APPENDIX A: Public Involvement

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE YEAR
2030 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Input from the public has always been an important part of the transportation planning process, but
perhaps never more important than with the advent of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act ISTEA) of 1991 and the next subsequent federal bills, the Transportation Equity Act for
the 21st Century (TEA-21), passed in 1998 and the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transporta-
tion Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) passed in 2005. Federal regulations directly state
the demand for proactive public involvement processes that provide complete information, timely pub-
lic notice, full public access to key decisions, and support early and continuing involvement of the pub-
lic in developing plans.

To meet these standards, the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council (GYVMC) has developed a transporta-
tion planning public involvement process through the Public Participation Plan. That process includes:
the solicitation of public opinion and needs, especially to those who are under-served, by means of pub-
lic meetings and a survey instrument; opportunity for public comment at all public meetings of the
GVMC Transportation Committees; making information readily available to the public through multi-
ple means including the internet; public notification of meetings both by notification of the media and
direct mail; appropriately scheduled public hearings; opportunity for public comment on key transporta-
tion decisions; timely and forthright response to public comments; and regular review of the public in-
volvement process itself.

In accordance with the aforementioned Federal regulations, GVMC embarked on an aggressive pro-
gram for soliciting input as a result of the Year 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan. This three
pronged program was broken up into phases and designed to be more proactive in engaging the public
on transportation issues.

Phase I-Stakeholder Meetings

Working in conjunction with other regional transportation providers in transit (ITP-The Rapid) and
state highways (Michigan Department of Transportation), MPO staff set up meetings with all of the
members of the MPO, members of the business community (through the area Chambers of Com-
merce), and members of special groups and service agencies throughout the region. These meetings
provided a cross section of transportation users and the issues that those diverse users face. Much in-
put was received from these valuable stakeholders in the transportation planning process as needs were
identified and issues were prioritized. Samples of letters sent to various organizations requesting meet-
ings are listed at the end of Appendix A.

Phase II-Mass Media

Working with local newspaper, radio, and television outlets, information about the transportation plan-
ning process was brought to the public in a new way. Advertising space was purchased through two
general circulation newspapers in the area announcing public input opportunities. Radio interviews
were held with are radio stations that served to explain the transportation planning process and provide
information on upcoming public meetings. One of the local television networks were present at our
public involvement kickoff and broadcast information on future public meetings. Invitations to all
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meetings and press releases announcing input opportunities were sent to the numerous social service
agencies in the area through the public involvement database housed at GVMC. The public involve-
ment database was updated through this process with help from I'TP-The Rapid, the region’s transit
provider. GVMC and ITP’s databases now mirror each other allowing for more widespread communi-
cation to those groups that have been traditionally underserved in the transportation planning process.

Phase ITI-Community Forums

In response to our transportation committees, public interests, and federal officials who review our
process, we instituted a more aggressive approach in meeting with the public for consultation of trans-
portation concerns. Eight meetings were held throughout the region at varied times, locations, and
days of the week. The meetings were held open house style with a brief presentation by staff held at
different times during the open house. Maps and graphics were displayed prominently at the forums to
show members of the public information about particular transportation issues or modes. The flyer
announcing the meeting times, dates, and locations is attached at the end of this summary. There were
eight meetings total. Five of the meetings were held in areas considered to be Environmental Justice
areas (low-income or minority populated areas traditionally underserved in the transportation planning
process) and four meetings were held on I'TP-The Rapid transit routes allowing for those individuals
without automobile transportation the opportunity to provide input as well.

THE PAGES OF APPENDIX A LIST THE FOLLOWING:

1) Sample Letters sent to Stakeholder Agencies requesting meetings to receive input and kickoff
the development of the Year 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan

2) List of Agencies that received Consultation and Environmental Mailings

3) Public Input Received from Environmental Justice, Environmental Mitigation, and all Public
Meetings

4)  Sample of the Environmental Justice Letter
5) Attendance Sheet from Plan DRAFT Public Meeting (Hard Copy Only)
6) Written Comments from Plan DRAFT Meeting (Hard Copy Only)

7) Sign In Sheets/Comments from Community Forum Meetings (Hard Copy Only)
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January 16, 2006

Hon. Steve Jazwiec
Mayor, City of Rockford
7 S. Monroe St. Rockford, MI 49341

Dear Mayor Jazwiec:

The Grand Valley Metro Council (GVMC), as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the
Grand Rapids Metro area, is starting the process of developing its 2035 Long Range Transportation
Plan. Federal regulations provide that the MPO update their Long Range Transportation Plan every
three years. Our previous plan was approved by the Federal Highway Administration in June of 2004.
Similar meetings were held three years ago and the process we used then generated positive feedback
from many of the MPO members. The process will consist of the following steps:

First, staff from GVMC will be meeting with every MPO member to discuss the long-range transporta-
tion priorities of each member and to gather data for the transportation model. Second, this Plan will
be developed in conjunction with the two other transportation agencies that have regional jurisdiction
of facilities in the area, the Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP), and the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT). The three agencies have cooperatively constructed a comprehensive Public
Involvement Process that will ensure widespread opportunity for input. Third, Land Use Planning
Staff from GVMC will be attending the meetings as well. They are in the process of collecting data for
their sub-regional planning efforts and will be assisting in the compilation of the socio-economic data
for the Plan. Both the GVMC Transportation and Land Use departments are using this opportunity to
discuss future land use and development issues you may be facing and how those issues will impact the
region.

The first phase of this effort is setting up a meeting with each MPO member agency and key represen-
tatives from that agency. Staff from GVMC, ITP, and MDOT will be on hand to facilitate a discussion
of transportation, transit, land use, and development issues that affect you. It is hoped that at a mini-
mum, the following individuals from the City could be invited to this meeting: Mayor, City Manager,
Planning Commission Chairperson, ITP Board Members, City Planning Staff, GVMC Technical/Policy
Committee members. We would leave it at your discretion to invite additional elected/appointed offi-
cials or staff that you deem necessary to be in attendance. A staff member from GVMC will be in con-
tact with you in the coming weeks to work with you on scheduling this meeting.

GVMC staff is looking for your comments and input on the MPO process and hope to discuss the
transportation priorities for your area. GVMC staff is also looking for information on employment and
population for each of the traffic analysis zones (TAZs) in your jurisdiction. A map of TAZ boundaries
and numbers will be provided in a future mailing, it is hoped that the appropriate staff from your juris-
diction will be able to discuss how your future plans will impact each TAZ in your community by the
Year 2035. ITP staff is also looking for answers to specific questions as a part of this process; there is a
page of questions from them provided as an attachment for your review. If you have any questions
about this process, feel free to contact Chris Dingman, GVMC at 776-7669 or Conrad Venema, I'TP at
456-7514.

Sincerely,

Abed Itani Peter Varga Roger Safford

Director of Transportation Planning Executive Director/CEO Grand Region Engineer
GVMC ITP-The Rapid MDOT

C: Michael Young, Rockford City Manager
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List of recipients for Environmental or Consultation Mailings

Organization

Advance Transportation Co.

Air Ambulance By Life EMS

Alger Heights Neighborhood Assn.
Alvan Motor Freight Inc.

Area Agency on Aging

Association For Retarded Citizens
Baxter Community Center

Baxter Neighborhood Association
Bethany Christian Services

Black Hills Citizens for a Better Community
Blanford Nature Center

Calvin College

Catholic Social Services

Center for Independent Living/Disability Advo-
cates

Cherry Hill Historic District

Citizens League

Coalition for the Preservation of the Grand River
Cornerstone & Baptist Seminary

Creston Neighborhood Association

Davenport University

Dwelling Place of Grand Rapids

East Hills Council of Neighbors

Eastown Neighborhood Assn.

Envrionmental Protection Agency - Region 5
Fair Housing Center of Greater Grand Rapids
Fish and Wildlife Service

Fulton Heights Neighborhood Association
G.R. Ford International Airport

Gainey Transportation Services

Garfield Park Association

Gerontology Network Servce

Grand Rapids Area Chamber of Commerce
Grand Rapids Audubon Club

Grand Rapids Community College

Grand Rapids Community Foundation
Grand Rapids Downtown Development Authority
Grand Rapids Public Schools

Grand Rapids Urban League

Grand Rapids Visitors & Convention Bureau
Grand Valley State University

Grand Valley State University

Address

3101 Ken-O-Sha industrial Court
1275 Cedar Street NE
P.O. Box 7809

3890 Eastern Ave. SE
1279 Cedar NE

1331 Lake SE

935 Baxter S.E.

722 Eastern Ave SE

901 Eastern NE

939 Kensington Ave SW
1715 Hillburn NW

3201 Burton Street SE

40 Jefterson Ave., SE

3600 Camelot SE

211 Henry SE

2021 44th Street SE

4642 Abrigader Trail NE
1001 East Beltline NE

205 Carrier St. NE

415 East Fulton

101 Sheldon Blvd. SE, Ste. 2
131 Eastern SE

415 Ethel SE

77 West Jackson Blvd.
1514 Wealthy SE Suite 226
2651 Coolidge Rd.

221 Baynton Ave NE
5500 - 44th St. SE

5976 Clay Ave. SW

334 Burton SE

516 Cherry St. SE

111 Pearl St. NW

2021 Valentine NE

143 Bostwick NE

161 Ottawa Ave. NW, 209 C
300 Monroe Ave NW

1331 Franklin SE

745 Eastern SE

171 Monroe Ave NW, Suite 700
1 Campus Drive

401 W Fulton St. #202C

City, State Zip

Grand Rapids, MI 49508
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49510
Grand Rapids, MI 49508
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Grand Rapids, MI 49507
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, M1 49504
Grand Rapids, MI 49546
Grand Rapids, MI 49503-
4304

Grand Rapids, MI 49546

Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49508
Comstock Park, MI 49321
Grand Rapids, MI 49525
Grand Rapids, MI 49505
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
East Grand Rapids, MI
49506

Chicago, IL 60604
Grand Rapids, MI 49506
East Lansing, MI 48823
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49512
Grand Rapids, M1 49548
East Grand Rapids, MI
49507

Grand Rapids, MI 49508
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Raids, MI 49503
Allendale, MI 49401
Allendale, MI 49401
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Grand Valley State University

Habitat for Humanity
Heartside/Downtown Neighborhood Association
Heritage Hill Association

Highland Park Association

Hispanic Center of W. Michigan
Historic Preservation

Hope Network

Hospice of Grand Rapids

ITT Technical Institute

John Ball Park Community Association
John Ball Zoo

Kendall College of Art/Design

Kent Conservation District
Kent County Drain Commission

Kent County Farm Service Agency

Kent County Parks Department

Kent County Public Works

Kent Intermediate School District

Kent Michigan State University Extension
Kentwood pines N.A.

Land Conservancy of West Michigan

Lesbian & Gay Community Network

Mackinac Chapter - Sierra Club
MARP

Mary Free Bed Hospital & Rehabilitation Center

Meadowlawn NL.A.

Mercy Ambulance Service

Metropolitan Hospital

MI Assn. For the Blind & Visually Impaired
MI United Conservation Club

Michigan Dept. of Agriculture

Michigan Dept. of Community Health
Michigan Dept. of Environmental Quality

Michigan Dept. of Natural Resources

Michigan Economic Development Corporation
Michigan Historical Center

Midtown Neighborhood Association

Millbrook Neighborhood Assn.

NAACP

Neighborhood Associations Overview Map Infor-
mation

Neighbors of Belknap Lookout

740 West Shoreline Drive
539 New SW

54 South Division Ave.
126 College SE

725 Eastern NE

730 Grandville SW
227 College SE

PO Box 890

1260 Eckhart NE

4020 Sparks Drive SE
71 Richards NW

1300 W. Fulton

111 N. Division Ave.

3260 Eagle Park Dr.
1500 Schribner NW
3260 Eagle Park Dr. NE Ste. 101

1700 Butterworth SW

1500 Scribner NW

2930 Knapp NE

775 Ball Ave NE

4637 Potter Ave SE

1345 Monroe Ave. NW, Ste. 324

343 Atlas Ave SE

109 East Grand River
3903 Navaho SW

235 Wealthy St. SE

4838 Aleda SE

517 S. Division

1919 Boston Street SE
215 Sheldon SE

3747 Hordyk NE
P.O. Box 30017

201 Townsend St.
4460 44th St., Suite E

Mason Building, Sixth Floor, P.O. Box

30028

300 North Washington Square
P.O. Box 30740

935 Fulton St. East

1720 Weymouth SE

640 Eastern SE

1239 Fuller Ave SE
P.O. Box 3138

Muskegon, MI 49441
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI

Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49518
Grand Rapids, MI

Grand Rapids, MI 49546
Grand Rapids, M1 49504
Grand Rapids, M1 49504
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49525-
4569

Grand Rapids, M1 49504
Grand Rapids, MI 49525-
4569

Grand Rapids, MI 49534-
7065

Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49525
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Kentwood, MI 49508
Grand Rapids, MI 49505
Grand Rapids, MI 495006-
1701

Lansing, MI 48906
Grandville, MI 49418
Grand Rapids, MI 49503-
5299

Kentwood, MI 49508
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49501
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49505
Lansing, MI 48909
Lansing, MI 48913
Kentwood, MI 49512

Lansing, MI 48909

Lansing, MI 48913
Lansing, MI 48909-8240
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49508
Grand Rapids, MI 49503

Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Grand Rapids, MI 49501
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North County Trails-West Chapter
North East Citizens Action Assn.
North End Neighborhood Assn.
North Park Neighborhood Assn.
Oakdale Neighbors Information
Ottawa County Parks & Recreation
Ottawa Hills Neighborhood Assn.
Pine Rest Christian Hospital

Retired Senior Volunteers

Ridgemoor Neighborhood Association
Roadway Express

Roosevelt Park Neighborhood Assn.
Saint Mary's Hospital

Senior Neighbors

South East Community Association
South Hill Neighborhood Association
South West Neighborhood Assn.
Southeast End Neighborhood Association
Spectrum Health

Take Pride! Community

The Rapid Wheelmen

The Right Place Inc.

Thornapple River Watershed Council
Thornapple Trail Assn.
United Parcel Service

USDA - Michigan State Office

USGS - Lansing District Office

West Grand Neighborhood Assn.

West MI Environmental Action Council
West MI Environmental Action Council
West Side Connection

Western Michigan University - Grand Rapids
Wyoming - Kentwood Chamber Of Commerce

Wyoming Senior Citizens
YMCA/YWCA

10822 26th Ave.

1850 Forland NE

2656 Fuller NE

526 North Park NE
1260 Kalamazoo SE
12220 Fillmore St. Rm 331
1506 Fisk Road SE

300 68th Street SE

44 Tonia SW, Ste. 1

2210 Ridgewood Ave. SE
1400 Federal St. SW
1251 Grandville SW

200 Jefferson Avenue SE
820 Monroe Ave., NW
1408 Madison SE

716 College Ave. SE

705 West Fulton

900 Fuller SE

100 Michigan NE

1014 Franklin St. SE

PO Box 1008

161 Ottawa Ave. NW, Suite 400

P.O. Box 341
PO Box 393
2960 Lucerne SE

3001 Coolidge Rd.

6520 Mercantile Way Suite
625 Broadway Ave NW
1514 Wealthy, Ste. 280
2612 Hamphsire Blvd. SE
PO Box 140412

200 Ionia Ave. SW

590 32nd Street SE

2380 Dehoop SW

33 Library NE

Grand Rapids, MI 49504
Grand Rapids, MI 49505
Grand Rapids, MI 49505
Grand Rapids, MI 49505
Grand Rapids, MI 49507
West Olive, M1 49460
Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Grand Rapids, MI 49501
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49546
Wyoming, MI 49509
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49507
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49504
Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Grand Rapids, M1 49503
Grand Rapids, MI 49507
Grand Rapids, MI 49501
Grand Rapids, MI 49503-
2701

Caledonia, M1 49316
Middleville, M1 49333
Grand Rapids, MI 49546
East Lansing, MI 48823-
6349

Lansing, MI 48911
Grand Rapids, M1 49504
Grand Rapids, MI 49506

E. Grand Rapids, MI 49506

Grand Rapids, MI 49514
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
Wyoming, MI 49548
Wyoming, MI 49509
Grand Rapids, MI 49503

The comments received from the Long Range Transportation Plan process including through the con-
sultation process, the environmental justice process, and the public participation process are listed on

the following pages.
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Zaagman Memorial Thapel, Tnux.

ESTABLISHED 18490

February 20, 2007

Grand Valley Metro Council
40 Pearl St. NW, Suite 410
Grand Rapids, MI 49503

To whom it may concern,

As to the proposed addition of a center turn lane on Burton from Breton to M—37, we think it is
a good idea. However, we do have a concern regarding business interruption. As a funeral
home, we must have access to our property for the general public. We hope that the project
would allow for traffic continuation while under construction. To be cut off from access would
be devastating for our business and traumatic for the clients that wish to use our services or have
prepaid for those services.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

President

2800 Burton St., §.E.
Grand Rapids, M1 49546-35102
TrL {616} 940-3022

ROBERT K. ZAAGMAN-MANAGER



Carl Butenas
2560 52" ST SW
Wyoming, MI 49519

March 1, 2007

Dear Council:

My wife and I are against any proposal to widen 52" Street in order to add a center turn
land. The project would draw more traffic to the area and increase congestion. It would
also make it more difficult and less safe for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the street.
Finally, we do not want to be assessed for additional street improvements.

There is no need for it. The Gezon Parkway and M-6 draw off the bulk of the crosstown
traffic. Although the GVMC should be commended for visionary thinking, this project is
unwanted and unwarranted. However, 1 would like to thank you for the advance notice
and the opportunity to respond.

Sincerely,
Gl). B3 Hns

Carl Butenas



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
East Lansing Field Office (ES)
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101

East Lansing, Michigan 48823-6316

IN REPLY REFER TO!

February 23, 2007

Mr. Christopher M. Dingman
Grand Valley Metro Council
40 Pear! Street NW, Suite 410
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503

Re: Consultation for 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Proposed Projects

Dear Mr. Dingman:

Thank you for your January 25, 2007, letter for the above referenced project, pursuant to
section 6001 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). We have reviewed the information you provided and
offer the following comments.

The Grand Valley Metro Council is the Metropolitan Planning Organization for Kent
County and southeastern Ottawa County. The mformation provided below pertains to
this geographic area.

Endangered Species

Ouwr records indicate the Indiana bat (Myofis sodalis), a federally listed endangered
species, may inhabit suitable habitat, although we do not have a known occurrence of this
species in the study area. The summer range of Indiana bats in Michigan includes the
southern half and most of the western coastal counties of the Tower Peninsula. Suitable
Indiana bat habitat consists of a variety of forested landscapes in riparian, bottomland,
and upland areas and provides roosting trees with crevices or exfoliating bark. We have
enclosed additional information about the distribution, life history, and habitat
requirements of the Indiana bat.

The Kamer blue butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis), a federally listed endangered
species, occurs in the northern half of Kent County. The Karner blue butterfly is found in
open habitats with grasses and forbs and a broken or scattered tree canopy. Lupine
‘ '(Lupmub perenmv) is’ the %ole 1arva1 iood source and a onticai componeni of Karner biue
~habitat.
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An active bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nest site occurs on the north side of
Grand River in Ottawa County, approximately 1.35 miles northeast of the intersection of
Fillmore Strect and Cottonwood Drive. The bald eagle is federally listed as threatened.
The Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan outlines three zones around eagle nests in
which activities should be limited. The primary zone extends to a 330-foot radius around
the nest trees; the secondary zone extends from 330 to 660 feet around the nest; and the
tertiary zone reaches from 660 feet to 1,320 feet (0.25 mile). Depending on topography
and vegetative cover, the tertiary zone may go out to 2,640 feet (0.5 mile) from the nest if
the adult bald eagles would have a clear line of sight of the activities.

A documented occurrence of the eastern massasauga rattlesnake (Sistrurus catenatus
catenatus), a federal candidate species, exists for the northeastern portion of Kent
County, but we expect this species may occur elsewhere in the study area in suitable
habitat. The eastern massasauga is typically associated with shallow wetland systems,
such as wet meadows and fens, but also requires adjacent upland habitat. The rattlesnake
prefers an open canopy and a sedge or grass ground cover. Appropriate management for
the massasauga involves maintaining prairie, bog, woodland and peat ecosystems in a
natural state. Although the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) does not
extend protection to candidate species, we encourage their consideration in
environmental planning. Avoidance of unnecessary impacts to candidate species will
reduce the likelihood that they will require protection of the Act in the future.

Section 7 of the Act requires federal agencies, or their designees, to consider impacts to
federally listed threatened and endangered species for all federally funded, constructed.,
permitted, or licensed projects. Please see Enclosure A for a discussion of the
responsibilities of federal agencies under the Act and the conditions that require
preparation of a biological assessment by the lead federal agency or its designee.
Because endangered species data changes continuously, we recommend you contact this
office for an updated species list if more than six months pass prior to commencement of
any of the projects currently being considered.

The Indiana bat, Karner blue butterfly, bald eagle, and eastern massasauga also receive
protection by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR). We recommend
you contact Ms. Lori Sargent at <sargenl2(@michigan.gov> for information regarding the
occurrence of state-listed species in the study area and the protection of listed species
under State law,

Wetlands :

Wetlands and open water systems occur throughout the study area. For more information
on the location of wetlands, please visit the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetland
map website (National Map Viewer) at http://nmviewogc.cr.usgs.gov/viewer htm.
Pursuant to the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act and the federat
Clean Water Act, the State of Michigan regulates certain activities in wetlands.
Development that would impact wetlands may require a permit for which this office may
have review authority under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. In the review of
these permit applications, we may concur (with or without stipulations) or object to



Mr. Christopher M. Dingman

permit issuance depending whether the proposed work may impact public trust fish and
wildlife resources. We recommend you contact the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality (MDEQ), Land and Water Management Division, at {616) 356-
0500 for information concerning the need for permits under State law.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments at this early stage of project
planning. Please direct any guestions to Barbara Hosler of this office at 517/351-6326.

Sincerely,

Craig A. Czarnecki g
Field Supervisor

Enclosures (2)

ce: MDNR, Wildlife Division, Lansing, MI {Attn: Lori Sargent)
USEPA, Region 5, B-19], Chicago, IL (Attn: Sherry Kamke)

SAADMINISTRATION\ARCHIVES\2007\Feb O07\Easly coordination_GVMC 2035 plan.blk.doc



Indiana Bat Life History

Since listing as endangered in 1967, the range-wide Indiana bat
population has declined by nearly 60%. Several factors have
contributed to its decline including the loss and degradation of
suitable hibernacula, human disturbance during hibernation,
pesticides, fragmentation of forest habitat, and loss and
degradation of forested habitat, particularly stands of large,
mature frees.

In Michigan, summering Indiana bats roost in trees in riparian,
bottomland, and upland forests from approximately April 15 to
September 15. Indiana bats may summer in a wide range of

habitats, from highly altered landscapes to intact forests.
Roost trees are typically found in patches of forests of varying fndiana bat range in shaded areas.
size and shape but have also been found in pastures, hog lots,

fence rows, and residential yards.

Male Indiana bats are dispersed throughout the range in the summer, roosting individually or in
small groups, but may favor areas near hibernaculum. In contrast, reproductive females form
larger groups, referred to as maternity colonies. Female Indiana bats exhibit strong site fidelity to
summer roosting and foraging areas, tending to return to the same summer range annually to bear
their young. These traditional summer sites are essential to the reproductive success and
persistence of local populations.

Indiana bats are known to use a wide variety of tree species for roosting, but structure (i.e.,
crevices or exfoliating bark) is probably most important in determining if a tree is a suitable roost
site. Roost trees generally are dead, dying or live trees (e.g., shagbark hickory and oaks) with
peeling or extfoliating bark which allows the bat to roost between the bark and bole of the tree,
but Indiana bats will also use narrow cracks, split tree trunks and/or branches as roosting sites.
Southern Michigan maternity roost trees are typically in open areas exposed to solar radiation.
Roost trees vary considerably in size, but those used by Indiana bat maternity colonies usually are
large relative to other trees nearby, typically greater than 9 inches dbh. Male Indiana bats have
been observed roosting in trees as small as 3 inches dbh.

Maternity roosts of the Indiana bat can be described as “primary” or “alternate,” based upon the
proportion of bats in a colony consistently occupying the roost site. Maternity colonies typically
use 10-20 different trees each year, but only 1-3 of these are primary roosts used by the majority
of bats for some or all of the summer. It is not known how many alternate roosts must be
available to assure retention of a colony within a particular area, but large, nearby forest tracts
appear important. Although the Indiana bat appears to be adaptable to changes in its roosting
habitat, it is essential that a variety of suitable roosting trees exist within a colony’s summer area
to assure the persistence of the colony.



Enclosure A 1
FEDERAL AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SECTION 7(a)(2) OF THE
ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) directs Federal agencies in their
responsibilities to listed species and critical habitat. Section 7(a)(2) of the Act directs all Federal agencies to
consult with the FWS to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or critical habitat. This process is referred to as “section 7
consultation.”

Section 7 consultation is typically initiated by a Federal action agency (action agency) by requesting a list of
proposed and listed species and critical habitat that may be present in the action area. Based on this list, the
action agency must provide the FWS with an analysis and determination of the effects of proposed actions that
may affect listed species or critical habitat. Actions that are not likely to adversely affect listed species and
critical habitat require informal section 7 consultation, while actions that are likely to adversely affect listed
species and critical habitat require formal section 7 consultation. All decisions made under section 7 require the
FWS and action agencies to employ the best available scientific and commercial data in their analysis.

The action agency or its designee must assess the potential effects on listed species and critical habitat. The
assessment is called a Biological Assessment (BA). By regulation, a BA is prepared for “major construction
activities” as defined under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Although a BA is technically not
required for “non-major” construction activities, the action agency must still supply the FWS with an analysis
and determination of effects for all Federal actions that may affect listed species or critical habitat, The FWS
uses the BA, along with any other available information, to decide if concurrence with the determination of
effects as made by the action agency is warranted. The BA should be completed within 180 days after initiation
of consultation. If work on the BA has not been initiated within 90 days of receipt of the species list, you
should verify the accuracy of the species list with the FWS.

To complete the BA, the action-agency or its designee should, at a minimum:

1. determine whether suitable habitat exists if the species is likely to be present, which may include an onsite
inspection of the area to be affected by the proposal (should be documented in BA);

2. review literature and scientific data to determine species distribution, habitat needs, and other biological
requirements;

3. consult experts including those within the FWS, state conservation departments, universities, and others
who may have information not yet published in scientific literature;

4. review and analyze the-effects of the proposal on the species in terms of individuals and populations present

in the action area;

analyze alternative actions that may provide conservation measures;

make a determination of effects as directed by section 7 of the Act; and

7. prepare a report (the BA) documenting the analysis, including a discussion of study methods used, any
problems encountered, and other relevant information.

o

Note that section 7(d) of the Act states action agencies shall not make any irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources during the consultation process which would result in violation of the requirements
under section 7(a)(2). Planning, design, and administrative actions may be taken; however, no irrevocable
actions (e.g., construction) may begin.

We strongly encourage coordination with the FWS early and often in the consultation process. Notonly will
this save time by minimizing re-drafts of BAs, but we may also have the opportunity to work with the action
agency in the development of a project that avoids or eliminates adverse effects before final decisions are made.



Enclosure A _ 2
Example Outline of a Biological Assessment

A. Cover letter- Inchldes the purpose of fhe consuitatmn pI‘O_] ject title, and consultatzon number (Ef available).
Indicate the listed species and critical habitat involved and the determination made for each (see below).

B. Action Area description- The action area is defined as the extent of the direct and indirect effects of the
project. Describe all areas that may be impacted considering that, in some cases, the action area may not be
contiguous or may reach beyond the immediate project footprint.

C. Project description- Describe the proposed action. Be detailed, specific, and quantify whenever possible.
Describe any conservation measures included in the proposed action to minimize effects on listed species.

. Species Analyses-
Affected environment (quantity whenever possible)
Species biology (this should constitute a relatively small portion of the document)
Current status of the species in the action area (include the effects of any past or ongoing actions)
Critical habitat (if applicable)
Effects of the proposed action on each species and critical habitat including direct and indirect, and effects
of interrelated and interdependent actions.

P S

E. Cumulative Effects- Includes the effects of all future state or private activities, not involving Federal
activities, which are reasonably certain to occur within the action area (for projects with adverse effects only).

F. Summary/Conclusion and a Determination of Effects- (select one for each species/critical habitat):

i. No effect- appropriate when there are absolutely no effects of the project, positive or negative, on listed
resources. “No effect” does not include small effects or effects that are unlikely to occur. If effects are
beneficial, insignificant (in size), or discountable (extremely unlikely), a “may affect, not likely to adversely
affect” determination is appropriate (see below). A “no effect” determination does not require written
concurrence from the FWS; however, the action agency should document and support the determination,

ii. May affect-

a. Not likely to adversely affect- appropriate when all effects are beneficial, insignificant, or discountable.
Beneficial effects have contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species
or habitat. Iusignificant effects are small in size, and should not reach the scale where take occurs.
Discountable effects are extremely unlikely to occur. Based on best judgment, a person would not:
1) be able to meaningfully measure, detect, or evaluate insignificant effects or 2) expect discountable
effects to occur. This determination requires informal written concurrence from the FWS.

b. Likely to adversely affect- appropriate when adverse effects cannot be avoided. A combination of
beneficial and adverse effects is still “likely to adversely affect,” even if the net effect is neutral or
positive. Adverse effects do not qualify as discountable simply because they are not certain to occur.
The probability of occurrence must be extremely small to achieve discountability. Likewise, adverse
effects do not meet the definition of insignificant because they are less than major. If an adverse
effect can be detected in any way or if it can be meaningfully articulated in a discussion of the

results, then it is not insignificant. This determination requires a request for formal consultation with
the FWS.

(. References
H. List of Contacts Made
1. Maps/Photographs/Figures



STATE OF MICHIGAN
JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE MITCH IRWIN

GOVERNCR DIRECTOR
LANSING

February 12, 2007

Mr. Christopher M. Dingman
Senior Transportation Planner
Grand Valley Metro Council
40 Pearl St. NW, Suite 410
Grand Rapids, Mi 49503

Re: Grand Vailey Metro Council LRTP
Dear Mr. Dingman:

| received your request for input on the Grand Valley Metro Council 2035 Long Range
Transporiation Plan list of proposed projects. | have reviewed the list with Michigan Department
of Agriculture (MDA) staff. Our primary concern, as it relates to any of the proposed projects
would be the potential impacts these projects could have on properties enrolled under Part 361
of NREPA (formerly PA 116, the Farmland and Open Space Preservation Act) and on
established intra-county and inter-county drains.

It is assumed that those projects identified as “preservation” or “widening” will be completed
within already existing right-of-ways and would not impact Part 361 properties. If, however, any
of these projects will impact lands outside of the established right-of-way, MDA will want to
review the project specific plan to determine if there might be any Part 361 impact.

It is likely that some of these projects may impact intra-county or inter-county drains, either
directly through construction, or indirectly due to increased volume of storm water delivered to
these systems. Until more detailed plans are presented, we can not anticipate specific impacts
to these facilities. | encourage you to work closely with the offices of the Kent and Cttawa
County Drain Commissioners during your planning process and to coordinate your work with
anticipated drain maintenance and improvement.

Otherwise, siaff does nof anticipate additional social, economic and/or environmental impacts
from the proposed projects as they relate to agriculture and the varicus functions of the
Department.

We appreciate being included as part of the SAFETEA-LU process. Please feel free to contact
Abigail Eaton, Resource Specialist at 517/241-3933 if you have additional questions.

Sincerely,

MitcHTRwin
Director

CONSTITUTION HALL » P.O. BOX 30017 ¢ LANSING, MICHIGAN 48908
www.michigan.gov = (517) 373-1104




United States Department of Agriculture

O NRCS

Helping People Help the Land

Natural Resources Conservation Service

3001 Coolidge Road, Suite 250

East Lansing, MI 48823

T (617) 324-6270/ F (517) 324-56171/ www.minrcs.usda.gov

February 21, 2007

Mr. Christopher M. Dingman

Senior Transportation Planner

Grand Valley Metro Council

40 Pearl] Street NW. Suite 410

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503-3027

RE: Grand Valley Metro Council 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Proposed
Projects, Ottawa and Kent Counties, Michigan

Dear Mr. Dingman:

NRCS has studied the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan proposed projects with respect to
the effects that they may have on the prime agricultural land resource. Most of the projects are
located in areas where conversion of the land to non-agricultural uses has already occurred. Of
the few road widening projects that are located in a rural setting, the ones listed below are of a
concern if construction will occur outside of the road right-of-way and the amount of conversion
of prime agricultural land will exceed one acre in size. The list below is devised regardless of
the proposed year of implementation.

Roadway | From | To | Township
Northland Dr. 14 Mile Rd. 16 Mile Rd. Courtland (Kent County)
Northland Dr. Intersection of 1320 feet north on east Nelson (Kent County)
Northland Dr. and | side of road
16 Mile Rd.
Fruit Ridge Ave. 1320 feet north of | 6 Mile Rd. (east side of
intersection at road only) Alpine (Kent County)
Stage Ave.
Fruit Ridge Ave. 6 Mile Rd. North to end of project Alpine (Kent County)
area past 7 Mile Rd.
4 Mile Rd. (south | Walker Ave. Baumhoff Ave. Alpine(Kent County)
side of road)
4 Mile Rd. (north | Baumhoff Ave. Bristol Ave. Alpine (Kent County)
side of road)
48™ Ave. Filimore St. Lake Michigan Dr. Allendale (Ottawa Co.)
48" Ave. Bauer Rd. Fillmore St. Georgetown (Ottawa
Co.)

The Natural Resources Conservation Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to help people
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment.

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Empioyer
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In cases where conversion will exceed one acre per project, a farmland conversion impact rating
should be completed for these corridor type projects and submitted to one of the respective
NRCS offices listed below.

For Kent County the local NRCS office contact is:

Mr. Steve Utic Telephone: 616-942-4111x 3
District Conservationist

NRCS

3260 Eagle Park Dr., Suite 103

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49525

For Ottawa County the local contact is:

Mr. Scott Kenreich Telephone: 616-842-5869x 3
District Conservationist

NRCS

16731 Ferris St.
Grand Haven, Michigan 49417

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this long range plan.

Sincerely,

JOHN A. BRICKER
State Conservationist

cc:

Carla Gregory, Area Conservationist, NRCS, Grand Rapids, M1
Steve Utic, District Conservationist, NRCS, Grand Rapids, M1
Scott Kenreich, District Conservationist, NRCS, Grand Haven, M1
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MAR 0 & 2007

Mr. Christopher M. Dingman
Senior Transportation Planner
Grand Valley Metro Council
40 Pearl Street N.W., Suite 410
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

Re:  Consultation for the Grand Valley Metro Council’s (GYVMC) 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plan

Dear Mr. Dingman:

Thank you for your January 25, 2007 letter regarding the 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plan that Grand Valley Metro Council (GVMC) is developing. You
requested that U.S. EPA review the maps and documents that you provided and respond
with any comments or concerns that we have. We understand your request to be part of
the consultation provisions of Section 6001 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

We have obtained some information about Section 6001 of SAFETEA-LU from Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) — Michigan Division, which is enclosed. We believe
this document provides good advice about what is expected of the consultation process.
The way we are reading the guidance the followmng things are expected of the resource
agencies:

Consultation on plans, maps and inventories - The primary tdea is to compare and
exchange information to identify conflicts and to ensure compatibility; and

Consultation regarding potential environmental mitigation activities and areas for them —
The primary idea here is to discuss at a planning level what projects are contemplated,
environmental resources that are in those project areas, potential area-wide impacts
associated with plan implementation, and mitigation measures that address those 1impacts.

We are interested in hearing about the GVMC planning process and existing tools that
you use to identify natural resources in your planning area. We see from the materials
that you have sent to us that you have tools that allow you to map resources such as
wetlands, water features, woodlands, parks, nonmotorized facilities, flood zones, and
cemeteries. We have conducted a prelininary review of your planning area and think
that information on several aspects of the environment would be important to consider as
you finalize the 2035 plan and you implement individual projects. The types of projects
that are most likely to have significant environmental impacts are projects that are on new
alignment, roadways that involve new niver crossings, and other capacity increasing
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projects that will require the acquisition of right-of-way. We note that your draft project
list includes several of these projects, with many projects requiring reconstruction and
widening. Some key environmental aspects that you should be aware of include
wetlands, floodplains, impaired streams and other waterbodies, environmental justice,
hazardous waste sites, endangered species, and air quality. We note that several projects
could impact wetlands and other significant water bodies, and streams. For example, the
map depicting wetlands impacted by 2035 projects shows likely wetland impacts that
could be significant from projects on M-6, 1-96, and 10-Mile Road, among other projects.

We would encourage that everything possible be done to avoid and minimize impacting
these aquatic resources. In cases where unavoidable impacts are expected to occur, we
would recommend searching for compensatory mitigation that could be tied to
improvement of water quality of impacted resources or similar resources in the same
watershed. U.S. EPA looks at mitigation sites that are linked to improving the impaired
status of rivers and streams favorably. We would encourage you to look for these
opportunities during your planning.

You can find information on impaired streams and waterbodies, environmental justice,
hazardous waste sites, among other things on EPA’s Enviromapper Storefront webpage
at: http://www.epa.gov/enviro/html/eny/index2.html and you can find information
regarding wetlands on the national wetland inventory website that the U.S. Geological
Survey hosts. We understand that the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service has already sent you
this information.

If you are interested in a web-based mapping application tool that we use for National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) projects, called NEPAssist, we can provide you with
access to it. We are enclosing a short, one-page description for information. We may be
able to provide you with information to include as datalayers in your GIS system if you
would like.

We believe the information in these databases begins the consultation process on plans,
maps and inventories. An important next step is determining how the projects in the
2035 plan would impact these resources. We have reviewed the document entitled
“Environmentally Sensitive Resource Mitigation Guidelines for Road and Transit
Agencies”, dated January 2007. We believe this document provides a good outline of
mitigation principles for the GVMC planning area. We believe that implementation of
this guideline could be improved by conducting a planning level quantification of
resouices impacted. This would facilitate a discussion regarding the type and order of
magnitude of necessary compensatory mitigation that should occur in the watershed to
offset impacts. We would be willing to assist you in your work on this as our resources
permit. We believe that our ability to assist on this task depends on the resources and
tools that you currently have in place.

We have compiled some additional guidance material or contacts here at EPA that may
be helpful to you as you go forward with the delivery of your program.



Smart Growth - Information regarding the range of development and conservation
strategies that help to protect the natural environment and make our communities

more attractive, economically stronger, and more socially diverse can be found at

the page: http://www.epa.gov/deed/index.htm

Use of Recycled Materials/Beneficial Reuse — Information regarding the use of
compost-based materials for stormwater/erosion control is enclosed. Thave also
included some information regarding the use of recycled industrial matenials and
their potential use in road construction. You may also want to contact Susan
Mooney at 312-886-3585 for additional miormation.

Diesel Reduction Strategies — Information regarding strategies for reducing diesel
emissions from construction equipment and other sources can be found at:
http://www.epa.gov/cleandiesel/

We appreciate this opportunity to provide information to you. We are open to
suggestions regarding further coordination. Please direct any comments that you have to
Sherry Kamke at 312-353-5794.

Sincerely,

7
Kemeth A. stlake, Chief
NEPA Implementation Section
Office of Science, Ecosystems, and Communities

Enclosures (4)

Cc: Marsha Small, MDOT



Addressing Consultation and Environmental
Mitigation SAFETEA-LU Requirements in Plan & TIP
Updates

Documentation addressing these new requirements can be in a separate chapter
or an appendix. Whatever method is chosen, the documentation for each
element (Consultation and Environmental Mitigation) must be in one place so
that it is easy for FHWA and FTA to determine SAFETEA-LU compliance.

Consultation (Plan and TIP)

Goal: Eliminate or minimize conflicts with other agencies’ plans that
impact transportation.

Compile a list of contacts with State, local, and private agencies, and Indian
Tribes responsible for:

Economic growth and development
Environmental protection

Airport operations

Freight movement

Land use management

Natural resources

Conservation

Historic preservation

Human service transportation providers
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The intent of the consultation requirement is to exchange information with these
agencies, not just provide them a copy of the plan or TIP and ask for comments.
The objective is to compare plans, maps and inventories developed by these
agencies with the transportation plan and TIP to ensure compatibility.

Documentation should include:

Who was contacted and how the contact was made

Responses received

Results of comparison of plans, programs

How-the information was used, how did it affect the Plan or TIP update

e ¢ @ @

A factor to consider in maintaining a structure for the consultation process would
be to have agreement (and documentation) of roles, responsibilities and key
decision points.



Environmental Mitigation_ (Plan only)

Goal: Assure decision makers take into account potential
environmental impacts when adopting the transportation plan or plan
update and that consideration is given to how such impacts might be
mitigated. |

Review the types of improvements listed in the Plan for State, local road and
transit projects:

Are all of the projects resurfacing, safety, bus replacements, etc.?
Will all of the improvements be within the existing ROW?

No capacity projects?

Project(s) will not alter traffic patterns?

If this is the case, then documentation should indicate that all proposed
improvements are within the existing ROW and will not add capacity or alter
traffic patterns, followed by a statement of no significant impacts.

If the plan includes improvements that alter traffic patterns or add capacity
regardless of if it is within the existing ROW, then a discussion of potentiai
environmental mitigation must be included in the Plan. The discussion must
address both the natural and human environment. Effort