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 Grandyville
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
FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program

Page 94



(517) 702-1823

Grand Valley Metropolitan Council
Mr. Abed ltani, 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
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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
FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program Page 99



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.

CMAAQ - 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.

S90 - Federal Transit Administration Program Section 9 Operating Assistance.

S$180 - 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 MPQO'’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.
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Appendix D
Air Quality Conformity (lllustrative)

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
2002

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

KENT COUNTY
2011
NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

KENT COUNTY
2014

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
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HPMS
2000 VMT

698,481
2,186,004

3,353,463
7,863,924

14,101,872

HPMS
2000 VMT

698,481
2,186,004

3,353,463
7,863,924

14,101,872

HPMS
2000 VMT

698,481
2,186,004

MODELED

2000 VMT

691,383
2,475,598

4,493,660
8,723,593

16,384,234

MODELED
2000 VMT

691,383
2,475,598

4,493,660
8,723,593

16,384,234
MODELED
2000 VMT

691,383
2,475,598

MODELED

2002 VMT

629,657
2,620,639

4,332,637
9,839,788

17,422,721

MODELED
2011 VMT

562,727
2,759,104

3,491,036
10,473,726

17,286,593
MODELED
2014 VMT

563,358
2,801,344

NORMALIZED

2002 VMT

631,614
2,132,114

3,242,300
8,957,407

14,963,436
NORMALIZED
2011 VMT

564,178
2,379,997

2,638,220
10,538,759

16,121,154

NORMALIZED
2014 VMT

564,850
2,437,769
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2002
SPEED

56.25
34.87

53.88
30.44

2011
SPEED

55.05
33.79

49.57
31.27

2014
SPEED

54.58
33.64



Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

KENT COUNTY
2018

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

KENT COUNTY
2025

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

KENT COUNTY
2035

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS
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3,353,463
7,863,924

14,101,872

HPMS
2000 VMT

698,481
2,186,004

3,353,463
7,863,924

14,101,872

HPMS
2000 VMT

698,481
2,186,004

3,353,463
7,863,924

14,101,872

HPMS
2000 VMT

698,481
2,186,004

3,353,463
7,863,924

14,101,872

4,493,660
8,723,593

16,384,234

MODELED
2000 VMT

691,383
2,475,598

4,493,660
8,723,593

16,384,234

MODELED
2000 VMT

691,383
2,475,598

4,493,660
8,723,593

16,384,234

MODELED
2000 VMT

691,383
2,475,598

4,493,660
8,723,593

16,384,234

3,501,037
10,657,108

17,522,847

MODELED
2018 VMT

564,161
2,889,563

3,543,336
10,934,812

17,931,872

MODELED
2025 VMT

594,537
3,181,264

3,787,634
11,980,209

19,543,644

MODELED
2035 VMT

635,899
3,490,597

4,171,906
13,043,678

21,342,080

2,649,888
10,751,780

16,404,287

NORMALIZED
2018 VMT

565,522
2,570,789

2,679,988
11,127,035

16,943,333

NORMALIZED
2025 VMT

595,279
2,724,411

2,863,645
12,246,640

18,429,975

NORMALIZED
2035 VMT

641,601
2,970,510

3,147,560
13,495,073

20,254,744
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50.45
30.50

2018
SPEED

54.50
33.40

50.37
30.04

2025
SPEED

54.50
33.15

50.50
29.76

2035
SPEED

54.25
32.96

50.30
29.43



Table 2 Ottawa County Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speeds for Analysis Years

OTTAWA COUNTY
ILLUSTRATIVE
2002

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

OTTAWA COUNTY
2011

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

OTTAWA COUNTY
2014

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

TOTALS

OTTAWA COUNTY
2018

NFC
Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor
Arterial/Collector/Local Street

FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program

HPMS

2000 VMT

1,172,996
948,229

376,165
2,640,317

5,137,707

HPMS
2000 VMT

1,172,996
948,229

376,165
2,640,317

5,137,707

HPMS
2000 VMT

1,172,996
948,229

376,165
2,640,317

5,137,707

HPMS
2000 VMT

1,172,996
948,229

376,165
2,640,317

MODELED

2000 VMT

1,229,887
1,289,548

485,525
2,964,743

5,969,703

MODELED
2000 VMT

1,229,887
1,289,548

485,525
2,964,743

5,969,703

MODELED
2000 VMT

1,229,887
1,289,548

485,525
2,964,743

5,969,703

MODELED
2000 VMT

1,229,887
1,289,548

485,525
2,964,743

MODELED

2002 VMT

1,278,555
1,326,211

488,822
3,020,128

6,113,716

MODELED
2011 VMT

1,400,226
1,417,867

497,065
3,158,587

6,473,745

MODELED
2014 VMT

1,509,354
1,534,577

510,274
3,358,771

6,912,976

MODELED
2018 VMT

1,678,800
1,620,264

517,056
3,390,576

NORMALIZED

2002 VMT

1,211,502
994,959

351,306
2,814,935

5,372,702

NORMALIZED
2011 VMT

1,335,403
1,037,152

397,099
2,786,262

5,555,916

NORMALIZED
2014 VMT

1,439,367
1,124,894

408,232
2,960,748

5,933,241

NORMALIZED
2018 VMT

1,599,982
1,188,172

413,814
2,994,490
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2002

SPEED

64.95
48.35

59.95
34.90

2011
SPEED

65.55
47.98

62.47
33.88

2014
SPEED

65.50
50.20

61.10
34.63

2018
SPEED

64.50
46.82

62.20
33.06



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 948,229 1,289,548 1,772,221 1,298,181 45.87
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 544724 435,674 62.10
Urban Principal & Minor 2,640,317 2,964,743 3,655,885 3,222,682 32.26
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
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 948,229 1,289,548 1,989,024 1,458,472 44.48
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway 376,165 485,525 577,892 462,059 60.79
Urban Principal & Minor 2,640,317 2,964,743 3,989,154 3,508,275 31.02
Arterial/Collector/Local Street
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
Classification

Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
TOTALS

Functional
Classification

Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
TOTALS

Functional
Classification

Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
TOTALS

Functional
Classification

Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
Urban Interstate/Freeway

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street
TOTALS

Functional
Classification

Rural Interstate/Freeway
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street

voC Nox
Budget Year Kg/Day Kg/Day
2002 1,001.01 1,959.28
2002 3,816.35 5,037.03
2002 5,242.48 9,933.93
2002 16,856.48 21,387.17
26,916.32 38,317.41
vocC Nox
Year Kg/Day Kg/Day
2011 405.63 722.92
2011 1,937.78 2,492.76
2011 1,954.54 3,210.34
2011 8,809.70 11,107.28
13,107.65 17,533.29
vocC Nox
Year Kg/Day Kg/Day
2014 327.93 512.96
2014 1,593.98 1,851.57
2014 1,571.76 2,336.70
2014 7,255.34 8,231.64
10,749.01 12,932.87
vocC Nox
Year Kg/Day Kg/Day
2018 265.37 348.91
2018 1,364.20 1,362.84
2018 1,284.84 1,614.01
2018 6,122.80 5,957.64
9,037.20 9,283.40
vocC Nox
Year Kg/Day Kg/Day
2025 212.68 247.63
2025 1,119.29 1,015.87
Page 117

FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program



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 NOXx vOoC Nox
Emission Emission
Before Before Credits Credits Adjusted Adjusted Emission Emission
Credit Credit VOC NOx Budget Budget
Model Year Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day
2002 W/OIM  39.703 58.533 -0.19 -0.17 39.518 58.361 40.7 97.87
2011 W/OIM 19.116 26.767 -0.19 -0.17 18.947 26.605 40.7 97.87
2014 W/OIM  15.853 19.962 -0.19 -0.17 15.663 19.792 40.7 97.87
2018 W/OIM  13.376 14.311 -0.19 -0.17 13.186 14.141 40.7 97.87
2025 W/OIM  11.236 10.760 -0.19 -0.17 11.046 10.590 40.7 97.87
2035 W/OIM  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 vOoC Nox
Emission Emission
Before Before Credits Credits Adjusted Adjusted Emission Emission
Credit Credit VOC NOx Budget Budget

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

2002 W/OIM 36,017.133 53,098.942 -168.73 -154.22  35,852.53 52,944.72 36,921.57 88,784.14
2011 W/OIM 17,341.355 24,281.984 -168.73 -154.22  17,191.54 24,135.08 36,921.57 88,784.14
2014 W/OIM 14,381.158 18,108.887 -168.73 -154.22 14,212.43 17,954.67 36,921.57 88,784.14
2018 W/OIM 12,133.946 12,982.658 -168.73 -154.22  11,965.22 12,828.44 36,921.57 88,784.14
2025 W/OIM 10,192.800 9,760.805 -168.73 -154.22  10,024.07 9,606.59  36,921.57 88,784.14

2035 W/OIM 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
MPQ’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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Transportation Plan Development Process

MPO Forum

Partnars

Federal AgenciesMOOT Local Agencies/Transportation Providers

Giozls State Transportation i
and * ol FPalicy Flan
Objectives Goaln and o Jaativen
Statewide
Rewenue Assessment
! : |
Tools far Meeds |dertifi cation and Bssezzrment MPO fres
Bzl ysi= e o Rewveriie
and Expand| £| Presene | £| Fersit | temodal Azzaszment
Ewaluation a; w] Forecasting
¥
Program Structure
=Drefine Program Categoiries
——a =Priontize Categores -—
=Uze Programmatic Zoals, Objectives, Pefomance easures
sDevelop Long Tem Investment Strate gies -
¥ E
Criteriafor Froject Priontization Wthin Program &, =2
= Structure Categories - E
: e
> 20-Year Project'Program Developrient Man + 'E
l =8
Idertification of §-‘Year Irvestment Strateqies: [5YI15]
=By Spending Category
i FPerformarncefSystem Condition Goa=s g
slmmediate Land UseEconomic Dewvelopment lssues
Funding Levermges Strategises
sLongdShort Term Program Focus-May Inzlude Priority Corridors
TIF Developrment Process:
Al 0 provides plan prionties and the agreedto 5 %15 and estimate of available
funding to mplemerting agencies
P 0 requests project descrptions from mplementing agencies within agreed+o
strategies and plan goaks
Amplemerting agencies submit descrptions and develops project list= through
WP O process —
o -BEwalugtion of proposed salutiors within LEP and 5 Y15 through WP O
Pricritize select and financially constrain project list for all funding sources through
thie MAP O process
*Perfomm A2 Confarmiby Anahysis
Final TIP Project List- Approwved by kPO
*TIP Project List approwed by stae andfeds
—

FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program

Page 122




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 44" Street 32,000 AADT

5 Lanes 28" Street 32,000 AADT

4 Lane Freeway [-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 ldentified 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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GVMC Pavement Conditions
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1998 2002 2005 2007 2009
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:

Improved weekday frequencies on four local routes

Weekday evening service on 9 local routes and Go!Bus

Sunday service on 7 local routes and Go!Bus

A crosstown route on 44" Street

The Passenger Adaptive Suburban Service (PASS) connecting neighborhoods to
local routes

Special programs for employees needing to travel beyond regular service hours
and The Rapid service area

kW~

o

2000 to 2010: Transit Growth in Greater Grand Rapids

Annual Boardings

10,000,000
9,000,000
8,000,000

LL

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.
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EXISTING NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION FACILITY MILEAGE

EXISTING PEDESTRIAN BICYCLE TOTAL

Total Miles
T . . Shared Use | _. . , L

Jurisdiction Sidewalk/Sidepath Path Bicycle Lane | Bicycle Route | 4' Shoulders 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 0.00 711 111.39 171.49
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.




Appendix G
MPO Self Certification
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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:

23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and 23 CFR 450.334;

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;

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;

VIl.  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;

VIIl. 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



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.

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.

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.

. 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.

. 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.

. 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 1-96/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
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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
lllustrative 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
MPQO TIP for construction.
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Appendix |
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:

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

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

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

¢ |dentification of key suburban areas and serve them with Park and Ride
lots and commuter bus service.

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

e 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.

Wyoming: Nov. 4, 6-8 pm
Kentwood: Nov. 5, 6-8 pm

East Grand Rapids: Nov. 11, 6-8 pm
Grand Rapids: Nov. 12, 7-9 pm
Grandville: Nov. 17, 6-8 pm

Walker: Nov. 18, 6-8 pm

Lorep=

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 - Revenue Estimates
November
2009 After federal revenue announcement, cooperatively develop the federal and state revenue
estimate and its distribution statewide.
Project Selection
Noglgggtier MDOT region offices discuss the 5 Year MPOs conduct project selection process.
Januar Transportation Program and the
y KIi jects with th
2010 recommended trunkline projects wi e
MPOs. After consideration of MPO
comments, MDOT regions provide trunkline
project list to MPOs.
Take preliminary snapshot (query) of the MPO committees review draft TIP project c
MAP database (date TBA) and provide itto | list and financial constraint demonstration. o
the MDOT regions for review for —
February completeness and accuracy. Region offices *CE
2010 update FY 2011-2014 project data on MAP
database as needed. Q
Begin general program account (GPA) o
development. =
Take final snapshot (date TBA). MPQOs that are required to do Air Quality -
March Complete GPAs. Conformity must have the Policy Committee | g
2010 Provide final snapshot & GPAs to MDOT approve the draft TIP project list. o
regions and MPO reps. MPO reps. forward
snapshot and GPAs to MPOs. 3
Air Quality Conformity, Environmental Justice Analysis and o
Environmental Consultation -
April - May a
2010 Complete STIP air quality conformity and Complete TIP air quality conformity,
environmental justice analysis. environmental justice analysis and
environmental consultation.
Prepare draft TIP document.
Prepare draft STIP document. MPO TIP Approval
June - July MPO TAC & Policy Committees approve
2010 final FY 2011-2014 TIP and final
amendment to the FY 2008-2011 TIP to
ensure FY 2011 is identical in both
documents.
MPO reps. program (add to the MAP
July 15,2010 | database) the FY 2011 local projects by July | Submit TIPs to MDOT by July 15"

30",
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Timeframe STIP (MDOT) TIP (MPOs)
Finalize STIP
August
2010 Document statewide financial constraint.
Obtain MDOT management approval.
Submit STIP and TIPs to FHWA/FTA by
August 13, August 13"
2010 plus Air Quality Conformity Analysis
(where appropriate)
FHWA, FTA and EPA Review
September 2010 MPO reps. program (add to the MAP
database) the FY 2012-2014 local projects by
October 1.
October 1, 2010 FHWA and FTA approve STIP & TIPs by October 1%
Notification of Approval
October 2010 Notify all stakeholders of STIP approval Notify all stakeholders of TIP approval.
MPO reps. populate (fill) all STIP fields in
MAP database for approved projects.

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/C0.51-0.75=LOS C
V/C0.76 - 1.00 =LOS D

V/IC1.01-125=LOSE
V/IC1.26-9.99=LOSF

Capacity Deficient

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
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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 Current High Current Proposed
# Volume Volume Average Minimum
Volume Threshold*

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

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

6 Rural Minor 2,100 23,000 8,700 5,000
Arterial

7 Rural Major 500 13,000 4,400 2,500
Collector

8 Rural Minor 500 12,000 2,000 1,500
Collector

11 Urban 31,000 90,000 56,500
Interstate

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

14 Urban Principal | 4,000 55,000 23,300 25,000
Arterial

16 Urban Minor 1,500 47,000 11,800 10,000
Arterial

17 Urban 750 17,000 5,000 5,000
Collector
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

&5 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

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.

RR RR R

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°'. Staff will also distribute
to the committee a project tracking sheet on a monthly basis.
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Adding/programming nhew 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
o 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* 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* priority.

Allow advance construction within the three year TIP and the lllustrative program

The TIP Committee recommends that the use of Advance Construction be restricted to the first 3
years of the TIP and the 2 lllustrative 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.

FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program Page 151



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.

Page 156
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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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FY 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program
Public Comments
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Grand Valley Metropolitan Council
Transportation Division

Transportation Improvement Program / Long Range Trans. Plan Amendment Public Meeting
Tuesday, May 18, 2010
GVMC Offices, 678 Front Ave N.W. Suite 200, Grand Rapids
Sign-in Sheet
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Public Comment Form
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Grand Valley Metro Council
678 Front Ave NNW. Suite 200 Grand Rapids, MI 49504
Phone: 776-3876 Fax: 774-9292



Public Comment Form
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Unema
sHudsonville, Ml 49426

11 May 2010

Grand Valley Metropolitan Council
678 Front Avenue, NW, Suite 200
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504

Attention: Darrell Robinson, Transportation Planner
Re: 2012 proposed project, Bauer Road, Ottawa County, 56% to 24 Avenue

Dear Darrell:

We are writing in support of the proposed resurfacing of Bauer Road from
56 Avenue to 24t Avenue. We assume this resurfacing will involve replacing
the 24’ roadway and adding 3’ shoulders on both sides of the road. With speed
limits of 55 mph on Bauer Road, cycling can be very dangerous on our
roadway. The 3’ shoulders will provide more room for bicyclists and joggers
who use the roadway in our area regularly.

Thank you for asking for our input,

“&HW

Rod and Jill Unema



GVMC

GRAND VALLEY METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

ALGOMA TOWNSHIP * ALLENDALE TOWNSHIP » ALPINE TOWNSHIP * BELDING « BYROX TOWNSHIP « CALEDONIA TOWNRSHEP » CAMSON TOWNSHEP *ASCADE TOWNSHIP » CEDAR SPRINGS » CODPERSVILLE *
COURTLAND TOWNSHEP * EAST GRAND RAPIDS v GAINES TOWNSHIF « CREONCETOWN TOWNSHIP » GRAND RAPms « (RAND RAPIDS TOWNSHIP © CRANDVILLE « GREENVILLS * HASTINGS » HUDSONVILLE * JONIA
JAMESTOWN TOWNSHIP » KENT COUNTY = KENTWOOD * LOWELL ¢ MIDDLEVILLE = OTTAWA COUNTY ¢ PLAINFIELD TOWNSHIP * ROCKFCRD * SPARTA * SPARTA TOWNSHIP « TALLMADGE TOWNSHIP * WALKER *
WAYLAND » WYOMING

May 3, 2010

Dear Property Owner:

The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council (GVMC), as the federally-designated transportation planning agency
for the Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area, is sending you this notice as part of the short range transportation
planning process. Part of that process involves compliance with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and
Executive Order 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice.” These federal prograrns seek to
serve traditionally under-setved populations by including them in the decision-making process for programs
that receive federal funds. Every four years, GVMC works with local cities, counties, the State of Michigan,
and the Federal governiment to identify future transportation improvements in the area and when those im-
provements should be completed. As 2 result of this process, you are receiving notice of future transportation
work that may take place in yout area.

Proposed 2012 Project: 54th St— Clyde Park Ave to Division Ave
Propased Work: Resurface roadway

This project may be financed in part with federal transportation funds. Because federal funds could be uged QP}/A
on this project, we ate providing an opportunity for input from you. If you have any comments of jipytyou

would like to provide on the above project, please contact us at: , V
Grand Valley Metropolitan Council G}//\’ ’
678 Front Ave, NW, Suite 200 /i

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504
Attn: Darrell Robinson, Transportation Planner /&&"L

Telephone: (616) 776-7609
Fax: (616) 774-9292
E-mail: robinsond@gvme.org
Action on yout patt is not required. You are receiving this notice for information purposes only.
If you wish to comment and have that comment be included in the Fiscal Year 2011-2014 Transportation
Improvement Program, you must submit your input by June 1, 2010. If you would rather speak to GVMC
staff, a meeting to allow for comment on the above project will be held:
May 18, 2010 5:00 PM at the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council offices, address listed above.

If you have questions, comments or need more information, please use the contact information above.

Thank you and have a nice day.

678 FRONT AVENUE * SUITE 200 * GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 40504 * PH. 616 77-METRO (776-3876) * Fax 7749292 * WWW.GVMC.ORG



May 24, 2010

Grand Valley Metrépo};itan Council
678 Front Ave, NW, Suite 200
Grand Rapids MI 49504

Re gardiﬁg proposed 2013 project:
Northland Dr.-Indian Lake Rd to South St/

I wish to have the following included in the 2011-2014 Transportation
‘Improvement Program. ‘ '

We live at |l Northland Dr., Solon Township, just south of Cedar
Springs. In recent years, Northland Dr. was widened to include a turning
lane when the Middle School was built. To our knowledge, no improvement
was made in drainage on the West side of the road. 1 did try to contact the
¢ounty about possibly adding a ditch near Northland but that was not - |
helpful. Our .5 acre yard sit$ next to a ditch.on the North, empty lot to the
South and swampy area to the West. The runoff from rain and snowplowing
has increased our water table, which was already’quite high. Our home’s
well and two large trees sit near Northland Dr. on the East side of the
property. ' ' : _ . B '

Our concern is the lack of adequate drainage will become an even larger
issue impacting our property value, septic, foundation and yard drainage.
Please consider the potential effects and possible means to minimize
negative consequences to our home and property. If there is anything else
we can do to facilitate this please contact us.

Thank you;

Mike and Amanda Klopfer . S
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Darrell Rohinson

From: Darreli Robinson

Sent:  Friday, May 07, 2010 10:53 AM

To: ‘Catherine Botts'

Subject: RE: Proposed 2013 Project: Leonard St - Plymouth to Maryland Ave

Good morning. The project in question: Leonard Street between Plymouth and Perkins
has a Federal share of 68.04% and a non-federal share of 31.96%. The non-federal
share is the amount the jurisdiction building the projects pays for with that jurisdictions’
funds. Those funds come from public Act-51 funds or taxes collected at the gas

pump that are returmed to this area through the State of Michigan using a formula that |
personally am not familiar with. | believe the tax collected at the gas pump for the State
of Michigan is in the neighborhood of 18 cents per gallon. .

Generally, if everything goes as planned (no major catastrophe) the projects are buitt
during the year the show up in this list. This project is scheduled to be built in 2013 and
should take place during the normal "construction season”... As far as a specific month
that the project would start | don't think the City of Grand Rapids would even know that
yet but if | made a guess it would probably be in this time frame or sometime in May. If
you would fike a more definitive timeframe [ can put you in touch with someone from the
City and maybe they could provide more information.

| hope that helps! Let me know if you have further questions. Thanks!

Darrell 1. Robinson
Suite 200

678 Front Avenue N/
Grand Rapids, MI 49504
P (616) 776-7609

G (616) 774-9292

From: Catherine Botts [mailto: il & gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, May 07, 2010 9:35 AM

To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: Proposed 2013 Project: Leonard St - Plymouth to Maryland Ave
Good Moming!

I am responding to the project noted above for my mother who lives on Leonard Street within the
boundaries noted.

After looking at the GVMC web page | have two questions:
1. Where will the funding come from for the Non-Federal portion - 31.96% ($214,132)?

2. During which months of 2013 is the portion of Leonard Street between Plymouth and Perkins
slated on the project time line?

7/13/2010
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Thank you in advance for your time in answering my questions,
Catherine

Catherine Botts

Grand Rapids, MI 49508-ae

Cell: (616) (D

7/13/2010
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Darrell Robinson

From: Darrell Robinson
Sent:  Monday, May 10, 2010 9:52 AM

To: '‘Dave Hanenburg'
Subject: RE: Division 54th to 60th
Dave,

Since most of your questions | don't have an answer to, | forwarded them on to Terry
Schweitzer with the City of Kentwood to see if he had some information on this
proposed FY2014 project. Most of these questions are of design in nature and our
offices don't get into those kind of specifics. When | hear back from Terry | will forward
his responses on to you. Thank you for your interest.

Darrell T, Robinson
Suite 200

678 Front Avenue N/
Grand Rapids, M1 19504
P (616) 776-7609

¥ (616) 774-9292

From: Dave Hanenburg [mailto: g © sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, May 07, 2010 10:57 AM

To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: Division 54th to 60th

Mr. Robinson,

| received your letter this week about the Division Ave project from 541" to 60", As a rental
property owner in this section of road | do have a few questions.

1. Most of the traffic for my property comes from 541" and heads south. Wil you be re-

doing the 541" street intersection at the same time as the road or will that be a iater
project that wili interrupt business again a year or 2 later?
2. Will the water and sewer be redone at the same time? | am on septic which is fine with
me, but | am thinking long term.
3. Will there be any cost to property owners?
4. There are several mobile home dealers and haulers in this section of road (one is a
tenant of mine). How will the median affect their ability to turn into property when hauling
a home?
5. Wil the roadway be widened for the project? If so who pays for moving signs and that
sort of thing?
6. Will sidewalk be added? The west side had litlle if any now.
I am sure | will have more questions in the future but these are my current concerns.
Thank you for the opportunity to ask questions.
Sincerely,
Dave Hanenburg (owner ¢l S. Division)

7/13/2010
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Darrell Robinson

From:  Lee McFall (i

Sent: Friday, May 07, 2010 12:54 PM
To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: Sparta Ave Resurface

Dear Darrell,

| have a dental practice on Sparta Ave.

My comment is that although it will be nice to have a newly paved roadway in front of my office,
it seems to me that there are many other roads that are in worse condition in the county or

surrounding area.

C Lee McFall DDS

7/2/2010



Darreli Robinson

From: Kreigh Tomaszewski

Sent: Friday, May 07, 2010 11:18 PM

To: Darrefl Robinson

Subject: Re: Proposed Resurface of Burton Stin 2012

Than ten days before they started dlgging
ber asking the City and found there wags
resurfacing because they were handled by

rnmental units so that planned
of the rozadway.

Emergenciss ocou hole in a freshly resurfaced
roadway for a 'p mistakes of the past.

Kreigh
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Darrell Robinson

From: George Bartnick [l NG

Sent:  Saturday, May 08, 2010 10:28 PM
To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: Carlton Ave. SE

Dear Mr. Robinson,

I'm very pleased that Carlton Ave. between Lake Dr. and E. Fulton is being considered for
repair! I'm all for it!

1t's been bad for years and the many temporary fixes have hardly lasted at all. Now it's extremely
bad.

Anything you can do to get the project approved would be greatly appreciated!
Sincerely,

George F. Bartnick

Grand Rapids, M1 49506

ps-- Feel free to contact me for any reason.

pps-- We've lived at this address for 56 years.

7/2/2010



Darrell Robinson

From: Andrew Krell

Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 10:38 AM

To: Darreli Robinson

Subject: re: phone call of today....US 131 bridge projects... franklin, burton, hall sts

I am the ¢wner of Hrell FPapsr Stock Co., Inc....... cur address is 580 burton

i I T would like te be kept informed of truck
pat all 2 at same tTime....it will be very
d as for our customers

)

rruck routes in regards to this matter

1 ~

Krell Paper Stock Co., Inc.



Page 1 of 2

Darrell Robinson

From: Darrell Robinson

Sent:  Wednesday, May 12, 2010 1:23 PM

To: ‘Betsy Ratzsch’'

Subject: RE: letter dated May 3 re roadwork on Ada Drive

Ms. Ratzch,

i forgot to mention that the township board of Ada does make requests to the Kent
County Road Commission for resurfacing of the roads. They also pay a portion of the
amount needed to resurface Ada Drive. The minority in Ada township is Asian.

Thanks for your comments and let me know if | can answer any other questions. Thank
you!

Darvell T Robinson
Suite 200

678 Front Tvenue NV
Grand Rapids, MI 19504
P {616) 776-7609

F: (616) 774-9292

From: Betsy Ratzsch [mailto: 3l @ sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2010 1:15 PM

To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: RE: letter dated May 3 re roadwork on Ada Drive

Mr Robinson,

Thank you for your response to my email. It would appear that the way it is set up there is really
nothing to do but let those given power use their power to make decisions. What minority do we
have here in Ada that would give us "underserved” status?( just out of curiosity)

Thank you for sending the letter to property owners so that we are at least aware of what is
coming. It would be hoped that the worst roads would be repaired tirst but evidently not.
Thanks . Betsy Ratzsch

--- On Wed, 5/12/10, Darrell Robinson <reobinsond@gvme.org> wrote:

From: Darrell Robinson <robinsond@gvmc.org>
Subject: RE: letter dated May 3 re roadwork on Ada Drive

To: "Betsy Ratzsch” <4 2 sbcglobal net>
Date: Wednesday, May 12, 2010, 11:49 AM

Ms. Ratzch,
| appreciate you commenting on the proposed project on Ada Drive.

Unfortunately, GVMC staff cannot select the roads to be resurfaced. We provide
a list of roadway segments which are condition deficient i.e.; roads that fall below

7/13/2010
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a certain threshold for condition and ask the member jurisdictions around the
table to select from that list. As long as the jurisdictions pick a road that is
deficient they are following the rules.

By law the agency fixing a road has to maintain traffic to business and
residences along the road being fixed.

Lastly, according to the census there is a minority population in Ada township
which triggers an environmental justice review.

If you have any more questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank
you.

Darrell T Rpbinson
Suite 200

678 Front Avenue N
Grand Rapids, MI 49504
P (6]6) 7767609

F: (616) 774-9292

Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 1:57 PM
To: Darrell Robinson
Subject: letter dated May 3 re roadwork on Ada Drive

Dear Mr. Robinson,

Thank you for your letter concerning rpoposed 2011 project to resurface Ada Drive
between Thornapple River Drive and Fox Hollow.

I have a couple of concerns as a business owner,property owner and resident of Ada.
One is that the road is currently not in such bad shape as compared to roads other places
in the area. Another is that business would be disrupted by resurfacing at a time when
many businesses are under alot of stress already with bridges being built and economic
tactors.

There are certainly other roads that could be considered.

[ question too whether this area really should be considered "underserved" as the
description in your letter described the act's goals and population to be served.

I really appreciate knowing about this and would hope to know how things are
progressing. Thank you for considering property owners in the affected area.
Sincerely, Betsy Ratzsch owner Betsy Ratzsch Pottery , Ada Mi. 49301

7/13/2010
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Darrell Robinson

From: Darrell Robinson

Sent:  Wednesday, May 12, 2010 8:54 AM

To: '‘Stephen Comer’

Subject: RE: Quick guestion about the M-44 CONN project
Mr. Comer,

MDOT requested that several un-funded projects be included in our public involvement
process just in case the legislature did act to give MDOT more money. The reason for
this was MDOT at the time was quite confident that the legislature would act (giving
MDOT more money) and then these projects could move forward without having to go
through this process (public involvement) again. By the way, the public involvement
process is very expensive, time consuming and would delay future projects if GVMC
had to do it again just for these projects.

S0, unfortunately | don't know if this or any of the un-funded projects will be funded
during the years they are proposed. GVMC is actively pursuing this issue with Lansing
(Legislature and MDOT) to resolve the funding shortfalls but so far the Michigan
Legislature has completely ignored our attempts.

Here is a link to the Michigan Depariment of Transportation:
hitp://www.michigan.gov/mdot.

Just one more thing to... If MDOT were to resurface the M-44 Connector, they are
required by law to maintain through traffic {o business and residences with as little
interruption as possible.

I'm sorry 1 can't provide you with a definitive answer regarding the M-44 Connector but
unfortunately the Michigan Legislature is not helping our cause and the Michigan
Department of Transportation's cause as well... Call your Senator and Representative!
We would definitely appreciate it!

Thank you!

Darrell T Robinson
Suite 200

678 Front Avenus N
Grand Rapids, MI 49504
e {616) 776-7609

F: (616) 774-9292

From: Stephen Comer [mailto R Co |
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 4:43 PM

To: Darrelt Robinson

Subject: RE: Quick question about the M-44 CCONN project

Dear Mr. Robinson,

7/13/2010
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Thank you VERY much for your prompt reply. It is greatly appreciated.

I had gotten a letter last week informing me of a meeting on May 18 at 5:00pm at the GVMC offices to speak on
this project. The letter also said that | must submit my input by June 1, 2010. So t am irying to educate myseif in
case there are concerns that | would like to voice. | realize our roadways need maintenance and that maintenance
will cause some inconvenience. That is simply the nature of this stuff. But as a businessman | have to make sure |
am looking out for the well being of my practice. So { am trying to figure out ¥ 1 need to become educated now of if
this letter should be disregarded.

Thank you very much for your assistance and guidance with this matter.
Dr. Stephen Comer

"Even if you are on the right track you will get rurt over if you just sit there,” -- Will Rogers

From: Darreil Robinson [mailto:robinsond@gvme.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 4:03 PM

To: Stephen Comer

Subject: RE: Quick question about the M-44 CONN project

Dr. Stephen Comer,

The project you reference in your email, M-44 Conn, 1-96 to Airway Street is not currently
funded. The Michigan Department of Transportation does not currently have enough State
money to match the Federal funds because the State of Michigan doesn't have the money.
The project is included in the list in hopes that the Legislature will pass a bill to increase money
available to the Michigan Department of Transportation. Therefore, at the time of writing this
email this project will not be going forward uniess the Michigan legislature acts...

l.et me know if you have further questions. Thanks.

Drgrrell T, Robinson
Suite 200

678 Front Avenue N1/
Grand Rapids, M1 49504
@ {/5}6}' 776-7600

€ (6]6) 774-9292

From: Stephen Comer [mailto py RN o |
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 3:46 PM

To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: Quick question about the M-44 CONN project

Good Afternoon Mr. Robinson,

Fam the owner of a business along Plainfield in the area of the M-44 CONN/Plainfield Ave. from 1-96 to Airway St.
I'am curious if there is a web site or other means for me to learn more details about the project being proposed? If
s0, would you piease fet me know. Thank you for your assistance.

Dr. Stephen Comer

Owner

Animal Emergency Hospital
3260 Plainfield Ave., NE
Grand Rapids, Ml 49525

7/13/2010
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Darrell Robinson

From: Darrell Robinson
Sent:  Tuesday, May 18, 2010 8:58 AM

To: R ©) comcast.net’

Subject: RE: road repairs
Dear Laurie Merucci,

Thank you for taking the time to follow up with some comments on the proposed
FY2011-2014 TIP. The project you are referring to: Franklin Street, Fuller Avenue to the
East City Limit, is currently in a list of projects that aren't currently funded. GVMC
included this project in a list in case more money becomes available to this area from
the Federal Government and the State of Michigan. Currently, the number of roads that
need to be fixed and the cost to do them far exceed the amount of money that comes to
the Grand Rapids area. Unfortunately, this project isn't scheduled to be fixed in the next
few years but things could change. This project is a priority for the City of Grand Rapids
and GVMC. ltis the hope of GVMC that more money does find its way here to the
Grand Rapids area and we fix a lot of the problem roads out there.

Please let me know if you have any further questions. Thanks!

Darrell T. Robinson
Suite 200

678 Front Avenue N/
Grand Rapids, MI 49504
P (616) 776-7609

F: (616) 774-9292

From: ogilyC comcast.net [mailto: J a2 comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 4:53 PM

To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: road repairs

Hello, Mr Robinson. | received a copy of your mailing re the proposed repair of Franklin
St from my next door neighbor, who lives at the corner of Cadillac and Frankin streets
SE. | am concerned as | did not receive this letter, although 1 live right on Franklin St,at
WR. | am the last house in the city of Grand Rapids, before the border to East Grand
Rapids. We are thrilled at the prospect of having the horrible cracks and bumps repaired
that cause such horrible noise when cars drive by (constantly), especially the big trucks
that use our road as a throughway, although they are supposed to be using Wealthy St.
There is a large dip in the road just east of the Cadillac and Franklin intersection (just
west of my driveway). This dip has worsened over the years due to pipe repairs in the
area. Now, when cars and especially trucks drive over it (too fast, usually), the house
literally shakes. This area in particular is really in need of repair/repaving. | have a few
other questions/concerns, but | am not able to get to the meeting this week due to my
work schedule. The letter states that Franklin St would be repaved from Fuller {o the
EGR border. However, the border of EGR is in the middle of a biock. Specifically right in

71372010
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front of my house. It would only cause more noise and a bump when the pavement would
change from repaved to old if you stopped the repair in the middle of my block. | am hoping
that you intend to repave up to the Gladstone intersection. Also, at the Gladstone intersection
is a school crossing. Every morning, there is a crossing guard out there to help the students
get across. Because Franklin is such a wide street, drivers are always trying to cut around and
pass the traffic that slows for the crossing guard, putting the schoolchildren in danger. While
you are undertaking a repaving project, this is a street issue that could be remedied by
extending the curbside at the intersection of Gladstone and Franklin with a bumped-out area
that stops drivers from passing. We do not want speed bumps in the road, as that just adds to
the noise as trucks rumble over them.But the bumpouts would really be helpful. I am anxious
to hear your reply re these questions, and really appreciate your help in remedying our street
problems. Thank you! Laurie Merucci

7/13/2010
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Darreil Robinson

From: Darrell Robinson

Sent:  Tuesday, May 18, 2010 7:07 PM

To: Krista Vaniol

Subject: RE: Information request - M-11/28th street project
Krista,

Please see the email below regarding M-11 (28th Street). Thanks!
Darrell:

The referenced project on M-11 (28th St.) includes rehabilitating the existing pavement and lanes
between M-37 and [-96. This project will be coordinated with a separate M-11 (g Patterson
Avenue intersection improvements project. The intersection will be reconstructed and turning
lanes will be added where needed.  Both projects are still in the development/engineering phase.
It is possible that the intersection improvement project may impact the curb and gutter, with
some minor impacts on the right-of-way, in front of the Marriott. Once those impacts are
determined, the Marriott will be contacted by MDOT.,

The construction schedule for this project is not determined at this time, and will depend on
statewide and Grand Region funding availability.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions. Thanks -

Dennis Kent

Region Transportation Planner
MDOT-Grand Region
(616/451-4994)

Darrell T. Robinson
Suite 200

678 Front Avenue N
Grand Rapids, MI 49504
P (616) 776-7609

F: (616) 774-9292

From: Krista VanTo! [mailto Al G whitelodging.com]
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 7:23 PM

To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: Information reguest - M-11/28th street project

Wr. Darrell Robinson,

| am writing to inguire about the proposed project for M-11/28th Street - M-37/East Beltline Ave to 1-96
(Gap Patterson Ave). | have attached a copy of the letter that my company has received regarding the
meeting on May 18th. Can you please send me some information about the proposed project? 1 would
like to better understand what scope of work is being proposed?

Thank you,

7/13/2010



Krista VanTol

General Manager

Courtyard by Marriott - Grand Rapids Airport
4741 28th Street SE

Kentwood, MI 49512

616-954-0500

krista.vantolidwhitelodeine com

WWW. GF eI COM/EreY

Proud Minority Business Enterprise

7/13/2010
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Darrell Robinson

Thursday, May 20, 2010 12:60 PM

rick bylsma'

Darrell Robinson
RE: info

From
Sent
To:

Subject

1
1]

1
—t

o

L0 e

{5 o e

i
[64]

Mes

inal

4.

~—-==Orig

o

AVe,

Breton A

rotact:

P

1

1
i

20

he Proposed

&

Bylilsm

ck




Page 1 of 5

Darrell Robinson

From: Deck Andrejczak [enmimmueiSieramm...

Sent: Saturday, May 29, 2010 1:31 AM
To: Debaorah Eid

Cc: Sylvia Harris; Mark Lewis; mbrown@crestongr.com; Darrelf Robinson; Culver-Wood-Culver CPAs;

ouEehmmBImEES . sschuiz@greity.us; swarren@kentcountyroads. net

Subject: Re: Plainfieid Ave NE: Resurface Roadway from Leonard to Ann
Deborah,

 would be interested in speaking with Duane regarding the CID team as | have some
passion about the future of the Creston Corridor. My contact information is:

Deck Andrejczak

Anyone may feel free to contact me at any time.
Regarding the meeting with Grand Valley Metro Council on May 18:

The focus of this meeting was fo present information to the public for short-term road
projects for several areas of both Kent and Ottawa counties. The projects in the short-
term planning (§TP) include FY2011-FY2014. The meeting had representation from
both the GVMC and M-DOT.

| did receive a follow-up correspondence from Mr. Robinson of the GVMC who provided
me with the following contact information as these are the folks (also copied on this
email) who need to be contacted for the projects | have interest in:

Suzanne Schulz

Ptanning Director

City of Grand Rapids

1120 Monroe Ave 2nd Floor
Grand Rapids, Ml 49503
616.456.3031

Steve Warren

Director of Planning

Kent County Road Commission
1500 Scribner NW

Grand Rapids, Mi 49504

swarren@kentcouniyroads.net

My plan is to make some direct inquiries to both Ms. Schulz and Mr. Warren after the
Memorial Day weekend. | encourage you, and the others in this email to communicate
with the business owners, property owners, and residents of the Creston Corridor to
solicit their input and thought to the future of our communities.

7/2/2010
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| say, "Let's do it right this time, so we don't have to do it again.”

Regards and happy Memorial Day,
Deck Andrejczak

From: Deborah Eid < daiiimssswessmme

To: deck.andrejczak O ———

Cc: Sylvia Harris <\t > ; ark Lewis <G -
~f robinsond@gvmc.org; Culver-Wood-Culver CPAs <IN

Sent Fri, May 28, 2010 10:15:15 PM
Subject: Re: Plainfield Ave NE: Resurface Roadway from Leonard to Ann

Deck,

So glad for your advocacy on this. [ wanted to share with you that I was so impressed with your
commitment to the stated community vision for the Creston Corridor that | mentioned to Duane Culver
this week that I'd like to have you on board for the CID exploration team. Duane Culver, current CBA
president has agreed to serve as the chair for this work but I think he'd love a co-chair or vice-chair?
When we spoke Wed. he was going to get in touch with you through Boyd and Tish Griswold as I didn't
have your contact info. I've copied him on this email.

What was the outcome of the meeting on the 18th ? (Unfortunately I've been tied up in trainings for two
weeks so only able to address a handful of other items.)

Wanted to share my other concern about this plan which agrees with your assessment - a narrower more
pedestrian friendly street design. Andrew Bowman who works with Grand Valley Metro Council is also
a Creston neighbor. Not sure of his exact responsibilities as a planner but I've added him to this list as an
FYL.

Thanks all,
Deborah

On Mon, May 17, 2010 at 2:48 PM, << NNy ot

Thanks Sylvia. I appreciate your attention to this,

Regards,
Deck

Sent via BlackBerry from T-Mobile

From: "Sylvia Harris"
Date: Mon, 17 May 2010 14:32:01 -0400

To: Deck Andf@JCéakw Mark
Lewis<Q ' ; <4 . -

Ce: <robinsond@ meuor,@
Subject: RE: Plaintield Ave NE: Resurface Roadway from Leonard to Ann

7/2/2010
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Thanks Deck for the heads up on the meeting tomorrow. We haven't goitert any word on the project although
we are working with GVMC on some other projects on Division. In the past Neighborhood Ventures has
assisted with Transporiation Enhancement Grants through MDOT {o pay for addilicnal streetscape features
that might not be included in the project (ornamental lighting, brick pavers, bike racks, landscaping, efc). We
assisted with projects on Division, Weaithy St & Madison/Hall.

One of us will iry and make the meeting tomorrow {0 see what the possibilities to align the efforts with the
Creston Corridor Plan.

Best,
Sylvia Harris
Neighborhood Ventures

Grand Rapids, MI 49506

¢ CONIRY
e
C—

Interfecting vitality into the heart of each neighborhood by revitalizing its business district.

From: Deck Andrejczak [mailto s
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 1:16 AM

To: Mark Lewis; Sylvia Harris;«ail RN -weisennn SN
Cc: robinsond@gvmc.org
Subject: Plainfield Ave NE: Resurface Roadway from Leonard to Ann

Hello folks, it was a pleasure to meet most of you at the annual Creston Business
Association meeting the other week. The information presented from Neighborhood
Ventures was insightful. It is also good to see that there is still an intent to follow the Master
Plan for Plainfield and the Creston Business District that were created a few years ago.

| am writing this note to inform you that |'ve received a mailing from the Grand Valley
Metropolitan Council (GVMC) regarding a 2012 project to resurface the roadway of Plainfield

7/2/2010



Page 4 of 5

Avenue NE between Leonard Street and Ann Street. There appears to be some funding for
this project coming from the State and Federal government. You may have already been
aware of this project.

My purpose is to appeal to each of you to encourage this project not only to occur to improve
the sireets of the area which includes the Creston Business Association, but also to see
what can be done for this project to match the drawings and sketches as laid out in the
Master Plan. It would only make sense to do this one time rather than to re-pave the existing
street and then turn-around and change the street scape to match the master plan. Maybe
we can encourage the efforts to coincide.

Your input and feedback is encouraged. There is a meeting regarding this project on
Tuesday, May 18 at 5:00PM at the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council offices located at:

678 Front Street, NW
Suite 200

Grand Rapids, Mi 48504

Transportation Planner: Darrell Robinson
Phone: (616) 776-7609

(NOTE: Mr. Robinson is copied on this email)

| plan to attend this meeting and hope to see representation from Neighborhood Ventures
and Creston Neighborhood Association as well.

Regards,

Deck Andrejczak

THT0



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™ Avenue to 24™ 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" Street to Burton Street. He was
concerned as to whether the road would be widened.

Michael G. Saak, phone call regarding 1* 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™ Avenue to 24™ 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.



Darrell Robinson

From: George Bartnick | qiismmmisk @yahoo.com]
Sent:  Saturday, July 17, 2010 6:32 AM

To: Darrell Robinson

Subject: Fw: Carlton Ave. SE

Dear Mr. Robinson,

Just to repeat-- this would be great!

-George Bartnick,

--- On Sat, 5/8/10, George Bartnick <R @y alioo.com> wrote:
From: George Bartnick < gymmgigl ©/yahoo.con>

Subject: Carlton Ave. SE

To: robinsond@gvme.org

Date: Saturday, May 8, 2010, 10:28 PM

Dear Mr. Robinson,

I'm very pleased that Carlton Ave. between Lake Dr. and E. Fulton is being considered
for repair! 'm all for it!

It's been bad for years and the many temporary fixes have hardly lasted at all. Now it's
extremely bad,

Anything you can do to get the project approved would be greatly appreciated!
Sincerely,
George F. Bartnick

@B Carlton Ave. SE
Grand Rapids, Ml 49306

ps-- Feel free to contact me for any reason.

pps-- We've lived at this address for 56 years.

8/4/2010

Page 1 of |




Grand Valley Metropolitan Council
Transportation Division
Transportation Improvement Program / Long Range Trans. Plan Amendment Public Meeting
Thursday, July 28, 2010

GVMC Offices, 678 Front Ave N.W. Suite 200, Grand Rapids
Sign-in Sheet
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Darrell 7. Robinson

Suiter 200

478 Front Avenue NW
Grand Rapids, Ml 49504

July 30, 2010
Dear Mr. Robinson,

| am wiiting o you 1o express comments regarding the resurface project on Plainfield
Avenue NFE between Leonard and Ann Sireet, These views not only reflect my position as
a property owner, but also refiect views of both the Creston Neighborhood Association
and the Creston Business Association.

tn 2007, a Creston Neighborhood design Charette was finalized using resources including,
but not limited to:

s City of Grand Rapids master plan 2002
« Creston Coridor Revitalization Study, MSU, Urban and Regional Planning 2004
«  Grand Valley Metro Coundil

This planning project had input from:

Creston Comidor Initiative Committee

Creston Neighborhood Association

Creston Business Association

MNeighborhood Ventures

City of Grand Rapids Planning Depariment

City of Grand Rapids Economic Development Department
City of Grand Rapids Troffic Safety Depariment

. 5 0 & & & »

We are now al a point where there are some planned improvernents to the roads in this
arec.

Curnrent Siatus:

As you are aware, the current plan is fo resurface Plainfield Avenue NE between Leonard
and Ann Street in fiscal year 2012, This resurface praiect alone may either delay or
eliminate the possibility of following the plan/design charette created and stilt desired by
the community in which this project will ake piace.

With the extensive resources committed to developing this plan, it would appear that it
may be short-sighted to not include dfl, or some, of the critical components of this plan
into any project siated for the areas which are included in these planning efforts,

Qur community would tike to request that the scope of the 2012 project be expanded o
include some critical portions of the picn in order to keep the community directed
toward better economic recovery while making this part of the City of Grand Rapids
more desirable o five, visit, dine, and shop.



In order to keep this project in line with future planning, some of the critical iters that
need to be addressed when considering this 2012 road project are:

e traffic calming islands {similar to what is on Monroe by the Brass Works building for
example)

bulk cuts [to allow for diagonal parking)

diagonat parking

enhanced pedestrian pavement for crosswalks

bike lanes

tfrees

. & & 8 B

Suymmary:

This street is one of the main arleries that people use to fravel to and from the downtown
center of Grand Rapids. The successful revitalization of this area wilt have impact on
many who five here as well as pass through our community. Economic improvement
and commercial success for our local business and residents will hinge on ensuring we
develop our district with the best interest of the local citizens and the governing bodies in
mind.

fo nd th nd Vall Coun

«  Would you be willing to work with us and the City of Grand Rapids to ensure that This
project is not just a standard “resurface”?

Your support would begin the revitalization of our community and further enhance the
appeal of our city fa those who live here and visit here.

Attached you will find a copy of the plan for our Creston Community.

Regards,




Page | of 1

Darreli Robinson

From: Deborah Eid [qi@crestongr.com]

Sent; Tuesday, August 03, 2010 3.28 PM

To: Darrell Robinson

Ce: Deck Andreiczak: Culver-Wood-Cuiver CPAS
Subject: Creston and the Draft Fiscal Year 2011-14 TIP

Attachments: 2010 Plainfield Resurface Comments and Input.pdf

Greetings Mr. Robinson,

I am writing to express our full support for the attached letter outlining the concerns of the
Creston Neighborhood Association and the Creston Corridor Initiative which represents the
partnership between area stakeholders in our business and residential communities.

Mr. Andrejezak dropped off a copy of the letter to you yesterday. I have added my and Mr.
Culver's name to the pdf. version [ submit with this email.

We look forward to partnering with GVMC on this important economic development planning.

Deborah Eid

Executive Director

Creston Neighborhood Association:
Connecting North End Neighbors!
S Carrier St. N.E.

Grand Rapids, Mi. 49505

8/4/2010



Darrell 7. Robinson
Suite 200

&78 Front Avenue NwW
Grand Rapids, Mi 47504

July 30, 2010
Bear Mr, Roblinsan,

fam writing To you fo express comments regarding the resurface project on Plainfieid
Avenue NE between Lecnoard and Ann Street. Thase views not only reflect my position as
a property owner, but also reflect views of both the Craston Neighborhood Association
and the Creston Business Association.

Brief History:
n 2007, a Creston Neighborhood design Charette was finalized using resources including,
but not limited to:

» City of Grand Ropids master pian 2002
* Creston Coridor Revitaiization Study, MSU, Urban and Regional Planning 2004
o Groand Valley Metro Councll

Ihis planning preject had input from:

Creston Corrider Inifiative Commitiee

Craston Nelghborhood Association

Creston Business Association

Neighborhood Ventures

City of Grand Rapids Planning Department

City of Grand Rapids Economic Development Department
City of Grand Rapids Traffic Safety Department

We are now af a goint where there are some planned improvements to the roads in this
ared.

Current Status:

As you are aware, the current plan is o resurface Plainfield Avenue NE between Leonard
ang Ann Street in fiscal year 2012, This resurface oroject glone may either delay or
aliminate the possibility of following the plan/design charette created and still desired by
the community in which this project will toke place.

With the extensive resources committed to developing this plan, it would appear that i
may be shori-sighted o not include all, or seme, of the critical components of this plan
into any project slated for the areas which are included in these planning efforts.

Our community would like to request that the scope of the 2012 project be expanded fo
include scme critical portions of the pian in order 1o keep the community directed
toward better economic recovery while making this part of the City of Grand Rapids
more dasirable 1o live, visit, dine, and shop.



in crder ta keep this project inline with future planning, some of the critical tems thot
need to be addressed whean considering this 2012 road project are:

e fraffic coiming islands {similar to what is on Monroe by the Brass Works buiiding for
example]

oulb outs {fo dllow for dicgonal parking!

diagonat parking

enhoanced padestrian povement for crosswolks

bike lones

treas

Summary:

This street is one of the main arteries that people use fo travel to and from the downtown
center of Grand Rapids, The successtul revitalization of this area will have impact on
many who ive here as well as pass through cur community, Economic improvement
and commercial success for our focal business and residents will hinge on ensuring we
develop our district with the best interest of the local citizens and the governing bodies in
mind.

Qur reques! o you and the Grand Valley Metro Council:

*  Would you be willing 1o work with us and the City of Grand Rapids 1o ensure that fhis
project s not just o standard “resurface”2

Your support would begin the revitdlization of cur community and further enhance the
apped of our city to those who live here and visit here.

Attached you will find a copy of the pian for our Creston Community.

Regards,

Deck Andrejczak
Creston Businass Owner
Member, CBA

Duane Culver
President
Creston Business Association

Deborah Eid
Executive Director
Creston Neighbzorhood Asscciagtion



SKYSTREAK
By Watchdog Miller

The transit-starved Northwest Side has no Rapid route to the job-goldmines
along the Bridge-Michigan, Lafayette or lonia downtown corridors, nor to West
Catholic or to Steepletown churches.

The Rapid has also generally ignored some 19 residential skyscrapers such as:
The lcon on Bond, River House, Union Square and Off Broadway (American
Seating). Skystreak would serve all of the above.

HERE’S THE PROBLEM:

None of the Rapid's three Westside routes serves the medical miles
along Michigan and Lafayette, or the downtown lonia commercial corridor.

The Skyjacked #7 (West Leonard) orbits absurdly above downtown on a
freeway (131). The Tuliptoe #12 tippietoes down Fulton, stops near
Kinko’s, then skips town out Market SW.

The Shanghaied #9 (Alpine) dropped its Bridge St. service from Seward
east, denying West Siders access to jobs and services at the main post
office, the Grand Rapids Press, state, federal, city and county buildings,
the DeVos Center, as well as both medical miles.

Up to 2004, West Siders had direct transit service to that job-goldmine for
126 years, ever since the Scribner horserail line crossed the river in 1878.
Six generations of smashing socioeconomic success.

The Rapid’'s new West Side route, the Crutchkicker #18, truly goes out of
its way, via the Wealthy bridge to avoid all of the jobs at the ondotowers,
skyscrapers and hospitals of the lonia, Towertown corridor, both medicai
miles, and a new Spectrum clinic on Seward.

Routes # 7, #12, and # 50 do serve “downtown Standale”, while the #9
hits Walker's Alpine strip.

Better service for the Northwest Side was the moo-greens’ chief argument
for selling the Rapid’s last millage-hike (in 2007) to the public. But the
Route ( #18) now adopted there instead stiffs the West Side again.

The # 18 paralieis the Shanghaied #9 too closely here, and the Tuliptoe #
12 too closely there, while leaving West Catholic totally stranded a mile
and a half away.

Crossing the river at Wealthy and terminating right away at the new bus
depot, the Crutchkicker # 18 adopted denies Northwest Siders easy
access to the jobs and hospitals along the golden corridors of Michigan,
Lafayette, lonia and {Steepletown) Seward.



Check-out Skystreak:

The six-mile route below would directly serve the six colleges, four high
schools, four hospital complexes, the Towertown skyscraper corridor via lonia
and some 19 blockbuster housing high-rises inbound: Grandview, Villa Maria,
Off Broadway, Union Square, River House, icon on Bond, Park Place, Ransom
Towers, the Fitzgerald, the Lofts, Ferguson, Stuyvesant, Globe, Weston (50W),
Weston (21W), Plaza Towers, Cityview, Morton House, and 5 Lyon (commercial).

The colleges served on Skystreak include MSU (medical school and law
school), GVSU (Cook-DeVos), GRCC, Davenport (temporarily), WMU (biz
school), and Kendall/F SU. Skystreak would also serve Union, Central and both
Catholic high schools.

The route would cover eight (8) tiger corridors, now without any Rapid
service: Covell, Richmond, north Garfield, Walker-Stocking, 6th (7th) NW,
Seward, Broadway and Bridge.

Here’s Skystreak’s proposed six (6) mile route (inbound);

Let's start: at:
Bridge near the routes 12--50 transfer stop,
then north (N) on Covell,
east (E) on Richmond,
south (S) on Garfield,
southeast (SE) on Walker-Stocking,
east (E) on 6th,
south {8) on Seward behind the Basilica of St Adalbert,
east (E) on 4th,
south (S) on Broadway,
east (E) on Bridge-Michigan,
south (S) on Barclay-Ransom-Jefferson
west (W) on Cherry,
north (N) on lonia, and

(return):
west (W) on Michigan-Bridge via the same route (but substituting
Tth west (W) for 6th and Powers north (N) for Garfield.

Skystreak stops along lonia, particularly at Cherry, would offer fransfers to
16 Rapid routes, as well as to six (6) East Side routes (# 11, #13, # 14, # 15 #
8, and # 4) along Lafayette earlier and a smooth transfer to a 17th route, the # 50
-Allendale, near Covell and Bridge.

Serving St Mary's, Mary Free Bed, the Butterworth campuses, and
Seward Spectrum, Skystreak would save the Rapid thousands of dollars per year
by diverting medical trips from costly, cumbersome paratransit to Skystreak.

If Skystreak sounds too flamboyant, this super-route could be called

Skybridge, Skysoar or Skyclub. Whatever, Skystreak would rock the West Side.
We would get more clang for the buck—without running up a war debt. Let's get
the West Side rolling again.

POB 200l R WT 4450 |
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PUBLIC SERVICE

April, 1914

are conditions and difficulties in one city that do not exist \ expended in improvements the last three years aggregat

in another: and no well-informed persen would undertake
to pass judgment upon a street railway company unless
he was in possession of all the facts—information which can
oniv be obtained by long and diligent investigation of street
car service im all its various phases. Np matter how inex-
perienced a visitor to Grand Rapids may be in traction
affairs, however, he cannot fail to be impressed with the

$s26,000. This money was spent for new car barns, nev
cars, resort improvements, etc. The street railway com
pany has resorts at Ramona and North Park, Ramona ha
a theater and athletic grounds, which are carefully con
ducted and very popular with the best people of the city
To Ramoena Theater the employes of the company with thei
families are given complimentary passes once a weel.

modern and cleanly appearance of the cars, nor can he fail / Benjamin S. Hanchett has been manager of the compan:

to appreciate- the general spirit of courtesy already men-
tioned. If his business experience has fitted him to under-
stand efficiency in electrical apparatus, trackage and rolling
stock, he cannot examine the systern and property of the
Grand Rapids Company without admiration. In fact, he
would experience difficulty i finding 2 railway to which

more earnest and intelligent direction is being applied in ™

order to obtain the highest ideals in street railway service,
A few brief but interesting facts concerning the Grand
Rapids Railway company are as foilows: '

Number' of miles of track....... .. .. 63,
Number of cars........ ... ... ., 160
Number of emploves. .. ............ 500
Number of passengers carried in 1913
(including transfer pgssbug police-

men, firemen and otheg city depart-

ment emploves) ............ 32.622,857
Tt is interesting to note that about twenty-hve per cent

of all persons carried are transfer passengers. The amounts

Four Billion Dollars Invested in Public Utilities

PTAHE first of a series of lectures on Public Utilities,

!‘ is to be given under the auspices of The Finance

Forwn of New York, was that of Francis T. Homer

of Bertron, Griscom & Co., who chose for his subject the

“Aagnitude of the Electric Light and Transportation Busi-
ness.” He said in part: '

Todav there are over $4,000,000000 invested in those
veptures. 1 owill tell you that during 1913 over a million
dollars a day, meluding Sunday, was put into those ven-
tures, and then at the end of the year, by the way of a
Christinas gift, the investors had to provide about $65,000,-
ooo of additional money. That in 1g12, when money was
easier to get, and the growth of the business was not ham-

pered by the limitations of the security market, instead of

there being invested in this business in the neighborhood of
3453.000,000, as there were in 1913, the showing for 1giz
was $618,100,000—s0 you are dealing with a tremendous
financial, economic and commercial problem. At the pre-
liminary hearing which was he®d at Washington before the
Interstate Commerce Commission, on the petition of the
railroads for a 5 per cent increase in freight rates, Mr.
Willard, the president of the B. & Q. system, said that since
1910 the railroads had expended $600,000,000; that they
had builded 30,000 additional miles of track and sidings,
and that their gross revenues had increased but that their
net revenues had fallen off. Against that record of $6oo,-
000,000 invested by the railways m three vears, we set up

tle record of the Public Utilities corporations of this coun- -

try, which have invested in the one year $618,000,000, and
in an adverse vear, like last vear, $453,000,000, or a total
of $1,071,000,000 in the two yvears. The figures for 1911 are
not available, but as that was a good financial year, it is
safe to assume that the mvestment that year was in the
neighborhood of $500,000,000 to $600,000,000, and today
for every dollar that is going into railroads, there are two

LIEN R £ DRSS PURL 35 DR

since February, Igog, entering the service of the compan
when a hoy of 14. He was elected president and genera

~manager in 1910, and as a result of his efficient and abl

direction the city of Grand Rapids can point to the fac
that it has one of the best street railway systems in th
United States, ’

Since Mr. Hanchett has been identified with. the Grane
Rapids Railway Company that corporation has experiencer
a freedom from litigation such as but few American public
utility companies have enjoyed. Not a dollar has been spen
in litigation with the city, and for a period of 17 years th
corperation was net in court over any difficulties whatever
This certainly is a remarkable showing, and one of whicl
‘the company has reason to feel proud.

Mr, Hanchett was appointed in 1911 by Governor Osbon
a Regent of the University of Michigan to fill the unexpirec
term: of United States Circuit Judge Loyal E. Knappen, anc
was afterward elected by the people of the state to the sas
office for the full term. of eight véars.

v

which the last data I have 1s brought up, the gross earning:
of the gas and electric light and power companies increasec
110 per cent. The net earnings kefil pace. ety
100 per cent. The eleciric railways'for
ten years, showed an increase in grogg
showed an increase in net of 60 pef cért: _
roads for the ten-year pericd showed a growth in gross of
60 per cent and a growth in net of only 40 per cent, whilst
industrials showed, for the 10o-year period, a growth of only
15 per cent, with a decrease in the net earniangs applicable
to dividends, of 1o per cent. Consequently, 1in a 10-year
period in which we have added millions to our populations,
when industrial growth should at least keep step with the
increased demands incident to an enldrged population, it
growth was only one of 15 per cent, and it had to mana-
facture and produce on such a basis that it represented a
loss of 1o per cent. :

1 want you to realize that these tremendous results in
growth, both gross and net, in public utilities companies,
have been accomplished under circumstances of which you
can find no parallel in any other line of human activity

Frank B. LasHER has been elected treasurer of the Re-
public Railway & Light Company, New York, N. ¥, ,
ALrrep WALLACE has been promoted from the positior
of superintendent of the Columbia (8. C.) Gas & Electric
Company to the place of general manager. :
J. B. Foraxer, J&., who has been vice presidemt of th%
Cincinnati Traction Company since 1901, has resigned a
moved his residence to Montana, where he is largely inti
ested in mining enterprises. : :
V. W. Berry, formerly superintendent of the Galve
Houston Electric Railway, has been appointed general’
erintendent of the Northern Texas Traction Cothipa
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OFFICIAL N

Commisgion wag called to order by expenses only, In addition to the regu-
i3 Honor, Mayor MeNabb. lar fixed charges, an addeq income of

Fresent—Com, Bilis, Emery, Gall- more than $20,660 bper month iz im-
"j'ézg‘rer, MecColl, MeNabb, Oltman, perative. We have ing pag
haw.

S" b

engers on an HE two

: | —— 9, N numbeﬁ?s !
PETITIONS "AND COMMUNIOA. iAely to be less Quring the following
TIONS, ‘months, An average inerease of one

P - ) 3 cent per passenger carried, on the }i
“the Haonorable, The City' Commis- basis of ép i passengers Q ;
fon Gf Grand Rapids, Michigan. - jgonth, wil Ve s ah additiona] reve- ||
800, Gentlemen - Since presenting _g"%nue 6z $20,008 per month, which g
ﬁgj ' figures at the open hearing on still insufficient to cover operating
mber 4th) showing the necessity lesses as reflected in the October re-
n inerease in our fares in order port : o
‘e -care of our increased oberat- Ag nearly as we can eftimate it, the
penses, the operating report fOr  proposal 45 embodied in the pending
oher has been completed. This re- amendment to the ordinance, wviz: &
t Is-attached to this commurication cents cash fare, 15 tickets for $1.00,
"ghows such a startling condition. iy glve ug on the basis of the present
L. we Delleve the Agures should be number of passengers carried, an gv-
ifically ealled to your attention. erage fare of about 7.2 cents, op an in-
‘appears from the operating re- ¢rease of about ene-half eent per pass-

"

. Our loss for October was $23,- enger, leaving the deficit still of more
68, As you have been advised, than $16,000 per maonth, . '
ating costs have been Increased On the basts of a 10 eent cash fare

he new wage secale in effect Sep-  with 7 tickets for 50 centys, we esti.
ber ist to the amount of §16,000 mate from the. experience of other
month. The cost of our increased cities that probably 80 per cent of our
ce_under the agreement entered car riders will purchase tickets, the
ith the City last June has been other 20 per cent belng made up
than 318,000 per month. There . largely of none-resldents and ' casual
¢ apparent prospect of any bettep- riders, 'This would give us an average
. of conditions for a long time to fare of 7.7 cents ag against the present
L average.of 6.8 cents, op an increase of
48 fair t0 presume that under the nearly 320,000 per month on the hasis
sting conditions, economic and oth-  gf the numbear of DPassengers now be-
ise, our monthly operating loss ing carried., Thiz win not be a large
Ibg the Winter and Spring will not . Increase for the tlaket users 83 they
any less than for the month of * win have but oke ride lesg for 50 cents
tober, In order to make up ‘this than under the rate now in effect, It
fialn loss s¢ that the Company's will also tend to induce the purchase
enus may take care of operating of tickets, in that 50 cents only need

417
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