Projects which add capacity to an existing road or transit facility, and/or involve construction 
of a new transportation facility often require an Environmental Assessment (EA).  The purpose of the EA 
is to identify the S/E effects of the proposed project and any mitigation required.  If, through the EA 
process, significant S/E impacts are identified, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required.  The 
EIS quantifies all S/E impacts associated with major projects, and identifies the required mitigation 
measures to address the impacts identified.  Extensive public involvement, including a public hearing, and 
federal/state regulatory agency review, are included in both the EA and EIS processes.  Proposed 
projects involving new or modified access to the Interstate system also require the completion of an 
Interchange Justification Report (IJR), to assess traffic impacts on the Interstate highway system. 
 
The EA, EIS, and IJR processes may occur prior to inclusion of a project in the MPO LRP, or may occurs 
as part of the TIP project implementation process, depending on the scope of the proposed project.  
 
 
This item was passed by the TIP committee to accept the Capacity Deficient Project Eligibility 
proposed strategy/practice as submitted. 
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Condition deficient project eligibility  
 
Previously Stated Goal: 
 
To maintain and improve the system-wide pavement condition. 

 
Proposed Strategy/Practice: 

 
The MPO will maintain a Pavement Management System (PaMS).  This system will include all necessary 
data to reasonably manage and improve the pavement condition of the federal-aid network.  MPO staff 
will update 1/3 of the entire system condition data annually.  This data will be reviewed by local agency 
staff. Any discrepancies noted by local agency staff will be reviewed by MPO staff.  MPO staff will make 
the final Pavement Condition Index (PCI) determination.  Once complete the condition data will be 
incorporated into the Roadway Infrastructure Management System (RIMS). 

 
The MPO shall program federal funds according to the following criteria: 
 

PCI Investment Scale 
 

PCI 0 - 45 eligible for Reconstruction 
    PCI 0 - 70 eligible for Major Overlay 
 
The MPO shall divide equally all available STP (or similar) funding between major reconstruction and 
major overlay projects.  Major reconstruction projects are defined as complete removal of the existing 
roadway and replacement.  Major overlay is defined as removal, if necessary, of the top layer of 
pavement and replacement.  
 
Match ratios for reconstruction projects will be set at 50% federal with a required 50% match.  Alternative 
match ratios may be applied for facilities on the high priority network. 
 
Suggested Match Ratio for Overlay Projects 
 
  ADT Range     Match Ratio (fed/local) 
 
  25,000 & Over     80/20 
  10,000 – 24,999    70/30 
  5,000 – 9,999     60/40 
  Under 5,000     50/50  
 
Projects should not be programmed on facilities that are scheduled for major water, sewer, or utility work, 
as these facilities will be reconstructed as part of the utility project. Federal transportation funding should 
not be used to subsidize water, sewer, and other major utility projects. 
 
Projects that receive funding through the MPO process should be designed and constructed to assure a 
long lasting improved condition.   
 
MPO staff will work with MDOT staff to develop a system-wide inventory that includes state trunk lines.   
 
Condition improvement projects shall include in the project description (as a participating cost) any/all 
elements of planned ITS deployment.
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Functional Classification 
 

Current Policy/Practice 
 
Currently there is no policy to determine how roads are classified. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
1.) Grandfather in the existing system. 
2.) Classify facilities as County Primary or City Major roads according to Act 51 designation. 
3.) Use the following table prepared as proposed recommended thresholds for consideration: 
 
NFC 
# 

Facility Type Current Low 
Volume 

Current High 
Volume 

Current 
Average 
Volume 

Proposed 
Minimum 
Threshold* 

1 Rural Interstate 31,000 38,000 35,000  

2 Rural Freeway 26,000 51,000 41,000  

6 Rural Minor 
Arterial 

2,100 23,000 8,700 5,000 

7 Rural Major 
Collector 

500 13,000 4,400 2,500 

8 Rural Minor 
Collector 

500 12,000 2,000 1,500 

11 Urban 
Interstate 

31,000 90,000 56,500  

12 Urban Freeway 44,000 129,000 95,500  

14 Urban Principal 
Arterial 

4,000 55,000 23,300 25,000 

16 Urban Minor 
Arterial 

1,500 47,000 11,800 10,000 

17 Urban 
Collector 

750 17,000 5,000 5,000 

 All Classes 500 129,000 13,000  

 
 
* Facilities not yet constructed would have to be modeled to determine out year volume (nearest modeled 
year). 
 
Note: The above represent only volume thresholds.  Other criteria must also be evaluated to determine 
regional significance of a roadway facility. 
 
This item was passed by the TIP committee to accept the Functional Classification proposed 
strategy/practice as submitted. 
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High Priority Corridors 
 

Current Policy/Practice 
 
The current policy/practice is reviewed on a case by case basis. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
Facilities Must: 
 
� Be continuous 
� Provide connectivity 
� Provide alternative routing during emergency situations 
� Serve a regionally significant purpose 
� Serve major activity centers 
� Serve intermodal facilities 
� Serve regional medical facilities 
� Be a Minor Arterial or above 
 
The TIP committee recommends using the criteria developed for High Priority Corridors on a case 
by case basis to determine if a High Priority Corridor is eligible for special funding. 
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Obligation Authority issues 
 

Current Policies/Practices 
 
Carry over projects (where possible) have priority to be funded in the next year of the TIP. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
� Encourage the use of Advance Construction (in the second and third year of the TIP) (STP-Urban 

funds only). 
� Goal to have projects obligated by April 1

st
  

� If a project cannot be obligated in the first year that projects drops to the second or third year and 
the advance construction project(s) are converted (paid for) in the first year. 

� Preferably the third year of the TIP contains easily built projects (several overlay projects). 
� Monthly project tracking. 
 
The TIP Committee recommends establishing a practice to increase the use of Advance Construct 
projects, and establish the goal that all projects are obligated by April 1

st
.  Staff will also distribute 

to the committee a project tracking sheet on a monthly basis. 
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Adding/programming new projects/revised project limits to 
the TIP and LRTP 

 
Current Policy/Practice: 
 
Below, more specific information is provided /recommended to augment the existing policies/practices for 
TIP and LRTP revisions. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 

There are two actions that are covered by this policy/practice, administrative adjustments/modifications 
and TIP/LRTP Amendments. 

 
Administrative Adjustments/Modifications 
 
Administrative adjustments/modifications will be considered when any of the following is proposed to an 
existing project: 
 

• Minor changes in cost (20% or less, plus financial constraint must be maintained) 

• Minor changes in scope 

• Changes in funding source within the same funding source type (i.e. federal to federal, state 
to state, local to local) 

• Corrections to minor listing errors that don’t change cost or scope 

• Revisions that cause projects to switch years while maintaining financial constraint 
 
Administrative adjustments/modifications do not require Federal approval.  GVMC practice is that 
administrative adjustments require Technical and Policy Committee approval only.  GVMC Board 
approval is not required. 
 
In the event that an administrative adjustment/modification must be considered immediately, staff will 
have the authority to implement that adjustment with permission from the Chairpersons of the Technical 
and Policy Committees and the requesting agency impacted by the adjustment.  If the Chairperson from 
either committee is not available, permission for the Vice-Chairperson will be sought. 
 
Administrative adjustments/modifications will be communicated to MDOT and FHWA in a timely fashion. 

 
Amendments 
 
Amendments require federal approval and are characterized by one of the following proposed changes: 
 

• Adding a new project 

• Deleting a project 

• Major cost change to a project 

• Changing non-Federally funded project to Federally funded project 

• Major changes in project design concept or design scope 

• Changing an existing project  to an advance construction project 

• Moving an illustrative project into the body of the TIP/LRTP document 
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Existing MPO, State and Federal processes will be followed for proposed TIP Amendments in the areas 
of air quality conformity, financial constraint, public participation, and environmental justice.   
 
TIP Amendments require the approval of the Technical Committee, Policy Committee, and the GVMC 
Board.  Committee approved amendments will be forwarded to MDOT via electronic format and hard copy 
with updated project sheets, financial constraint documentation, and proof of MPO action.  MDOT will 
then forward the changes to FHWA. 
 
In the event that an amendment item must be taken directly to the GVMC Board because of timing 
purposes, permission must be obtained from the Chairpersons of both the Technical and Policy 
Committee to move the action forward. If the Chairperson from either committee is not available, 
permission for the Vice-Chairperson will be sought. 
 
Adding/Amending New Projects to an Existing TIP: 
 
Resurfacing Project -   Should be listed in the Pavement Management System deficiency list 

with a PCI of 70 and below. 
 
Reconstruction Project - Should be listed in the Pavement Management System deficiency list 

with a PCI of 45 and below. 
 
Expand & Widen Proj. -  Should be listed in the Congestion Management System capacity 

deficiency list and be listed in the Long Range Transportation Plan. 
 
ITS Project -   Should be recommended by the ITS committee. 
 
Transit Project -   Should be listed in the 5 years Short Range Public Transportation Plan 

or in the Long Range Public Transportation Plan. 
 
Buses -   All buses should come from the Fleet Replacement Plan. 
 
Procedure for Adding New Project(s): 
 
A call for projects will be sent to all transportation providers, project(s) will be selected through the project 
selection process exercised by the Technical and Policy Committees. 

 
 
Adding/Amending New Projects to an Existing Long Range Transportation Plan: 
 
Reconstruction Project - Should be listed in the Pavement Management System deficiency list 

with a PCI of 45 and below. 
 
Expand & Widen Proj. - Should be listed in the Congestion Management System capacity 

deficiency list.  Project should be regionally significant. 
 
ITS Project -   Should be recommended by the ITS committee. 
 
Transit Project -  Should be listed in the 5 years Short Range Public Transportation Plan 

or in the Long Range Public Transportation Plan. 
 
Procedure for Adding New Project(s): 
 
A call for projects will be sent to all transportation providers, project(s) will be selected through the project 
selection process exercised by the Programming, Technical and Policy Committees. 
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Advance Construction  
 

Current Policies/Practices 
 
When the TIP program is developed it needs to be financially constrained. 
 
The conversion of advance construction projects is the 1

st
 priority. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
When the TIP program is developed it needs to be financially constrained. 
 
The conversion of advance construction projects is the 1

st
 priority. 

 
Allow advance construction within the three year TIP and the Illustrative program 
 
 
The TIP Committee recommends that the use of Advance Construction be restricted to the first 3 
years of the TIP and the 2 Illustrative years; that there are no limits on the dollar amount and the 
number of Advance Construct projects allowed, and that once the TIP is developed it will be 
financially constrained. 
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CMAQ Program issues 
 

Current Policies/Practices 
 
Traditionally busses, intersections and the Ozone Action Program are funded with this program 
 
MDOT/Local split of the funds (MDOT gets 50% of the CMAQ funds off the top). 
 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
Eliminate the 50/50 split of CMAQ funds allocated to this MPO between MDOT and the local jurisdictions. 
 
With the CMAQ funds allocated to the MPO, the TIP Committee will rank all CMAQ eligible projects based 
on emission reduction/cost benefit basis. (Competitive based on emissions). 
 
Develop and have in place a consistent and improved statewide evaluation process of CMAQ projects. 
 
All new transit route projects need to show a demonstration of need and that service will continue beyond 
a 3 year commitment if rider-ship meets projections. 

 
Agreement for CMAQ funding in West Michigan 
 

1. MDOT will do the East/West estimating of funding split. 
2. MDOT will provide estimates of funding available for each MPO (GVMC, MACC, 

WMSRDC) and rural Ottawa County based on population using the 2000 Census 
data. 

3. Working through the TIP development process the MPO and MDOT 
representatives will cooperatively distribute the funds to local and state eligible 
projects. 

4. MDOT will provide a time line with the estimates for completion of task #3. 
5. All parties will meet to discuss all projects and compile the CMAQ program. 
6. MDOT makes the final decisions to reach financial constraint of the final 

program. 
7. This entire agreement will be re-evaluated when the USEPA takes action on the 

8 hour standard. 
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Funding Sidewalks 
 

Current Policy/Practice 
 
Use of Federal Funds under the current policy/practice is not allowed to build sidewalks. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
The TIP Committee recommends continuing the practice of not allowing federal funds for the 
construction of new sidewalks. 
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Regional Non Motorized Facilities 
 

Current Policies/Practices 
 
Encourage the use of the Enhancement program and local funds to build non motorized facilities. 
 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
 
Enhancement and local funds will be used to build non motorized facilities. 
 
The TIP Committee recommends continuing the practice of using Enhancement Funds to build 
non motorized facilities. 
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Funding Right of Way (ROW) with federal funding 
 

Current Policy/Practice 
 
Use of Federal funds is not allowed unless the committee deems a corridor with a high priority a special 
case as identified by the MPO. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
Eliminate Federal/State funding of ROW. An exception may be approved by the TIP Committee if a 
jurisdiction requests to use ROW funds for a large or expensive project. 
 
The TIP Committee recommends continuing the practice of not allowing the funding of right-of-
way except on a case by case basis. 
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Funding Engineering costs 
 

Current Policy/Practice 
 
There is no current policy or practice in the use of Federal Funds for engineering costs. 

 

 
 

TIP Committee recommended Policy/Practice: 
 
No Federal/State funds for Engineering. 
Encourage local jurisdictions staff to work on future year projects, get programming into MDOT early in 
the fiscal year and obligate projects in a timely basis. 
 
 
The TIP committee recommends continuing the current practice of not funding Engineering Costs 
– that restricts Federal Funds from being used for Engineering Costs by local jurisdictions. 
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Other Issues 
 

Safety 
 
TIP/Staff recommendations: 
The MPO will develop a Safety profile. Additional safety groups should be included in the public 
involvement list. The ITS Traffic Operations committee should address the technical aspects. 
 
 
ITS 
 
TIP/Staff recommendations: 
ITS projects shall come through the ITS Committee. Develop a demonstration of a high priority project 
package for ITS in the region and to set aside a formal dedicated source of funding to mainstream ITS 
applications. 
 
 
Rural areas 
 
TIP/Staff recommendations: 
No changes recommended, all projects included for rural funds come through the Rural TIP Committee. 
 
 
Planning/Engineering studies 
 
TIP/Staff recommendations: 
No changes recommended. As requests are made for studies, provided the study is regional in nature 
and funding is available, GVMC will provide funds along with the participant providing local match for the 
study to be undertaken. 
 
 
Land Use/Transportation Planning 
 
TIP/Staff recommendations: 
Staff will coordinate projects with the blue print and local planning staff. 
 
 
Public Involvement 
 
Staff recommendations: 
Staff is currently reviewing the current public involvement process. 
 
 
Railroads 
 
No recommendations are being made at this time. 
 
 
Traffic Calming 
 
This item was added as a result of a suggestion at a Technical Committee meeting. 
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Appendix L 

Mobile 6.2 Sample Input/Output files 
 
Due to the large number of pages, the input/output files are not included in this printing. 
If you would like more information or a copy of the input/output files please contact 
Darrell Robinson at (616) 776-7609. 
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Appendix M 

FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program 

Public Comments 

 



































































Tabitha VanNatter, phone call regarding West River Drive, Rouge River to M-44. She 

commented that she is not in favor of widening this road. 

 

Jerry Dryer, phone call regarding Lafayette Avenue, Fulton Street to Fountain Street 

(unfunded). He was concerned about the scope of the project; he would not be in favor of 

widening.  

 

Dorothy Columbus, phone call regarding Lake Michigan Drive, Garfield Avenue to US-

131. She was concerned that the project should be built sooner than the scheduled 2014 

timeframe. 

 

Jerry Yosta, phone call regarding Sparta Avenue, M-37 to 12 Mile Road. She was curios 

when the road would be closed for construction and if they would provide access to 

businesses.  

 

T. Nossen, phone call regarding Bauer Road, 56
th

 Avenue to 24
th

 Avenue. The caller was 

concerned that the road would be widened and also if sidewalks would be installed. 

 

Francisco Riaz, phone call regarding Breton Avenue, 28
th

 Street to Burton Street. He was 

concerned as to whether the road would be widened. 

 

Michael G. Saak, phone call regarding 1
st
 Street, Lane Avenue to Stocking Avenue. He 

wanted it noted that he was supportive of the resurfacing of the roadway. 

 

Jacob Kroon, phone call regarding Plainfield Avenue, Leonard Street to Ann Street. He 

was curios as to the timing of the project and was concerned if there was going to be any 

widening of the road. 

 

Donna Hueker, phone call regarding Bauer Road, 56
th

 Avenue to 24
th

 Avenue. She was 

curious as to the timeframe of the project, the length of time the road would be under 

construction, if the road would be widened and that she owns to business on this road and 

the impact on her business. 

 

David Wellington, phone call regarding Franklin Street, Fuller Avenue to the East City 

Limit. He commented that he would really like to see this project happen. The road is 

rough and noisy in this location. 


































































