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Executive Summary

The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council, as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for
Kent and Eastern Ottawa Counties, is responsible for the development of a multi-modal Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP). The purpose of the LRTP is to ensure that transportation investments
in our area enhance the movement of people and freight efficiently, effectively, and safely. The
LRTP must be approved by the Michigan Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Admini-
stration, Federal Transit Administration, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in order for
federal transportation dollars to be expended in our area. The LRTP must also be fiscally con-
strained, project specific, take into consideration public opinion and environmental justice, and meet
established air quality standards. This LRTP has a 25-year horizon, balancing transportation in-
vestments through the year 2035.

The primary finding of the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan is that the needs of the transporta-
tion system in our region surpass the resources available to address them. Examples include a 131%
increase in ridership on The Rapid since 2000, over a quarter of the pavement on the Federal-Aid
system requires an overlay or complete reconstruction, and millions of dollars of non-motorized
transportation needs have been identified. The funding available for these improvements is projected
to increase between 4.04% and 4.89% a year, but with project costs projected to increase at a similar
rate, there is simply not enough funding to address all of the transportation objectives.

The LRTP Project List in Chapter 16 was developed to address the deficiencies identified in the plan
and are limited by estimated future revenues. The first four years (2011-2014) of the LRTP Project
List are equivalent to the Transportation Improvement Program project list and demonstrate the
short-term transportation projects identified for funding in this region. See Figure 1 for the antici-
pated distribution of TIP funds between 2011 and 2014. Other individual projects listed in the LRTP
Project list reflect the projected transportation capacity deficiencies.

When the illustrative projects—those which cannot be included in the LRTP Project List because
they do not have funding identified and/or are considered “financially unconstrained”—are in-
cluded, there is a projected 1.1 billion shortfall in funds over the life of the plan. The shortfall total is
only for those projects that have identified projected costs associated with them. Thus, the total
funding shortfall over the life the LRTP is likely closer to $2 or 3 billion. Fundamental changes at
the local, state, and federal levels of government are required to adequately fund the transportation
infrastructure we rely on for the movement of people, goods, and services.

Figure 1 — Anticipated Distribution of Transportation Funds (2011-2014)

Category Amount Percent | Examples of Projects

Congestion Relief $17,212,582 9.0% Traffic signal updates, add lanes

Preservation $57,594,425 30.2% Pavement overlay, road reconstruction

Safety $5,224,991 2.7% Intersection improvements, pavement markings
Transit $75,297,466 39.5% Purchase buses, construction of service center

ITS $136,930 0.1% Pavement sensors, freeway cameras

Transportation Enhancement $7.922.134 4.2% i(;r;fltlr;ction of shared-use paths, bicycle facilities, street-
Congestion Mitigation & Air $24.659,722 12.9% Addition of !eft turn lgr}e;s, weave/merge lanes on free-
Quality ways, new bicycle facilities, bus replacement

Small Urban $1,426,310 0.7% Projects in areas with pop. between 5,000 and 50,000
Planning Studies $1,002,000 0.5% Transit need studies, etc.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) area consists
of all of Kent County, including the Cities of Grand Rapids, Wyoming, Kentwood, Walker, Grand-
ville, East Grand Rapids, Rockford, Cedar Springs, and Lowell. In addition, eastern Ottawa County
is represented by the City of Hudsonville, and the townships of Jamestown, Georgetown, Allendale,
and Tallmadge.

The 2000 Census defined urban area for the Grand Rapids Metropolitan area shows growth into two
additional townships in Ottawa County: Blendon and Wright. A map depicting the MPO study area
and the 2000 Census defined urban area follows on page 9.

Transportation Planning in Grand Rapids Past and Present

Beginning in 1961 with the establishment of the Kent County Planning Commission, comprehensive
planning in the Grand Rapids area was done by the Kent County Planning Department. In the Mid-
1960’s, this agency began a comprehensive land use/transportation planning program encompassing
the entire sphere of planning related activities in the Grand Rapids area. This program was designed
to fulfill requirements of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962 as well as other federal, state and lo-
cal planning requirements.

In 1964, the Grand Rapids and Environs Transportation Study (GRETS) Technical and Policy
Committees were established. GRETS was formed to guide and direct the planning and develop-
ment of the transportation infrastructure in the metropolitan area. Membership in GRETS originally
included Grand Rapids, Wyoming, Walker, East Grand Rapids, Grandville, Kent County, Ottawa
County, Kent County Road Commission, Ottawa County Road Commission, Michigan Depart-
ment of State Highways, and the Federal Highway Administration. In 1967, the City of Kentwood
was admitted. In 1974, the City of Rockford was added to the list of participants. Other participants
include the Grand Rapids Area Transit Authority (now the Interurban Transit Partnership also
known as The Rapid), the Grand Rapids Chamber of Commerce, and the Kent County Department
of Aeronautics.

In 1966, the Kent-Ottawa Regional Planning Commission was formed because of a requirement by
the Department of Housing and Urban Development that an agency be in existence to undertake
comprehensive planning for the region. From 1966 to 1972, the Kent County Planning Commission
and the Kent-Ottawa Regional Planning Commission (generally utilizing staff from the Kent County
Planning Department) worked together within the broad conceptual framework provided by the
comprehensive development plan for the region. Through an agreement with the GRETS Policy
Committee, the Kent-Ottawa Planning Commission served as staff for the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), carrying out all transportation related planning activities for the designated
study area.

The Kent-Ottawa Regional Planning Commission became the official, independent, metropolitan
planning agency responsible for coordinating all planning activities, in 1972, for the Kent-Ottawa

Region, and was the coordinating agency for all transportation planning activities within the
GRETS Study Area.

In 1974, the Kent-Ottawa Regional Planning Commission was dissolved and a new nine county re-
gion was formed by executive order of the Governor of the State of Michigan. The West Michigan
Regional Planning Commission (WMRPC) was formed and given the responsibility for coordinat-
ing the GRETS Transportation Program. This relationship lasted until July 1990, when the State of
Michigan, in conjunction with the GRETS Policy Committee, withdrew the MPO designation from
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the WMRPC. In October 1990, the GRETS Policy Committee recommended the Grand Valley
Metropolitan Council as the MPO for the Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area.

Metropolitan Planning Organization Area
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council (GVMC), as the currently designated MPO for the Grand
Rapids Metropolitan Area, is responsible for carrying out all transportation-related planning activi-
ties for the designated study area. Those duties include preparation of a Unified Work Program
(UWP), Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and the development and maintenance of the
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).

The 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) update is a vital step in allowing federal funds to
be spent in the Grand Rapids area on transportation projects. Without a federally approved LRTP in
place, federal transportation dollars cannot be expended. The LRTP looks at the most recent data
available to assess transportation needs and priorities for the region, including items such as traffic
volumes, population, employment, and financial forecasts. As the region changes over time, the
transportation infrastructure must change as well to accommodate for the growth in West Michigan.
The development and interpretation of the data for the area leads to informed analysis, identifica-
tion, and prioritization of transportation-related projects and programs.

Purpose of the Long Range Transportation Plan

Since the inception of the Kent County Planning Commission in 1961, officials in the Grand Rapids
area have been committed to developing and maintaining a comprehensive transportation planning
process that included the long-range planning of transportation infrastructure.

In 1974, GRETS completed a comprehensive long-range transportation plan with a terminal year of
1990. Between 1974 and 1988, no long-range plans were completed. In the fall of 1989, GRETS ap-
proved the 2010 Long Range Transportation Plan. This plan represented the first effort in more than
15 years to provide a comprehensive long-range transportation plan for the metropolitan area. Sub-
sequently, there have been plans developed for 2015, 2020, 2025, 2030, and 2035. This document is
an update to the 2035 LRTP.

Federal Transportation Legislation, Past and Present

On December 18, 1991, the United States Congress passed the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act ISTEA). ISTEA would forever change the way transportation planning was under-
taken in urbanized areas. ISTEA required that areas with a population of more than 50,000 update
their long-range transportation plans at least every three years. In the fall of 1994, largely in response
to ISTEA, the GVMC completed and approved an update to the 2010 Long Range Transportation
Plan. This plan would cover transportation improvements through the year 2015.

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) was enacted June 9, 1998 as Public
Law 105-178. TEA-21 authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for highways, high-
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way safety, and transit for the 6-year period from 1998-2003. TEA-21 continued to emphasize in-
creased awareness to a cooperative and comprehensive planning process that ISTEA had begun in
1991.

On August 10, 2005, the President signed into law the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). With guaranteed funding for highways,
highway safety, and public transportation totaling $244.1 billion, SAFETEA-LU represents the larg-
est surface transportation investment in our Nation's history. The two landmark bills that brought
surface transportation into the 21st century—the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (ISTEA) and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)—shaped the
highway program to meet the Nation's changing transportation needs. SAFETEA-LU builds on this
firm foundation, supplying the funds and refining the programmatic framework for investments
needed to maintain and grow our vital transportation infrastructure. SAFETEA-LU expired in 2009
and is under extension until new federal transportation legislation can be approved by Congress.

SAFETEA-LU New Emphasis Areas

The passage of SAFETEA-LU has resulted in many changes to the transportation planning process.
The more significant changes include:

Changing from a Public Involvement Plan/Process to a Participation Plan/Process.

Since the enactment of ISTEA in 1991, MPOs have been required to develop and utilize a proactive
public involvement process that provides complete information, timely public notice, full public ac-
cess to key decisions, and supports early and continuing involvement of the public in developing
metropolitan transportation plans. SAFETEA-LU expands the public involvement provisions by
requiring MPOs to develop and utilize “participation plans” that are developed in consultation with
an expanded list of “interested parties.” The previous requirement for a “Public Involvement Plan”
was introduced through the rulemaking process; the new requirement for a “Participation Plan” is
now in law.

Previously existing requirements were largely retained. Additional emphasis was placed on extensive
stakeholder “participation” to:

* Hold public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times,

» Employ visualization techniques to describe metropolitan transportation plans (MTP) and
TIPs, and

*= Make public information available in electronically accessible formats and means (such as
the World Wide Web).

Requirement to consider environmental mitigation in transportation planning.

SAFETEA-LU requires that the adopted metropolitan transportation plan contain a discussion of
potential environmental mitigation activities (area-wide, not project specific). This is a new require-
ment and should be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and Tribal regulatory agencies
responsible for land management, wildlife, and other environmental issues. The interaction with
other agencies to achieve environmental mitigation is a logical part of the larger “Consultation” ef-
fort discussed in the next section.

Requirement of increased consultation with a diverse array of agencies and officials re-
sponsible for other planning activities affected by transportation.

Metropolitan planning under SAFETEA-LU requires increased consultation with a diverse array of
agencies and officials responsible for other planning activities affected by transportation. It is sug-
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gested that contacts with State, local, Indian Tribes, and private agencies responsible for the follow-
ing areas be contacted:

* Economic growth and development

» Environmental protection

= Airport operators

» Freight movement

» Land use management

* Natural resources

= Conservation

» Historical preservation

* Human Services Transportation Providers

Changing from a Congestion Management System/Plan to a Congestion Management
Process.

This planning process change in Transportation Management Areas (TMAs-MPOs with a popula-
tion of 200,000 persons and larger of which the Grand Rapids area is one) requires making the Con-
gestion Management Process (CMP) a more integral part of developing the Long Range Transporta-
tion Plan (LRTP) and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

The steps toward integration include a common set of performance measures and, a common set of
goals and objectives between the CMP, the LRTP, and the transportation systems operational and
management strategies for a region. Items such as the regional Intelligent Transportation System
(ITS) architecture and the prioritization process for improvement to be included in the plan and TIP

> :’ l A I G
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should be consistent and seamless with the CMP. As part of developing the CMP, planners should
be working in collaboration with others in the region, including public transportation operators, and
State and local operations staff.

The requirement to use the CMP in TMAs designated as non-attainment for ozone or carbon mon-
oxide to identify, evaluate, and program any project that would result in a significant increase in the
carrying capacity for single occupant vehicles (SOVs) continues. Such evaluation must address the
inability of all reasonable travel demand reduction and operational management strategies (includ-
ing multimodal) to satisfy the need prior to choosing the SOV option.

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors

The passage of SAFETEA-LU requires certain factors to be considered as part of the regional trans-
portation planning process for all metropolitan areas. In general, these factors address social, envi-
ronmental and land use issues as related to the transportation system (see Figure 2). The planning
factors within SAFETEA-LU shape the development of goals and objectives for the Long Range
Transportation Plan. Likewise, they also guide the policies and practices that the GVMC, as the
MPO, follows for carrying out the transportation planning process.

Figure 2 - SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors

Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency.

Factor 2 | Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.
Factor 3 | Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.
Factor 4 | Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight.

Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and
Factor 5 | promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns.

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes,
for people and freight.

Factor 7 | Promote efficient system management and operation.
Factor 8 | Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

Factor 1

Factor 6
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Chapter 2: Long Range Transportation

Planning Process

Introduction

This 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Update document is the culmination of efforts
which began in 2009. The development of a comprehensive transportation plan for any Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) is a complex and lengthy process (see Figure 3). Drawing on the suc-
cess of the development process that was used for the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan, Grand
Valley Metropolitan Council (GVMC) staff worked closely with the Grand Rapids area’s transit
provider, the Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP/The Rapid), and the State of Michigan in the
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT). Meetings were held with staff from the three
agencies to discuss plan coordination and public involvement. The aim was to improve coordination
and outreach among the three major transportation planning agencies in the Grand Rapids metro
area. The figure below illustrates the process followed to complete the 2035 Long Range Plan. See
Appendix E for a detailed chart depicting the planning process.

LRTP Development Timeline

2009 Base Year Socio-Economic Data Developed

July—August 2009

Meetings with MPO Members, ITP, MDOT (Subregional)

September—October 2009

2035 Socio-Economic Data Developed

November-December 2009

Travel Demand Model Calibration

January-February 2010

Public Participation Plan Update, Public Comments

February—April 2010

Goals and Objectives Reviewed

March—April 2010

Transportation Needs Subcommittees — Need Identification

May-July 2010

Deficiency Analysis July—August 2010

LRTP Kickoff Meetings October 2010
Transportation Alternatives Analyzed January—November 2010
Deficiencies Approved by Committees October 2010

Financial Analysis October—-November 2010
Inter-agency Workgroup Air Quality Projects Approved November 2010
Environmental Justice Analysis November 2010

Environmental Mitigation Analysis

November—December 2010

Air Quality Analysis November-December 2010
Consultation December 2010
Presentation of Draft LRTP, Public Comment Period, Meetings January 2011

Committee Approval of LRTP February 2011

GVMC Metropolitan Council Board Approval of LRTP March 2011

Figure 3 — LRTP Development Timeline

MPO Committee Representation/2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Oversight

The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council’s transportation committees are comprised of membership
that represents all modes of transportation throughout the local transportation community. Local
governments from the MPO Study Area include 10 cities and 25 townships, which are all eligible to
participate. Additionally, the Kent and Ottawa County Road Commissions, the Interurban Transit
Partnership/The Rapid, Gerald R. Ford International Airport, Grand Rapids Area Chamber of
Commerce, the West Michigan Environmental Action Council, and the Michigan Department of
Transportation participate in the MPO process as well.
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There are four primary committees that impact the transportation planning and decision making
process in the Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area. The Transportation Programming Study Group
(TPSG) is an ad-hoc committee of the Technical Committee that is charged with making program-
ming decisions about specific transportation projects through the short-range Transportation Im-
provement Program. The TPSG only deals with programming issues. All other issues that need to be
considered are brought first to the Technical Committee and subsequently make their way “up” the
committee structure that you see in Figure 4. The Technical Committee is exactly what the name
would imply. The representative from each of the member agencies/communities has an expertise in
the technical areas of the transportation process. The Policy Committee is made up of representa-
tives of each member agency who have a policy development responsibility in their respective agen-
cies/communities. Most members are elected officials or appointed by the elected officials of their
agency/community. The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council Board (GVMC Board) is usually the
last committee to take action on transportation issues within the Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area.
The GVMC Board is made up of the chief elected officials (and/or their designee) for the member
agencies. Some of the GVMC Board members are participating in the Policy Committee so there is
often a familiarity with transportation issues and discussions at this level.

Transportation Planning Study Group (Ad Hoc) Members

= City of Cedar Springs » Gerald R. Ford International Airport

= City of East Grand Rapids »  Grand Rapids Chamber of Commerce*
» City of Grand Rapids * Hope Network*

* City of Grandville = [TP/The Rapid

»  City of Hudsonville » Kent County Road Commission

= City of Kentwood »  Kent County townships (1 vote)

= City of Lowell » Michigan Department of Transportation
» City of Rockford = Ottawa County Road Commission

»  City of Walker =  Ottawa County townships (1 vote)

= City of Wyoming » Village of Sparta

» Federal Highway Administration* *Non-Voting Members

Technical Committee

* Ada Township = City of Wyoming
Algoma Township Courtland Township
Allendale Township Federal Highway Administration®*
Alpine Township Federal Transit Administration*
American Red Cross* Gaines Charter Township
Byron Township Georgetown Charter Township

Caledonia Township
Cannon Township
Cascade Charter Township

Gerald R. Ford International Airport
Grand Rapids Chamber of Commerce*
Grand Rapids Charter Township

City of Cedar Springs Hope Network*

City of East Grand Rapids ITP/The Rapid

City of Grand Rapids Jamestown Township

City of Grandville Kent County Board of Commissioners
City of Hudsonville Kent County Road Commission

City of Kentwood Michigan Association of Counties*

City of Lowell Michigan Department of Transportation
City of Rockford Ottawa County Board of Commissioners
City of Walker Ottawa County Road Commission

Grand Valley Metropolitan Council 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update
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* Plainfield Charter Township = Village of Sparta
= Tallmadge Township =  West Michigan Env. Action Council*

» Village of Caledonia*

Policy Committee

*Non-Voting Members

Ada Township

Algoma Township

Allendale Township

Alpine Township

Byron Township

Caledonia Charter Township
Cannon Township

Cascade Charter Township

Federal Highway Administration*
Gaines Charter Township

Georgetown Charter Township

Gerald R. Ford International Airport
Grand Rapids Chamber of Commerce*
Grand Rapids Charter Township
ITP/The Rapid

Jamestown Township

City of Cedar Springs Kent County Board of Commissioners

City of East Grand Rapids Kent County Road Commission

City of Grand Rapids Michigan Department of Transportation

City of Grandville Ottawa County Board of Commissioners

City of Hudsonville Ottawa County Road Commission

City of Kentwood Plainfield Township

City of Lowell Tallmadge Township

City of Rockford Village of Sparta

City of Walker West Michigan Env. Action Council*

= City of Wyoming *Non-Voting Members
»  Courtland Township

For Technical and Policy Committee member contact in-
formation see Appendix D. Figure 4 represents the MPO GVMC Board =
Committee structure for the Grand Rapids metropolitan -
area. Public participation is provided for and encouraged f g-
at all of the committee meetings: Poli cy | &
Technical Committee meets at 9:30 a.m. the first Wednes- -
day of the month at the Kent County Road Commission, ? v
1500 Scribner Ave. NE, Grand Rapids, Michigan. Technical =
Policy Committee meets at 9:30 a.m. the third Wednesday 'g
of the month at the Kent County Road Commission, 1500 o
Scribner Ave. NE, Grand Rapids, Michigan. TPSG -
GVMC Board meets at 8:30 a.m. the first Thursday of the
month at the Kent County Administration Building, 300

Monroe Ave. NW, Grand Rapids, Michigan.

Intermodal Focus

Figure 4 - MPO Committee Structure

In order to develop a truly intermodal long-range plan, issues related to more than roadways needed
to be addressed. SAFETEA-LU requires that long-range transportation plans be multi-modal in na-
ture, meaning they address all modes of transportation: transit, rail, air, non-motorized, and roads. It
has been common practice throughout the transportation planning profession to concentrate on
roads to the detriment of other modes of transportation. Therefore, GVMC staff has put a process in
place to integrate all modes of travel pertinent to the metropolitan area.
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For the development of the 2035 LRTP Update, six additional Subcommittees met to identify needs
by program area including: Intermodal, Freight, Rail & Air; Non-Motorized; Transit & Passenger
Rail; Congestion Management; Safety & Operations; and Pavement Asset Management. These six

Subcommittees were made up of members of the Technical and Pohcy Committees as well as inter-

ested organizations and indi-
LRTP Program Areas viduals that have technical ex-

Intermodalism Transit & Pavement

Freight, Rail

Safety
Non-Motorized

. : pertise that contributes to our
Passenger Eangestion ‘ and Asset

= MeeGament S s understanding of regional trans-

and Air

1 1 ' ] [ T portati'on needs. Thpse Spb-
[ committees met to 1d§:nt1fy the
Tra nsportatibn Committees | financially unconstralnefi ncteds
(TPSG, Technical and Policy) by program area to provide in-
formation and resources to the
l Technical and Policy Commit-

Long-Range tee’s decision making process.
Transportation Plan Figure 5 outlines the various
r program areas that were estab-

lished for the development of the

Transportation Improvement
long-range plan.

Program (TIP)

I

Implementation Figure 5 — Long Range Transpor-
tation Plan Program Areas

Intermodal Issues, Freight, Rail and Air (‘Freight Subcommittee’)

Freight movement issues are being studied by staff in partnership with the Michigan Department of
Transportation, the Right Place Inc., and various trucking, rail, storage, and major employers in the
region. Drawing on their inherent knowledge of issues facing freight shippers and carriers in the
area, a basic understanding of the issues was established at the subcommittee meeting July 15, 2010.
Representatives from the freight community as well as road agencies and private sector businesses
responsible for large freight movements were brought together for the first time in a number of years.
Several very pointed concerns were raised from the various representatives present at the meeting,
especially concerns about the complexity and culture of the railroad companies. The subcommittee
was encouraged by the neutrality of GVMC and expressed a desire to continue working to improve
freight conditions in our area. This effort is in its incubatory stages and specific needs have not been
identified to the point where they can be listed in the Long Range Transportation Plan.

Air related issues are addressed in conjunction with the region’s largest provider of services, the Ge-
rald R. Ford International Airport (GRFIA). GRFIA staff has seats and voting privileges on both the
GVMC Transportation Technical and Policy Committees and participate actively in the transporta-
tion planning process. GVMC Transportation staff served as a member of the Airport Master Plan
committee during its most recent update.

Non-Motorized

The GVMC Non-Motorized Transportation Committee, made up of governmental and citizen rep-
resentatives, continues to meet. The committee has developed a 2009 draft Non-Motorized Trans-
portation Plan element for incorporation in the LRTP for the area which includes a list of non-
motorized projects to guide the development of a comprehensive network for the area. On June 24
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and July 22, 2010, GVMC staff conducted Non-Motorized Committee meetings as part of the de-
velopment of the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The Non-Motorized Committee is a
standing committee and is composed of 59 members from jurisdictions across the MPO, MDOT,
ITP/The Rapid, trail “friends” groups, Disability Advocates of Kent County, and other non-
motorized transportation advocacy organizations.

The Non-Motorized Committee is currently revisiting the MPO Policies and Practices to encourage
the use of less traditional federal funding sources for these types of projects. The committee is also
working to develop the types of non-motorized facilities that will be officially recognized by the
MPO by setting fundamental criteria for project consideration. Additionally, the Committee is con-
tinuing to revise prioritization criteria for non-motorized projects, including such elements as: access
to schools, employment, parks, high use potential, funded maintenance plans, cost, and quality of
life benefits. The Committee hopes to have criteria in place should additional funds come to the

area, as part of the Rails-to-Trails effort or other means, to systematically address the development of
a non-motorized transportation network.

GVMC continues to make substantial improvements to the Draft Non-Motorized Plan element. In-
deed GVMC was commended for this document by the Federal Highway Administration and the
Federal Transit Administration at its regular Federal certification held in June, 2010.

Transit & Passenger Rail

GVMC staff works very closely with the regional transit provider, ITP/The Rapid, to assess long-
range transit needs and incorporate those needs into the planning process (see Chapter 10). Transit
programs continue to be an ongoing priority of GVMC and the two agencies meet regularly to iden-
tify, discuss, and plan for public transportation needs in the Grand Rapids urbanized area. Addition-
ally, GVMC, in cooperation with ITP/The Rapid, successfully applied for and received a Service
Development New Technology grant from the Michigan Department of Transportation to conduct a
transit needs assessment for Kent County. The purpose of the Kent County Transit Needs Assess-
ment (KCTNA) is to complete an assessment of the unmet need and demand for transit in Kent
County, particularly those parts of Kent County that are not currently served by The Rapid. The in-
formation collected as part of this study will provide information about the potential expansion of
transit service beyond the current scope of existing transit service providers in the county. The pri-
mary goals of the KCTNA are to:

a) Examine the current transit use and service provided and identify gaps in service,

b) Anticipate future transit demand by identifying areas that may need transit to meet demand
and,

c) Ifalatent demand is identified, to identify options and financial implications of future public
transportation service.

In December, 2009, RLS & Associates, Inc. was selected as the consultant to perform the KCTNA.
Final presentations for the study are anticipated in spring 2011.

Passenger Rail issues are also being studied by GVMC as a member of the WESTRAIN Collabora-
tive. The focus of WESTRAIN is to secure and maintain passenger rail service from Grand Rapids,
Michigan, to Chicago, Illinois. The WESTRAIN Committee is instrumental in working closely with
MDOT and AMTRAK to maintain seven-day per week service on the Pere Marquette line between
the two cities. Currently, the WESTRAIN Committee meets on a quarterly basis to discuss and im-
plement effective marketing of passenger rail service. Another accomplishment of the WESTRAIN
Collaborative is the continuation of minor restoration projects on the AMTRAK station in Grand
Rapids.
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GVMC staff conducted the first “ad hoc” Transit & Passenger Rail Subcommittee meeting as part of
the development of the Long Range Transportation Plan on June 25, 2010. Participants at this meet-
ing included five transit service agencies (of the nine invited) as well as MDOT, local jurisdictions,
colleges/universities, and other rail and environmental advocacy groups. The group collectively dis-
cussed challenges to transit and passenger rail, which touched particularly on improving transit link-
ages to other modes (airport, Amtrak, Greyhound), adding another daily departure on the Pere Mar-
quette, improving connections between land-use decisions and transit, development of a bus rapid
transit route to Allendale, and overwhelming service demands on paratransit providers.

Congestion Management

Over the years, corridor congestion has received the most attention due to the fact that it is the most
visible and, in most cases, most costly to rectify. As time has passed and the area has grown, many
congestion issues have emerged or have been created by poor land use decisions. 28th Street, Alpine
Avenue, the US-131 S-Curve, access to the airport and I-196 in downtown are just a short list of
congestion-related issues that the area has been faced with. While some of these congestion issues
are still active, many have been alleviated through the implementation of various very costly fixes.

The completion of M-6 (South Beltline Freeway), the reconstruction of the US-131 S-Curve, the re-
cent reconstruction of I-196 (Gerald R. Ford Freeway), and the new access to the airport via 36th
Street are a few of the improvements that have been made in recent years to address some of the
worst congestion issues in the region.

While these congestion issues are corridor based and were relatively predictable, there are other
sources of congestion that are just now getting attention on a regional basis. Accidents, bad weather,
construction and planned events (concerts, downtown festivals and conventions) are often referred
to as non-recurring congestion due to their relatively unpredictable nature. Another source of con-
gestion experienced in the region is attributed to intersections and poorly timed corridors.

Viable solutions that address previously defined goals have been developed through the GVMC
Congestion Management Process for which more information can be found in Chapter 8.

Safety

One of the primary focuses of federal SAFETEA-LU legislation was the increased emphasis on im-
proving safety as the acronym implies.

GVMC has developed a comprehensive safety plan for the region. The GVMC Strategic Safety
Planning Process was developed as an effort to identify and address safety-related issues in the re-
gion. Over the past five years traffic crashes have cost the residents of the region an estimated aver-
age of $550 million each year. According to a AAA study completed in 2008, traffic crashes cost the
residents of the GVMC region in excess of five times the cost of traffic congestion (5.44:1). With
these statistics in mind, GVMC has undertaken an effort to focus planning resources on traffic
crashes in an effort to minimize the impact they have on the economy of the region as well as the
loss of human life.

Security

In addition to safety, security and contingency plans are another SAFETEA-LU focus area. MDOT
has a statewide Emergency Management Steering Committee in place to address Homeland Security
Issues. Any threats or potential threats identified by the federal Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) or Michigan State Police (MSP) are then communicated to MDOT field staff to monitor spe-
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cific or categories of targeted facilities, structures, etc. Monitoring can be accomplished visually by
MDOT staff, local law enforcement, or using the ITS cameras which are now covering a greater por-
tion of the state transportation system. Any unusual activities observed are reported to the MSP
and/or the federal DHS. State of Michigan efforts are also coordinated with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and DHS activities. In addition, any potential threats identified to local
facilities are communicated to local officials and/or law enforcement agencies. These focused efforts
will ensure that security issues are integrated into the GVMC overall transportation planning process

Pavement Asset Management

For nearly 15 years GVMC has maintained a Pavement Asset Management System (PaMS) for the
federal-aid system in the region. The GVMC PaMS is a full-size Ford® van equipped with state-of-
the-art electronic pavement scanners, high-resolution still cameras, Global Positioning System (GPS)
components and computers. Operated by experienced transportation planners from the GVMC
Transportation Department, the equipment is used throughout the GVMC transportation study area
to ascertain pavement conditions and enable local road agencies and the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDQOT) to better manage roads, bridges and other elements of our region's surface
transportation network. The GVMC PaMS van was the first mobile, semi-automated, advanced
technology system to be used to gather and analyze road condition data in Michigan.

During the development of the LRTP, the GVMC PaMS committee has worked on a plan to maxi-
mize the use of all available funding that comes to this area for the purposes of maintaining and,
where possible, improving the system.

Citizens

GVMC continues to make citizen participation in the transportation process a priority. As part of
the passage of SAFETEA-LU, fairly significant changes were made to the GVMC Public Involve-
ment process. The Public Involvement Plan was changed to a Public Participation Plan. Certain
elements of the Plan were updated to reflect new emphasis areas in the new legislation, which was
revisited at the beginning of the 2035 LRTP update process.

GVMC continues to make substantial improvements to the inclusion of the public in the transporta-
tion planning process. At its regular Federal certification held in July 2006, GVMC was commended
by FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) on its public participation process.
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Chapter 3: Goals and Objectives

Goals and objectives are extremely useful in the planning process as they provide the necessary di-
rection and basic framework upon which future decisions can be made. The goals and objectives of
the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) will contribute strongly to the selection and evaluation
of alternatives in the transportation system. As goals embody a desired state of affairs to be realized
through future efforts, the transportation goals and objectives embraced by GVMC will affect an
overall design for the 2035 LRTP. These goals and objectives also influence the development of the
short range Transportation Improvement Program, and indeed are meant to guide the entire regional
transportation planning process.

The goals and objectives of the Long Range Transportation Plan are revisited with each LRTP de-
velopment cycle and are developed and approved by GVMC Transportation Committees. Several of
the goals and objectives are more specific than the final LRTP conclusions can support. However,
this specificity will become important during subsequent studies which will be completed after the
LRTP is adopted. It may appear that some of the goals and objectives compete or conflict with each
other. This occurs because the list that is presented below is comprehensive in nature and is designed
to accommodate several different types of situations. When applying these goals and objectives to
any effort, decision-makers will need to find balance between different goals and different objectives.
The goals and objectives are not ranked or listed in order of importance; however, they are related to
the SAFETEA-LU factors as demonstrated in Figure 6.

Applicable policy statements related to the goals and objectives are listed in Appendix C of this
document. The policy statements are intended to provide the structure and guidelines for transporta-
tion planning in the area. In addition, the policy statements improve the overall transportation plan-
ning practices currently in use in the area. The combination of the LRTP goals, objectives, and poli-
cies will help guide the implementation of the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan.

Vision Statement

The 2035 LRTP establishes a vision of how the future multimodal transportation system will serve
the people and businesses of Kent and eastern Ottawa counties. The vision statement, adopted by
the GVMC Policy Committee in March, 2010, is as follows:

Establish a sustainable multimodal transportation system for the mobility and ac-
cessibility of people, goods, and services; it will provide an integrated system that is
safe, environmentally sound, socially equitable, economically viable, and developed
through cooperation and collaboration.

To achieve this vision, the transportation system must be well maintained and the region’s agencies
and jurisdictions must work cooperatively to develop strategies to effectively distribute transporta-
tion funding. As such, the following goals are supported by several measurable objectives that are
described in association with specific transportation components.
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Goals and Objectives

Goal 1: Accessibility, Mobility, Intermodalism, and Efficiency

Provide access to employment, housing, services, and recreation for people regardless of physical

limitations or economic status. Design a transportation system that allows the efficient movement
of motor vehicles, buses, pedestrians, bicyclists, buses, trains, and air and freight carriers through

the area.

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes.

Make the best use of existing transportation facilities by integrating systems, improving traffic op-
erations and safety, and providing accurate real-time information to increase system-wide effi-
ciency.

Objective 1a: Maintain and enhance a roadway system comprised of existing or expanded free-
ways, major regional arterials and principal arterials that provide regional and state-
wide connectivity for the movement of people and goods.

Objective 1b:  Support local streets and roadways that are consistent with community goals and
provide access to and from residential and non-residential areas throughout the re-
gion.

Objective 1c:  Encourage the expansion of safe, efficient, and convenient public transportation sys-
tem coverage to areas with supportive land use patterns and population or employ-
ment characteristics.

Objective 1d: Sustain and develop the interconnected regional network of non-motorized transpor-
tation facilities to provide access to employment, services, schools, and other destina-
tions.

Objective le: Expand opportunities for rail and air transportation for passengers and freight and
maintain Gerald R. Ford International Airport’s important role in connecting the
Greater Grand Rapids area to the rest of the nation and the world.

Objective 1f:  Encourage the coordination and integration of existing modes of transportation and
promote the development of new intermodal transportation connections, facilities,
and services to facilitate the movement of goods throughout the region.

Objective 1g: Provide mobility and accessibility through the transportation system for all people,
particularly those that are transportation disadvantaged, and minimize transportation
barriers which disadvantage mobility-limited people.

Objective 1h: Improve transportation system productivity by addressing capacity deficient road-
ways and funding improvements that provide sufficient capacity for the movement of
people and goods throughout the region.

Objective 1i:  Employ the Congestion Management Process to systematically monitor, measure,
and diagnose and recommend management alternatives for current and future con-
gestion on our region’s multi-modal transportation system.

Objective 1j:  Enhance mobility and strengthen corridor efficiency by reducing overall travel time
and delay by providing adequate intersection capacity and through continued in-
vestment in signal timing and progression efforts.

Objective 1k: Deploy and adapt Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) concepts such as vehicle
flow treatments, national real-time system information programs, transit monitoring
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systems, and real time automated incident detection technologies, to improve the re-
liability and efficiency of the transportation system.

Objective 11:  Utilize Travel Demand Management practices to manage future traffic growth, im-
prove system efficiency, and mitigate congestion.

Objective Im: Promote and encourage the use of transit, ridesharing, carpooling, vanpooling, and
non-motorized travel, and the spread of travel demand to non-critical times of the
day.

Goal 2: System Preservation

Assure the preservation and maintenance of existing facilities and work to educate decision-makers
about the need for adequate transportation funding.

Objective 2a: Allocate transportation funds to cost-effectively maintain existing infrastructure so as
to protect the serviceability of previous investments.

Objective 2b: Develop and apply transportation management principles and techniques, in coop-
eration with state and local agencies, to identify, assess, and maintain existing trans-
portation infrastructure and maximize road maintenance budgets.

Objective 2c:  Encourage effective and proper maintenance of state and local transportation facili-
ties.

Objective 2d: Prioritize roadway projects that improve existing facilities over those that develop
new roadways and encourage the use of existing right-of-ways for the development
and expansion of the transportation system.

Objective 2e:  Cooperatively work with local, state, and federal officials to educate decision-makers
about transportation funding needs.

Goal 3: Safety, Security and Reliability

Improve the safety and reliability of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized
users.

Improve security measures to protect the region from natural and human threats.

Objective 3a: Identify, prioritize, and design projects on existing and future facilities that will re-
duce the likelihood or severity of crashes involving motor vehicles, trains, bicycles,
and pedestrians.

Objective 3b: Employ the use of standard traffic control devices, standards, and practices to in-
crease system efficiency, safety, and reliability.

Objective 3c:  Support the installation, operation, upgrading, and timely maintenance of system
infrastructure, including regional Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to reduce
the potential for secondary traffic incidents and non-reoccurring congestion within
the region.

Objective 3d: Collaborate with communities, public schools, and MDOT to regionally plan for safe
bicycle and pedestrian routes for students to travel to and from home and school.

Objective 3e: Encourage the multiple and safe use of transportation rights-of-way by different
modes, including non-motorized transportation.
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Objective 3f: Coordinate with various safety and security agencies, such as the US Department of
Homeland Security and the Federal Emergency Management Agency, to ensure de-
velopment of safe, secure transport routes throughout the region and their connec-
tion with routes beyond the region.

Goal 4: Land Use and Transportation

Strengthen the link between transportation and land use policies to encourage people and busi-
nesses to live and work in a manner that reduces dependence on single occupancy vehicles.

Objective 4a: Integrate land use and transportation by encouraging land use patterns that provide
efficient, compact uses of land that facilitate a reduced number and length of trips.

Objective 4b: Coordinate local land use and master planning with the preservation of current and
future right-of-way and transportation system improvements, including land uses ad-
jacent to fixed transportation facilities.

Objective 4c:  Develop transportation services to be consistent with adopted community land use
plans, water quality management plans, housing plans, and recreation/open space
plans.

Objective 4d: Develop transportation plan data and projections using accurate local land use data
and regional population and employment forecasts.

Objective 4e: Evaluate all reasonable land use development alternatives and transportation im-
provement strategies before pursuing major expansion to roadways. Consider all
mobility options and operational strategies in congested corridors before adding ca-
pacity for general purpose lanes or building new facilities.

Objective 4f: Manage access (curb cuts on arterials or interchanges on freeways) to improve the
efficiency and flow of traffic in accordance with MDOT Access Management Pro-
gram along state highways, and encourage local governments to develop similar
standards for non-state roadways.

Goal 5: Public Participation, Intergovernmental Coordination, Equity and Fiscal Responsibility

Provide information to the public to allow active participation in the transportation decision-
making process.

Equitably fund transportation based on need and benefit. Coordinate and design transportation im-
provements for all modes to assure the expenditure of resources in the most cost-effective manner.

Implement transportation improvements that foster economic development and vitality and link
centers of employment, education, medical facilities, and neighborhoods.

Objective 5a: Foster environmental justice through the maintenance of a planning process that
does not unfairly affect any one segment of our community, regardless of race, color,
national origin, age, sex, disability, religion or income.

Objective 5b: Provide early and continuing opportunities for public engagement in transportation
plans, projects, and programs, particularly for those in the community traditionally
underserved by the transportation planning process.
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Objective 5c:

Objective 5d:

Objective Se:

Objective 5f:

Objective 5g:

Objective Sh:

Allow for timely public review and comment at key decision points in the transporta-
tion planning and project development process and consider all public input in the
GVMC transportation public participation process.

Promote a balanced transportation system and support the economic viability, com-
petitiveness, productivity, and efficiency of West Michigan through directed invest-
ment in improvements across modes.

Support transportation improvements that are cost-effective, realistic, reliable, equi-
table, and maximize the long-term cost/benefits by considering the overall life cycle
costs.

Enhance intergovernmental coordination and cooperation for improving multimodal
transportation planning.

Coordinate local, regional, state, federal and private transportation investments to
maximize opportunities and benefits of joint study, design, and construction of pro-
jects.

Minimize capital and operating costs through transportation improvements for all
modes.

Goal 6: Environmental Quality, Livability and Sustainability

Improve air quality, water quality, reduce vehicular emissions and minimize impacts to the natural
environment, social well-being, and cultural heritage. Reduce the demand for single-occupant mo-
tor vehicle travel, and conserve energy.

Objective 6a:

Objective 6b:

Objective 6¢:

Objective 6d:

Objective 6e:

Objective 6f:

Objective 6g:

Objective 6h:

Minimize air, noise, and water pollutant emissions and concentrations.

Prioritize projects and programs that contribute to the achievement of federal air
quality standards.

Encourage projects and programs that use low-polluting fuels and alternative fuel
and engine technology in vehicles and vehicle fleets.

Develop the transportation system to minimize disruption of existing neighborhoods,
households, prime farmlands, natural habitats, and open spaces.

Minimize negative effects of improvements to the transportation system on commer-
cial and industrial facilities as well as historical sites and recreational, cultural, reli-
gious and educational activities.

Provide a wide variety of transportation facilities as alternatives to the single-
occupant vehicle, including bus rapid transit, fixed-route, demand response, senior
and disabled person transit service, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Focus roadway, transit, and non-motorized improvements in the urbanized area and
encourage transportation projects that directly serve designated urban centers and
transit oriented development.

Prioritize transportation projects which reduce the frequency and length of trips,
minimize the energy resources consumed for transportation, and promote a sustain-
able transportation system.
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Figure 6 — Relating SAFETEA-LU Factors to LRTP Goals

Relevant
SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors LRTP LRTP Incorporation of SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors
Goals
1) Support the economic vitality of the Goal 1
United States, the States, non- Goal 3 . . .
. . The projects contained in this plan preserve and enhance access
metropolitan areas, and metropolitan Goal 4 (by all modes) to major employment centers
areas, especially be enabling global com- Goal 5 y J ploy ’
petitiveness, productivity and efficiency Goal 6
2) Increase the safety of the transporta- Goal 3 Safety improvements for all modes are encouraged in this plan,
tion system for motorized and non- Goal 6 such as crash reductions at intersections, along corridors, and
motorized users. for different user groups like seniors, bicyclists, and pedestrians.
3.) Increase the security of the transporta- GVMC is employing ITS strategies to increase the security of
tion system for motorized and non- Goal 3 .
. the transportation system.
motorized users.
Goal 1 Mobility options for non-motorized, transit, and roadway users
4) Increase the accessibility and mobility Goal 3 are increased under this plan. Accessibility is improved, but it is
options available to people and for Goal 4 recognized that additional activities should be considered to
freight. Goal 5 increase the accessibility of the transportation system for all us-
Goal 6 ers.
5) Protect and enhance the environment, The LRTP seeks to minimize any negative §nv1ronmentgl im-
L pacts as a result of programs/projects. The implementation of
promote energy conservation, improve . . A . .
. : . Goal 3 the programs/projects contained in this plan will reduce gaps in
the quality of life, and promote consis- L >
. Goal 4 the system and a reduction in the number of congested miles.
tency between transportation improve- Goal 5 Consi . hieved by developi he LRTP i . .
ments and State and local planned oa onsistency is achieved by developing the in conjunction
. Goal 6 with GVMC members, road agencies, ITP/The Rapid, and
growth and economic development pat- . . . .
terns MDOT, and by increasing the accuracy of socio-economic data
) input into the Transportation Model.
6.) Enhance the integration and connec- Goal 1 The programs/projects in the plan seek to enhance connectivity
tivity of the transportation system, across Goal 4 ; . .
and integration between modes, for example transit and non-
and between modes, for people and Goal 5 .
- motorized.
freight. Goal 6
Goal 1 The programs/projects in this plan were developed with
Goal 2 GVMC members, state and local transportation providers, and
7) Promote efficient system management Goal 4 the general public. Such input helps ensure that the system is
and operation. Goal 5 efficiently managed and operated and the projects proposed
support the continuation of a system that is efficiently managed
Goal 6
and operated.
Goal 2 The LRTP considered preservation of the existing transporta-
8) Emphasize the preservation of the ex- Goal 4 tion system through the financial analysis that identified funds
isting transportation system. Goal 6 for maintenance activities. Also the project list contained pres-

ervation projects and dedicated funds for system preservation.
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Chapter 4: Public Participation Process

The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council (GVMC) is committed to ensuring that citizen input will
figure prominently throughout the planning processes and contribute to transportation problem iden-
tification through public comment periods, public meetings, and review of the draft document.
GVMC, as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO), is also federally required to explicitly
set forth public participation policies. The standards for this process are found in Title 23, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 450, and in Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 613 which requires
that the public have reasonable opportunity to comment on transportation plans and programs.
These policies are laid out in the Public Participation Plan (PPP), which can be found on the GVMC
website.

The Public Participation Plan document describes all of the public participation goals and require-
ments for GVMC, including specific details regarding the development of the Long Range Transpor-
tation Plan (LRTP). These guidelines were followed by staff throughout the development of the 2035
LRTP. The update of the 2035 LRTP was a lengthy process—nearly two years in the making—that
involves a variety of public outreach tools, including a citizen survey, public service announcements,
direct mailings, and public meetings.

Public Participation Mailing List

GVMC maintains an extensive public participation mailing list that is used to provide information
and notice to the public on transportation planning activities. The Interested Citizens/Organizations
list includes many representatives such as elected officials, academic institutions, chambers of com-
merce, libraries, area media, neighborhood associations, government agencies and transportation
service providers. This list is continually maintained and updated regularly and can be found in full
in Appendix A.

The list of interested cities and agencies broken down by the type and numbers of contacts includes:

B BUSIIIESSES .uuuieeiiiiiiiiiie e eeeee ettt teeeeeeeeeeaaab e e eeeeeeesattaaeeaaeesssrtteneaaeessssraanaaaaaaaaeres 39
® Chambers Of COMIMEICTE ...........uuuiiieieeiiiiiiiiee e e et e e e e et ee e e e e e e e ettt e eeeeeeaaaas 9
»  Community Organizations (incl. non-profits, faith-based organizations, etc.).......... 46
B CONCEINEA CIUZEIS ..oevevveeeiiiiiiiieieeeereeeeeeeeeerreerssesseesssesssssssssssssssssssssssssrsssssrssaaaaaane, 95
=  Downtown Development Authorities (DDAS) ...........ceeeveeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeev e 12
»  Educational OrganiZatiOns ..........ccceeeeeriiiiiiiieeeereeeeiiiiiieeeeeeeeertiiiieaeeeeseessiienaaaaaaeens 21
B Elected OffiCIAlS ..oovvveeieeiiiiieiee et 32
»  Environmental OrganiZations .................eeviiiiiiiiiiiiireieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeerseeseerreesrrrerree.. 12
»  Governmental Entities and OrganizZations..................ceeevvverrrrerreeereeerrerrrrrrrrernrenie. 34
® Historical OrganiZatiOns..........uuuuieeeeeeiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeiiiiiieeeeeeerrtiiieaeaeeesserrriiaaaeaaesesenes 3
B MEAIA coiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e eaaaaaaas 12
»  Neighborhood OrganiZationS. ...........oevvvuuuieeeeeeieiiiiiieee e e eeeeee e e e eeeee e e e 38
" Non-Motorized AdVOCACY GIOUPS.........uvvvrrrrrrrrrrerrrrrrrrrirerrrerreerreareeenee.. 9
»  Organizations Serving the Disabled ...........ccooceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 30
»  Organizations Serving Senior CItIZENS .........cceeeeeeeiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeviiiee e 16
» Transportation (including air, rail, transit, MDOT, €tC.)...........cceevvvviiriiiiiiiiiiieenee, 83
B Tribal OrganiZatiOnsS.........ccevviiiiiiiiiiiieieeeieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeereeeseesssesssssarsersrrrsearaarrr—... 4
R o] 7Y TR SSPPPPINt 495
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Public Participation Outreach

The LRTP process began with a re-evaluation and update of the Public Participation Plan with input
sought from the Technical and Policy Committees. Staff reviewed past public participation practices
to understand which worked well and discover new practices which could improve our efforts. The

updated Public Participation Plan was approved by the GVMC Policy Committee on May 19, 2010.

Staff developed an online Citizen Survey to gain public opinion regarding the LRTP update. Ques-
tions focused on those portions of the transportation system most important to them. The survey
was advertised as part of the initial round of LRTP public meetings, the “Kick-off,” as well as in the
Grand Rapids Press, on the GVMC website, through a direct postcard mailing, and emailed to
GVMC digital contacts. A summary of the survey results appears in Appendix A.

To provide the public with fast, easy access to all things related to the LRTP update, staff main-
tained the gvmc.org website through the planning process. This included posting announcements for
all public participation opportunities, the LRTP survey, and other relevant background information
and past planning documents.

The update of the 2035 LRTP began with eight Kick-off Meetings (two per day, two hours each) Oc-
tober 11-14, 2010. These meetings were held at eight different locations through Kent and Eastern
Ottawa Counties to provide geographic balance and convenience. The Kick-off meetings were
scheduled at various times of the day, at ADA accessible venues, and three of the locations were
specifically located along fixed-route bus service lines to increase ease of access. Postcard invitations
to the Kick-off Meetings were sent to our entire Interested Citizens/Organizations list consisting of
495 individuals and organizations who are interested in transportation planning related information.
The Kick-off Meeting invitation, which included information on the online survey, was also posted
on our website and published in the Grand Rapids Press on October 7, 2010.

Displayed at each of the eight Kick-off Meetings were materials, such as Title VI pamphlets, MDOT
maps, ITP/The Rapid Transit Master Plan brochures, State Rail Plan brochures, as well as large
area maps and transit system maps. For each meeting, staff made a short PowerPoint presentation
on the development of the LRTP, the various analyses that are part of the document, and the other
public involvement opportunities available. Public Comment Sheets and GVMC contact informa-
tion were made available at the meetings for those who did not wish to speak to staff in person, and
public comments will be accepted throughout the LRTP development process.

Figure 7— LRTP Meeting Schedule

}:‘{eoecg;:)grlhgfea;ggrelby fixed route buses.) Time Kick-off Dates

Gaines Township Hall 9-11 am October 11, 2010
‘Wyoming Public Library* 6-8 pm October 11, 2010
GVMC Offices* 1-3 pm October 12, 2010
Lowell City Hall 6-8 pm October 12, 2010
The Rapid Central Station* 10 am-12 pm October 13, 2010
Algoma Township Hall 6-8 pm October 13, 2010
Georgetown Township 1-3 pm October 14, 2010
Hudsonville City Hall 6-8 pm October 14, 2010
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Meeting Location Time Draft Review
(*Locations accessible by fixed route buses.) Meeung Dates
Gaines Township Hall 9-11 am January 17, 2011
Lowell City Hall 6-8 pm January 17, 2011
‘Wyoming Public Library* 9:30-11:30 am January 18, 2011
GVMC Offices* 1-3 pm January 18, 2011
The Rapid Central Station* 10 am-12 pm January 19, 2011
Algoma Township Hall 6-8 pm January 19, 2011
Georgetown Township 1-3 pm January 20, 2011
Hudsonville City Hall 6-8 pm January 20, 2011

The update of the 2035 LRTP also incorporated a subcommittee process that invited detailed and
technical comments for each planning area (Congestion; Intermodal, Freight, Rail, & Air; Non-
motorized; Pavement Asset Management; Safety & Security; and Transit & Passenger Rail.) Or-
ganizations, businesses, advocacy groups, and individual experts all provided a cross-section of data
for each program to better define and narrow the transportation “needs” for the area.

Once the transportation deficiencies were identified and the Draft LRTP document was complete, a
30-day public comment period was held from January 1-30, 2011. Notices of the public comment
period were posted in the Grand Rapids Press on January 1, 2011 and sent to all on the Interested
Citizens/Agencies List. Throughout the 30-day public comment period, the draft document was
made available for the public to view in hard-copy format at nearly every local unit of government,
the Kent and Ottawa County Road Commissions, ITP/The Rapid, MDOT offices, local libraries, as
well as on the GVMC website. In addition, the Draft 2035 LRTP was available at the GVMC offices
with staff available to respond directly to any public questions or concerns.

All public comments received during the Kick-off Meetings, as well as during the official public com-
ment period, including comments received at the public meetings, can be found in Appendix A. All
public comments received were provided to the GVMC Technical and Policy Committees for con-
sideration, and in some instances the inquirer was directed to the respective road or transit agency
for more project-specific details.

Between January 12 and 20, 2011, eight public meetings for the Draft 2035 LRTP Update were held
at the same variety of times and locations as the Kick-off meetings (see Figure 7). The Draft 2035
LRTP Project List, Air Quality Conformity Findings, Environmental Justice, and Environmental
Mitigation Analysis results were described at these meetings during a staff PowerPoint presentation.
The Draft Review Meetings were also held at various times of the day, at ADA accessible venues,
and three of the locations are specifically located along fixed-route bus service lines to increase ease
of access. Invitations were sent to our entire Interested Citizens/Agencies List, which included in-
formation on how to access the document, Air Quality Conformity Findings, and other related
documents. Concurrent with the meeting announcement mailing, the meeting information, methods
for making public comment, and related information (Air Quality Conformity Analysis, Environ-
mental Justice Analysis, and draft project lists) were posted on the GVMC website and published in
the Grand Rapids Press. GVMC also purchased thirty 15-second public service announcements on a
major radio station to better publicize the LRTP Draft Review Meetings.

In addition to the public meetings, opportunities for public comment are available at monthly Tech-
nical Committee, Policy Committee, and GVMC Board meetings. Agendas and minutes for these
meetings are regularly posted on the gvmc.org website.

All documents, events, and public comment opportunities were published on the GVMC website
throughout the LRTP development process and were also made public through paid advertisements
and press releases to local media. Additionally, to provide ample time for staff to incorporate com-
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ments received, GVMC Board approval is not anticipated until 32 days (March 4, 2011) after the
close of the public comment period.

Conclusion

Throughout the 2035 LRTP development, all pertinent public participation information was taken to
the GVMC Technical and Policy Committees for their review and consideration. This committee
review aided staff during the process, helping to make decisions regarding the plan along the way.
All comments received were reviewed and incorporated into the LRTP when and where appropri-
ate. Specifically, all written public comments were recorded in Appendix A along with staff re-
sponses. An evaluation of the 2035 LRTP public participation efforts will be made through our Pub-
lic Participation Plan process to identify areas of success and areas that can be improved upon for
future plan development.
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Chapter 5: Consultation

A new addition from the current federal transportation legislation, SAFETEA-LU, to transportation
planning is the Consultation Process. This is considered to be a separate and discrete process from
the general public participation process and is meant as a way to better consider the needs of “con-
sulted” agencies. There are specific requirements that outline what types of agencies or stakeholders
need to be consulted during the transportation planning process and the type of information that
needs to be shared with these interested parties. It is suggested that contacts with State, local, Indian
Tribes, and private agencies responsible for the following areas be contacted:

» Economic growth and development

» Environmental protection

* Airport operators

»  Freight movement

» Land use management

* Natural resources

* Conservation

= Historical preservation

» Human service transportation providers
The overarching goal of this process is to eliminate or minimize conflicts with other agencies’ plans,
programs, or policies as they relate to the Long Range Transportation Plan. By consulting with
agencies such as Tribal organizations or land use management agencies during the development of
the LRTP, these groups can compare the LRTP project lists and maps with other natural or historic
resource inventories. GVMC will also be able to compare the Draft LRTP to any documents re-
ceived and make adjustments as necessary to achieve greater compatibility.

The consultation process that GVMC undertook is based on recommendations from the Federal
Highway Administration and the Michigan Department of Transportation.

Consultation Agency List

The organizations from the Interested Citizens/Agencies list that GVMC maintains for transporta-
tion public participation was used as a starting point for the consultation process, as this list encom-
passes many of the types of agencies and contacts targeted for this process. The Consultation List is
as follows:

» ACSET-Latin American Services, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= ACSET-West Side Complex, Grand Rapids, Michigan

* Aero Med-Air Medical Transport, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Air Ambulance by Life EMS, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Allendale Township DDA, Allendale, Michigan

= AMB-U-CAB by G.R. Veterans, Grand Rapids, Michigan

*  Ambucab Neighbors International Transport, Grand Rapids, Michigan
* Ambulance Service By American, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» American Red Cross - Lois Brinks, Muskegon, Michigan

» American Red Cross of Greater Grand Rapids - Mark Burgess, Grand Rapids, Michigan
» Amtrak, Chicago, Illinois

» Annis Water Resources Institute, Muskegon, Michigan

» Area Agency on Aging of Western Michigan, Grand Rapids, Michigan
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Arts Council of Greater Grand Rapids, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Association for the Blind & Visually Impaired - Amy B. Schreiner, Grand Rapids, Michigan
Association for the Blind & Visually Impaired - Michelle E Cameron, Grand Rapids, Mich.
Association for the Blind & Visually Impaired - Rosemary Ramos, Grand Rapids, Michigan
Blandford Nature Center, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Byron Township DDA, Byron Center, Michigan

Calder City Taxi, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Cascade Charter Township DDA, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Cedar Springs DDA, Cedar Springs, Michigan

Cherry Hill Historic District, Grand Rapids, Michigan

City of Grand Rapids - Connie Bohatch, Grand Rapids, Michigan

City of Grand Rapids Economic Development - Kara Wood, Grand Rapids, Michigan
City of Grandville DDA, Grandville, Michigan

City of Hudsonville DDA, Hudsonville, Michigan

City of Rockford DDA, Rockford, Michigan

City of Wyoming DDA, Wyoming, Michigan

Columbian Distribution, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Comstock Park DDA, Comstock Park, Michigan

Conrail, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Con-Way Central Express Inc., Grand Rapids, Michigan

CSX Transportation, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Cutlerville-Gaines Chamber of Commerce - Robin Halstead, Grand Rapids, Michigan
Disability Advocates - Dave Bulkowski, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Dwelling Place, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Environmental Protection Agency - Region 5, Chicago, Illinois

EPA, Office of Federal Activities, NEPA, Washington, DC

Fair Housing Center of West Michigan, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Faith in Motion, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Federal Aviation Administration - Great Lakes Region, Romulus, Michigan

Federal Highway Administration, Michigan Division - Sarah Van Buren, Lansing, Michigan
Fish-For-My-People, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Friends of the White Pine Trail - David Heyboer, Belmont, Michigan

Friends of the White Pine Trail - January Preoli, Belmont, Michigan

Friends of the White Pine Trail - Richard Granse, Belmont, Michigan

Friends of Transit, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Gainey Transportation Services, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Genesis Non-Profit Housing Corporation, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Gerald R. Ford International Airport - Roy Hawkins, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Gerald R. Ford International Airport, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Grand Action, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Grand Rapids Air Pollution Control, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Grand Rapids Area Chamber of Commerce - Jeanne Englehart, Grand Rapids, Michigan
Grand Rapids Area Coalition to End Homelessness, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Grand Rapids Audubon Club, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Grand Rapids Convention & Visitors Bureau, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Grand Rapids DDA, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Grassmid Transport, Zeeland, Michigan

Greyhound Bus Lines, Grand Rapids, Michigan
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*  GROW, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Habitat for Humanity of Kent County - Mary Buikema, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Hispanic Center of West Michigan, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Historic Preservation, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Hope Network - Joan Konyndyk, Grand Rapids, Michigan

* Indian Trails Motorcoach, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Inner City Christian Federation, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= ITP - The Rapid, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» [zaak Walton League - Dwight Lydell Chapter - Ron Waybrant, Belmont, Michigan

= John Ball Park Community Association, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» John Ball Zoo, Grand Rapids, Michigan

»  Kent Conservation District, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Kent County - Mary Hollinrake, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Kent County - Ron Stonehouse, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Kent County Community Development & Housing Commission - Linda Likely, Grand Rap-
ids, Michigan

»  Kent County Dept. of Human Services, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Kent County Dept. of Parks, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Kent County Dept. of Public Works - Curt Kemppainen, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Kent County Dept. of Social Services, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Kent County Drain Commission - Bill Byl, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Kent County Farm Service Agency, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Kent County Home Repair Services, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Kent County, Michigan State University Extension, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Kent Intermediate School District, Grand Rapids, Michigan

* Land Conservancy of West Michigan - Peter Homeyer, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Land Conservancy of West Michigan, Grand Rapids, Michigan

* LGROW - Brian Donovan, E. Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Little River Band of Ottawa Indians - Dan Shepard, Manistee, Michigan

» MARP, Grandville, Michigan

»  Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi Indians - Monte Davis, Dorr, Michigan

* Mercy Ambulance Service, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Michigan Dept. of Agriculture, Lansing, Michigan

»  Michigan Dept. of Community Health, Lansing, Michigan

» Michigan Dept. of Natural Resources & Environment, Grand Rapids, Michigan

* Michigan Dept. of Transportation - Dennis Kent, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Michigan Dept. of Transportation - Passenger Transportation Division - Dean Peterson,
Lansing, Michigan

=  Michigan Dept. of Transportation - Sandra Cornell-Howe, Lansing, Michigan

* Michigan Dept. of Transportation - Steve Redmond, Grand Rapids, Michigan

»  Michigan Dept. of Transportation - Therese Cody, Lansing, Michigan

» Michigan Economic Development Corporation, Lansing, Michigan

= Michigan Historical Center, Lansing, Michigan

* Michigan Housing Development Authority, Lansing, Michigan

=  Michigan Land Use Institute, Traverse City, Michigan

» Michigan State Historic Preservation Office, Lansing, Michigan

»  Michigan United Conservation Clubs, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Mid-Michigan Railroad Co. - Jack Bixby, Vassar, Michigan
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Native American Community Services - Betty Shelby, Grand Rapids, Michigan
Norfolk Southern Corporation, Grand Rapids, Michigan

North Country Trail-West Chapter, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Nottawaseppi Huron Band of Potawatomi, Fulton, Michigan

Ottawa County Dept. of Parks & Recreation - John Scholtz, West Olive, Michigan
Ottawa County Drain Commission, West Olive, Michigan

Ottawa County Farm Bureau, Allendale, Michigan

Pioneer Resources - Tiffany Bowman, Muskegon, Michigan

Ready Ride Transportation, Inc., Wyoming, Michigan

Rental Property Owners Assn., Grand Rapids, Michigan

Riverview Aviation, Jenison, Michigan

Roadway Express, Wyoming, Michigan

Rockford Area Chamber of Commerce, Rockford, Michigan

Sierra Club - Mackinac Chapter, Lansing, Michigan

Standale DDA, Walker, Michigan

Sunshine Transportation, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Take Pride! Community, Grand Rapids, Michigan

The ARC Kent County, Grand Rapids, Michigan

The Rapid Wheelmen, Grand Rapids, Michigan

The Right Place, Inc., Grand Rapids, Michigan

The TLC Group, Inc., Holland, Michigan

Thornapple Trail Assn., Middleville, Michigan

Towne Air Freight Inc., Grand Rapids, Michigan

U.S. Army Corps of Engineering, Detroit District, Detroit, Michigan

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Michigan State Office, East Lansing, Michigan
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture - Natural Resource of Conservation Service, East Lansing, Mich.
U.S. Dept. of Commerce - National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, Washington,
DC

U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development - Steven Spencer, Detroit, Michigan
U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development, Detroit Office, Detroit, Michigan
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, East Lansing, Michigan

U.S. Geological Survey - Lansing District Office, Lansing, Michigan

United Growth for Kent County, Grand Rapids, Michigan

United Methodist Community House, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Village of Sparta DDA, Sparta, Michigan

West Michigan Environmental Action Council, Grand Rapids, Michigan

West Michigan Mountain Biking Association - Nate Phelps, Grand Rapids, Michigan
West Michigan Regional Planning Commission - Dave Bee, Grand Rapids, Michigan
West Michigan Strategic Alliance, Grand Rapids, Michigan

West Michigan Trails & Greenways Coalition, Comstock Park, Michigan

West Side Connection, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Wyoming-Kentwood Chamber of Commerce - John Crawford, Wyoming, Michigan

Grand Valley Metropolitan Council 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update




2035 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE

Consultation Agency Notification

For those agencies targeted for consultation, a process of notification and information was chosen.
The following materials were sent to the consulted agencies on December 1, 2010:

= aletter explaining the consultation process, the Long Range Transportation Planning proc-
ess, and the role of the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council

* an invitation to a meeting on December 16, 2010, from 2 to 4 p.m. at the GVMC Offices
(678 Front Ave. NW, Suite 200)

= directions on how to provide input on the planning process and the project list, as well as
how to contact GVMC staff

= the 2035 LRTP Project List
= amap of the LRTP projects

The Consulted Agencies were contacted prior to the general Public Participation comment period in
order to provide additional time for their review and to give GVMC the opportunity to make
changes to the LRTP before the official public comment period begins. The Consulted Agencies’
public comment period was December 1-30, 2010.

Consultation Meeting

GVMC hosted a Consultation meeting on December 16, 2010 at the GVMC Offices (678 Front Ave.
NW, Suite 200, Grand Rapids, Michigan) to provide a formal opportunity for GVMC to directly
speak with consulted agencies and to gain their input on the proposed LRTP prior to its public re-
lease. At the meeting, the Draft LRTP document and project list were reviewed and discussed with
regard to other ongoing land use, environmental, or community plans, to explore how the transpor-
tation projects or programs might interact. Consulted agencies were encouraged to submit their
plans and program information to GVMC for consideration during the LRTP planning process.
Notes were taken during the meeting and were submitted to the Technical and Policy Committees
for their review. These notes also appear in Appendix A.

Documentation of Consultation

The intent of the consultation requirement is to exchange information with the consulted agencies
and compare plans, maps, and inventories developed with the LRTP to ensure compatibility. To
document this exchange, a list of the agencies contacted and when, the consultation mailing materi-
als, notes from the consultation meeting, comments from consulted agencies, and documentation of
a comparison of any plans received to the Draft LRTP may be found in Appendix A.

These agencies and organizations were contacted a total of four times during the course of LRTP
development, including an invitation to the Consultation Meeting in December 2010.

As a result of the consultation outreach, GVMC received one phone call and official correspondence
from three state and federal agencies.

The phone call was from the Grand Rapids Audubon Club. The President, Edward Bolt, expressed
concern over the potential impact of widening projects on reducing bird habitat. Staff encouraged
him to examine the project list and let us know of any project-level issues that could be communi-
cated to the Transportation Committees.
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The first consultation letter from the State of Michigan Department of Agriculture was a reiteration
of their response to the 2011-2014 TIP Project List related to concern about the potential impact of
projects on properties enrolled in the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act and on
established county drains. Until more detailed project-level plans are submitted, the Dept. of Agri-
culture can not anticipate the specific impacts on the drainage facilities.

The second consultation letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife reminds agencies of the consideration
required for impacts to Endangered Species as well as the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Proposed pro-
jects that may impact habitat used by migratory birds for nesting should be constructed prior to
spring nesting or after the breeding season has concluded. Development that would impact wetlands
may require a permit.

The third consultation letter from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers indicated that the LRTP pro-
ject list is under additional review and that a jurisdictional determination will be mailed at a later
time to address whether a Department of the Army permit may be required for a given project. Pro-
jects within floodplains will need proper floodplain determination, and coordination with the Michi-
gan Department of Natural Resources and Environment is encouraged.

The comments received as part of the Consultation process were provided to the Technical and Pol-
icy Committees for their consideration and are included in Appendix A of this document.
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Chapter 6: Socio-Economic Data Projections

One of the most important elements in the development of a transportation plan is an assessment of
population and employment data for the region. Socio-Economic (SE) data forecasts are essentially
an inventory of what currently exists in terms of population and employment and what will exist for
the Year 2035. For the LRTP, GVMC transportation and land use staff, in collaboration with the
Transportation Committees and local jurisdictions, collected population and employment projec-
tions through the year 2035 for use in the transportation model.

Population and employment projections developed by GVMC for the 2035 Long Range Transporta-
tion Plan used nationally recognized data sources such as U.S. Census Data, American Community
Survey (ACS) data, Claritas Business Facts data, and Regional Economic Model Inc. (REMI) data
as the basis for projections. Local information such as building permits and examining the accuracy
of employer data helped to refine the national data sets and better reflect regional trends. Together
the population and employment projections are referred to as the socio-economic projections, and
they serve as the basis for projecting future travel patters and for identifying current and future defi-
ciencies in the transportation system.

The SE data collected is recorded by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ), as this is the unit used in the
Transportation Planning Model. The boundary of a TAZ is usually a major street or highway, body
of water, or any other major physical feature, and there are approximately 864 of them in the area
(see Map 2). The TAZs allow for the transportation network to be divided up into smaller pieces
having similar transportation characteristics to allow for more effective analysis of travel patterns
and a better simulation of future transportation activities.

Population and employment information is populated into the Transportation Planning Model by
TAZ to help understand the number of trips produced and attracted to each zone. With information
about the number of trips by zone, the model can calculate those road segments anticipated to be
over capacity (capacity deficient) in the future. It is important to keep in mind that GVMC is respon-
sible for modeling for some areas beyond the MPO boundaries by the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDQOT). These areas, including Blendon, Polkton, Wright, and Chester Townships
and the City of Coopersville, are not part of any MPO, but they were included in the SE data collec-
tion process. (See the Subregional Map 3.)

2009 Base Year Data

To initiate the SE data process, staff first established a 2009 base for population and employment,
from which projections into the outer years of the LRTP could be made from. Much of this work
was conducted with assistance from GIS software, as this data is geographical in nature.

Population - 2009

Since the last census was completed nearly 10 years ago, staff has worked with U.S. Census popula-
tion estimates for 2008 as well as 2005-2007 American Community Survey (ACS) Census data to
establish a 2009 base population at the Traffic Analysis Zone level throughout the MPO (see Map
4).
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Traffic Analysis Zones
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Subregional Planning Associations
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Map 3 — Subregional Planning Association Groups Map
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Methodology

Staff compared the U.S. Census population estimate for 2008 with the 2000 Census population to
get the population change. The change in each jurisdiction was then divided by the number of years
(8) and projected that difference to create a population estimate for 2009. At this point, staff used the
2009 population projection developed, as compared with the 2000 Census figures, to determine the
projected change in population.

Once staff had 2009 estimates, the population change from 2000 could be examined by jurisdiction
and TAZs were identified that significantly increased or decreased. Within those jurisdictions that
showed an increase in population, the difference (between 2000 and 2009) was allocated into those
TAZs that showed growth or were known to have development. Unassigned growth was distributed
to the remaining TAZs weighted by the population densities from the 2000 census within each juris-
diction. If a jurisdiction experienced a decrease in population, the population change was similarly
dispersed by TAZ.

Retail/Non-Retail Employment — 2009

In order to have a picture of employment by TAZ in 2009, staff relied on data purchased from Clari-
tas, as has been done for the last several LRTPs. Claritas is a source of accurate, up-to-date demo-
graphic data about the population, consumer behavior, consumer spending, households and busi-
nesses within any specific geographic area.

Methodology

The Claritas data comes in the form of geographic point data, where each point represents a record
of information for each business as well as the name of the business, address, number of employees
by type (either “retail” or “other”), etc. By geographically joining the TAZ layer with the Claritas
point file, staff could summarize the business by TAZ number and summate to determine the num-
ber of retail and non-retail employees in each TAZ, as depicted in Map 5.

Subregional Process

For the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update, a slightly different data collection and pro-
jection process was used for the socio-economic data. Instead of collecting the information from a
small number of local representatives without input from neighboring communities, each MPO ju-
risdiction was assigned to one of five subregions. This new methodology is intended to 1) supply the
transportation model with more realistic and accurate projections for SE data, 2) assure the broadest
participation possible from every MPO jurisdiction and relate transportation decisions between ju-
risdictions better, and 3) further align the transportation planning process with future land use.

Staff met with each of the MPO jurisdictions on a sub-regional basis with representatives from plan-
ning, engineering, public works, as well as elected officials. At these five subregional meetings (one
meeting for each subregion), staff explained exactly what socio-economic data we must collect for
the transportation model and LRTP, reviewed results from the previous Planning Department
Framework study, summarized new REMI population and employment projections for the county,
and showed how much land-area would be required for the additional residents/employees. At each
subregional meeting, the groups narrowed down the total population and employment projections
for their area and simultaneously thought about the style of development that the growth would
take. Each group worked together to lay “chips” for population and employment of various land use
types (such as two acre lot subdivision style development or infill mixed use development) on a base
map. The base map depicted information as varied as zoning layers, where sewer is available, to
data about the most fertile cropland—to assist the jurisdictions in their decision making.
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Population Concentration 2009
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Map 4 — Current Areas of Population Concentration
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Employment Concentration 2009
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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In the end, the base maps with chips indicated both the style/density of development as well as the
geographic location of population increase. Employment numbers were generated alongside popula-
tion using the same “chip” methodology. These maps were then photographed and overlaid in GIS
with the TAZ boundaries. Staff was able to derive population and employment numbers from these
maps with minimal modifications.

By holding meetings at a subregional basis, jurisdictions gained a better sense of neighboring growth
and transportation needs for collaborative transportation and land use decisions. If a local jurisdic-
tion had private concerns, staff was available to meet individually.

Population - 2035

The University of Michigan Regional Economic Model Inc. (REMI) is a great source of information
for countywide population projections in Michigan. For Kent and eastern Ottawa counties, REMI
projects a population increase of 135,000 people over the next 26 years. During the subregional
meetings, each subregion agreed on what percentage of the growth they felt would or should occur
for every subregion. As with previous studies, the subregions were in agreement for the most part
about where growth would occur; and after all of the subregional meetings were concluded, staff
summarized the meeting input to arrive at basic percentages by subregion (see Figure 8).

Figure 8 — Subregional Population Distribution

% Future Pop. Additional Pop.

Subregion Increase Growth 2009-2035
Rogue River/Fruit Ridge (Tyrone, Solon, Sparta, Alpine, Algoma, Nelson,

Courtland, Spencer and Oakfield townships; Villages of Casnovia, Kent City, 11% 14,850
Sparta; Cities of Cedar Springs and Rockford)

East Metro (Cannon, Grattan, Ada, Vergennes, Cascade, Lowell and Bowne 14% 18,900

townships; City of Lowell)

West Metro (Chester, Polkton, Wright, Allendale, Tallmadge, Blendon, George-

0,
town and Jamestown townships, Cities of Coopersville and Hudsonville) 17% 22,950

South Belt (Byron, Gaines and Caledonia townships; Village of Caledonia) 19% 25,650

Urban Metro (Plainfield and Grand Rapids townships; Cities of Grand Rapids, 399 52 650
Walker, East Grand Rapids, Grandville, Wyoming and Kentwood) ? ’

Total 100% 135,000

Methodology

As described above, each subregion geographically placed their growth upon the base maps and that
information was converted to GIS in order to derive population numbers by TAZ. Map 6 demon-
strates the projected population change. Staff made three modifications to the population data as it
was recorded at the subregional meetings.

1. Some of the subregional meetings had enough participation that multiple maps were created.
For those subregions staff aggregated the mapped data into a single map.

2. Staff allocated one-third of the total population growth, or 45,900, to be distributed to every
TAZ based on the individual TAZ’s growth rate from 2000 to 2009. The remaining two-
thirds of the growth was distributed to the TAZs based on the geographic placement pro-
vided through the subregional process. The rationalization behind the allocation of one-third
“ambient” or “natural” growth to every TAZ based on its historic growth rate is because:

a. While every jurisdiction was invited, not every jurisdiction participated in the subre-
gional meetings;

b. Itis unrealistic to expect vast geographic areas as having zero growth over the next
26 years, as some of the maps indicated.
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3. Staff weighted the increase in population more heavily in the last 10 years (2025-2035). This
was done simply because the further into the future one projects, the more uncertain the pro-
jections.

Retail/Non-Retail Employment - 2035

Using population growth rates and information from REMI, it is estimated that the area will see an
increase of approximately 74,000 jobs between 2009 and 2035. Of these jobs, about 14% will be re-
tail, 81% will be office jobs, and about 4% will be other non-retail jobs. It is anticipated that there
will be about 15% fewer industrial jobs between 2009 and 2035.

Methodology

Through the subregional meeting process population placement, jurisdictions also placed where they
anticipated job growth to occur. In addition to employment “chips,” some of the population devel-
opment styles, such as “Infill neighborhood” or “Town Center,” included both population and em-
ployment totals within a single “chip.” To the employment data provided through the subregional
process, staff made three modifications.

1. As described above, when multiple maps were created, staff consolidated the information
(both population and employment) into a single map.

2. Two-thirds of the employment growth between 2009 and 2035, or 49,299 jobs, were distrib-
uted as “ambient” or “natural” employment growth to every TAZ based on the percentage
of total employment that TAZ had in 2009. Again, the “natural” employment distribution
was incorporated because:

a. Some jurisdictions chose not to participate
b. It is unrealistic to expect vast geographic areas as having zero growth

c. The Subregional meeting process, as designed by GVMC Planning for previous
growth scenarios, is strongest for recording population growth/style

3. The remaining one-third, or 24,723, jobs were distributed to the TAZs based on the geo-
graphic placement provided through the subregional process

4. Staff weighted the increase in employment more heavily in the last 10 years of the plan to
track population growth and because projections far into the future are increasingly uncer-
tain.

Map 7 demonstrates the projected employment change. Once the SE data was prepared, it was for-
warded to the GVMC Technical and Policy Committees for review and revision. Every jurisdiction
was given the opportunity to adjust the TAZ population and employment projections for accuracy.
Once approved the SE data was incorporated into the Transportation Modeling Process.
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Population Change Projection 2035
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Employment Change Projection 2035
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Chapter 7: Transportation Modeling Process

GVMC Travel Demand Model

Once all of the socio-economic data, including population, employment, dwelling units, income
group, etc., has been gathered and the most recent traffic counts are compiled, a transportation
model is then used to project where roadway deficiencies are likely to occur by the year 2035. In-
formation on current highway geometric is gathered and included in the model. Information such as
number of lanes, capacity, roadway length, traffic count and speed are included in modeling calcula-
tions. The GVMC travel demand model steps appear in Figure 9 and are summarized as follows:

= Network and traffic analysis zone (TAZ) definition and development. The GVMC roadway
network was established based upon the approved National Functional Classification for the
region. Every facility that is eligible for federal funding has been included in the model. The
Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) is the geographic unit used for trip making data in the model.
TAZs are used to divide the entire region into manageable “zones” to which socioeconomic
data can be associated. (See TAZ Map in Chapter 6.)

= External Trips. External trips are trips with at least one trip end
outside of the model area. External stations are determined by
GVMC and the Michigan Department of Transportation Data Inputs
(MDOT) staff to represent the major roadways that lead into and ‘
out of the GVMC model area.

» Trip generation. Trip generation forecasts the number of motor-
ized personal trips produced and attracted in each TAZ in the *
study area. Socioeconomic data are used to estimate the number
of personal motorized trips within the study area.

Validation

Trip Generation

» Trip distribution. Trip distribution procedure determines the des- +
tination of the trips produced in each zone and distributes the Validation
trips to all other zones in the study area.

» Trip assignment. Trip assignment procedure determines the +

street network paths that the distributed trips will take. The as- Trip Distribution

signed traffic volume on each link can then be compared with

observed traffic counts to validate the travel demand model. *
The results of the Grand Rapids regional model represent calibration to Validation
the year 2009. The last full calibration was completed in 2009. Based on *
discussions between GVMC and MDOT staff, four townships in Ottawa
County have been added into GVMC’s model area. Therefore, the Trip Assignment
model network and TAZs have been rebuilt to accommodate the
changes. Thus, the socio-economic data was collected for an area larger *
than the MPO boundaries, including Chester, Polkton, Wright, and Validation

Blendon Townships. (See Subregional Map in Chapter 6.)

Figure 9 — Reasonableness Check Process

The GVMC travel demand model deploys TransCAD software to develop a four-step modeling
process. GVMC Transportation staff maintains a stand-alone document called the Model Calibra-
tion Report. This report provides documentation and technical details of the model calibration proc-
ess. The report also provides a more detailed look at the modeling process. In addition, a reason-
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ableness check is performed after each individual modeling step instead of a reasonableness check
based on the overall results of the travel model. The advantage of this approach is that it can reduce
aggregation errors in each modeling step. Figure 10 shows the process of reasonableness check.

The primary goal of the model calibration is to replicate existing traffic conditions for the base year,
and then determine a deficiency list (road segments anticipated to be over capacity) for current and
future planning. Model results are used to develop the Congestion Management Process as well as
the Long Range Transportation Plan. As the analysis in the calibration report indicates, the GVMC
model accomplishes this with a high level of accuracy. The model calibration result demonstrates
that the GVMC model exceeds the calibration criteria established by the Federal Highway Admini-
stration (FHWA) and the MDOT and the much stricter standards traditionally used by GVMC staff.
Based upon the calibration results presented in the calibration report, the GVMC model is under-
stood to be fully calibrated and will serve as an accurate tool for highway transportation planning

within the study area for the future

Transportation Modeling Process years. The calibration report can be
found on the GVMC website.
SE Data Computer Model After deficiencies have been identi-
Developed and Developed and fied through the modeling process,
Approved Calibrated GVMC staff use the GVMC Conges-

1 1 tion Management Process (CMP) to
| determine the best strategy for ad-
dressing each identified congested
TransCAD location. A preferred group of alter-
Computer Model natives are identified at this stage and
an air quality analysis is completed to
confirm that the activities proposed in
Traffic Volumes Assigned the LRTP are not detrimental to air
to Computer Highway quality conditions in the metropolitan
area. A more in depth explanation of
the process used to make this deter-
mination is contained in the Air
Quality Conformity Analysis in
Chapter 17 and in Appendix F.

Assigned Traffic Volumes Com-
pared to Highways’ Capacity

Figure 10 summarizes the Transpor-
tation Modeling Process undertaken
in the Grand Rapids metropolitan
area.

Capacity Deficiencies Identified

Figure 10 — Transportation Modeling Process
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Chapter 8: Congestion Management Process

The Congestion Management Process (CMP) is intended to be a systematic way of monitoring,
measuring and diagnosing the causes of current and future congestion on a region’s multi-modal
transportation systems; evaluating and recommending alternative strategies to manage or mitigate
current and future regional congestion; and monitoring and evaluating the performance of strategies
implemented to manage or mitigate congestion.

Background

Federal transportation legislation (SAFETEA-LU) requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations to
develop and implement a Congestion Management Process (CMP) as part of the metropolitan trans-
portation planning process (23 CFR 500).

In Transportation Management Areas that are in non-attainment for ozone or carbon monoxide
(CO) standards, Federal funds may not be expended for any new project that will significantly in-
crease the carrying capacity for single-occupant vehicles (SOVs) unless the project results from a
CMP. For the Grand Rapids area, a significant increase in carrying capacity for SOVs is defined as a
project that adds one or more through-travel lanes
for a distance in excess of one mile or more on a
roadway classified as a Collector or higher on the =~ GVMCMPO Road Mileage

Federal functional class map for the area. Federal-Aid Roadways ........................... 1,564 miles

In the early 1990s MPO staff developed a CMP State Trunkllne'nghway ....................... 268.0 m!les
. State Trunkline Freeway ................ 110.6 miles

(then called Congestion Management System . .
X Interstate Highways........ccccevvunee. 54.6 miles

CMS) to meet the federal regulations and serve :
Non-Interstate Freeways............. 56.1 miles

the transportation planning needs of the urban
area. The CMP includes an ongoing method to
provide information on the performance of the
transportation system and on alternative strategies to alleviate congestion and enhance mobility. The
CMP emphasizes effective management of existing facilities through use of travel demand and op-
erational management strategies. In cases where these methods are deemed ineffective to resolve the
congestion issue of a corridor, capacity enhancing projects may be selected as the preferred alterna-
tive.

State Trunkline Non-Freeway .......157.4 miles

Congestion Defined

Highway congestion is caused when traffic demand approaches or exceeds the available capacity of
the highway system. Though this concept is easy to understand, congestion can vary significantly
from day to day because traffic demand and available highway capacity are constantly changing.
Traffic demands vary significantly by time of day, day of the week, and season of the year, and are
also subject to significant fluctuations due to recreational travel, special events, and emergencies
(e.g. accidents and evacuations). Available highway capacity, which is often viewed as being fixed,
also varies constantly, being frequently reduced by incidents (e.g., crashes and disabled vehicles),
work zones, adverse weather, and other causes.

To add even more complexity, the definition of highway congestion also varies significantly from
time to time and place to place based on user expectations. An intersection that may seem very con-
gested in a rural community may not even register as an annoyance in a large metropolitan area. A
level of congestion that users expect during peak commute periods may be unacceptable if experi-
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enced on Sunday morning. Because of this, congestion is difficult to define precisely in a mathemati-
cal sense—it actually represents the difference between the highway system performance that users
expect and how the system actually performs.

Commonly used measures to assess congestion are—level of service, speed, travel time, and delay.
However, travelers have indicated that more important than the severity, magnitude, or quantity of
congestion is the reliability of the highway system. People in a large metropolitan area may accept a
20 mile freeway trip taking 40 minutes during the peak period, so long as this predicted travel time is
reliable and is not 25 minutes one day and two hours the next. This focus on reliability is particularly
prevalent in the freight community, where the value of time under certain just-in-time delivery cir-
cumstances may exceed $5 per minute.

The ability to identify and measure different types of congestion is key to developing appropriate
responses. Recurring congestion is defined as the relatively predictable congestion caused by routine
traffic volumes operating in a typical environment. Non-recurring congestion is defined as unex-
pected or unusual congestion caused by unpredictable or transient events, such as accidents, inclem-
ent weather, or construction. The CMP includes a third category, Corridor Progression, to addresses
congestion caused within corridors at localized intersections.

Recurring Congestion

GVMC determines a roadway to be congested when the total number of vehicles exceeds the num-
ber of vehicles that roadway was designed to safely carry. For instance, a two-lane road in a subur-
ban area may be designed to carry 13,200 vehicles per day. When the count reaches an average vol-
ume of 13,201 vehicles per day, that facility is deemed “congested.” This does not mean that adding
capacity will occur; merely, the facility will be flagged as deficient and studied further to determine a
means to alleviate that congested situation.
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In most situations, a remedy somewhat less than added capacity is selected as the preferred alterna-
tive. This represents a change of focus from past years when a widening project may have been the
only solution considered. GVMC is taking this conservative approach in an effort to provide a trans-
portation infrastructure that is as sustainable as possible and still meets the demands of the traveling
public.

Future (2035) Volume is deter-
mined using a travel demand
model built on the TransCAD
platform. Information regarding
projected population and em-
ployment statistics are fed into
the model. TransCAD uses this
information to project traffic vol-
umes/demand on each of the
federal-aid facilities in the region.
Additional information on the
model can be found in Chapter 7.

Staff processes the model output
and develops a list of facilities
that are expected to be deficient
by the year 2035. This list is the
basis for programming corridor-
related capacity deficiencies on
the network that are included in
the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan. This deficiency list is then analyzed to determine the
most efficient sustainable options for alleviating the congested conditions projected to occur in the
future.

Corridor Progression/Operations

In many instances the roadway facility has not exceeded its designed capacity, yet congestion will be
experienced. Most times this congestion is caused by delay experienced at signalized intersections.
Individual road segments can operate as they were designed, only to have a poorly timed signal
cause unnecessary delay to the traveling public. GVMC has begun a program to track travel time on
major corridors to determine the level of congestion on the corridor level caused by sources other
than roadway capacity.

While corridor progression is vital to keeping people and goods moving efficiently, individual inter-
sections may need both geometric and technological upgrades to maximize efficiency. With nearly
600 signalized intersections in the region and the lack of a comprehensive inventory, it is difficult to
establish a complete determination of need. In lieu of an inventory, GVMC will strive to maximize
efficiencies along these corridors of significance. Through focused investment, these key corridors
can be upgraded and will move people and goods as efficiently as possible.

The primary operational cost for the system is signalized intersections. There are three primary costs
that have traditionally been funded through the MPO: upgrades of the physical signals, including the
heads, controller boxes, detectors, etc; communications upgrades; and optimizing the signals to
work in unison, moving people and goods throughout the area as efficiently as possible. Upgrades
and communications investments are done on the entire federal-aid system. The optimization efforts
are focused on key transportation corridors throughout the region.
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Signal/Corridor Upgrades

As is the case with the entire transportation system, signal equipment wears out or becomes obsolete
and needs replacement or upgrading. There are several hundred signalized intersections on the fed-
eral-aid system in the area. The reliability of this equipment is crucial to the continued and efficient
operation of the transportation system. Typically one or two corridors can be upgraded in a year’s
time. Over the period of 15-20 years most of the major corridors can be retrofit with the latest tech-
nology.

Communications Upgrades

The ability for the individual intersection controllers to communicate with other controllers and a
centralized control center is important to maintaining traffic flow in the region. Technology is being
deployed that will allow for improved signal timing and real time operation of the signal system in
times of planned and unplanned events that are outside the normal operating conditions of the sys-
tem. These communications upgrades will make the system more responsive to real time demand.

Corridor Progression/Signal Optimization

The third piece in the transportation operations puzzle is Corridor Progression/Signal Optimization.
This process determines an optimized signal timing plan that utilizes all available technology and
data to allow the corridor to operate as efficiently as possible and allow for maximum capacity, pos-
sibly eliminating the need for costly added through lanes. GVMC has supported these efforts for
nearly a decade. As travel patterns change over time, these efforts will need to continue to maintain
the maximum efficiency of the system. GVMC monitors corridors of significance semi-annually
through the use of a Travel Time Index (TTI) effort.

Non-Recurring Congestion

Non-recurring congestion includes the development and de-
ployment of strategies designed to mitigate traffic congestion
due to non-recurring causes, such as crashes, disabled vehicles,
work zones, adverse weather events, and planned special
events. Approximately half of all congestion is caused by tem-
porary disruptions that take away part of the roadway from
use—or ‘“‘non-recurring” congestion.

The three main causes of non-recurring congestion are: inci- I
dents ranging from a flat tire to an overturned hazardous material truck (25 percent of congestlon)
work zones (10 percent of congestion), and weather (15 percent of congestion). Non-recurring events
dramatically reduce the available capacity and reliability of the entire transportation system. This is
the type of congestion that surprises the traveling public. We plan for a trip of 20 minutes and we
experience a trip of 40 minutes. Travelers and shippers are especially sensitive to the unanticipated
disruptions to tightly scheduled personal activities and manufacturing distribution procedures. Ag-
gressive management of temporary disruptions, such as incidents, work zones, weather, and special
events, can reduce the impacts of these disruptions and return the system to “full capacity.”

In recent years a great deal of time and funding has been dedicated to this form of congestion. The
deployment of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) that includes cameras and automated detec-
tion on the freeways and main arterials has greatly advanced the area’s capabilities when it comes to
detecting and responding to non-recurring congestion.

Another tool in addressing non-recurring congestion is the implementation of a courtesy patrol. To
improve the safety and efficiency of the freeway system, many cities and states have implemented a
Freeway Service Patrol (FSP). Although the name, hours of service, operational procedures, and

equipment may vary from one location to the next, the goal remains the same: to clear incidents as
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quickly as possible and reduce the likelihood of congestion and secondary incidents. The services
provided vary depending on the situation and typically range from providing assistance to emer-
gency responders at the scene of a crash to changing a flat tire or providing gas to a stranded motor-
ist.

In 2007, the MDOT completed a feasibility study to determine if a service of this nature was war-

ranted for the GVMC area. The findings of that report indicate that an initial overall return on in-
vestment could be as high as 5:1 with a very conservative service in place.

CMP Characteristics

The 2010 GVMC Congestion Management Process consists of eight major characteristics. These
characteristics include:

= Develop Congestion Management Objectives

» Identify Area of Application

» Define System of Interest

* Develop Performance Measures

» Institute System Performance Monitoring Plan
» Identify/Evaluate Strategies

» Implement Strategies/Improvements

* Monitor Effectiveness

1. Congestion Management Objectives

Historically, GVMC has relied on measures that related to capital improvements, such as volume to
capacity (V/C) and level of service (LOS). This revision of the CMP does not completely abandon
that traditional approach. Current and future V/C and LOS are measures that GVMC will continue
to monitor. This new GVMC CMP places a new emphasis on operations oriented measures.

Operations oriented measures are intended to focus on the experience of the system users. This ap-
proach is able to address non-recurring congestion where the traditional approach could not. This
shift in focus allows for a transition from facility oriented measures, such as traffic counts and speed,
to trip related, user oriented measures such as mobility. GVMC and its member transportation facil-
ity providers will strive to improve system performance by enhancing Mobility, Reliability, Produc-
tivity and Safety.

The following are objectives designed to address many types of congestion on many types of facili-
ties:

Objective 1:  Improve transportation system productivity by addressing capacity deficient miles on
the federal-aid system by funding improvements that provide sufficient capacity for
the movement of people and goods throughout the region. Capacity is defined as 24-
hour highway capacity or daily seats available on transit.

Objective 2:  Enhance mobility by reducing overall travel times and delays along “corridors of sig-
nificance” by providing adequate intersection capacity for the throughput of people
and freight and by strengthening the efficiency of corridor operations through con-
tinued investment in signal timing/progression efforts.

Objective 3:  Increase the reliability of the transportation system and reduce travel delay caused by
incidents by continuing enhancement of real time automated incident detection
technologies and working toward improved response protocol when incidents are
identified.
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- - - - -

2. Areas of Application

For each of the three CMP objectives, “Areas of Application” must be determined. An Area of Ap-
plication is the geographic area that the CMP process will be applied. At a minimum the Area of
Application should be the MPO study area. For the GVMC CMP this Area of Application has been
determined to be all of Kent County and the eastern portions of Ottawa County including Allendale,
Georgetown, Jamestown and Tallmadge Townships as well as the City of Hudsonville.

3. Systems of Interest

A “System of Interest” is the specific transportation subset within the Area of Application that will
be the focus of a particular portion of the CMP. Traditionally, the entire MPO Metropolitan Area
Boundary (MAB) would be the area of focus for the CMP. In the past this approach was sufficient.
For many parts of the new CMP the entire transportation system within the region will serve as the
System of Interest. Due to the exorbitant costs associated with the types of data required for this en-
hanced CMP, a subset of the entire area in some cases is deemed a more practical approach.

For Objective 1 (Improve transportation system productivity by addressing capacity deficient miles
on the federal-aid system) the System of Interest is defined by the transportation system in the entire
MPO MAB.

For Objective 2 (Enhance mobility by reducing overall travel times and delays along “corridors of
significance”) the System of Interest includes a listing titled “Corridors of Significance.”

For Objective 3 (Increase the reliability of the transportation system and reduce travel delay caused
by incidents) the System of Interest is defined by the corridors which have closed circuit video sur-
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veillance capabilities and MDOT operations center coverage. As the coverage expands, this area will
be redefined with CMP updates.

4, Performance Measures

The use of performance measures to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the transportation net-
work and of operations has greatly increased in recent years. Rather than using highly technical
measures, such as level of service, measures such as speed, travel time, and delay are used to de-
scribe mobility and access at various levels, from the entire regional system to particular corridors of
significance, and even intersection level.

The GVMC CMP defines performance measures for each of the three objectives as follows:

For Objective 1 (Improve transportation system productivity by addressing capacity deficient miles
on the federal-aid system) there will be two performance measures. The primary performance meas-
ure will be the total number of capacity deficient miles on the federal-aid network. The second per-
formance measure will be the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by congestion level.

For Objective 2 (Enhance mobility by reducing overall travel times and delays along “corridors of
significance”) there are two performance measures. The first performance measure is the overall
level of service for each of the specified intersections within the “corridors of significance.” For an
intersection to be selected for further analysis, it would be rated at a LOS of “D” or worse. At LOS
there is significant delay experienced. The second performance measure is travel time along identi-
fied corridors of significance subdivided by major cross streets.

For Objective 3 (Increase the reliability of the transportation system and reduce travel delay caused
by incidents) the performance measure will be the incident clearance times registered by the MDOT
ITS Operations Center.

5. System Performance Monitoring Plan

Historically, the availability of data has been the greatest challenge when determining if performance
measures are meeting their mark. With the advent of ITS technology for freeway and arterial man-
agement, detector data is increasingly available for major facilities in many metropolitan areas. The
GVMC area is no different. Beginning in 2010, the Grand Rapids metropolitan area will roll out the
first of many phases of real time traffic detection. By the time the project is complete, most of the
urban freeways will be instru-
mented with detection at a mini-
mum of one mile increments.
Over time this technology will be
placed at strategic locations on
many of the area’s major arterial
corridors.

The Final Rule on Metropolitan
Transportation Planning calls for
“a coordinated program for data
collection and system performance
monitoring to assess the extent of
congestion, to contribute in de-
termining the causes of conges-
tion, and evaluate the efficiency
and effectiveness of implemented

actions.”

Since the mid-1980s when the MPO was known as GRETS, the area has been a leader in the collec-
tion and dissemination of transportation-related data. Currently, GVMC maintains a traffic count
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database that includes nearly 2,000 locations. Each of the links in the modeled federal-aid network
are counted a minimum of every three years.

For Objective 1 (Improve transportation system productivity by addressing capacity deficient miles
on the federal-aid system) there will be a two-fold approach to the performance monitoring plan.
The first step will be to maintain the traffic count database on the entire network. Count data will be
collected at each location in the modeled network. Second, GVMC will maintain a transportation
travel demand model to project the impact of transportation and development projects on the con-
gestion levels of the transportation system.

For Objective 2 (Enhance mobility by reducing overall travel times and delays along “corridors of
significance”) the performance monitoring plan will involve collecting travel times for each of the
identified “Corridors of Significance.” In addition, intersections within the “Corridors of Signifi-
cance” that exceed LOS “D” will be flagged for review. This review will take place as updates are
made to the signal progression plans (every 5-7 years). A report will be generated for each MPO
Long Range Plan (every 3—4 years) that identifies deficient intersections, efforts made to alleviate
congested conditions, and the results of those efforts.

For Objective 3 (Increase the reliability of the transportation system and reduce travel delay caused
by incidents) the performance measure will be average clearance times as noted by the MDOT
ITS/Operations Center. In the past year MDOT has begun a process where incidents are monitored
for clearance time efficiency. Reports are generated monthly that detail detected incidents within
view of the camera network available to the center. These reports will be the basis of the monitoring
plan. As the camera coverage expands so too will the coverage of the reporting.

6. Identify/Evaluate
Strategies

Selection of the appropriate
performance measures,
analytical tools, and avail-
able data enables the identi-
fication of congested loca-
tions. Congestion may be
recurring or non-recurring;
the CMP should be capable
of analyzing both types of
congestion. Recurring con-
gestion, which takes place
at predictable intervals at
particular locations, can
generally be traced to a
specific cause, such as a
physical bottleneck or to
conditions such as sun
glare. Causes of non- -
recurring congestion may be more difficult to isolate, and solutions may require non-traditional
strategies.

The GVMC CMP provides information about a wide range of congestion management strategies
applicable to the Grand Rapids area. Using a CMP “cafeteria plan,” the MPO committees can select
the appropriate solution for recurring congested locations.
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GVMC CMP strategies include:
A. Highway Projects
B. Transit Projects

C. Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) and Transportation System Management (TSM)
Strategies

D. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies
E. Land Development Strategies
F. Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects

G. Access Management Strategies

A. Highway Projects

The Long Range Transportation Plan for the area presents the potential highway infrastructure pro-
jects that may be applicable for the Grand Rapids area. The regional travel model is the primary
analysis tool to assess transportation impacts.

B. Transit Projects

Transit services and infrastructure projects have traditionally been implemented in regions to provide
an alternative to automobile travel, potentially reducing peak-period congestion and improving mo-
bility and accessibility for commuters. The new ITP Master Plan, currently under development, will
present the transit projects that may be applicable for the area. These projects will tend to reduce sys-
tem-wide VMT in relatively small increments but do improve corridor and system-wide accessibility,
improve roadway travel times, and decrease congestion on the roadway system.

C. Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) and Transportation System Management (TSM)

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) and Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies
have traditionally focused on improving the operation of the transportation system without major
capital investment and cost. While ITS strategies may be costly compared to more traditional TSM
strategies, their relative congestion reduction impacts can be significant. The CMP Technical Report
contains the ITS and TSM strategies that may be applicable for the Grand Rapids area. The strate-
gies identified in that document can build upon current ITS initiatives in the region, such as the traf-
fic signal coordination program

D. TDM Measures

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies are used to reduce travel during the peak
commute period. They are also used to help the area meet air quality conformity standards and are
intended to provide ways to provide congestion relief/ mobility improvements without high cost in-
frastructure projects. The CMP Technical Report presents the TDM strategies that may be applica-
ble for the region. These strategies can potentially build upon current initiatives being implemented
in the region, such as the local ride share program funded through the MPO.

E. Land Development Strategies

Land development strategies have been used in some areas to manage transportation demand on the
system and to help agencies meet air quality conformity standards. Land development strategies can
include limits on the amount and location of development until certain service standards are met, or
policies that encourage development patterns better served by public transportation and non-
motorized modes. The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council Blueprint strives to work with local ju-
risdictions to plan for land development strategies that strike an appropriate balance between land
use and transportation.
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F. Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects

Non-motorized modes of transportation, such as biking and walking, are often overlooked as alter-
natives for alleviating congestion. Investments in these modes can increase safety and mobility in a
cost-efficient manner, while providing a zero-emission alternative to motorized modes. The strate-
gies listed can be implemented in the area with relatively little cost, but tend to have local rather than
system-wide impacts. The effectiveness of an investment in non-motorized travel depends heavily on
coordination with local land use policies and connections with other modes, such as transit, for
longer distance travel. Safety and aesthetics should also be emphasized in the design of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities in order to increase their attractiveness.

G. Access Management

Access management is a broad concept that can include everything from curb cut restrictions on lo-
cal arterials to minimum interchange spacing on freeways. Restricting turning movements on local
arterials can reduce accidents and prevent turning vehicles from impeding traffic flow. Similarly,
eliminating merge points and weaving sections at freeway interchanges increases the capacity of the
facility. The access management strategies listed in the CMP Technical Document are applicable to
the area and can be used in either the modification or original design of a facility.

7. Implement Strategies/Improvements

This step involves the implementation and management of the defined strategies. GVMC will work
closely with its member operating agencies that have participated in the CMP process throughout
the implementation of congestion management strategies and activities. It is at this point that infor-
mation gathered through the CMP process will be applied to establish priorities in the Long Range
Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program thereby facilitating the implementa-
tion of the congestion management process. This ensures a linkage between the CMP and funding
decisions.

Integration into MPO Planning Process

The GVMC CMP is only one component of the overall metropolitan planning process. It is inte-
grated with the LRTP, Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), Major Investment Studies
(MIS), and Corridor Studies through its data and analysis functions. These relationships are summa-
rized below.

Relationship to the LRTP
The GVMC CMP is related to the development of the regional LRTP in three ways:

=  The CMP provides system performance information which may be used by GVMC staff to
identify corridors or segments for detailed analysis in Corridor or Major Investment Studies,
as recommended by the LRTP; and

» The CMP Cafeteria Plan provides alternative congestion management strategies for consid-
eration in MIS and Corridor Studies, which ultimately provide recommendations for pre-
ferred strategies to be incorporated into the LRTP.

= The CMP provides system performance information for local jurisdictions which sponsor
improvements. This information may influence their recommended projects for corporation
in the LRTP.

Relationship to the TIP

The GVMC CMP is related to the development of the regional Transportation Improvement Pro-
gram in three ways:
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= The CMP provides system performance information for project sponsors, which may influ-
ence their recommended projects for incorporation in the TIP;

=  The CMP provides system performance information for use by GVMC in evaluating projects
nominated for inclusion in the TIP; and

= The CMP provides information about alternative congestion management strategies consid-
ered for SOV capacity projects to be advanced using federal funds.

Relationship to Major Investment Studies (MIS) and Other Special Studies
The GVMC CMP is related to the development of MIS and Corridor Studies in two ways:

=  The CMP provides system performance information which may be used by GVMC to iden-
tify corridors or segments for detailed analysis in Corridor or Major Investment Studies; and

= The CMP Cafeteria Plan provides alternative congestion management strategies for consid-
eration in MIS and Corridor Studies. When traffic congestion is referenced in the Purpose
and Need statement for a MIS, the MIS should consider the congestion management strate-
gies included in the GVMC CMP Cafeteria Plan as a starting point for the development of
alternative strategies. This does not preclude the MIS from considering other strategies that
may not be in the CMP Cafeteria Plan, nor does it require that the MIS select a strategy from
the CMP Cafeteria Plan as the preferred alternative.

Relationship to the Regional Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Architecture

AL ITS strategies implemented from the CMP Cafeteria Plan will be consistent with the Regional
ITS Architecture. GVMC will ensure that both the Regional ITS Architecture and the CMP Cafete-
ria Plan are reviewed for consistency and reconciled as necessary when either is updated.

Regionally Significant Projects not in CMP

Occasionally, regionally significant projects on facilities not included on the CMP network are con-
sidered for implementation. Due to the fact that all federal-aid urban facilities in the study area are
included in the GVMC CMP, only new facilities would fall into the category of regionally signifi-
cant facilities not in the CMP. In these cases CMP cafeteria options are followed as described below:

An analysis of alternatives, including TDM and TSM, is conducted in the context of a Major In-
vestment Study, Corridor Study or development of a NEPA Environmental Document to develop
the preferred strategy for the project;

The development of alternatives for the MIS, Corridor Study or NEPA Document includes a review
of the strategies catalogued in the GVMC CMP cafeteria plan;

The documentation of the study describes how the CMP cafeteria plan strategies were addressed in
the development of the preferred strategy.

8. Monitoring Strategy Effectiveness

GVMC, as administrators of the CMP, will periodically evaluate the effectiveness of strategies iden-
tified through the CMP. GVMC will continue to utilize the performance measures developed
through the CMP to determine the effectiveness of the selected strategies. In assessing the degree to
which the CMP strategies addressed the problems of congestion, GVMC will also examine the issue
of how well, and to what extent, the strategies were implemented, and consider factors that may
have contributed to the success or failure of the selected projects or programs. This evaluation will
take place prior to each full update of the region’s Long Range Transportation Plan.

This approach will require a plan to collect pre-implementation data, as well as make preparations
for an ongoing monitoring process. This ongoing monitoring should isolate even marginal changes
in system performance that may be associated with the improvement.
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Based on the feedback from the assessment process, GVMC will make appropriate adjustments.
These adjustments may be with respect to the strategies considered, or may reflect back to the per-
formance measures used; the data collection and management component of the process; or the ana-
lytical methods and tools applied. The CMP will be subject not only to periodic review, but to a
timetable for upgrading the tools and methods to keep pace with current practice.

CMP Capacity Needs Lists

The full GVMC Congestion Management Process is available in our office or on the gvmc.org web-
site. This technical document contains detailed maps, photos, segment data, and preferred alterna-
tives for each road segment addressed in the CMP. The report also contains a list of signalized inter-
sections with capacity-related needs. It is available on the GVMC website.
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Chapter 9: Pavement Management System

For more than 100 years the municipalities in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area have been devel-
oping, improving, and maintaining a viable transportation system for the residents and businesses to
use for the expressed purpose of efficiently moving people and goods throughout the region and be-
yond. To assist in the monitoring of the roadway infrastructure, the Grand Valley Metropolitan
Council has made a conscious decision to be a national leader in the field of pavement management
and was one of the first MPOs in the United States to employ a pavement management system.

Pavement Management System History

In 1995, a subcommittee of the GVMC Technical Committee was formed to evaluate various needs
associated with developing a pavement management system for the area. The PaMS (Pavement
Management System) Committee, with the assistance of a consultant, decided that the PAVER sys-
tem was the most efficient and cost effective platform for the PaMS. PAVER was originally devel-
oped by the Army Corps of Engineers, through funding provided by the U.S. Air Force, as an air-
port runway condition system and later modified to include highway conditions. PAVER measures
for 38 unique distress types: 19 for concrete and 19 for asphalt. The PaMS data was gathered over a
period of two years. Initial data gathering began in the summer of 1996. The remainder of the net-
work data was gathered in the summer of 1997. Data was updated regularly in order to keep the sys-
tem current.

A unique aspect of the PaMS development was that each road-providing member was given the op-
portunity to have data gathered on their local street system at the same cost as was provided to
GVMC. In addition, training was provided on the process of pavement condition data gathering and
the use of the PAVER software. Funding was allocated through GVMC to provide software, train-
ing, and technical support to any local road-provider who would like to include local roads in their
surveys. Through participation on the PaMS Committee, a community was given the opportunity to
maintain their own database in regard to which roadway segments have had maintenance work im-
plemented. GVMC staff will be responsible for the maintenance of the entire system on an annual
basis. Annually, staff gathered maintenance records or PaMS databases from each of the road pro-
viding jurisdictions. Then when the PAVER database was updated, new condition information
could be derived.

Beginning in 1998 and running through 2005, the GVMC began gathering information on one-third
of the system every year, so that the entire functionally classified system will be surveyed at least
once every three years. Data was manually collected in the field by consultant staff physically walk-
ing each segment and manually measuring distresses. Data was collected at a rate of up to eight
miles per day. While this system served its purpose for local members, there were some drawbacks,
including cost per mile, which by 2005 had grown to $235 per mile. Also, data was gathered using a
sampling system which reflected about 10 percent of the entire federal-aid network.

Pavement Condition Index

The data gathered through this process served to identify the PCI (pavement condition index) for
every segment of the federal-aid roadway system in the Grand Rapids metro area. The PCI is the
basic measurement of the PaMS and gives a relative numeric value from 0 (for a roadway that has
reached complete failure) to 100 (for an excellent or new roadway). The numeric score is based on
the number and type of cracks and imperfections found by visual surface inspection. To maintain
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consistency, the same inspector(s) conducts the inspection systematically under similar conditions
on the selected sample units of pavement.

Thresholds were set by the GVMC Transportation Committees to identify roadways that were eligi-
ble for resurfacing projects (70 PCI or lower) and reconstruction projects (45 PCI or lower) (see Fig-
ure 11). Staff generates a master data-

CONDITION PCl gmﬂGﬂlg m‘%ECT pCl base/list of the PCI ratings for every seg-
ment on the network. When the project
EXCELLENT 100 100 programming is done in the Grand Rap-
VERY Go0p 85 ROUTINE ids area through the development of the
71 71 Transportation Improvement Program,
GOOD ;g OVERLAY 70 only segments which qualify based on
FAR 55 46 their PCI can be selected for federal-aid
2(‘) 45 funding. All eligible segments are identi-
POOR % fied by GVMC staff, and the Transporta-
SERIOUS ﬁ RECONSTRUCT tior} Programrning‘Study Group splects
10 which segments will be included in the

Figure 11 — Pavement Condition Index (PCI) and MPO Programming Eligibility

Pavement Management Vehicle

In 2005, GVMC staff began a comprehensive review of the Pavement Management System with a
list of goals/issues in mind, including reducing the cost of data gathering for both the federal-
aid/MPO network and individual local jurisdictions. Other goals include improving efficiency and
flexibility, generating consistent data between jurisdictions, improving safety in the data collection
process, and maintaining current management systems. The recommendation by GVMC staff was
the purchase of a semi-automated vehicle (about the size of a cargo van) specially equipped to per-
form pavement management duties. The system that was selected is equipped to produce digital
downward line scan images of the
pavement that reveal distresses down
to one millimeter in size. Data can be
collected at highway speeds up to 65
miles per hour and processed manually
in the office on a specially designed
computer system. The system also has
the ability to collect digital photo-
graphs (straight forward and side right-
of-way views) every 25 feet of the net-
work. This allows for a wide variety of
analysis in a controlled office setting
rather than sending staff into the field
and exposing them to potential harm.
The side right-of-way views allow for
the measurement of other roadside as-
sets, including signs, guardrail, non-
motorized facilities, utilities, and geo-
metric configuration at sub-meter accuracy. The ability to collect familiar PAVER data was also
cited as an important factor in using the semi-automated vehicle. The vehicle was purchased from a
vendor in the Tampa, Florida area. Staff took possession of the van in spring of 2006.
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Beyond the safety and other benefits listed above, the benefits of the semi-automated system also
included long-term cost effectiveness. Rather than collecting 350 miles per year at $235 per mile,
upwards of 4,000 miles could be collected annually at costs of less than $100 per mile. The projected
savings for member agencies amounted to approximately $75,000 per year on the local road system.
The quantity of data processed has also changed greatly as previously, data was collected at eight
miles per day. The semi-automated system collects up to 50 miles of data a day and the data can be
processed in the office at a rate of six to eight miles per hour. Most importantly, 4,000 plus miles of
the roadway system (federal-aid and local) can be surveyed in a given year.

Figure 12 summarizes
recent pavement condi-

GVMC Pavement Conditions tion information for
GVMC. Map 8 depicts
80 the PCI rating for the
70 - m federal-aid system. The
— GVMC Pavement Man-
60 . agement System will
continue to be an in-
L 50 — valuable tool for manag-
IS} ] Good ing and keeping a close
§ 40 [ Fair inventory on pavement
E 20 | ] B Poor conditions throughout
| the metropolitan area.
20 | ] N The PaMS will provide
local decision makers
10 H with the data necessary
to make well-informed
0 decisions on roadway
1998 2002 2005 2007 2009 condition improve-
ments.

Figure 12 —- GVMC Pavement Conditions 1998-2009

Pavement Condition Comparison 1998-2009

PCI 1988 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%

Pavement Infrastructure Need

Recently, the GVMC PaMS committee has been working on a plan to maximize the use of all avail-
able funding that comes to this area for the purposes of maintaining and, where possible, improving
the system. The goal of this effort was to determine the absolute need for maintaining the system at
various levels of condition for the next 25 years.

Currently, 36 percent of the entire non-trunkline (all the roads maintained by jurisdictions other than
MDOT) federal-aid system in the GVMC area is in poor condition. If the current investment levels
and trends are continued through 2035, 58 percent of the system is projected to be in poor condition.

To maintain the system in its current state, it is estimated that the investment in the system will need
to nearly double to $21,500,000. To get the system up to a 90 percent overall good or fair condition,
which is considered somewhat less than ideal, it will require an investment of triple the current in-
vestment, or $33,000,000 per year. (See Figure 13)
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Value of the Federal-aid System

If the local federal-aid system were in pristine condition, it would be worth an estimated $3.15 bil-
lion. In its current condition, the system is worth an estimated $1.92 billion. If current investment
trends are continued into the future, by 2035 the system will have lost in excess of 60 percent of its
estimated asset value to this community. This $1.9 billion loss is on top of the estimated $275 million
that is projected to be invested over the next 25 years, so the total loss to the system is in excess of $2
billion, as shown in Figure 13.

Average Condition

Funding Consequences on Pavement Condition
GVMC Urban Federal Aid System

Asset Value $2.7 Billion

Current ValuW o " o -
\ Asset Value $1.92 Billion

Asset Value $1.26 Billion

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

—#— Current Funding Level ($11 Million Annually) —¢— Maintain Current Condition ($21.5 Million Annually) —#— 90%of system Good/Fair ($33 Million Annually)

Figure 13 — Funding Consequences on GVMC Pavement Condition
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Chapter 10: Transit & Transportation Demand

Management (TDM)

Transit History in Grand Rapids

Grand Rapids has a long history of
public transportation dating back over
130 years. The earliest years consisted
of horse-drawn carriages that began in
the mid-1870s. Public transportation
eventually evolved into a comprehen-
sive electric interurban streetcar system
beginning in the early 1890s that be-
came the pride of the city and repre-
sented the “glory years” of transit in
Grand Rapids. Nevertheless, certain
federal, state, and local polices dating
back to the end of WWII culminated
in the significant and widespread dis-
investment of U.S. cities and transit
infrastructure. Consequently, both the
investment in public transportation and corresponding ridership began to decline dramatically.
Grand Rapids was no different; the streetcar system was converted to rubber-tired buses by 1935. In
order to maintain public transit services that had historically been operated by private companies,
the Grand Rapids Transit Authority was formed by the City of Grand Rapids in 1963. The Grand
Rapids Transit Authority leased assets from Grand Rapids City Coach Lines (CCL), a private man-
agement company, and retained them to manage and operate the transit system. Nevertheless, by
the mid-1960s the Grand Rapids Transit Authority experienced a significant decline in both passen-
gers and revenues, as did most transit systems in the country. By 1968, the City of Grand Rapids
began underwriting the area’s transit system with payments in order to keep the essential transit ser-
vices alive. The State of Michigan began offering financial operating assistance to the City for the
operation of the transit system in1972 and the Federal government followed suit beginning in 1974.

In July 1978, the Grand Rapids Area Transit Authority (GRATA) was created in an effort to pro-
vide effective cross-jurisdictional public transportation services. GRATA was a voluntary association
of local governments established to provide public transportation services to the cities of East Grand
Rapids, Grand Rapids, Grandville, Kentwood, Walker, and Wyoming and the townships of Byron
and Gaines. Service was also provided on a contract basis to the townships of Ada, Alpine, Cascade,
and Plainfield.

In January, 2000, the Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP) was formed by the cities of Grand Rap-
ids, East Grand Rapids, Grandville, Kentwood, Walker and Wyoming under Act 196 of the Public
Acts of the State of Michigan. The creation of ITP allowed for the expansion of public transporta-
tion in the Grand Rapids area. Shortly after incorporating under Act 196, ITP chose the name 7he
Rapidto distinguish the services it provides and promote easier identification of a transit service
“brand-name.” Act 196 allows 7he Rapidto ask voters for a millage election to support the funding
of public transportation. On April 11, 2000, a 0.75 mill millage election was successfully passed by a
65% (2 to 1) margin. The result was the implementation of a six-point improvement plan in the six
cities beginning in October 2000.
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In November 2003, voters in the six-city region passed an increase in the mill-rate for The Rapid.
The new 0.95 millage rate replaced the pre-existing 0.75 rate approved by voters in 2000. The 0.2
mill increase covered decreased State Operating Assistance and generated revenues that were in-
vested in modest service enhancements. These service improvements included frequency improve-
ments, additional evening service, and additional weekend service.

The Rapid embarked on a Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA) of The Rapid’s services be-
ginning in May 2005. The product of the COA was both a Phase 1 (near-term) and a Phase 2 (short-
range) implementation plan. The Phase 1 plan was designed to provide 7he Raprd with an efficient
base transit system from which to continue to improve service levels and performance in the near
future with little cost increase. The Rapid Board implemented the Phase 1 improvements, with en-
hanced services coming into effect in May 2007.

The Phase 2 plan was designed to build upon the Phase 1 plan and included expanded system area
coverage. In addition to service alignment and service level improvements, transit passenger facility
improvements were included to improve system attractiveness and ease of system use. Phase 2 re-
quired an additional $2,246,219. Therefore, in May 2007, The Rapid Board went to the community
with a millage renewal request that included a 0.17 increase in the current 0.95 property tax millage
to pay for the Phase 2 improvements. The millage was approved by the area voters and improve-
ments were implemented in August 2007.

As a result of continued investment in public transit services, infrastructure, and passenger ameni-
ties, 7he Rapid continues to out-pace most transit systems in the United States with a substantial
growth in ridership. FY 2010 ridership (9.7 million rides) has increased 131% since 7he Rapid was
formed in FY 2000 (4.2 million rides).

Description of Existing Service, Travel Demand Management
Strategies & Special Projects

The Rapid Transit Master Plan (TMP)

A Transit Master Plan, or TMP, is a comprehensive, 20-year plan that guides the future development
of The Rapid transit system, primarily for its current service area of the cities of East Grand Rapids,
Grand Rapids, Grandville, Kentwood, Walker and Wyoming.

The plan also helps The Rapid understand how our system stacks up against those of comparable
cities, identify what we can learn from those systems, ways we can enhance our transit system and
services, and how we can improve service, attract and retain riders, increase efficiencies, and lower
costs based on peer best practices.

Three scenarios were developed varying in scope of transit investment and cost, with Scenario A
being the least aggressive and Scenario C being the most aggressive. Based on the responses from the
public and the Mobile Metro 2030 Task Force (IMMTF), which assisted in the development of the
TMP, the Project Team developed a “Preferred” Scenario that matches the vision of Scenario C but
at a cost closer to Scenario B. The “Preferred” Scenario incorporates the span of service improve-
ments from Scenario A, most of the frequency improvements from Scenarios A and B, develops Bus
Rapid Transit on The Rapid’s two most successful transit corridors and includes the full Regional
Express Bus program from Scenario C as well as a Modern Streetcar starter network that would
connect the West Side, downtown Grand Rapids and Medical Mile, laying the foundation for future
streetcar expansion projects (West Grand, East Grand Rapids). The “Preferred” Scenario would also
include improvements to the Go!Bus system, including extension of Go!Bus service to new service
areas, development of an Accessibility Improvement Plan, and same day booking service (subject to
space available). In presenting the recommendation on behalf of the Task Force, Bob Roth, presi-
dent of RoMan Manufacturing and Chair of the MMTF urged the Board to adopt the “Preferred”
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Scenario and encouraged them not to lose sight of the vision in Scenario C so that additional pro-
jects could be reincorporated at a later date.

Both the annual 2030 operating and maintenance costs and the aggregated FY 2011-2030 capital
cost for the “Preferred” Scenario are roughly double today’s costs after adjusting for inflation. For-
tunately, the millage would not have to double. Since some of the new services and service im-
provements would occur outside current Rapid boundaries, they would be funded as contracted ser-
vices. The State of Michigan is also considering an increase in the motor vehicle fuel sales tax, from
19 to 27 cents per gallon, and some of that increase could help supplement local transit funding. Any
remaining deficit would need to be funded through local sources, either as millage or as local contri-
butions for the streetcar services. Without these additional contributions though, the “Preferred”
Scenario would require an increase in the local millage rate from 1.12 mills to approximately 2.00
mills.

A more detailed description of the service improvements incorporated in the TMP may be found on
The Rapid’s website.

Fixed-Route Services

The Rapid currently operates 28 fixed-routes that provide service to the Grand Rapids Area serving
the cities of Grand Rapids, East Grand Rapids, Grandville, Kentwood, Walker and Wyoming and
the townships of Byron, Gaines, Cascade and Alpine. The Rapid’s fixed-route system is currently a
radial system with three cross-town routes; the radial hub for routes is Rapid Central Station in
downtown Grand Rapids. The Rapid also operates service out to Grand Valley State’s Pew Campus
in Allendale and runs circulator fixed routes in the Allendale area. Service frequencies are 15-30
minutes during weekday peak hours (6:15 AM - 8:45 AM and 3:45 PM - 6:15 PM) and 30-60 min-
utes during off-peak hours.

Aquinas College, Calvin College and Kendall College Service

Aquinas College and Calvin College subsidize their student's fare when riding The Rapid. The stu-
dent pays a reduced fare and the college is billed the difference between the student payment and the
full student fare price of 90-cents. Kendall College provides a semester pass to its students, and com-
pensates The Rapid at the student rate of 90-cents a ride.

Spectrum Health

In 2007, Spectrum Health began a program where their staff can ride for free on The Rapid’s fixed
route bus system by showing their ID badge. Spectrum Health reimburses The Rapid at a contract
rate based on the previous year’s ridership. In FY 2010, there were 57,718 rides taken by Spectrum
employees in this program.

The Rapid Specialized Services

The Rapid, in its role as regional coordinator for specialized transportation service, receives an an-
nual allocation from the State of Michigan for Specialized Services Operating Assistance. Special-
ized Services Operating Assistance funds are used by human service agencies to provide demand
response service that is beyond The Rapid’s service area and/or hours.

The Rapid brings these human service agencies together on a bi-monthly basis to assist them in the
coordination of service, to help prevent duplication of service, and to share information.

Six agencies receive funding under this program. Hope Network, which is the second largest pro-
vider of transportation in the MPO, offers transportation for persons with disabilities. Hope Network
operates 120 vehicles per day, with approximately 60 buses operating in Kent County. In 2009,
Hope Network provided 249,472 trips and served 4,314 individuals throughout Kent County. Other
transportation providers that receive funding under this program include the American Red Cross,
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which provides transportation to medical services for seniors and persons with disabilities. The Area
Community Service Employment and Training Council (ACSET) offers transportation to seniors
and persons with disabilities for their clients at their site in Cedar Springs. Senior Neighbors offers
transportation for seniors at their sites in Sparta, Lowell and Grandville. Goodwill offers transporta-
tion for persons with disabilities for employment purposes, and Community Mental Health provides
funding for mental health transportation services throughout Kent County.

Paratransit Service

The Rapid provides GO!Bus service to seniors and persons with disabilities who meet the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines. This service operates door to door on advance reservations
and offers wheelchair lift equipped vehicles. The GO! Bus service area includes the entire fixed-route
service area and is also offered by contract to eligible residents of Ada and Cascade townships as
well as parts of Alpine, Byron and Gaines Townships that are outside the % mile ADA transit zone
and under contract with The Rapid.

The Rapid manages and oversees GO!Bus, including user eligibility, trip reservations, scheduling,
and service monitoring. Trip delivery is competitively procured every three to five years. However,
the 70 vehicles are provided by The Rapid. The fleet of GO! Bus vehicles are made up of cutaway
buses. The current provider of trip delivery for GO! Bus is MV Transportation.

Supportive Housing Program (SHP) and GAP Program

The City of Grand Rapids contracts with The Rapid to provide transportation service for homeless
persons participating in the Homeless Assistance programs. The GAP Program is basically for per-
sons who fall through the cracks (or gaps) in assistance available. GAP supplies service to area
churches and shelters, while the SHP Program is for individuals and families in Transitional Hous-
ing and emergency shelters. The Rapid has a contract to provide the following:

1. Mobility assessment, training and coordination

2. Bus tickets and passes

Community Mental Health

Kent County Community Mental Health Department (CMH) contracts with The Rapid to provide
transportation services for persons with mental or developmental disabilities.

Travel Training

The Rapid offers the Travel Training Program that teaches individuals with disabilities to ride public
transportation independently. The training process includes a series of steps which include close in-
structor assistance at the beginning with gradual fading assistance as the student demonstrates readi-
ness. Participants generally include persons with developmental disabilities. The training includes
route training, landmark identification, appropriate social behavior, safety and emergency training,
parent, guardian, and case manager consultation, street crossing, stranger awareness, and follow-up
training. Travel training is available to other groups such as senior citizens and refugees relocating to
the area as time is available.

RideLink

RideLink is a collaboration between five providing agencies (Hope Network of West Michigan, Red
Cross, Senior Neighbors, United Methodist Community House and ACSET) to provide low cost
shared rides to persons age 60 and older throughout Kent County. The Rapid operates the call center
and schedules the trips with the area providers. The program is monitored by the Area Agency on
Aging of West Michigan since the majority of the funds used to provide the service come from the
Kent County Senior Millage.
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Business Transportation Services

The Rapid has provided assistance to individuals and employers in arranging shared ride transporta-
tion through the Business Transportation Services since 1990. Business Transportation Services in-
cludes rideshare, carpooling, and GreenRide programs. Cumulatively, The Rapid's rideshare pro-
gram reduces 11 million miles traveled annually. Furthermore, The Rapid continues to complete
outreach to area employers and represents The Rapid at area employer fairs and other events.

The Rideshare program includes carpooling, vanpooling and any other sustainability-based program
that helps remove single occupant vehicles from the roads. Currently, The Rapid has twenty-one
(21) RapidVan vanpools in operation. The 21 vans in operation save 850,000 vehicle miles traveled
annually.

The carpool program is enhanced by the GreenRide online carpool matching program. GreenRide
software is online-based and provides immediate, confidential carpooling results to registrants. The
more user-friendly and comprehensive software has resulted in The Rapid’s carpooling program
growing to over 6,000 registrants, which is more than double its previous size. The GreenRide pro-
gram also has an employer component that allows area companies to sign up for a separate portal
allowing their employees to only ride with each other. Spectrum Health, Farmers Insurance, Ha-
worth, Perrigo, Amway, Grand Valley State University and Grand Rapids Community College are
currently in the employer program. The employers pay a $500 fee to The Rapid annually to help off-
set website expenses.

The Rapid is also pursuing the creation of a local employer transportation association, The Rapid’s
Employer Connection (TREC). The purpose of this new body will be to keep local employers in-
formed about transportation options through The Rapid and provide incentives for employers and
their employees to find alternatives to the single occupancy automobile. The Rapid is currently sur-
veying local employers about what they would like to see in such a group and plan to launch it early
in 2011.

Grand Valley State University Service

The Rapid first entered into contract with Grand Valley State University for the provision of transit
route service beginning in August 2000. The services that The Rapid provides are as follows:

e Campus Connector; This is a limited-stop, fixed-route bus providing connections between the
GVSU Allendale and Downtown Campuses. The Campus Connector route has proved to be
so successful that the service frequency has had to be continually upgraded. In FY 2001, the
route operated every 30 minutes. Because of overcrowding, the frequency of service has con-
tinually been upgraded to the point where, in FY 2010, the frequency of service was im-
proved to every 7-8 minutes.

e GVSU Health Sciences/DASH to the Hill Shuttle: The former DASH to the Hill route was
modified effective in August 2003 to also serve the GVSU Center for Health Sciences Build-
ing on Michigan Avenue. Service operated every four to seven minutes on weekdays.

o Off-Campus Apartment Shuttles: The Rapid operates two circulator shuttle fixed routes that
operate between GVSU’s Pew Campus and the off-campus apartments.

The Rapid also provides GVSU students, staff and faculty up to 1,000 free rides/day on the remain-
der of its fixed route system. They ride free on all GVSU purchased routes. In FY 2010, there were
2,686,290 rides taken on the GVSU purchased routes.

Grand Rapids Community College

The Rapid operates a downtown circulator shuttle between Grand Rapids Community College’s two
downtown campuses. All GRCC students, staff and faculty can ride free on the route. In FY 2010,
there were 89,174 rides taken on this route.
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Bus Rapid Transit System Update

Since the original publication of the Long Range Transportation Plan, the Federal Transit Admini-
stration (FTA) has announced their approval of the Grand Rapids South Corridor Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) project proposal. The project has been determined by the FTA to meet criteria to advance
into project development. Specifically, the project calls for the development of a Bus Rapid Transit
system in the South Division Corridor. The project will serve the Division Avenue corridor from
60th Street to Wealthy Street as well the Saint Mary’s campus, Michigan Hill Medical Corridor,
downtown Grand Rapids and Rapid Central Station. The project length is 9.6 miles, with 18 transit
stations. A total of 10 hybrid electric low floor buses would be required providing a service frequency
of 10 minutes during peak and 15 minutes off peak. The total projected cost is estimated to be ap-
proximately $40 million (80% Federal, 20% State match. The operating funds are expected to be lo-
cally funded through a millage). Construction of the BRT system is estimated to begin in late 2011

or early 2012 with a target public opening in 2013 or early 2014. With FTA approval, the BRT pro-
ject has moved from the illustrative list of the 2035 LRTP and is included as a project.

Streetcar Update

From 2003 to 2007, ITP/The Rapid conducted an Alternatives Analysis in order to implement high
capacity transit in Grand Rapids. The Rapid’s Alternatives Analysis identified two projects that
formed a “first steps” strategy. One “first step” project identified was the South Division Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) project. The second project identified was a downtown streetcar circulator, just under
two miles in length and located in downtown Grand Rapids. A study body, the Public Transporta-
tion Tomorrow (PTT) Task Force, was formed comprising of community leaders under the aegis of
The Rapid. The Task Force undertook a study to determine the feasibility of a streetcar system in
greater Grand Rapids. In June 2008, The Rapid approved the Feasibility Report as recommended by
the PTT. The Report reviewed ridership potential, development potential, and possible alignments
and destinations that might need to be served by such a system. Additionally, the Report identifies
the need for the construction of the first segment of a streetcar system in Grand Rapids under a pub-
lic/private partnership process, much like the Portland model. The Report also identified the first
alignment, the cost and the economic development potential of the service, ridership projections, as
well as a timeline for construction based upon a financing model. A Streetcar Nonprofit Committee
operating under a Non-Profit organization continues to oversee the activities related to funding and
construction of the initial 1.7-mile corridor as well as future extensions. In 2011, The Rapid will be
conducting environmental analysis and further technical assessment of the Streetcar route based
upon the recommendations of the completed Feasibility study.

Amtrak Rail Relocation/Station Improvement

The existing Grand Rapids Amtrak Station is located in the northeast quadrant of the intersection of
Market Street and Wealthy Street in southwest Grand Rapids. This location has served Amtrak’s
Pere Marquette Line for over 20 years. However, there are two disadvantages with this existing loca-
tion. First, when passengers are boarding or alighting, either Market Street or Wealthy Street (or
both) are blocked. As the morning train is scheduled during the rush hour, significant traffic delays
occur. Second, after passengers alight at night, the train must be repositioned near Ann Street, three
miles from the station. The train is cleaned and stored overnight at the Ann Street location. Reposi-
tioning adds cost of both labor and fuel to the operation of the Pere Marquette Line.

Opening of Central Station by The Rapid, the local transit agency, created an opportunity to relocate
the Amtrak Station to just south of Central Station. Central Station is already intermodal with local
bus routes and regional buses. Relocation of the Amtrak Station will add regional rail to the inter-
modal menu. In addition to the intermodal benefits (including passengers being able to reach the
Amtrak Station by local bus instead of driving to the station), the location would not block any traf-
fic when passengers are boarding or alighting, and the train can be stored at the new location, saving
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crew time and fuel. The new location also will allow for an electric power hook-up for the train so
that the diesel engine does not need to run to supply electricity for cleaning at night.

The total estimated cost of this Project is $4,259,000. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
grant provided for this project is $3,800,000, or 89.2228 percent, of the total cost, while the remain-
ing match by The Rapid is an in-kind land contribution. In addition, The Grand Rapids Downtown
Development Authority (DDA) has provided $850,000 to purchase two parcels and build a new sta-
tion at the new location close to the Central Station. For additional information about passenger rail
and the station relocation see Chapter 11.
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Chapter 11: Rail Transportation and Freight

There are approximately 3,600 total miles of active railroad lines in the State of Michigan. Freight
service is provided by four Class I railroads—Canadian National (CN), Canadian Pacific (CP), CSX
Transportation, and Norfolk Southern (NS)—and 24 regional or shortline railroads. Passenger ser-
vice is provided by Amtrak on 521 of the total miles of railroad.

Approximately 2,990 miles (83%) of railroad lines in Michigan are owned by private freight railroad
companies, 530 miles (15%) are owned by the State of Michigan, and 80 miles (less than 1%) are
owned by Amtrak. The state owned lines are mostly light density lines in northern Michigan pur-
chased from Penn Central to avoid rail abandonments that would have left some regions of Michi-
gan without any rail service. These lines are operated primarily by shortline railroads and haul natu-
ral resource products, agricultural, and other products, in the affected regions. These rail lines, pur-
chased during 1970-1980, are, for the most part, subject to mandatory divestiture policy by state stat-
ute. The objective of the policy is to return the lines to the private sector.

The Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area is fortunate to have six freight rail companies—Grand Rapids
Eastern Railroad (GRE), Marquette Rail (MQT), CSX Transportation, Mid-Michigan Railroad
(MM), Grand Elk Railroad (GDLK), the Coopersville and Marne Railroad—and one passenger rail
option, the Amtrak Pere Marquette. There are approximately 128 miles of operational track in the
metropolitan area. However, several major corridors have been abandoned within the past decade
and have been converted for use by non-motorized travel (rail-trails) (see Map 13).

Passenger Rail - Amtrak Pere Marquette

There are currently three passenger rail routes in Michigan: the Wolverine (Chicago-
Detroit/Pontiac), the Blue Water (Chicago-Port Huron), and the Pere Marquette (Chicago-Grand
Rapids). Refer to Map 10 for the Michigan Intercity Passenger Rail System. Michigan passenger rail
service is provided by the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), which was created by
the passage of the National Railway Passenger Service Act by Congress in 1970. Thirteen states, in-
cluding Michigan, contract with Amtrak for the operation of trains to supplement the national Am-
trak network, extending passenger rail service and/or increasing frequencies on national routes. This
operating assistance helps to provide some of Michigan’s heaviest travel corridors and population
centers with intercity passenger rail service.

The Pere Marquette passenger rail service, which runs roundtrip between Grand Rapids and Chi-
cago seven days-a-week, celebrated its 25th anniversary in 2009. Like the Blue Water, the Pere Mar-
quette is operated by Amtrak at the request of the State of Michigan, which provides an operating
subsidy for service. Between Fiscal Year (FY) 2004 and 2006, the Amtrak operating subsidy pro-
vided by the State of Michigan was $7.1 for both the Blue Water and the Pere Marquette. However,
between FY 2006 and 2009, the operating subsidy hovered at around $6.2 million annually, a 12 per-
cent decrease from pervious contract years. Despite the subsidy decrease, Amtrak state supported
routes continued to experience increases in ridership and revenues. In 2010, nearly 102,000 people
rode the Pere Marquette, a slight dip from 2009 that may be attributed to ending service to and from
New Buffalo along the line (see Figure 14). The route showed a 3.3% increase in ticket revenue from
the previous year (see Figure 15). An $8.2 million operating subsidy is estimated for FY 2010 for
both the Pere Marquette and the Blue Water. It is hoped that continued Michigan Department of
Transportation funding, through the state legislature, will provide for a better and more viable na-
tional passenger rail system.
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The Pere Marquette operates over rail lines owned by CSX, as is typical of most Amtrak operations
throughout the nation. The freight railroads used by Amtrak generally allow maximum speeds of 65-
79 mph. Freight railroad ownership of the rail lines with the resulting control of dispatching duties
has caused problems with on-time performance of passenger trains. Michigan’s peninsular geogra-
phy also poses challenges for railroad economics (both passenger and freight), since most of the rail
lines must be supported by traffic originating or terminating in Michigan.

The Pere Marquette in Grand Rapids is currently located at the corner of Market and Wealthy
Streets; however ITP/The Rapid is slated to include the Amtrak Station as part of their intermodal
transportation center, Rapid Central Station. In 2007, ITP/The Rapid purchased several parcels
south of Rapid Central Station for the station relocation; and then in 2009, Congressman Vern
Ehlers assisted in securing $3.8 million in an appropriations bill. Those grant funds have been se-
cured from the Federal Railroad Administration by MDOT and will be used to build a new 1,700-
foot rail spur connecting from the existing CSX mainline to what is now a commuter parking lot
south of Rapid Central Station. In November 2010, the Grand Rapids Downtown Development Au-
thority approved an $850,000 outlay to ITP/The Rapid to pay for design and construction of the
station and platform, and for additional property acquisition. The new station will allow Amtrak to
store its trains on-site at Rapid Central Station and is estimated to reduce the arrival trip time by 5 to
7 minutes. Design and construction of the new spur and station is expected to take between 12 and
18 months and may be complete as early as mid-2012. This new rail spur should be constructed so as
not to preclude possible future connections to the Grand Elk line south to Kalamazoo to connect to
the developing Michigan high speed rail corridor.
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WESTRAIN

Passenger rail issues are currently being studied by the WESTRAIN Collaborative. The WE-
STRAIN Collaborative is a group of agencies working to further rail issues in West Michigan.
Members include the Michigan Department of Transportation, the Grand Valley Metropolitan
Council, the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council, the Grand Rapids Area Chamber of Com-
merce, the Holland Chamber of Commerce, the Cornerstone Alliance in St. Joseph, and the South-
west Michigan Planning Commission. The focus of WESTRAIN is to secure and maintain passen-
ger rail service from Grand Rapids to communities along the Pere Marquetteline to Chicago, Illi-
nois and beyond. During Amtrak budget cuts in 1995, service on the Pere Marquetteline serving
Chicago was cut to Thursday through Sunday. The WESTRAIN Committee was instrumental in
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The WESTRAIN Collaborative has also worked closely with Amtrak on a number of initiatives to

increase awareness of and traffic on the Pere Marquette rail line. Utilizing special promotions, give-
aways, and other marketing strategies, WESTRAIN serves to continue to help attract new riders to
the passenger rail experience.

In 2007 the WESTRAIN Collaborative, in conjunction with Amtrak and the City of Grand Rapids,
completed minor maintenance and renovations to the Market Street Amtrak station. A $50,000
grant from the Michigan Department of Transportation provided funds to update the exterior of the
station, including the addition of a secure flagpole, new pavement and striping, increased outdoor
seating, new paint, new security fencing for the propane tank, and a new illuminated clock in the
building’s cupola. These minor improvements are important maintenance for the Pere Marquette
line facility which saw over 101,000 passengers in 2010.
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Midwest Regional Rail Initiative

The Midwest Regional Rail Initiative (MWRRI) is a cooperative effort between Amtrak, the Federal
Railroad Administration, and nine states—Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,

Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin—to develop an improved and expanded passenger rail system in the
Midwest (see Map 11).

In September 2004, MWRRI released a report conducted by their consultant, Transportation Eco-
nomics & Management Systems, Inc., which outlines a new vision for passenger rail travel in the
Midwest. This vision is a transportation plan known as the Midwest Regional Rail System
(MWRRS), a 3,000-mile rail network serving nearly 60 million people.

MWRRS would operate as a hub-and-spoke system providing through-service in Chicago to loca-
tions throughout the Midwest. Trains operating at speeds up to 110 mph would link Chicago with
Milwaukee, Madison and Minneapolis; Des Moines and Omaha; St. Louis and Kansas City; Indi-
anapolis and Cincinnati; Grand Rapids and Detroit; Toledo and Cleveland; as well as many smaller
cities and towns. Increased speeds and service efficiencies would reduce travel times dramatically.
The Chicago-Detroit trip, for example, would drop from the current five hours, thirty-six minutes to
less than four, Chicago-Twin Cities from the current eight plus to less than six, and St. Louis-Kansas
City from five hours, 40 minutes to just over four hours. The nearly eight-plus-hour Chicago-
Cincinnati trip would be cut in half.

These efficiencies would be achieved through state-of-the-art train communication and control sys-
tems, highway/railroad grade crossing safety enhancements, and rehabilitation of existing and con-
struction of new track and sidings. In addition to travel time reductions, the system would feature
additional frequencies—as many as 17 daily roundtrips between Chicago and Milwaukee (including
Amtrak's current long-distance trains).

Over 63 new trainsets would provide passengers with modern and spacious facilities and offer on-
board amenities for business and leisure travelers. Ridership on the entire system is projected to sky-
rocket from the current 1.5 million passengers per year to 13.6 million passengers annually in 2025.

The total capital investment for the MWRRS, including infrastructure and rolling stock, is estimated
to be $7.7 billion (in 2002 dollars). The rolling stock for the entire system will cost approximately
$1.1 billion. Infrastructure improvements required to implement the MWRRS are estimated to cost
$6.6 billion, or about $2 million per mile. This compares favorably with typical highway costs of $10
million per mile.

The funding plan consists of a mix of funding sources, including federal loans and grants, state fund-
ing, general funds, and capital and revenue generated from system-related activities, such as joint
development proceeds. Federal funding will be the primary source of capital funds. MWRRS fund-
ing is based on the establishment of an 80/20 federal/state funding program similar to those that
already exist for highways; implementation will remain the responsibility of the states. The State of
Michigan would contribute $873 million for infrastructure and $234 million for train equipment.

As technologies have emerged and priorities have changed, a second initiative has surfaced that is
specifically focusing on the feasibility of high speed rail.
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Map 11 — Proposed Midwest Regional Rail Initiative (MWRRI) System
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Map 12 — Midwest High Speed Rail Coalition Map

Midwest High Speed Rail Coalition Vision for a Midwest Network

The above map shows the vision of the Midwest High Speed Rail Coalition. This group of nearly
1,700 members, including individuals, chambers of commerce, municipalities, and corporations
throughout the Midwest, works in conjunction with the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative to promote
high speed rail service. Key to the success of an advanced rail network are: frequent service, conven-
ient schedules, and competitive travel times. An initial system based on the Midwest Regional Rail
Initiative (see Map 12) would serve all primary and secondary population centers, including over
200 cities with directly served airports. Additionally, well integrated bus connections, in coordina-
tion with Greyhound, will extend the reach of the system. Trains would travel up to 110 mph on
primary corridors. Frequencies and speeds could be increased as the network gains ridership.
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Michigan State Rail Plan

MDOT is developing the Michigan State Rail Plan to identify current
and future needs for the Michigan rail system and define long-range
‘ MICH |GAN strategies to direct future federal and state investments for both passen-
\M ger and freight rail. The plan will meet the requirements established by
the federal Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008

(PRITA) making Michigan eligible for new federal funding programs developed by the act for pas-
senger rail services.

A consultant has been hired to develop the plan and will address issues such as: long term sources of
capital and operating funds to maintain and improve existing passenger rail service, and freight rail
line abandonment and the declining demand for freight rail services. An initial round of public meet-
ings was held in September 2010 for the State Rail Plan, and the study is expected to be complete in
June 2011.

Freight Rail and Trucking

The U.S. Transportation system moved, on average, 53 million tons worth $36 billion each day in
2002. By 2008, tonnage increased by an estimated 11.2% to 58.9 billion tons per day. Moving all of
these goods requires a vast number of vehicles and vessels as evidenced by a 56 percent increase in
the number of commercial trucks between 1980 and 2007. Since 1980 the number of rail freight cars
has declined with improved utilization and deployment of larger cars.

This being said, truck traffic remains a relatively small share of highway traffic as a whole. In 2007,
commercial trucks accounted for about eight percent of highway vehicle miles traveled nationally,
with most freight trucks using the Interstate System. The figure below indicates that the level of
commercial traffic on area highways is similar to the national average.

Roud S St | Eeiemner | S
1-196 — 1-96 west to M-121/Chicago Dr 66,800 3,500 5%
US-131 — I-96 north to Kent county line 51,200 3,200 6%
US-131 — M-6 north to I-96 104,900 6,400 6%
US-131 — M-6 south to Kent county line 43,200 4,800 11%
M-6 —1-96 to I-196 50,400 4,600 9%
1-96 — 1-196 west to Kent county line 54,900 3,100 6%
1-96 — Kent county line east to I-196 63,300 3,900 6%

Source: Michigan Department of Transportation

Figure 16 — Percent of Commercial Traffic on Area Highways
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Source: Michigan Department of Transportation
Map 13 — State of Michigan Rail Map
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Freight Improvements

The GVMC interfaces with rail and truck freight/shipping interests through the Public Participation
Plan mailing list, through the Intermodal, Freight, Rail, & Air Subcommittee, and by meeting with
some of the area’s largest employers/shippers through MDOT meetings that are specifically geared
toward the freight community. In total, 85 of the 128 projects identified in the LRTP Project list fall
upon the locally or nationally identified freight network, which consists of all-season roads and lo-
cally/nationally defined truck routes. When the 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan was devel-
oped, a list of priorities emerged through meetings and input from these sources, including;:

» The expedited completion of the M-6 South Beltline Freeway
» The relocation and improvement of US-131 south to the Indiana/Michigan border
» Improved access to the Gerald R. Ford International Airport
» Improved rail and roadway access to smaller urban areas in Michigan, such as Grand Ha-
ven, Battle Creek, and Mount Pleasant
*  Bridge improvements along I-196 and US-131
» Improved maintenance of existing traffic during construction times and completing more
construction activities during off-peak hours
Since then, the M-6 South Beltline Corridor through the southern part of Kent County was com-
pleted ahead of schedule and was opened to traffic in the Fall of 2005. Completion of the M-6 Corri-
dor cost over $650 million, a tremendous investment in our region’s highway infrastructure. Com-
pletion of this freeway has improved freight transportation, travel times, and access to the industrial
and commercial areas in the southern metro area.

The relocation and improvement of US-131 south of Kalamazoo to the Michigan/Indiana state bor-
der has generated substantial discussion. MDOT originally studied this corridor and selected a no-
build option. After considerable input from local stakeholders, MDOT has reconsidered the no-build
option, and an environmental assessment (EA) on the corridor was completed in 2010. The Pre-
ferred Alternative selected for this corridor identifies a $31 million (2007 dollars) project which gen-
erally keeps the roadway alignment within the existing US-131 corridor with the exception of a two-
lane non-freeway bypass of the Village of Constantine. This is expected to improve travel times and
access to Indiana Toll Road (I-80/1-90) for US-131 communities, including Grand Rapids, and re-
lieve congestion in Constantine.

While the roadway system in the region carries the majority of goods and products produced and
consumed in this area, there are other modes of freight movement used. Rail and air transport are
also very viable modes for the movement of goods, and intermodal and storage facilities round out a
family of freight options. Improvements by the railroad sector are more difficult to document as the
majority of rail is privately owned. However, in the fall of 2006, access to the Gerald R. Ford Inter-
national Airport was improved through the completion of the 36th Street interchange at I-96 and the
extension of 36th Street, from Kraft Avenue to Thornapple River Drive, that ties in with the inter-
change and local road network. This project cost $35 million and provides a more direct access to
the airport/air freight operations on the east side and the many industries and employers surround-
ing the airport property.

The other items mentioned above remain a priority with area freight stakeholders. In 2010, using
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds, MDOT completely reconstructed and replaced
several bridges on I-196 between the Grand River and Fuller Avenue for a total project cost of ap-
proximately $40 million. The Fuller Avenue bridge over I-196 and interchange improvements are
scheduled for 2011 for a total project cost of approximately $7.8 million. The Burton, Franklin, and
Hall Street bridges over US-131 are also scheduled for improvements in 2011. Bridge improvements
over area highways will likely occur on an incremental basis over the next 25 years. Other regionally
significant freight-related projects include improvements to the I-96 Chicago Drive/Baldwin Inter-
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change and vicinity for $44 million completed in 2009 and the US-131 and 44th Street Interchange
completed in 2009 for $13.5 million. Loop ramps were also added at the US-131 and 10 Mile Road
and the [-96 and Walker Avenue interchanges. Additional operational improvements are being con-
sidered along congested segments of US-131, including weave/merge lanes between 36th Street and
44th Street and from US-131BR/Leonard Street to Ann Street. Map 15 illustrates the location of
LRTP projects in relation to the existing regional freight network. Eighty-five of 128 LRTP projects
are located on the freight network.

Freight Interests

It is difficult to secure freight-related data for planning decisions because much of this information is
proprietary and thus kept private. In general, GVMC relies on our members to suggest freight-related
projects and often considers projects that improve roadway capacity as serving to enhance freight
access. To address freight issues, GVMC uses our Congestion Management Program, which incor-
porates performance measures for the total number of capacity deficient miles on the freight net-
work. GVMC also maintains an Area Freight Network Map which lists the state and county truck
routes, all season routes, rail lines, intermodal facilities (such as the Gerald R. Ford International
Airport), and major employers/shippers.
By overlaying the projects identified in
the Long Range Transportation Plan, it
is relatively simple to discern which pro-
jects serve to facilitate freight movement
(see Map 15). GVMC is also working
with the ten cities and two road com-
missions to expand the traffic count
program to better record commercial
traffic. Over the past few years GVMC
has phased out the old counting equip-
ment and purchased new software to
initiate more comprehensive commer-
cial traffic counting in 2011.

GVMC staff is exploring other options
for connecting with the freight commu-
nity to better plan for their needs and
enhance the economic competitiveness
of our region. In 2006, as the last LRTP
was being developed, GVMC was able
to partner with MDOT Grand Region
staff to co-host a meeting specifically
geared to the largest employers in West
Michigan. GVMC used the opportunity
to explain the transportation planning
process, share project information for
the local federal-aid network, share con-
tact information for other MPOs in
Michigan, and establish contacts for
some of the larger employers in the
Grand Rapids area.

During the development of the 2035 LRTP Update, GVMC organized an Intermodal, Freight, Rail,
& Air Subcommittee (a.k.a. Freight Subcommittee) with assistance from The Right Place, Inc, an
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economic development organization in Grand Rapids. This Subcommittee was charged with assist-
ing in the identification of specific routes of interest; access issues; needed capacity improvements on
commonly used routes; intersection, interchange and bridge improvements; and intermodal transfer
issues. The meeting provided an opportunity for freight and logistics representatives to share their
concerns and express transportation-related needs. Each attendee was given a background sheet ex-
plaining the MPQ’s role, contact information, and recent freight-related achievements. Representa-
tives from Meijer, Amway, Michigan Natural Storage, Michigan Rail Storage, the Grand Rapids
Chamber, MDOT, and others participated and provided staff with organizational background in-
formation and shipping practices. Several attendees expressed concern with:

» conflicting rail/trucking infrastructure, resulting in delays and safety concerns

» aging or poorly maintained rail infrastructure

= cost differentials between rail and trucking freight movements; railroads often price to be just
under trucking costs, thus limiting the incentive to switch to rail

= weight restrictions during the spring on area roadways vs. “all season” roads

» communication difficulties businesses experience with the rail industry

» limitations of short-line railroad companies compared to Class I (e.g. Grand Elk vs. CSX)

» shortages and availability issues with rail equipment needed to move various commodities

» intermodal and storage facility limitations

= preservation of the rail corridors and spurs, particularly related to the Gerald R. Ford Inter-
national Airport

N
/ Q@ <\

Map 14 — Movement of 500 Tagged Trucks from Grand Rapids over seven days, October 2009
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LRTP Projects: Regional Freight Network
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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GVMC staff also worked with The Right Place Program and the MDOT Grand Region to identify
and address various rail freight issues in the metro area. Some specific issues include the sale or leas-
ing of Class I line to short-line railroads. This includes the recent sale of the Norfolk Southern line
from Grand Rapids to Kalamazoo to the Grand Elk Railroad, and the Grand Rapids to Luding-
ton/Manistee to Marquette Rail. In addition, the future ownership of the CSX lines east and west
from Grand Rapids needs to be monitored. Generally, short-line railroads can provide improved
customer service to their on-line customers and may have connections to multiple Class I railroads.
However, the smaller railroads may not, on their own, be able to develop longer distance freight
movements as economically as a Class I with a national network.

There has been on-going interest among some shippers to develop improved intermodal opportuni-
ties with the metro area railroads. In addition, the DIFT (Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal) in-
termodal project in Detroit and the CREATE (Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation
Efficiency Program) program in Chicago directly affect intermodal potential in Grand Rapids. There
are several bulk commodity distribution facilities in the MPO area, but not container
(COFC/TOFC) facilities. At this point, it has been more efficient for industries in the area to truck
commodities in containers to and from intermodal train yards in Detroit and Chicago, where there
are multiple routing options. Fuel prices make that routing less desirable and cost effective in the
future. The objective is to make efficient use of the existing rail infrastructure in the MPO area and
identify opportunities to develop public/private partnerships to enhance the system. On a smaller
scale, MDOT rail loans and grants have been provided by MDOT to construct or improve siding to
industries located on the existing rail corridors in the MPO area.

This information will be provided to the State Rail Plan to help identify rail-related freight transpor-
tation issues in the MPO area. The MPO will also monitor and implement any policies and pro-
grams resulting from the State Rail Plan. If feasible, any additional use of the rail system can reduce
truck traffic on the MPO road and highway network, and improve operations and mobility for the
system. The efficient use of all transportation modes will also help to encourage economic develop-
ment and promote sustainable land use patterns.

GVMC staff is looking at options to improve information about freight in our region, including con-
ducting a relatively comprehensive freight study and survey. This study would be used to determine
desired routes, specific system deficiencies, commercial safety issues, and the potential for enhanced
intermodalism in the freight community. Staff is also exploring the development of a sustainable
freight network, developed in conjunction with the GVMC Pavement Asset Management and
Freight Committees, which would incorporate acceptable levels of congestion, condition, as well as
coordinated routing.

GVMC staff will continue to work with area rail/truck freight interests and consider the issues and
priorities put forward by those groups and incorporate those items into the transportation planning
process. GVMC also intends to continue to work with State and Federal partners to improve the
level of analysis that takes place related to freight levels within the Grand Rapids area.
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Chapter 12: Air Transportation

This section outlines operations at the Gerald R. Ford International Airport (GRFIA), formerly
known as the Kent County International Airport.

History

In the late 1950s, due to urban encroachment of development and the advent of heavier turbojet air-
craft, local officials commissioned a study to identify a new location for the airport. The study re-
vealed that the Kent County Airport should be relocated from the existing site located north of 44th
Street between Jefferson and Eastern Avenues to a new location in Cascade Township east of Patter-
son Avenue off 44th Street. With financial backing of a taxpayer approved millage and bond issue,
the new Kent County Airport was constructed on the 1,800 acre site and opened in late 1963.

This “new” airport provided a 6,600 foot east-west air carrier Runway 8R/26L, complete with an
Instrument Landing System (ILS), and a 3,400 foot north-south general aviation Runway 18/36.
The 1970’s saw construction of a 4,000 parallel east-west general aviation Runway 8L/26R. Two
subsequent runway extensions brought the primary use Runway 8R/26L to a length of 10,000 feet.
At 10,000 feet long the primary Runway 8R/26L is capable of handling all aircraft except the re-
cently produced Airbus 380 double-decker aircraft. In 1997 the Airport finished construction of a
new $70 million north-south air carrier Runway 17/35. In the year 1999 the Airport saw construc-
tion of the new Air Cargo and Trade Center located on the Airport’s east side. Also in 1999, the
Kent County Board of Commissioners took action renaming the Kent County International Airport
the Gerald R. Ford International Airport. This was done in honor of Grand Rapids resident, long-
time airport supporter, and the 36th President of the United States, Gerald R. Ford.

In the year 2000 and 2001, the Airport completed a $50 million major renovation of the passenger
terminal building and a $32 million reconstruction of the primary east-west Runway 8R/26L. In
2002 the Airport expanded the parking facilities by adding a 100-space express shuttle parking lot
preparation for the construction of a future parking structure. Also in 2002 the Airport became the
first airport in the nation to screen 100% of checked baggage or explosives using new technology ex-
plosive detection machines. In 2003 the Airport marked the 40th anniversary at the current Cascade
location. In 2004 the Airport recognized its importance as the “Gateway to West Michigan” with
the construction of significant landscape improvements to the John J. Oostema Boulevard entrance
drive to the Airport. Also in 2004 the Airport set a record for the passengers served in one year ex-
ceeding the two million passenger mark (2,150,125). In the mid 2000’s the Airport completed many
infrastructure projects which included several perimeter security roads, taxiway reconstruction pro-
jects, and the expansion of parking facilities. In 2009 the Airport completed the largest construction
project in airport history (over $120,000,000). The award-winning project is know as the Terminal
Area and Parking Improvement Program, which included road and utility infrastructure improve-
ments, a 5,000 space parking structure, a canopy over the Terminal Drive between the parking struc-
ture and the terminal building, and enclosed pedestrian crosswalks connecting the terminal building
to the parking structure.

Airfield Configuration and Information

Currently, the airport makes use of three runways. The Primary air carrier runway (8R/26L) is
10,000 feet long. The secondary air carrier runway (17/35) is 8,500 feet long, and the north general
aviation runway (8L/26R) is 5,000 feet in length.
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The airfield has approximately 1,550,000 square yards of pavement which equates to enough con-
crete to construct a two-lane road (10 inches thick) from Grand Rapids to the Mackinac Bridge.

The Airport maintenance staff maintains approximately 2,000 acres of grass on the airfield. This is
the equivalent of 1,515 football fields—including end zones. In an “average winter” the same staff
removes approximately 83,000,000 cubic feet of snow from airfield pavement surfaces. This is
enough to fill 20,000 Olympic-sized swimming pools.

Passenger Air Transportation

In 2004, the Gerald R. Ford International Airport (GRFIA) posted a record 2,150,125 passengers. In
2010 several low cost carriers began operations at GRFIA. With the additional seats it appears that
GRFIA will exceed the 2004 record.

Currently, GRFIA is the 89th busiest primary commercial service airport in the nation. Nine pas-
senger airlines serve GRFIA with 126 daily scheduled nonstop flights to and from 24 major market
destinations.

Recent and Future Activities

As noted, in 2004, the landscape on Oostema Boulevard was improved to reflect the West Michigan
environment and act as the “Gateway to West Michigan.” The landscape was further enhanced as
part of the Terminal Area & Parking Improvement Program completed in 2010. Also, in 2010 the
pavement on Qostema Boulevard was reconstructed in cooperation with the Kent County Road
Commission and the Michigan Department of Transportation. In 2009 the Airport began adding
new and replacing old Passenger Loading Bridges (PLBs) on both concourses. In the spring of 2011
the final five PLBs will be added giving GRFIA 13 new PLBs which will provide that all important
first impression experience for those traveling to and from West Michigan. Anticipating further
growth GRFTA is planning for the addition of several more passenger boarding gates on Concourse
B.

Airport Property Information

The Airport covers nearly 3,200 acres (over five square miles), an area almost as large as the city of
Grandville and a bit larger than East Grand Rapids. There is over 12 miles of fence surrounding the
perimeter of the Airport property. That’s enough to stretch from the Airport to downtown Grand
Rapids. The Airport’s passenger terminal building is just over 240,850 square feet, with over 170,000
square feet open to the public. There are two concourses and 13 gates in the passenger terminal
building. The Airport also provides approximately 9,600 public parking spaces.

Air Freight/Shipping Transportation

On October 5, 1999, a dedication ceremony welcomed the new 47-acre Air Cargo and Trade Center.
The facility triples GRFIA’s cargo handling capabilities with 150,000 square feet of warehouse,
processing, and office space surrounded by 680,000 square feet of aircraft ramp spaces, 14 aircraft
parking positions, and 61 truck bays.

Currently, there are two cargo airlines located at GRFIA which handle approximately 209,000
pounds of air cargo each day or more than 105 tons per day. More than 76 million pounds of air
cargo passed through GRFIA in 2009.
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Recent and Future Activities

The Airport Gateway was recently overhauled in 2004, thanks in part to a Transportation En-
hancement grant secured through the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council, the Michigan Depart-
ment of Transportation, and the U.S. Department of Transportation. Changes to the gateway in-
clude additional overhead directional signage, new trees and shrubbery, and native plants and
grasses that represent West Michigan’s natural environment. The airport added 750 additional
spaces to its express shuttle parking lot in 2004 as well to complete the “facelift.”

A new Cell Phone Lot was opened to the public in October 2006. The lot is designed as a conven-
ient, safe and legal way for those motorists waiting for passengers to arrive. Motorists can wait just
outside the airport entrance while waiting for their passengers to arrive and contact them via cell
phone. Motorists can avoid continuously circling the interior airport loop or paying to park in the
airport parking areas. The lot has 15 spots and a 30-minute time limit.

A new parking structure will be coming to Airport property with construction slated to begin in 2007
and lasting two years. The new structure will have approximately 4,900 parking stalls, for a net in-
crease of 3,900 stalls. The structure will be a ground level and three upper levels on the west and a
ground level and two upper levels on the east, because of control tower to airfield pavement line of
sight restrictions, with a footprint of approximately 1,200 feet by 350 feet. There will be two pedes-
trian bridges from the structure to the terminal building, with both escalators and elevators at the
terminal to access the ticketing level. A canopy will extend from above the upper level of the struc-
ture to above the terminal roof, approximately 600 feet long. The structure will have a terra cotta
paneling system and glass enclosed stair/elevator cores. An entry/welcome plaza will be constructed
prior to the structure entries, along with roadway and utility improvements. The project is expected
to cost about $120,000,000.

General Airport Information

= Gerald R. Ford International Airport is managed and operated by the Kent County Depart-
ment of Aeronautics. The Kent County Aeronautics Board is a six-member body appointed
by the Kent County Board of Commissioners with responsibility for policy setting and gen-
eral oversight of the airport.

=  More than 1,800 people work at the airport, the majority being employed by airport tenants.
= Replacement value of the airport, its property, and facilities is estimated at $550,000,000.
» The airport has its own police, fire, and maintenance departments.

» The airport generates over $880 million annually in economic activity throughout its West
Michigan 13-county service area.

» The airport is financially self-supporting and requires no funding from property taxes, gen-
eral funds, or special taxes. Airport operations and improvements generate local net airport
revenue, rather than spend valuable tax dollars.

=  GRFIA's capital requirements are met through various sources, including earned surpluses,
revenue bonds, passenger facility charges, and grants under the federal Airport Improvement
Program and the Michigan State Aviation Grant Program. Operational requirements are met
through rates and charges assessed to airport tenants and airport patrons for the use of air-
port services and facilities.
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Chapter 13: Non-Motorized Transportation

Federal statute requires metropolitan areas of a certain size, such as the Greater Grand Rapids area,
to effectively plan an integrated and intermodal transportation system that includes pedestrian and
bicycle facilities. The GVMC is therefore responsible for developing a non-motorized transportation
plan element as a part of its Long Range Transportation Planning process. Additionally, bicycle and
pedestrian projects using Federal-aid transportation funds must be included in the MPO Transporta-
tion Improvement Program (TIP).

The Non-Motorized element identifies existing facilities, regionally-significant projects, enhances
cooperation and coordination between jurisdictions for non-motorized facility development, ad-
dresses some of the challenges to non-motorized transportation facility development, and provides
prioritization guidelines and funding information.

The GVMC originally developed bicycle and pedestrian plans approved in 1996 and 1997, respec-
tively. Subsequently, non-motorized transportation issues were integrated into a single comprehen-
sive document. In 2006 and 2009, Draft Non-Motorized Transportation Plans were completed.
While neither document was ever formally adopted, many of the prioritized projects have since been
completed. The current GVMC Draft Non-Motorized Plan serves as an integral foundation of the
GVMC Long Range Transportation Plan.

The Non-Motorized Plan was divided into four segments. An inventory of the existing non-
motorized facilities was made to help identify network deficiencies and improvement opportunities.
The GVMC Non-Motorized Transportation Committee then developed a selection methodology
and project list to provide a basis for future investment. Research was conducted into the various
options for non-motorized transportation funding as a resource to those striving to increase these
types of transportation investments. In addition to funding options for non-motorized facilities, there
exist related policy decisions that may enhance the accessibility and development of pedestrian and
bicycle transportation options.

Benefits of Non-Motorized Transportation

Non-motorized transportation consists of pedestrian and bicycle travel. As technology has changed,
an increasing array of options for movement of people and goods have presented themselves and
non-motorized transportation has become one of many options. In the past century, pedestrian and
bicycle transportation had switched from a utilitarian to a more recreational mode for most people.
This is partly why transportation investments have been strongly focused on the continued develop-
ment of roads for automobiles. Now as the benefits of non-motorized transportation resurface, in-
creasing attention is returning to enhancing the non-motorized transportation option. To provide for
the most efficient network possible, these types of facilities must be included in transportation plans.

Transportation and Accessibility Options

Non-motorized facilities give people the option to walk, bike or use public transit if they choose. A
comprehensive non-motorized network is crucial to the mobility of many older, home-bound
Americans lacking transportation options. Beyond the aging populace, there is a social equity com-
ponent to the provision of alternate forms of transportation. A more complete non-motorized net-
work increases the viability of pedestrian and bicycle transportation as options and provides a mode
for those unable or unwilling to use motorized vehicles. Furthermore, in areas where low-income or
minority populations live, the demand for non-motorized options may be greater.
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Transit Support

For those who use transit as their preferred mode of travel and those for which it is the only option,
non-motorized facilities support the transit system by providing access to transit stops. Walking and
biking facilities tying into the transit network are critical for optimal efficiency of the transit system.

Air Quality

Regional air quality is an issue for West Michigan. The majority of the ground-level ozone pollution
is caused by motor vehicles. Poor air quality due to vehicle emissions contributes to respiratory prob-
lems, especially for the very young and elderly. An improved non-motorized system gives residents
the opportunity to use a non-polluting form of transportation for some trips and simultaneously re-
duces pollutants detrimental to human health as well as regional air quality attainment status. We
can reduce greenhouse gas emissions, reduce our dependence on oil, save money, and improve re-
gional air quality by using alternative forms of transportation such as bicycling and walking.

Economic

In Grand Rapids, the estimated cost
per traveler for traffic congestion is
$315 every year. Every private auto-
mobile removed from the road reduces
the overall traffic congestion for an
area, and while some trips are not
suited to non-motorized transporta-
tion, many trips could be diverted to
this mode.

The cost of owning and operating a
new vehicle continues to rise, espe-
cially as fuel prices continue to in-
crease. The cost of operating a bicycle,
however, is anywhere from 1-2% of
the cost of vehicle operation, with fuel
cost increases having almost no im-
pact on that amount. Aside from the
personal cost savings, the infrastruc-
ture cost savings of building and main-
taining non-motorized options as op-
posed to roads is dramatic.

Expanding non-motorized transporta-
tion also brings an economic devel-
opment component with regard to the
bicycle industry—a multi-billion dollar
industry and a major contributor to
the nation’s economy—as well as in- ; A i =
creases in property values, tourism and the overall quality of life of a community. Non- motor1zed
transportation facilities are used as a centerpiece to attract home buyers as well as focal points in
chamber of commerce advertising campaigns. A great deal of tourism in the State of Michigan is
derived from the value of our trail systems. While the focus of this element is bicycle transportation,
recreational use of non-motorized facilities in our state is an important revenue generator. Above all,
non-motorized options promote the connections that offer access to the jobs and shopping that make
a community more attractive to both business and prospective employees.
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Health

More than a quarter of Michiganders are considered obese. This expensive and largely preventable
condition can be battled through land use and transportation planning that encourages and supports
physical activity. By offering non-motorized transportation options, physical activity can be incorpo-
rated into everyday activities. The provision of a transportation system which both connects people
with destinations and is a means of achieving a healthier lifestyle is paramount. Walking or bicycling
to work, school, church, or for pleasure is a convenient way people can incorporate exercise into
their daily lives and improve their health.

Quality of Life

An improved non-motorized system reduces water and noise pollution associated with automobile
use by shifting short trips from automobiles to pedestrian options. More non-motorized transporta-
tion options could also reduce the need for parking spaces, improve safety for current users—
especially the young, old, and disabled, foster community connection and interaction, and reduce
our dependence on fossil fuels. Non-motorized transportation, in addition to being an alternative to
the automobile, indirectly enhances the quality of life for a community.

Obstacles to Non-Motorized Transportation

While pedestrian and bicycle transportation has been illustrated as a viable choice, people utilizing
non-motorized modes of transportation still experience a number of deterrents and obstacles. These
obstacles include cross-jurisdictional cooperation, coordination among multiple users, lack of ade-
quate facilities, seasonal weather, demand, time and distance, land use patterns, funding, safety,
maintenance, and liability.

In order to ensure compatible facilities, a great deal of cooperation must take place between adjoin-
ing jurisdictions and among all the municipalities in a region. The complexity of building and main-
taining a network of this sort requires partnerships between various state and local departments.

There is a lack of unified public sentiment for a particular form of non-motorized facility. Disparate
groups each petition for “their” type of facility. The non-motorized advocacy community lacks a
single voice or organization. Thus, competition exists not just between road and non-motorized ad-
vocates, but between non-motorized groups as well. The divided non-motorized lobby weakens its
overall impact and ability to secure transportation dollars for projects.

Adequate facilities are lacking in many areas, like sidewalks, safe intersections, transit accessibility,
bicycle lanes, bicycle parking and storage, and shared-use paths. In particular, bridge crossings in
key areas, especially over and beneath limited-access highways, are a significant impediment to safe
pedestrian movements.

Seasonal weather, such as cold, heat, humidity, rain, wind and snow, can hamper bicycling and pe-
destrian commutes. However, people can and do elect to bicycle in the warmer months, walk in the
winter, or utilize sidewalks to public transportation stops when the weather becomes inclement.
Municipalities can make non-motorized options more appealing, especially in the winter months,
with regular snow plowing and other weather-related maintenance initiatives.

Non-motorized transportation currently makes up a very small percentage of trips taken. Some stud-
ies, however, suggest the use of alternative modes would increase dramatically if facilities were pro-
vided. Competition among projects for priority within the transportation improvement program re-
quires a quantitative basis to demonstrate that all projects, including non-motorized ones, are essen-
tial and can reach measurable objectives. Within the MPO, non-motorized planning objectives are
identified by the respective jurisdictions and these projects, facilities and plans are assumed to be
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representative of local demand. The reasoning remains that with more facilities, more people would
take advantage of these transportation modes and rely less on the automobile.

While time and distance are perceived as obstacles to non-motorized transportation, the short dis-
tances of most commutes indicate one could walk or bicycle to destinations instead of driving a ve-
hicle without adding significant time to their journey. Non-motorized transportation is an option
that may often only add a few extra minutes, and the benefit of exercise, to the vast majority of short
trips.

The density and pattern of land use greatly influences the amount of non-motorized trips. Mixed-use
developments encourage more walking trips as more destinations are located within a reasonable
distance. While current zoning regulations grouping similar uses together increases land use com-
patibility, it discourages efficient and direct pedestrian or bicycle trips. Typical suburban travel char-
acteristics break up non-motorized routes and heighten traffic levels for non-motorized travelers.
Developers, planners, and government agencies are recognizing the value of designing for “walkabil-
ity”—the idea of location-efficiency—having the ability and convenience of using non-motorized
modes to get to work, school, or social centers.

The cost of non-motorized facilities may be the chief deterrent to their inclusion in area road rights-
of-way. Funding is limited by the historic emphasis on automobile travel, as the most demanded
mode of transportation, and the perception non-motorized travel is solely recreational and, thus, in-
eligible for federal transportation money. Federal surface transportation law provides flexibility to
organizations like the GVMC to fund bicycle and pedestrian improvements from a wide variety of
programs. However, the federal funding opportunities for non-motorized projects are limited locally
by the GVMC Committees. For example, the GVMC Committees have restricted the use of federal
funding for sidewalks to only those road reconstruction projects where the existing sidewalk is re-
moved but not for new sidewalk facility construction, a restriction that the federal government does
not place on Surface Transportation Program funds. The GVMC Non-Motorized Committee is
working to open up some federal funding categories, such as Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality
(CMAQ) funds, for non-motorized projects that serve a transportation purpose.

Safety is extremely important in the development of non-motorized facilities. While, nationwide,
almost 12% of all traffic fatalities were bicyclists or pedestrians, that number reaches nearly 18% in
Michigan. Indeed, over 100 people were killed in incidents between bicyclists or pedestrians and mo-
tor vehicles over a decade within the GVMC region. Improving the safety features of our non-
motorized network will not only protect current users, but non-motorized options will be more de-
sirable, attracting more trips to these modes.

Among the many sources of funding available for non-motorized transportation, there is a marked
lack of money for ongoing maintenance of facilities. Regular maintenance, feasibility studies and
engineering cannot be paid for with Transportation Enhancement (TE) grants, the primary funding
source for many non-motorized facilities. While some communities may be supportive of construct-
ing pedestrian and bicycle resources, they may be deterred by the associated ongoing maintenance
costs.

Local jurisdictions are often hesitant to include bicycle lanes within their non-motorized transporta-
tion plans and street improvements due to the perceived threat of legal action. Within the last dec-
ade, court decisions have increasingly protected the liability of road agencies. Municipalities and
road commissions are required to repair and maintain only; there is no general duty to make roads
“safe,” and there is no liability for whatever form or design a facility might take. In fact, by offering
dedicated bicycle lanes, municipalities are not only free from liability for the design, but they are ar-
guably providing a safer means of travel for both bicyclists and motorists.
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Existing Non-Motorized Transportation Network

The greater Grand Rapids metropolitan area has over 1,000 miles of non-motorized infrastructure.
These resources were constructed primarily by local municipalities assisted by county and state road
agencies and the state natural resource department. The existing infrastructure is a tremendous re-
source for our community and represents millions of dollars of investment in non-motorized trans-
portation, the majority of which was locally planned and funded.

Non-Motorized Facility Types

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) is considered
the source for guidance and standards on the development of bicycle and non-motorized facilities.
Each type of facility provides different opportunities for the non-motoring public:

Sidewalks — paved pathways paralleling a highway, road, or street and intended for pedestrians,
typically from four to five and up to eight feet wide and made from concrete and/or other materials,
depending on their location.

Shared Use Paths — generally serve corridors not served by streets and highways, or where wide util-
ity or former railroad rights-of-way exist, permitting such facilities to be constructed away from the
influence of parallel streets. Shared use paths offer opportunities not provided by the road system,
like recreation or, in some instances, as direct commuter routes if cross flow by motor vehicles and
pedestrians is minimized.

Bicycle Lanes — established with appropriate pavement markings and signing along streets in corri-
dors with existing significant bicycle demand and where distinct needs are served by such facilities.
Bike lanes improve conditions for bicyclists on the streets, delineating the right-of-way assigned to
bicyclists and motorists and providing for predictable movements by each. They also increase the
total capacities of highways carrying mixed bicycle and motor vehicle traffic.

Signed Shared Roadway — designated by bike route signs, serving to provide continuity to other bicy-
cle facilities or designate preferred routes through high-demand corridors. As with bike lanes, signing
of shared roadways indicates to bicyclists particular advantages exist to using these routes compared
with other routes. This means responsible agencies have taken actions to assume that these routes
are suitable shared routes and will be maintained consistent with the needs of bicyclists. Signing also
serves to advise vehicle drivers that bicycles may be present.

Shared Roadways (No Bikeway Designation) — Most bicycle travel in the United States occurs on
streets and highways without bikeway designations. Signing may be unnecessary or unwarranted
because a community’s existing street system is already fully adequate for efficient bicycle travel, or
the streets and highways are unsuitable for bicycle travel, or it may be inappropriate to designate
some routes as they may not be considered high bicycle demand corridors.

Bicycle Centers and Staging Areas — auxiliary facilities that increase the convenience and effective-
ness of non-motorized transportation. Bicycle centers may offer indoor bicycle parking facilities,
lockers, showers, snack bars, bicycle repair and rentals, and other amenities intended to encourage
bicycling. Non-motorized staging areas typically have designated motorized vehicle parking areas
for accessing non-motorized networks.

Pedestrian Bridges or Refuges - Occasionally significant crossings in a non-motorized network over
railroads, water, other roads, or freeways, present major impediments. Many options exist to pro-
vide pedestrian access over these obstacles. Several local bridge crossings have been identified where
a dedicated crossing or bridge modification for pedestrians would complete a network gap, increas-
ing the attractiveness and safety of non-motorized travel.
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Existing Non-Motorized Facilities

An extensive inventory of existing facilities already exists in the GVMC MPO area (see Figure 17).
The resources already on the ground in the Grand Rapids area are a regional accomplishment and a
basis for a larger and more integrated non-motorized transportation network. GVMC staff has
worked with area jurisdictions to develop a comprehensive non-motorized facility inventory includ-
ing sidewalk facilities along Federal-Aid eligible roadways, shared use paths, signed shared road-
ways or bicycle routes and lanes, as well as Federal-Aid eligible roads with wide paved shoulders.
Maps of these facilities are produced by GVMC Transportation using data collected from federal,
state, regional, county and local units of government (see Map 16).
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Figure 17 — Existing Non-Motorized Facilities

PEDESTRIAN BICYCLE TOTAL
Jutsdicton wlk | UsePath | Lame | Rowe | Shouders | Exising Faciite
Ada Township 4.86 14.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.03
Algoma Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Allendale Township 7.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Alpine Township 4.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.15
Bowne Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Byron Township 13.43 2.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.38
Caledonia Township 1.59 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.72
Cannon Township 0.43 3.94 0.04 0.00 0.00 4.41
Cascade Township 2.92 23.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.73
City of Cedar Springs 4.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.14
City of East Grand Rapids 17.82 0.00 0.77 0.00 0.00 18.59
City of Grand Rapids 227.69 13.47 1.03 0.00 7.42 249.61
City of Grandville 27.15 5.53 0.00 0.61 0.00 33.29
City of Hudsonville 14.49 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.54
City of Kentwood 78.55 12.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 91.32
City of Lowell 7.72 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.79
City of Rockford 4.83 0.56 0.59 0.00 0.00 5.98
City of Walker 28.55 7.16 0.00 0.00 0.74 35.71
City of Wyoming 93.92 14.11 0.00 7.30 0.00 115.33
Courtland Township 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13
Gaines Township 15.09 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.54
Georgetown Township 36.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.03
Grand Rapids Township 7.34 9.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.92
Grattan Township 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04
Jamestown Township 0.00 6.93 0.98 0.00 0.00 7.91
Kent City, Village of 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Kent County Parks/KCRC 0.00 59.92 0.00 0.64 111.39 171.95
Lowell Township 0.56 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.20
Nelson Township 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.44
Oakfield Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Plainfield Township 19.49 1.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.44
Solon Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sparta Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Spencer Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tallmadge Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tyrone Township 2.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.87
Vergennes Township 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 4.12 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.45
Mich. Dept. of Nat. Resources 0.00 63.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 63.56
Mich. Dept. of Transportation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.87 100.87
TOTAL MILES 626.77 243.08 3.41 8.55 220.42 1,094.07

NOTE: Mileage recorded by maintenance organization. Therefore some jurisdictions have local facilities that are listed

under Kent County.
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Existing and Funded Non-Motorized Facilities
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Existing Policy Context

At the Federal and State levels, policy and existing legislation support continued development of
non-motorized transportation options.

Federal

Federal transportation policy is to increase non-motorized transportation and to simultaneously re-
duce the number of non-motorized users killed or injured in traffic crashes. This policy is a high pri-
ority for the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). Improving conditions and safety for bicy-
cling and walking embodies the spirit and intent of Federal surface transportation law and policy to
create an integrated, intermodal transportation system which provides travelers with a real choice of
transportation modes.

State

Act 51 of the Michigan Public Acts of 1951 distributes nearly $2 billion per year in state transporta-
tion revenues to the state transportation department, county road commissions, and municipalities
for maintenance and construction of roads and support of transit systems. Section 10k states a rea-
sonable amount of funds distributed to all levels of government shall be expended for the construc-
tion or improvement of non-motorized transportation services and facilities. This money can be used
for adding sidewalks, paving shoulders for bicyclists and other facility development, redevelopment
or repair.

Local

The GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) lays out non-motorized transportation
goals for our region. Goal 1d states: “Sustain and develop the interconnected regional network of
non-motorized transportation facilities to provide access to employment, services, schools, and other
destinations.” LRTP goals carry over the federal and state level themes of non-motorized transporta-
tion encouragement. However, GVMC does not have a specific policy laid out for non-motorized
transportation. The lack of policy at the local level hinders dedicated investment in these modes of
transportation.

Non-Motorized Transportation Improvements

The primary focus of the non-motorized portion of the Long Range Transportation Plan is threefold:
to identify regionally significant priority projects, to enhance cooperation and coordination between
jurisdictions for facility development, and thirdly, to address some of the challenges to non-
motorized transportation facility development. Similar to both the Long Range Transportation Plan
and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council Non-
Motorized Transportation Committee worked together to identify priority non-motorized projects
for our MPO area.

Committee Makeup

A Non-Motorized Transportation Committee guides GVMC staff and directs the planning process.
Representatives from local units of government, members of the GVMC Transportation Commit-
tees, advocacy groups, concerned citizens, and other stakeholders are invited to be members of the
committee. Other members include local bicycle club members, MDOT, disability advocates, local
environmental advocates, trail advocates, professional planners, media representatives, bicycle en-
thusiasts, and those who rely on non-motorized transportation as their primary mode of travel. All
meetings of this group are open to the public.
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In addition to providing GVMC staff with the latest information and maps of non-motorized facili-
ties and local proposals, meetings serve to identify partnership opportunities with neighboring juris-
dictions and provide opportunities for coordination of resources and plans. Through the Non-
Motorized Transportation Committee, previous bicycle and pedestrian planning efforts are ana-
lyzed, network deficiencies selected, and a general course of action prescribed for addressing area
priorities.

Study Process and Project Evaluation Criteria

The Non-Motorized Transportation Committee first examined the location of existing non-
motorized facilities, then mapped proposed and funded projects alongside existing facilities to locate
system breaks (see Figure 18 and Map 17). Parallel to the identification of system deficiencies, the
Non-Motorized Transportation Committee developed project evaluation criteria.

After agreeing on basic evaluation criteria for reviewing projects, each jurisdiction examined pro-
jects, screening each according to the evaluation system and refining their local lists of projects ac-
cordingly. This process uses a system of tiers to review projects based on their level of performance.
The highest tier evaluation criteria were based on providing connections to major regional destina-
tions or bringing continuity to the system by completing a gap. The second tier was based more on
potential use, local support, the feasibility of construction, and overall cost effectiveness. The final
tier focused on social equity for all user groups, possible use by commuters in lieu of the automobile,
and aesthetics. The tier system developed by the Non-Motorized Transportation Committee is repre-
sentative of the diverse nature and potential importance of these types of non-motorized projects.

The resultant Non-Motorized Transportation Improvement Project List far exceeds the historic lev-
els of funding for non-motorized transportation projects within the MPO area. Indeed, the levels of
funding provided for non-motorized modes of transportation are inconsistent over time and vary
with competition between projects for grant funds. The total cost to implement all of the projects is
estimated at nearly $90 million. Based on historical federal and state funding for non-motorized fa-
cilities in the MPO, approximately $1 million in Transportation Enhancement funds are spent yearly
on non-motorized projects. As such, it will take decades for the non-motorized project list to be
completed. Fortunately, many local communities are constructing non-motorized facilities entirely
with local funds as their residents increasingly demand transportation options.

A list of illustrative Non-Motorized projects for the region can be found in Appendix G.
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PEDESTRIAN BICYCLE TOTAL

— sdem | Soest | B | B | Toaihi o
Ada Township 0.00 5.34 0.00 0.00 5.34
Algoma Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Allendale Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Alpine Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bowne Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Byron Township 0.51 1.38 0.00 0.00 1.89
Caledonia Township 0.00 10.24 0.00 0.00 10.24
Cannon Township 0.00 8.29 0.00 0.00 8.29
Cascade Township 3.71 6.23 0.00 0.00 9.94
City of Cedar Springs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
City of East Grand Rapids 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
City of Grand Rapids 8.49 17.67 78.86 21.89 126.91
City of Grandville 2.62 2.05 0.00 0.65 5.32
City of Hudsonville 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
City of Kentwood 2.96 18.36 0.00 0.00 21.32
City of Lowell 0.00 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34
City of Rockford 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
City of Walker 8.43 15.80 1.00 0.00 25.23
City of Wyoming 0.85 15.52 0.00 14.23 30.60
Courtland Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gaines Township 0.00 2.01 0.00 0.00 2.01
Georgetown Township 0.00 7.14 0.00 0.00 7.14
Grand Rapids Township 0.36 13.55 0.00 0.00 13.91
Grattan Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Jamestown Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Kent City, Village of 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Kent County 0.00 16.21 0.00 0.00 16.21
Lowell Township 0.00 4.57 0.00 0.00 4.57
Nelson Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Oakfield Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Plainfield Township 0.00 10.30 0.00 0.00 10.30
Solon Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sparta Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Spencer Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tallmadge Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tyrone Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vergennes Township 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Village of Caledonia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Village of Casnovia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Village of Sparta 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mich. Dept. of Natural Resources 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mich. Dept. of Transportation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL MILES 27.93 156.00 79.86 36.77 300.56

Figure 18 — Planned Non-Motorized Facilities
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Map 17 — Planned Non-Motorized Facility Map
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Non-Motorized Transportation Funding Options

Cost is the primary deterrent to the development of non-motorized modes of transportation. Much
of the funding comes from local jurisdictions, but several federal and state funding sources are avail-
able for facility development. Bicycle and pedestrian projects are eligible for funding from nearly all
major federal-aid, highway, transit, safety, and other programs.

Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds are the most often used type of funding for non-motorized
projects within the GVMC MPO area, beyond locally-raised money. TE funds in Michigan are
competitively awarded to municipalities, and about 50% of TE grants are used for the construction
of non-motorized type facilities. In addition, our MPO has recently been awarded High Priority Pro-
ject funding for trails. The GVMC Non-Motorized Committee is exploring opening up CMAQ
funding for these types of projects as is often done in other areas. For more information about trans-
portation funding sources see Chapter 17; the leading sources of non-motorized project funding in-
clude:

Federal Funding Sources

» Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program

»  Surface Transportation Program (STP)

» Transportation Enhancement Activities (TE)

» Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

= Safe Routes to School Program (SR2S)

= Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)
» Recreational Trails Program

»  Transportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot Program

State Funding Sources

* Department of Transportation: Michigan Transportation Fund Act 51 — Section 10K
* Department of Natural Resources & Environment: Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund
= Department of Housing and Urban Development: Community Development Block Grants

Non-Profit Organization Funding Sources

»  West Michigan Trails & Greenways Coalition
» Rails-to-Trails 2010 Campaign
* American Hiking Society National Trails Fund

Other Miscellaneous Funding Sources
= Millage
= Special Assessment
=  General Funds
* Private Sources
» Foundations

Study Recommendations

The project list developed and included in the “Illustrative” LRTP list (see Appendix G) provides a
framework for moving forward with improvements recommended and endorsed by the local mu-
nicipalities. With this information and an understanding of available funding sources, the next task
is finding a variety of strategies to implement the plan. While the focus is transportation planning,

Grand Valley Metropolitan Council 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update 103




GRAND VALLEY METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

some land use planning tools can be useful for finding solutions to the ever-tightening rights-of-way
and the spectrum of demands on our transportation system.

Land Use Planning Concepts that Encourage Non-Motorized Transportation

Subdivision Ordinances and Site Plan Review

Many governments have some implicit ordinance standards providing for pedestrian facilities. Spe-
cific language in ordinances on pedestrian access and circulation for new developments or redevel-
opments helps divert some of the financial burden of providing non-motorized facilities from gov-
ernments to developers. The provision of sidewalks, shared-use paths, or even bike lane rights-of-
way can be a condition of development. This way the physical placement of these facilities could be
planned for and a municipality could ensure continuity to the system as it is developed.

Mixed Use and Transit Oriented Development

Many local planning agencies have incorporated mixed-use zoning ordinances and codes into their
municipal ordinances. The concept of mixed-use zoning is to enable development that combines dif-
ferent land use types (such as residential and commercial) into a pre-defined area. This variety of
uses can allow shorter trips to be made by individuals, thus decreasing automobile demand. These
areas vary in size—from a single parcel to an entire neighborhood—and in how they accommodate
pedestrian and bicycle travel.

Development Density

The density of residential and employment development greatly influences pedestrian and bicycle
travel. Generally, the higher the density of development, the shorter the distance individuals must
travel for certain types of trips. This in turn increases the attractiveness of making trips by walking or
bicycling.

Complete Streets

In 2000, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) provided the following guidance: “Bicycling
and walking facilities will be incorporated into all new transportation projects unless exceptional cir-
cumstances exist.” To provide these “complete streets,” communities have been evaluating their
roads, often adopting a complete street policy to ensure the entire right-of-way is routinely designed
and operated to enable safe access for all users. Then in July, 2010, Governor Granholm signed leg-
islation creating Public Acts 134 and 135, directing the Michigan Department of Transportation to
develop a “Complete Streets” policy and revising Act 51 to require advance cooperation and coordi-
nation between transportation and local government agencies.

A complete street works for all travel modes, including motorists, transit, bicyclists, pedestrians and
wheelchairs. A complete street policy produces safe roads convenient for all users. The process of
creating complete streets is leading planners and engineers across the country to approach street de-
sign in fundamentally new ways—incorporating non-motorized elements during road improvements
instead of retrofitting a roadway later. The Complete Streets movement represents a convergence of
several existing trends such as multimodalism and walkability and may help to improve accessibility
for all modes of transportation.

Education and Encouragement

Programs to encourage walking and bicycling can greatly change travel habits. Publicity campaigns,
signs and maps, and changes in policies regarding parking and employee incentives are all resources.
Local governments can offer incentives or recognition to employees that encourage the use of alter-
native modes of transportation, while private sector employers can offer employees incentives to
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take advantage of alternative modes for commuting. Police departments can offer training to motor-
ists, bicyclists, and pedestrians as part of an awareness campaign.

Future Efforts

The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council will continue to encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel as
an alternative mode of transportation. A variety of products and activities are possible to further
these non-motorized-oriented goals. Future products could include:

A region-wide non-motorized map highlighting bicycling and pedestrian routes and shared-
use trails through the GVMC area. Such a map would be kept up-to-date by constantly revis-
ing the underlying bicycle and pedestrian facility data.

An online application for the viewing and distribution of this information.

A bicycle and pedestrian planning page within the GVMC website with news, maps, events,
and information with regional significance.

Informational brochures on particular pedestrian and bicycle topics published or distributed
by the GVMC.

Similarly, future activities may include:

GVMC facilitation of and participation in regional forums, ad hoc committees, or work-
groups as issues pertaining to pedestrian and bicycle transportation arise.

GVMC participation in regional efforts, as necessary, aiding in the implementation of the
specific projects and policies of the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan element of the Long
Range Transportation Plan.

Continued refinement and evaluation of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
funding process as it pertains to pedestrian and bicycle projects.

Participation in multi-community pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connectivity efforts and ac-
tivities.

Assisting jurisdictions in cooperative non-motorized transportation planning efforts, espe-
cially with regard to closing gaps in the current system.

Supporting Transportation Enhancement grant applications by Act 51 agencies in the
GVMC area.

Walking and bicycling are important elements of an integrated, intermodal transportation system.
Constructing sidewalks, striping bike lanes, building shared-use paths, installing bicycle parking at
transit stops, educating children to ride and walk safely, and installing curb cuts and ramps for
wheelchairs, all contribute to our national transportation goals of safety, mobility, economic growth,
enhancement of communities and the natural environment.
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Chapter 14: Safety Management System

SAFETEA-LU, passed in 2005, raises the stature of the highway safety program by establishing
highway safety improvement as a core program, tied to strategic safety planning and performance.
SAFETEA-LU devotes additional resources and supports innovative approaches to reducing high-
way fatalities and injuries. It also requires MPOs to consider the State Strategic Highway Safety Plan
(SHSP) when developing their transportation plans. In 2010, GVMC produced a Strategic Safety
Planning Process technical document which can be found in full on the GVMC website. A summary
of the major elements and conclusions is incorporated into the Long Range Transportation Plan.

There are currently several Traffic Safety Committees in the State of Michigan sponsored by the Of-
fice of Highway Safety Planning and AAA Michigan. In 2005, The Grand Valley Traffic Safety
Committee (TSC) was formed through the involvement of the GVMC. The TSC consists of agencies
in Kent, Ottawa and Allegan counties. The goal of this committee is to bring traffic safety profes-
sionals together on a regular basis to exchange information on best practices being utilized in their
individual agencies and to maximize the resources available to them. GVMC also supports a local
Safety Committee that was supportive in development of the Strategic Safety Planning Process tech-
nical document.

Definition of a Traffic Crash

A traffic collision can be defined as when a vehicle collides with another vehicle, pedestrian, animal,
road debris, or other geographical or architectural obstacle. Traffic collisions can result in injury,
property damage, and death. Studies suggest that there are four basic causes for traffic crashes:
equipment failure, roadway design, poor roadway maintenance, and driver behavior. Over 95% of
crashes can be attributed to some degree of driver behavior combined with one of the other three
factors.

Background

According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 33,963 people died in U.S. motor
vehicle crashes in 2009. Nationwide, motor vehicle traffic crashes are the eighth leading cause of
death among Americans of all ages and the number one cause of death for every age from three
through 33.

In the GVMC study area there are an average of more than 21,000 traffic accidents each year. Of
these 21,000 accidents, 4,200 include an injury, and unfortunately, an average of 76 fatal traffic acci-
dents occur each year. Nearly one-third of all fatal crashes in the GVMC region since 2005 have in-
volved an impaired driver. Over the past five years traffic crashes have cost the residents of the re-
gion an estimated average of $550 million each year. According to a AAA study completed in 2008,
traffic crashes cost the residents of the GVMC region in excess of five times the cost of traffic conges-
tion (5.44:1).

With these statistics in mind, GVMC has undertaken an effort to focus planning resources on traffic
crashes in an effort to minimize the impact they have on the economy of the region as well as the
loss of human life. This focused effort will ensure that safety planning is integrated into the GVMC
overall transportation planning process.

The major difference between most safety plans and this process is that GVMC will identify loca-
tions where countermeasures can be implemented to help reduce the number of accidents. This
analysis will be the basis for the use of federal funding for safety related improvements.

106 Grand Valley Metropolitan Council 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update




2035 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE

Fatal Crashes
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Figure 19 — Total Fatal
Crashes 2005-2009

Includes alcohol, speed-
ing and deer crash data

Figure 20 — Total
Crashes 2005-2009

Includes alcohol, speed-
ing and deer crash data

Figure 21 — Total Injury
Crashes 2005-2009

Includes alcohol, speed-
ing and deer crash data
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Traffic Crashes by Jurisdiction

Local Governments 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Ada Township 422 412 370 430 380 327
Algoma Township 398 372 380 376 403 350
Allendale Township 371 400 327 376 393 368
Alpine Township 442 454 386 380 368 333
Bowne Township 123 116 97 102 101 109
Byron Township 663 631 518 619 642 626
Caledonia Township 468 448 368 403 395 363
Cannon Township 321 291 282 286 280 263
Cascade Township 849 824 737 844 767 655
Casnovia, Village of 9 7 3 4 3 5
Cedar Springs, City of 95 79 86 90 64 64
Courtland Township 210 206 224 176 211 187
East Grand Rapids, City of 187 201 175 190 174 158
Gaines Township 483 478 469 514 504 434
Georgetown Township 972 981 822 949 850 828
Grand Rapids, City of 9103 7432 6927 7280 6840 6257
Grand Rapids Township 719 649 610 602 604 563
Grandville, City of 1027 815 784 717 891 726
Grattan Township 153 177 121 114 118 125
Hudsonville, City of 200 161 149 184 184 165
Jamestown Township 192 176 151 190 196 165
Kent City, Village of 19 18 19 13 18 10
Kentwood, City of 1652 1373 1214 1253 1262 1055
Lowell, City of 376 369 341 353 366 322
Nelson Township 144 149 159 137 137 129
Oakfield Township 170 174 143 154 166 154
Plainfield Township 1206 1076 887 1018 1004 824
Rockford, City of 156 152 135 141 150 121
Sand Lake, Village of 17 8 10 9 9 4
Solon Township 215 190 196 158 183 172
Sparta Township 284 273 229 237 221 209
Spencer Township 117 106 94 89 91 91
Tallmadge Township 314 256 297 281 278 245
Tyrone Township 142 142 136 114 111 115
Vergennes Township 167 149 154 158 145 130
Walker, City of 1580 1463 1332 1275 1166 1086
Wyoming, City of 2480 2213 1951 1895 2006 1848

Figure 22 — Total Number of Traffic Crashes by GVMC Jurisdiction (2004-2009)

Six Basic Elements

The GVMC Strategic Safety Planning Process is built upon six basic elements. For five emphasis
areas, these elements are addressed in the Strategic Safety Planning Process technical document.

1. Local Policy/Objectives — The development of localized objectives that place focus on each
element of the safety program.

2. Data Collection — Provides information to support decisions for identifying the safety inven-
tory, needs, and countermeasures, and monitoring the results of safety decisions (system per-
formance).
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Data Analysis - Converts field data into usable information to assist decision makers in iden-
tifying safety needs and countermeasures, and monitoring the results of their decisions.

Project Prioritization/Program Development — Includes final prioritizing of transportation
safety needs, selecting cost effective solutions.

Program Implementation — Carries out funded projects resulting in safety enhancements and
educational, enforcement, and emergency programs

Performance Monitoring/ Annual Report — Measures and analyzes results of transportation

safety decisions, countermeasures, and programs; provides information from which “out
year” efforts are forecast and evaluated, and future work programs are developed. GVMC
will produce an annual safety report that outlines progress made from safety planning efforts,
the results of safety system work efforts, expenditures, and system performance.

Emphasis Areas

Research in transportation safety has shown that nearly every crash is preventable. In most regions,
the largest contributing factor in crashes is behavior. Every time a person gets into a car, there is an
opportunity to make that trip as safe as possible by obeying traffic laws, focusing on the task of driv-
ing, not driving when distracted or too fatigued or impaired by alcohol and other drugs, and wearing

a safety belt.

For the purposes of this
effort, GVMC will focus
on five emphasis areas
not related to driver be-
havior. Areas that
GVMC will place plan-

e T m—— T

ning emphasis on will o e e

focus on infrastructure
components. The areas
of emphasis will include
intersection safety, corri-
dor safety, pedestrian
and bikes, senior mobil-
ity and safety, and
car/deer conflicts.

Intersection Safety

Intersections are the

place in the transporta-

tion system where all o o
roadway users — cars, e
trucks, buses, and vul- .
nerable road users (pe- il

destrians, bicyclists, and i -
motorcyclists) converge

creating potential for

conflict. Research indi-

cates low-cost safety im-

provements such as im-

proved sight distance,
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Intersection Crashes
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Figure 23 — Intersection Crashes

channelization, signage, and other infrastructure treatments can produce positive results. While
these infrastructure improvements can improve safety, it is often the behavior of the road user that
can cause a crash, e.g., speeding, red light and stop sign running, failure to use a pedestrian cross-
walk, etc.

In the GVMC study region there were 6,981 intersection crashes in 2009 representing 35.6 percent of
all the reported crashes. Nationally, intersection crashes accounted for 21% of all fatalities. The
GVMC region appears to exceed the ratio of accidents at intersections reported at the national, state
and regional level (35.6% to 29% respectively). In 2009, these intersection crashes within the GVMC
region resulted in 14 fatalities (28% of all roadway fatalities in the region) and 1,706 injuries (46% of
all roadway injuries in the region). Again the GVMC region exceeds the statewide and regional ra-
tios for injuries (42%).

The GVMC region contains in excess of 600 signalized intersections. Advanced computer and soft-
ware systems allow for basic analysis of a broad set of data related to accidents at signalized intersec-
tions. The total number of fatal and injury crashes at an intersection was established for every inter-
section region-wide with at least two reported fatal or injury crashes. Locations were ranked, in de-
scending order (the most severe ranked 1), by the total number of fatal and injury crashes at the loca-
tion. The annual loss attributed to the 46 signalized intersections with worsening crash trends is in
excess of $56 million. While some of this can be attributed to factors that cannot be designed for,
these 46 intersections should receive priority for designated federal funding through the MPO proc-
ess. In many cases low cost countermeasures can be applied to reduce the cost of crashes at these
locations in the coming years.
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Corridor Crashes
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Figure 24 — Corridor Crashes

Corridor Safety

Away from the influence of intersections 65% (12,605) of all crashes occur in the GVMC region. Of
this 65%, 13% (2,522) were car/deer crashes, 4% involved alcohol or drugs, and 1% involved fleeing
law enforcement. For analysis purposes these types of accidents were removed, leaving 10,336 acci-

dents in 2009 within travel corridors in the GVMC planning region.

These corridor crashes within the GVMC region resulted in 41 fatalities (72% of all roadway fatali-
ties in the region) and 1,997 injuries (54% of all roadway injuries in the region). The GVMC region
rate for corridor crashes is lower than the statewide (71%) and regional (70%) ratios for crashes
within corridors.

The GVMC region contains in excess of 5,000 miles of public streets and highways. Within these
5,000 miles there are nearly 1,600 miles designated as “federal-aid eligible.” Between 2007 and 2009
there were 63,177 reported accidents in the GVMC study region. Of these, nearly 80% were on the
federal-aid road network. While the federal-aid network represents approximately 32% of the total
road mileage in the region, it carries nearly 90% of the total miles traveled. It stands to reason that a
high percentage of the accidents occur on the federal-aid system. For this reason and the fact that the
MPO is required to limit planning efforts to the federal-aid network, corridor accident analysis will
be limited to the federal-aid system. The full safety report contains a complete list of each federal-aid
segment in the GVMC study area ordered by crash rate.

For the purposes of this planning effort, GVMC has identified five primary types of accidents that
occur in greater numbers in the region as focal points for narrowing the list of 1,600 centerline miles
down to a list that can be further analyzed. These accident types are: rear end (30.1%), angle
(17.2%), fixed object (12.9%), sideswipe (11.4%), and bike/pedestrian (1.5%).
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For corridors, GVMC employed a ranking process similar to the one used for intersections. Region-
wide crash data for the years 2007-2009 were used. A database was created containing crashes lo-
cated outside the 158 foot (0.03 miles) buffer considered to be the area of influence at each signalized
intersection. Individual corridor segments were created based on logical segmentation. This logical
segmentation follows the same methodology used for the GVMC congestion management and con-
dition analyses. Logical segmentation allows for programming and implementation by segmenting
the network into segments that can be reasonably improved over time. It is also helpful to carry out
this analysis to reveal any anomalies that may exist from unusual changes in trafﬁc patterns that
were the result of construction detours or other tempo- ‘ - :
rary conditions that changed the normal expected con-
ditions for a designated corridor. GVMC tracks road
closures and compares these closures/detours. Every
effort is made to determine and note where possible
when these anomalies occur.

The annual loss attributed to the road segments on the
federal-aid system is in excess of $500 million. In many
cases low cost countermeasures can be applied to re-
duce the cost of crashes at these locations in the coming
years. The Michigan Department of Transportation
Safety Programs Unit has developed a widely used spreadsheet that depicts benefits that can be ex-
pected through the implementation of a variety of improvements. This list of countermeasures and
expected benefits can be found in the Strategic Safety Planning Process technical document.

Based on current trends in the region, the predominant segment crash type is rear end crashes. Ac-
cording to the Michigan Department of Transportation Safety Programs Unit, rear end crashes can
be reduced by up to 80% with the installation of a center turn lane. Most other accident types that
occur in the region, fixed object, sideswipe and head on, typically have causes not based in roadway
geometry. For this reason further analysis will focus on rear end crashes.

To identify segments where the introduction of a center turn has the potential for the reduction of
rear end crashes, GVMC selected crashes that occurred between 2007 and 2009 that were rear end
crashes. These crashes were further reduced by eliminating behavior-related crashes that involved
alcohol and excessive speed. The remaining accidents were located along their respective corridors.

The addition of a center turn lane to all facilities would be an approach that could lead to improved
corridor safety. However, this is not a luxury that is financially, environmentally, or socially viable.
Adding a center turn lane can increase the cost of maintaining a facility between 20% and 33% an-
nually, not to mention the cost (nearly $900,000 per mile) of the initial construction. With tightening
budgets, stagnant funding levels and increasing construction costs being experienced by each of the
GVMC member communities, a set of thresholds was created to guide the implementation of center
turn lanes on federal-aid facilities using federal funding. These thresholds can be used as a guide for
programming road improvements.

The recommended threshold for the addition of a center turn is based on the rate of return on in-
vestment. A new asphalt pavement can be expected to last between seven and 20 years provided that
the facility is properly maintained. GVMC typically experiences a 12-year lifecycle for new recon-
struction on asphalt roads. Twelve years will be the period used for this cost benefit analysis.

For this analysis the return on investment is based on an initial construction cost of $900,000. Addi-
tional maintenance costs of $42,000 (two crack filling treatments and one light overlay) for the addi-
tional lane are added to the calculation. The theoretical cost of $942,000 is determined to be the base
“cost” of the additional center turn lane. For the addition of the center turn lane to be justified, the
expected benefits of that additional lane should exceed $942,000 ($78,500 annually) over a 12-year
period.

112 Grand Valley Metropolitan Council 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update




2035 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE

Figure 25 — 32nd Street, Grand Rapids, before and after non-invasive center turn lane treatment.

The Strategic Safety Planning Process technical document contains the results of the analysis com-
pleted for rear end segment crashes and outlines segments that would be good candidates for center
turn lane implementation. Many of the segments identified currently have sufficient pavement width
to accommodate a center turn lane without the additional expense of widening. The MPO encour-
ages consideration of these segments when road resurfacing projects are undertaken.

There is a growing trend in recent years to convert 4 lane facilities with less than 18,000 ADT down
to a three-lane configuration. The term “road diet” has been coined for the process of this roadway
conversion. In many cases four lanes have excess capacity and are not “community friendly.” Road
diets are often conversions of four lane undivided roads into three lanes (two through lanes and a
center turn lane), as shown below. The fourth
441 N < 44 . lane may be converted to bicycle lanes, side-
LA FOPRAEPRA LR AL 5 11 120 11' 5 walks, and/or on-street parking. In other
v " words, existing space is reallocated; the over-
all area remains the same.

A recent study completed by the Federal
Highway Administration revealed that crash
rates can be reduced by as much as 6% when
a road diet is implemented. It should be
o noted that in this study crash severity was not
impacted. More information on this report
can be found at:
I i http://www.tfthrc.gov/safety/hsis/pubs/040
Before Conversion to Road Diet After Conversion to Road Diet 82/index.htm

1 foot=,305 meters
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Figure 26 — Road Diet Diagram

Senior Mobility and Safety

Approximately 13% of the people in the GVMC area are over the age of 65. Based on currently
available data, 90% of elderly residents use a passenger vehicle as their primary source of transporta-
tion with 70% doing the driving themselves. According to the Michigan Secretary of State there are
nearly 70,000 licensed drivers in the GVMC area over the age of 65. This represents nearly 15% of
the total number of licensed drivers. By 2035, the elderly population in the GVMC area is expected
to nearly double to 177,500 and make up more than 20% of the population.
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While the data shows elderly drivers are quite responsible (e.g., have higher safety belt usage, lower
alcohol related crash rates), national fatality rates per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for
the oldest drivers mirror the high rates for teen drivers. Plus, the inherent frailty of older drivers re-
duces their chances of surviving a crash once it occurs. Crash data between 2005 and 2009 shows
that older drivers are involved in only 19 percent of total GVMC area crashes but 26 percent of fatal

crashes.
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Figure 27 — GVMC Population Age Range Projections
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Figure 28 — Elderly Driver
Crashes

Roadway design can play a key
role in enhancing safe driving
for the elderly. Much of the ex-
isting road system was designed
and built with standards that
did not take into account the
needs of an aging population.
While retrofitting the entire
highway system to accommo-
date elderly drivers is ideal, fi-
nancial realities dictate that
other approaches are war-
ranted.

A recently released report enti-
tled Guidance for Implementa-

tion of the AASHTO Strategic Highway Safety Plan compiled promising strategies to improve the
roadway/driving environment to better accommodate the special needs of older drivers.
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These include:

Provide advance warning signs to inform drivers of existing or potentially hazardous condi-
tions on or adjacent to the road.

Provide advance guide signs and street name signs to give older drivers additional time to
make necessary lane changes and route selection decisions, and reduce or avoid excessive or
sudden braking behavior.

Increase size and letter height of roadway signs to better accommodate reduced visual acuity
of older drivers.

Provide longer clearance intervals at signalized intersections to accommodate slower percep-
tion reaction times of older drivers.

Provide more protected left turn signal phases at high-volume intersections to avoid difficul-
ties older drivers have with determining acceptable gaps.

Improve lighting at intersections, horizontal curves, and railroad grade crossings to help
older drivers compensate for reduced visual acuity

Improve roadway delineation so older drivers have better visual cues to recognize pavement
markings.

Improve traffic control at work zones to improve driver expectancy by providing adequate
notice to drivers describing the condition ahead, the location, and the required response.

While only one-quarter of all travel occurs at night, about half of the traffic fatalities occur during
nighttime hours. To address this disparity, the Federal Highway Administration has adopted new
traffic sign retroreflectivity requirements. Published on December 21, 2007, and effective January 22,
2008, this final rule supplements the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) re-
quirements for maintenance of sign retroreflectivity. The rule provides additional requirements,
guidance, and clarification. The new rule encourages flexibility to allow agencies to choose a main-
tenance method that best fits their specific conditions.

Agencies have until January
2012 to establish and imple-
ment a sign assessment or
management method to main-
tain minimum levels of sign
retroreflectivity. The compli-
ance date for meeting the
minimum retroreflectivity re-
quirements for regulatory,
warning, and ground mounted
guide signs is January 2015.
For overhead guide signs and
street name signs, the compli-
ance date is January 2018.

Federal STP funding can be
used for sign replacement to
meet the new standards.
GVMC does not restrict the use
of federal funding for sign re-
placement.
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Figure 29 — Crash Fatalities, Nighttime verses Daytime Driving
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety

Nearly every trip begins and ends with walking. With this in mind GVMC
is placing a renewed emphasis on providing support to local communities
with a focus on non-motorized transportation safety.

On average there is nearly one crash per day that involves a motor vehicle
and bike or pedestrian in the GVMC study area. Fortunately only a very
few end in a tragic death.

Although it is often lumped into the same “non-motorized” category, bicy-
cle and pedestrian safety requires analysis by specific mode as the causes
and often the fault for crashes vary greatly between bikes and pedestrians.

According to the National Center for Statistics and Analysis, the average age of cyclists killed in the
United States in traffic crashes in 1998 was 32; in 2008 the average age of those killed was 41. In
contrast, in 1998 the average age of those injured was 24 and the average age of those injured in
2008 was 31.

In the GVMC area in 2009, 60% of the 206 reported bicycle/motor vehicle crashes were cited as be-
ing the fault of the bicycle operator. The primary causes for crashes where bicycle operators were at
fault were excessive speed and ignoring traffic control devices. The primary cause for crashes where
vehicles were at fault was failing to yield when entering the roadway either at driveways or side
streets. Many drivers cited not seeing the bicyclist.

Pedestrian/motor vehicle crashes reported )164 total) revealed a different story in terms of definable
fault. More than 60% of the reported crashes were determined to be the fault of the motor vehicle
operator, while less than 40% were crashes where the pedestrian was determined to be at fault. The
primary area for the cause of these crashes seemed to be when a motor vehicle was making a legal
right turn on red. Of the primary causes for crashes where the pedestrian was at fault the primary
cause was not using a crosswalk or cutting between cars.

While this document focuses on improvements that can be made to the transportation system to im-
prove safety, analysis in this area seems to lead to the need for more education in terms of the possi-
ble interactions between motor vehicles and the non-motorized traveler. Better awareness by the

116 Grand Valley Metropolitan Council 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Update




2035 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE

traveling public of the other modes may lead to reducing the crash rates. This is not to say that geo-
metric upgrades in existing and future roadways that are designed to improve safety for non-
motorized travels will not be beneficial. But increased education would also appear to have an im-
pact as well.

Bike/Pedestrian Crashes
GVMC Region
| Bike ] Pedestrian
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S
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150 [ g 2 5 & 2
100 H
50
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Figure 30 — Bike/Pedestrian Crashes in GVMC Region, 2005-2009

Deer Crashes

In Michigan in 2009, there were 61,486 reported vehicle-deer crashes with 10 motorists killed. About
80 percent of all car-deer crashes take place on two-lane roads between dusk and dawn. Vehicle-deer
crashes are costly. In Michigan, vehicle-deer crashes cost at least $130 million per year; the average
insurance claim is about $2,100 in damage, usually to the front of the vehicle, which often leaves it
un-drivable. The total number of vehicle-deer crashes, by county, is provided below. The five coun-
ties with the most vehicle-deer crashes in 2009 were: Kent (2,164), Oakland (1,947), Jackson (1,877),
Calhoun (1,659) and Montcalm (1,641).

Kent County, because of its physical size, amount of travel and areas that are conducive to support-
ing large deer populations perennially, leads the state in the number of car/deer crashes. In 2009,
car/deer crashes represented nearly 13% of all traffic crashes in the GVMC study region.

Unfortunately, there are no proven methods to reduce the number of these kinds of accidents. Deer
whistles, fences and reflective barriers have not proven as an effective means for reducing the con-
flicts between motor vehicles and deer. The best approach to minimizing the impact of these unfor-
tunate occurrences is to minimize the severity. Often to avoid hitting a deer in the roadway a motor-
ist will react by swerving. Often this action can have more severe consequences when the vehicle
leaves the road or swerves into the path of another vehicle.

Education efforts are underway to bring light to this issue. The Michigan Deer Crash Coalition
(MDCC) was established in 1996. The mission of the MDCC is to mitigate both the frequency and
severity of vehicle-deer crashes through public information, education, and research.
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Figure 31 — Car/Deer
Car/Deer Crashes Crashes in the GVMC
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Figure 32 — 2009 Michigan Car/Deer Crashes by Month
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Chapter 15: Intelligent Transportation System

Technically there is no widely accepted definition of ITS, in part because it is ever-evolving. One
definition adopted by the Intelligent Society of America reads: “People using technology in transpor-
tation to save lives, time and money.” The US Department of Transportation’s ITS Joint Program
Office circulated a more formal definition. It reads: “Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) col-
lect, store, process and distribute information relating to the movement of people and goods. Exam-
ples include systems for traffic management, public transportation management, emergency man-
agement, traveler information, advanced vehicle control and safety, commercial vehicle operations,
electronic payment and railroad crossing safety.”

Regardless of how it is defined, each community with a robust I'TS can reap the benefits of technol-
ogy without a major investment in physical infrastructure. In the GVMC area, ITS has been under
development for nearly a decade. The results of this deployment can be seen on most of the major
freeways and corridors in the region.

Elements of the GVMCITS

The GVMC area has deployed ITS in many forms. Some of these ITS deployments can readily be
seen on the freeway system in the region. Others are not so obvious, but all contribute to a system
that has the potential to save lives and money. The best way to demonstrate how ITS has had an
impact in the area is to outline a hypothetical situation. All of the elements in bold in the following
paragraphs are pieces of the overall ITS for the GVMC region. These elements, when used in con-
cert with one another, provide an efficient ITS for the region.

At 7:13 a.m. on a Monday morning, a semi-truck jack knifes in the S-Curve along southbound US-
131 in downtown Grand Rapids. This truck is carrying unknown materials that spill onto the free-
way. Traffic immediately begins to back up as a result. Speed Detection installed along the corridor
detects a sudden slowing of speed. Personnel at the West Michigan Traffic Management Center
(WMTMC), operated by the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDQOT), are notified auto-
matically of the situation within moments of the incident. Using Freeway HD Traffic Cameras that
communicate via Fiber Optic Network, images of the scene are viewed by the staff at the WMTMC.
Upon recognition that this is a major incident, WMTMC staff immediately begin sending informa-
tion on the incident to the emergency responder dispatchers and the travelling public via Dynamic
Message Signs, MiDrive website http://www.michigan.gov/drive and local media outlets that the
section of US-131 in the S-Curve is impassible and there is a spill of materials that may be hazard-
ous. All of this can happen even before emergency response personnel are on the scene. Sharing this
information with the traveling public before they begin their trip will allow them to plan an alternate
route. Notifying those already in the corridor that there is an incident ahead and they should expect
sudden backups can, in many cases, eliminate secondary collisions due to a sudden slowing of traf-
fic. These secondary incidents are often more severe, causing damage to property and loss of life.

Upon arrival at the primary incident, emergency responders determine that the S-Curve in both di-
rections should be closed to protect the public from the unidentified spilled materials. Immediately, a
pre-planned Incident Management Process is put into action that will detour traffic from the freeway
onto the local street system and around the incident. The Grand Rapids Traffic Control Center
(GRTOC), operated by the City of Grand Rapids, is informed of the situation. Using a predeter-
mined Alternate Signal Timing Plan to handle the diverted freeway traffic, the GRTOC changes sig-
nal timing on effected arterial corridors. In addition, GRTOC staff uses Arterial HD Traffic Cameras
to manually and remotely manage “hot spots” for the duration of the incident, minimizing delays as
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remote traffic control can, in
many cases, eliminate the need
for law enforcement personnel
being present at each of the
highly traveled intersections, sav-
ing money and making it a safer
situation. During the incident,
dispatchers can also view the
cameras and determine the most
efficient response to save lives,
time and money. Having the
right equipment and personnel
dispatched to the scene initially
saves time during clearance and
gets the freeway open sooner.

GRAND RAPIDS

much as possible. The use of this \W

/ Gascade
- Twp.

While the situation outlined
above thankfully is a relatively
rare occurrence, these conditions
do, from time to time, present BN . <
themselves. On average the i il b1 T e
WMTMC will identify and log

100 incidents per month. The associated map outlines the physical elements along the freeway sys-
tem in the region.

The Future of ITS

While the area has come a long way in the past decade, much still needs to be done. Communica-
tions along the freeways system in the region are quite comprehensive. Major arterials such as M-
11/28th Street, 44th Street, and M-37/Alpine Ave, have been instrumented with cameras and signal
communications. Many of the heavily traveled corridors in the region still have not been instru-
mented. In the coming years the collective partners in the region will be working toward complete
coverage. As technologies continue to develop and ITS evolves, many new technologies may be im-
plemented. Examples of this include: in-
car driver warning that a signal is about
to turn red; in-car advisory to the driver
that a work zone is ahead; and emer-
gency vehicles given priority access to an
intersection by sending a wireless signal
to the area traffic-control mechanism.
Other benefits may include warnings of
potential collision (e.g., “no left turn”) or
vehicles that brake without human inter-
vention when an obstacle is sensed; vehi-
cles that can message each other about
dangerous roadway conditions ahead;
and buses that “drive themselves” along
specially engineered routes.
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Chapter 16: Transportation Project List

Once the socio-economic (SE) data was incorporated into the Transportation Model and congestion
deficiencies were identified, GVMC staff worked with the Technical and Policy Transportation
Committees to address the projected deficiencies for all modes of transportation using the Conges-
tion Management Process. Projects that would help improve accessibility, decrease congestion, and
preserve the current infrastructure through the year 2035 were considered. The list of proposed pro-
jects relates to those roadways on the federal-aid road network, as these are the only road projects
eligible for federal funds. The LRTP Project List must also include “regionally significant” projects,
regardless of the funding source.

Revenues were projected for each of the funding categories available, and project costs are listed in
the year or range of years that they will be expended (YOE), per federal reporting requirements. (See
Chapter 17 for more information about Revenue projections and YOE calculations.) The LRTP
deals with fiscal years, not calendar years.

The first four years (2011-2014) of the LRTP Project List are equivalent to the Transportation Im-
provement Program project list and demonstrate the short-term transportation projects identified for
funding in this region. Other individual projects listed in the LRTP Project list reflect the projected
transportation deficiencies, and these are grouped in year ranges required by the Air Quality Con-
formity Analysis process.

The project list also contains line item expenses related to the different funding categories, particu-
larly those funding categories where precise funding levels are not available in advance (CMAQ) or
where the funding is competitive (e.g., TE, Safety, Small Urban), and thus, projects cannot be pro-
grammed until the funds are awarded (see Figure 33). As future projects in these programs are se-
lected for funding, those projects will be amended into the GVMC Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). For more information about the types of transportation projects are eligible for each
of these funding source, please see the following chapter’s Financial Analysis.

An illustrative list of projects is located in Appendix G. The illustrative list includes several transit,
non-motorized, and MDOT projects that cannot be included in the Project List because funding for
these projects is not assured.
STP-Rural (For example, transit funding
0.9% may rely on future millages to
pass.) The LRTP Project List
must show financial constraint,
meaning that expenditures

TEDF-C

3.2% CMAQ cannot exceed revenues for any
8% year of the LRTP. The
Illustrative List is not required
Local Safety to be financially constrained,
1.7% and those projects with

\ TE uncertain funding are thus
recorded.
2.4%
MDOT

69.8% Small Urban Figure 33 — 2035 LRTP
0.4% Funding Categories
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LRTP Projects
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Project List

Figure 34 — 2035 Project List
$33,366,064 Federal Available

FY 2011-2014 STP-U

FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED |  ESTIMATED Eswﬂm ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | ANALYSIS | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH COST EXEMPT?
Hall St Kalamazoo Ave Eastern Ave City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2071 $133,722 $56,278 $190,000[Preservation Yes 0.20
Plymouth Ave Burton St Boston St City of Grand Rapids Reconstruct existing roadway by 2011 $999,396 $420,604 $1,420,000]Preservation Yes 0.50
Lafayette Ave Wealthy St State St City of Grand Rapids Reconstruct existing roadway by 2011 $654,534 $275,466 $930,000]Preservation Yes 0.33
Breton Ave M-11/28th St Burton St City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $622,863 $262,137 $885,000[Preservation Yes 1.00
Cherry St Market Ave Grandville Ave City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $70,380 $29,620 $100,000{Preservation Yes 0.12
College Ave Fountain St Fulton St City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $98,532 $41,468 $140,000]Preservation Yes 0.16
Hall St Madison Ave Eastern Ave City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $235,773 599,227 $335,000{Preservation Yes 0.50
Madison Ave Wealthy St Cherry St City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $161,874 568,126 $230,000[Preservation Yes 0.20
Monroe Ave Ottawa Ave US-131BR/Leonard St City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $102,051 542,949 $145,000[Preservation Yes 0.25
Coit Ave Kendalwood Dr North Park St City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2011 §77,418 $32,582 $110,000]Preservation Yes 0.17
1st/2nd St Lane Ave Stocking Ave City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2071 $70,380 $29,620 $100,000[Preservation Yes 0.23
Forest Hill Ave 1-96 Burton St City of Kentwood Reconstruct and add turn lanes and curb and qutter by 2011 (AQ) $884,519 5415,481 $1,300,000]Preservation Yes 0.54
Forest Hill Ave 1-96 North city limit City of Kentwood Reconstruct and add turn Tanes and curb and gutter by 2011 (AC) 41,428,840 $671,160 $2,700,000]Preservation Yes 0.92
Bristol Ave 4 MileRd 3 MileRd City of Walker Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $246,330 $103,670 $350,000{Preservation Yes 0.98
Ada Dr Fox Hollow Ave Thornapple River Dr KCRC—Grand Rapids Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $230,495 597,006 $327,501]Preservation Yes 131
Forest Hill Ave Cascade Rd Ada Dr KCRC—Ada Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $211,140 88,860 $300,000{Preservation Yes 0.25
Clyde Park Ave 60th St 68th St KCRC—Byron Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $422,280 S177,720 $600,000[Preservation Yes 1.00
Sparta Ave M-37 12 Mile Rd KCRC=Sparta Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $703,800 $296,200 $1,000,000]Preservation Yes 1.45
West River Dr Rogue River bridge M-44/Northland Dr KCRC=Plainfield Twp Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (4-5) by 2011 51,184,280 $498,414 51,682,694 Widen No 0.75
8th Ave Port Sheldon St 44th St 0CRC—Georgetown Twp Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2011 $404,685 $170,315 $575,000]Preservation Yes 0.54
12th Ave Port Sheldon St Baldwin St OCRC—Georgetown Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2071 $253,368 $106,632 $360,000]Preservation Yes 1.28
A-37/24th Ave Byron Rd Ottogan St OCRC-Jamestown Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2011 362,457 $152,543 $515,000]Preservation Yes 3.00
Burton St Division Ave Eastern Ave City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $561,661 $268,339 $830,000[Preservation Yes 0.95
Burton St Eastern Ave Plymouth Ave City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2012 §727 453 $347,548 $1,075,001]Preservation Yes 1.22
Plainfield Ave 3 Mile Rd 1-96 City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $541,360 $258,640 $800,000]Preservation Yes 0.60
Plainfield Ave US-131BR/Leonard St Ann St City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2072 $490,608 $234,393 $§725,001[Preservation Yes 0.85
Rivertown Pkwy Wilson Ave (Canal Ave City of Grandville Resurface existing roadway by 2012 406,020 $193,980 $600,000]Preservation Yes 0.44
36th St A-45/Division Ave Eastern Ave City of Wyoming Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $480,457 $229,543 $710,000]Preservation Yes 1.00
54th St (lyde Park Ave A-45/Division Ave City of Wyoming Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $527,826 §252,174 $780,000[Preservation Yes 1.00
Clyde Park Ave M-11/28th St 54th St City of Wyoming Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $1,285,730 $614,270 $1,900,000]Preservation Yes 3.25
17 Mile Rd US-13TRamps West St KCRC=Solon Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $338,350 $161,650 $500,000{Preservation Yes 0.60
84th St (lyde Park Ave A-45/Division Ave KCRC—Byron Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $676,700 $323,300 $1,000,000]Preservation Yes 1.00
Clyde Park Ave 76th St 84th St KCRC—Byron Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $338,350 $162,000 $500,350]Preservation Yes 1.00
Pettis Ave Knapp St Eqypt Valley Ave KCRC—Ada Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $351,884 168,116 $520,000]Preservation Yes 2.38
32nd Ave M-121/Chicago Dr Highland Dr City of Hudsonville Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $363,388 §173,612 $537,000[Preservation Yes 1.23
Bauer Rd 56th Ave 24th Ave 0CRC—Georgetown Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $866,176 $413,824 $1,280,000]Preservation Yes 4.00
Leonard St Ball Ave Plymouth Ave City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $149,688 §70,312 $220,000]Preservation Yes 0.25
Leonard St 1-96 EB Ramps 1-96 WB Ramps City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $125,874 $59,126 $185,000{Preservation Yes 0.20
Leonard St 1-96 WB Ramps M-44/East Beltline Ave City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $387,828 $182,172 $570,000]Preservation Yes 0.63
Leonard St Maryland Ave 1-96 EB Ramps City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $122,472 §57,528 $180,000[Preservation Yes 0.20
Leonard St Plymouth Ave Maryland Ave City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $455,368 $214,132 $670,000[Preservation Yes 0.74
Monroe Ave Knapp St North Park St City of Grand Rapids Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $918,540 $431,460 $1,350,000]Preservation Yes 1.69
Elmridge Dr 3 Mile Rd South city Timit City of Walker Reconstruct existing roadway by 2012 §748,440 $351,560 $1,100,000]Preservation Yes 0.59
Division Ave M-11/28th St 36th St City of Wyoming Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $578,340 $271,660 $850,000]Preservation Yes 1.00
Division Ave 44th St 54th St City of Wyoming Resurface existing roadway by 2013 §714,420 $335,580 $1,050,000]Preservation Yes 1.25
Ivanrest Ave North city limit 56th St City of Wyoming Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $289,170 $135,830 $425,000]Preservation Yes 1.00
76th St Sierrafield Dr Burlingame Ave KCRC—Byron Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $88,452 541,548 $130,000{Preservation Yes 0.31
Kraft Ave 52nd St 60th St KCRC—Cascade Twp Resurface and reconstruct existing roadway by 2013 $442,260 $207,740 $650,000[Preservation Yes 1.00
Highland Dr 32nd Ave Creek View Dr City of Hudsonville Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $92,534 $43,466 $136,000]Preservation Yes 0.63
Baldwin St 20th Ave Cottonwood Dr 0CRC—Georgetown Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $612,360 287,640 $900,000{Preservation Yes 2.00
Leonard St 24th Ave Kenowa Ave 0CRC-Tallmadge Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2013 $740,275 $347,725 $1,088,000|Preservation Yes 3.40
Lakeside Dr Greenwood Dr Wealthy St City of East Grand Rapids Reconstruct existing roadway by 2014 $381,500 $163,500 $545,000[Preservation Yes 0.36
Ann St Alpine Ave Voorheis Ave City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2014 $52,500 $22,500 $§75,000]Preservation Yes 0.10
Buchanan Ave Alger St Burton St City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2074 $218,750 $93,750 $312,500]Preservation Yes 0.49
Carlton Ave Lake Dr Fulton St City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2014 $151,200 564,800 $216,000]Preservation Yes 0.35
Lake Dr M-37/East Beltline Ave |East city limit City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2074 $109,200 $46,800 $156,000]Preservation Yes 0.25
Lake Michigan Dr Garfield Ave US-131 City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2014 $437,500 $187,500 $625,000]Preservation Yes 1.06
Richmond St Alpine Ave Scribner Ave City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2014 $262,500 $112,500 $375,000]Preservation Yes 0.58
Turner Ave Ann St US-131 SB Ramps City of Grand Rapids Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2014 $117,600 $50,400 $168,000]Preservation Yes 0.27
Wealthy St US-131 Division Ave City of Grand Rapids Reconstruct existing roadway by 2014 $787,500 $337,500 $1,125,000]Preservation Yes 0.18
Canal Ave Chicago Dr 44th St City of Grandville Resurface existing roadway by 2014 $525,000 $225,000 $750,000]Preservation Yes 1.50
Division Ave 54th St 60th St City of Kentwood Reconstruct and partial bivd. by 2014 (AQ) $149,521 51,530,479 $1,680,000{Widen No 0.75
East Paris Ave 44th St Barden Dr City of Kentwood Reconstruct existing roadway by 2014 $505,400 $216,600 $722,000]Preservation Yes 0.66
Remembrance Rd Leonard St Walker Village Dr City of Walker Resurface and reconstruct existing roadway by 2074 $595,000 $255,000 $850,000]Preservation Yes 0.48
44th St Stafford Ave Division Ave City of Wyoming Reconstruct existing roadway by 2014 $1,470,000 $630,000 $2,700,000]Preservation Yes 0.60
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28th St Kraft Ave 1-96 Ramps KCRC—Cascade Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2014 $280,000 $120,000 $400,000]Preservation Yes 0.30
68th St (lyde Park Ave Burlingame Ave KCRC—Byron Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2014 $350,000 $150,000 $500,000[Preservation Yes 1.00
84th St A-45/Division Ave Kalamazoo Ave KCRC—Gaines Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2074 $560,000 $240,000 $800,000]Preservation Yes 2.00
East Paris Ave Cascade Rd Kentwood city limit KCRC—Grand Rapids Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2014 $350,000 $150,000 $500,000]Preservation Yes 0.50
44th St 8th Ave Kenowa Ave 0CRC—Georgetown Twp Rotomill/resurface existing roadway by 2014 $455,700 $195,300 $651,000]Preservation Yes 1.00
Bauer Rd 24th Ave Cottonwood Dr 0CRC—Georgetown Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2014 $369,600 $158,400 $528,000[Preservation Yes 1.50
Planning Studies Area-wide GYMC Pavement Management System by 2011 $140,000 $35,000 $175,000[Study Yes N/A
Planning Studies Area-wide GVYMC Congestion Management System by 2011 380,000 $20,000 $100,000]Study Yes N/A
Planning Studies Area-wide GYMC GIS Maintenance by 2011 $30,000 $8,000 $38,000]Study Yes N/A
Planning Studies Area-wide GYMC Studies by 2012 $250,000 963,000 $313,000]Study Yes N/A
Planning Studies Area-wide GYMC Studies by 2013 $150,000 $38,000 $188,000]Study Yes N/A
Planning Studies Area-wide GYMC Studies by 2014 $150,000 $38,000 $188,000]Study Yes N/A
Etrrelfftri‘é?]t/'%ZEJ?:éﬁg()Recon' Area-wide Various Various $455,992 $113,998 $569,990 | Preservation Yes N/A
Total 433,366,064 $16,240,973]  $49,607,037
FY 2011-2014 STP-R $2,266,072 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | "GiSEX- | LENGTH
STP-U STP-R EDF-C (MAQ SAFETY TE URBAN MATCH COST TYPE EMPT?
Hope Network Kent County Hope Network Hope Network, Inc. Purchase high top van by 2011 $32,000 $8,000 $40,000]Transit Yes N/A
Lincoln Lake Ave McPherson St 3 Mile Rd KCRC—Vergennes Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2011 $508,039 $127,010 $635,049[Preservation Yes 2.00
Cutaway Small Bus Rural Area Hope Network Hope Network, Inc. Purchase small cutaway bus by 2012 $54,400 513,600 $68,000{Transit Yes N/A
Paratransit Van Rural Area ITP ITP/The Rapid Purchase Paratransit van by 2012 68,673 $17,168 $85,841[Transit Yes N/A
Cascade Rd Snow Ave Timpson Ave KCRC—Lowell Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2012 $434,247 $203,888 $638,135[Preservation Yes 2.00
Cascade Rd Timpson Ave Segwun Ave KCRC—Lowell Twp Resurface existing roadway by 2013 §575,154 $143,788 §718,942[Preservation Yes 2.25
Cascade Rd Segqwun Ave County line KCRC—Lowell Twp Resurface existing roadway and remove bridge by 2074 $573,559 $143,390 $716,949[Preservation Yes 1.75
Ball Creek Rd NW village limit Rusco St Village of Kent City Resurface existing roadway by 2014 $20,000 $20,000 $40,000]Preservation Yes 1.22
Total $2,266,072 $676,844 $2,942,916
FY 2011-2014 EDF-C $8,525,456 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | "'GiSEX- | LENGTH
STP-U STP-R EDF-C (MAQ SAFETY TE URBAN MATCH COST TYPE EMPT?
10 Mile Rd West of Wolven Ave Chilsdale Ave KCRC—Algoma Twp Reconstruct and widen to 5 lanes (2-5) by 2011 $1,596,600 $403,400 $2,000,000{Widen No 1.29
4 Mile Rd Walker Ave 0Id Orchard Ave KCRC—Alpine Twp Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2014 $2,188,288 §547,072 $2,735,360]Widen No 1.90
Clyde Park Ave .10 miles N of 76th St .10 miles S of 68th St KCRC—Byron Twp Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2012 $832,000 $314,288 51,146,288 Widen No 0.80
Forest Hill Ave Kentwood city limit (ascade Rd KCRC—Grand Rapids Twp  [Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2011 $478,980 $121,020 $600,000Widen No 0.35
Forest Hill Ave Ada Dr M-21/E Fulton St KCRC—Grand Rapids Twp  [Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2012 $1,280,000 $338,240 $1,618,240(Widen No 1.05
Northland Dr Indian Lakes Rd South St KCRC—Algoma Twp &ee‘r‘]’t";;’ggg"d Add Center Tum Lane (2-3) - Access Manage- $1,600,000 5400,0000  $2,000,000|Widen No 120
Knapp St at Grand River Dr KCRC—Ada Twp Add turn Tanes at the intersection by 2013 $440,000 $110,000 $550,000]Widen No 0.10
ITS Projects TBD ] Area-wide City of Grand Rapids TS Activities by 2013 $109,544 $27,386 $136,930]ITS Yes N/A
Eg?\'gbelgtrggj%tg Addressing Area-wide Various Various %44 N $55 Yes N/A
Total 38,525,456 $2,261417 510,786,873
FY 2011-2014 MDOT $186,525,495
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE MDOT PROJECTS ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT | "GiSEX- | LENGTH
LOCAL MATCH COST TYPE EMPT?
M-37 at Peach Ridge Ave MDOT Crack sealing by 2011 $8,185 $1,815 $10,000]Preservation Yes 0.10
M-6 at M-37/Broadmoor Ave and 60th St MDOT Crack sealing by 2011 59,495 $2,105 $11,600[Preservation Yes 0.20
US-131 at Post Dr MDOT Resurface by 2011 $22,263 54,937 $27,200[Preservation Yes 0.10
US-131 under Franklin, Burton, and Hall Sts MDOT Partial and full bridge deck replacement by 2011 $3,040,729 $589,988 $3,630,717[Preservation Yes 0.30
1-96 under M-50/AIden Nash Ave MDOT Bridge replacement preliminary engineering by 2011 $187,200 $20,800 $208,000[Preservation Yes 0.10
M-11/28th St M-37/East Beltline Ave  1-96 MDOT Mill, joints, resurface and concrete reconstruction by 2011 540,925 59,075 $50,000]Preservation Yes 2.30
1-96 WB Cascade Rd/I-96 WB On-ramp MDOT Ramp reconstruction by 2012 $270,000 $30,000 $300,000[Preservation Yes 0.43
M-6 at 8th Ave NE Quadrant MDOT Crack sealing by 2011 9,822 $2,178 $12,000[Preservation Yes 0.10
M-11/28th St at Clyde Park Ave MDOT Intersection reconstruction by 2013 $491,100 $108,900 $600,000]Preservation Yes 0.10
M-11/28th St at Ivanrest Ave and Byron Center Ave MDOT Intersection reconstruction by 2013 $942,094 $208,906 $1,151,000]Preservation Yes 0.20
US-131 [-196 Ann St MDOT Replace Freeway Lighting by 2014 818,500 $181,500 $1,000,000|Preservation Yes N/A
Countywide Grand River Watershed MDOT Wetland Mitigation Bank Site by 2014 $400,000 $100,000 $500,000]Preservation Yes N/A
US-131 US-131BR/Leonard St Ann St MDOT Add NB weave/merge lanes by 2014 $3,200,000 $800,000 $4,000,000{Widen No 0.75
Trunkline Projects TBD Area-wide MDOT Various $177,085,182 $44.271,296  $221356,478 Yes N/A
TOTAL $186,525,495 $46,331,500] $232,856,995
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FY 2011-2014 TRANSIT

FUNDING SOURCES
] ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT CAPL TOTAL PROJECT | "GiSEX- | LENGTH
TAL REVENUES e TYPE P
Misc. Capital Needs . Area-wide ITP/The Rapid $15,454,182 $15,454,182[Transit Yes N/A
[B#Vsiggﬁlg\}eransn (BRT) Capitol - 60th St Rapid Central Station [TP/The Rapid Bus Rapid Transit System $36,941,000 $36,941,000| Transit Yes N/A
ity Expansion Maintenance [ ey.yyige ITP/The Rapid $19,537,813 $19,537,813 Transit Yes N/A
ReplacementofFixed Route [ eg-wide ITP/The Rapid §7,379,109 §7,379,109Transit Yes N/A
Expansion of Fixed Route Buses Area-wide ITP/The Rapid $3,813,769 $3,813,769] Transit Yes N/A
Replacementof Paatransit [ eq.ide ITP/The Rapid §1,734,503 $1,734,503 Transit Yes N/A
Capitalized Operating Expense  [Area-wide [TP/The Rapid $2,712,813 2,712,813 Transit Yes N/A
TOTAL §87,573,189 §87,573,189
*Refer to ITP/The Rapid Finandial Constraint Table
FY 2011-2014 C(MAQ $19,727,773 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | "GiSEX- | LENGTH
STP-U STP-R EDF-C CMAQ SAFETY TE T oL A TYPE i
Eligible CMAQ Projects TBD Area-wide Various §19,727,773 $4,931,949 $24,659,722[Air Quality Yes N/A
TOTAL §19,727,773 §4,931,009]  $24,659,722
FY2011-2014 TE $5,889,707 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT ' "GiSEX- | LENGTH
STP-U STP-R EDF-C CMAQ SAFETY TE T et o TYPE i
Non-Motorized Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $2,800,000 $560,000 $3,360,000[Non-Motorized Yes N/A
Other TE Eligible Projects TBD  |Area-wide Various Various $3,089,707 $1,472,427 $4,562,134 Yes N/A
TOTAL §5,889,707 §2,032,427]  $7,922,134
FY 2011-2014 SAFETY $4,179,993 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | "GiSEX- | LENGTH
STP-U STP-R EDF-C CMAQ SAFETY TE ORBAN A o TYPE P
Market Ave Alger St and Market Ave City of Grand Rapids Guardrail upgrades by 2011 $37,600 $9,400 $47,000]Safety Yes N/A
Lincoln Lake Ave 4 various locations KCRC Signal modernization by 2011 $272,000 568,000 $340,000]Safety Yes N/A
Eligible Safety Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $3,870,393 $967,598 4,837,991 Safety Yes N/A
TOTAL $4,179,993 §T,004,098] 35,224,991
FY 2011-2014 SMALL URBAN $1,141,048 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE D | ESTHATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMITED | ESTIMANED | ESTIRATED SHALL Loat TOTAL PROJECT SISEX | LENGTH
Eligible Small Urban Project TBD [Area-wide Various Various $1,141,048 $285,262 $1,426,310 Yes ) N/A
TOTAL $1,141,048 §285,262]  $1,426,310
FY 2015-2018 STP-U $39,446,545 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED |  ESTIMATED ESTC',',‘I",‘\‘JED ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SHALL Loa TOTAL PROJECT SISEX | LENGTH
A-37/32nd Ave Quingy St City limit OCRC-Jamestown Twp [ Reconstructand widen to 5 anes (Comm. Dev) by 2018 (3-5]by $365,160 $91,90 $456,450| Widen No 0.14
College Ave 1196 Leonard St City of Grand Rapids Eg;‘;’gﬂg‘{;?g’)vggigoﬁ’gﬁing ROW to 3 lanes - Enhance Transit $841,157 §210,289|  $1,051,446|Widen No 089
Lake Dr Fuller Ave Carleton Ave City of Grand Rapids Eg;‘;’gﬂg%ﬂe%’ iggi;o?gsting ROW to 3 lanes - Enhance Transit $197,461 $49,365 $246,826| Widen No 0.21
Lake Michigan Dr Us-131 Garfield Ave City of Grand Rapids 5252223?593\”)’ Ecigoﬁ)gmng ROW to 3 Tanes - Enhance Transit $997,629 $249,407 $1,247,036|Widen No 1.06
Leonard St Plainfield Ave Diamond Ave City of Grand Rapids Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 Tanes (2-3) by 2018 41,081,289 $270,322 $1,351,611]Widen No 1.14
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Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 Tanes - Enhance Transit

Madison Ave Cottage Grove St Hall St City of Grand Rapids Capacity (2-3) by 2018 $373,033 $93,258 $466,291|Widen No 0.39
Madison Ave Hall St Franklin St City of Grand Rapids Eg;‘;ﬂﬂg‘(‘geg’{gg'goﬁ?t'"g ROW to 3 Tanes - Enhance Transit $475,703 $118,926 $594,629| Widen No 0.50
Stocking Ave Bridge St Tth St City of Grand Rapids Eg;‘;’gﬁg‘{g’{@%ﬁﬁ“‘"g WOW to 3 lanes - Enhance Transit $566,711 $141,678 $708,389|Widen No 0.60
Planning Studies TBD Area-wide GYMC Transportation Planning Studies $859,200 $214,800 $1,074,000Study Yes N/A
Eligible Safety Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $644,400 161,700 $805,500]Safety Yes N/A
E{f;&%ﬂggﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ%‘g N |Area-wide Various Various $33,044,802 $722,385 $33,767,187 | Preservation Yes N/A
TOTAL §39,446,545 §2,322,820] 41,769,365
FY 2015-2018 STP-R $2,679,030 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED |  ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘JED ESTIMATFD | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROCT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH CoST EMPT?
Eligible Rural Projects TBD Eligible Areas Various Various $2,679,030 $669,758 43,348,788 Yes N/A
TOTAL §2,679,030 §660,758] 33,345,788
FY 2015-2018 EDF-C $9,789,684 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘JED ESTIMATFD | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH CoST EMPT?
3 Mile Rd West of Walker Ave Indian Mill Creek City of Walker Widen to 4 lanes with RR bridge improvement by 2018 $3,264,960 $816,240 $4,081,200|Widen No 0.35
Burton St Spaulding Ave Patterson Ave KCRC-Cascade Twp gsg‘r’ggg's‘)“gyag‘g&dd Center Turn Lane (2-3) (Constrained by -9 $1,023,258 $255.815|  $1,279,073|Widen No 0.50
Eggg’e";tf’ggﬁgg Addressing s e wide Various in Kent Co. Various $5,501,466 §1375367| 6,876,833 Yes N/A
TOTAL $9,789,684 §3,447,422] 12,237,106
FY 2015-2018 MDOT $200,695,837
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE MDOT PROJECTS ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT | "GiSEX- | LENGTH
NON-FEDERAL |  'O1A! TYPE SIeEk
1196 WB over the Grand River |US-131 MDOT Eg;ﬂgn\{vgyt‘z’gfs‘)ﬁ ramp to complete US-131 to Fuller Ave $16,000,000 $4,000,000]  $20,000,000|Widen No 0.25
US-131 US-131BR/Leonard St Ann St MDOT Add SB weave/merge lanes by 2018 $3,200,000 $800,000 $4,000,000{Widen No 0.75
1-196 Fuller Ave 1-96 MDOT Rehabilitation of exiting road and bridges by 2018 $21,840,000 $5,460,000 $27,300,000Preservation No 2.00
Trunkline Projects TBD Area-wide MDOT Various $159,655,837 $39,913,959]  $199,569,796 Yes N/A
TOTAL §200,695,837 §50,173,959] $250,869,796
FY 2015-2018 TRANSIT
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE P TOTAL PROJECT SISEX | LENGTH
Misc. Capital Needs Area-wide ITP/The Rapid $17,455,132 $17,455,132{Transit Yes ) N/A
@gg Expansion/Maintenance |5 o, \yige ITP/The Rapid §2,235,903 $2,235,903 |Transit Yes N/A
ReplacementofFixed Route i reg-wide ITP/The Rapid $15,168,735 $15,168,735 Transit Yes N/A
Replacementof Paratransit [ eq.ide ITP/The Rapid $5,108,986 $5,108,986] Transit Yes N/A
Capitalized Operating Expenses |Area-wide [TP/The Rapid $2,235,903 $2,235,903[Transit Yes N/A
TOTAL §42,204,659 §42,204,659
*Refer to ITP/The Rapid Finandial Constraint Table
FY 2015-2018 CMAQ $23,603,561 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE EpyD | ESTMATED | ESTMATED | ESTAmGr | EETIMETED | ESTIRATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROECT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH CosT EMPT?
Eligible CMAQ Projects TBD Various 23,603,561 5,900,890 $29,504,451]Air Quality Yes N/A
TOTAL 523,603,561 §5,900,890] 529,504,451
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FY 2015-2018 TE $7,046,820 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST(',{)I’%ED ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
~ - URBAN MATCH CoST EMPT?
?B'%'ble Non-Motorized Projects Area-wide Various Various 43,241,537 $810,384 $4,051,921|Non-Motorized Yes N/A
Other TE Eligible Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various 43,805,283 $951,321 54,756,604 Yes N/A
TOTAL $7,046,820 $1,761,705 $8,808,525
FY 2015-2018 SAFETY $5,001,210 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘JED ESTIMATFD | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH cost EMPT?
Eligible Safety Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $5,001,270 51,250,303 $6,251,513[Safety Yes N/A
TOTAL $5,001,210 $1,250,303 96,251,513
FY 2015-2018 SMALL URBAN $1,317,934 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIVATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘;ED ESTIMAYD | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROMECT | SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH cost EMPT?
Eligible Small Urban Project TBD [Area-wide Various Various $1,317,934 $329,434 $1,647,418 Yes N/A
TOTAL $1,317,934 $329,484 $1,647,418
FY 2019-2025 STP-U $90,041,745 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE UL | ETRRD | ETOATD | ESTMAGD | ETIMETED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROMECT | SISEX- | LENGTH
i i . URBAN MATCH cost EMPT?
48th Ave Pierce St M-45/Lake MichiganDr | OCRC—Allendale Twp g‘)ef)‘;"zsgz“s“ to continuous 3 lanes with Non-Motorized Lanes (2- | ¢, 53 399 $384,100(  $1,920,499| Widen No 101
68th Ave M-45/Lake Michigan Dr — [Warner St OCRC-Allendale Twp Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2025 $3,660,784 $915,196 54,575,980 Widen No 1.51
68th Ave Warner Ave Leonard St OCRC—Allendale Twp Reconstruct aqd Add Qer}ter Turn Lane (2-3) by 2025 ' 43,770,149 $942,537 54,712,686 Widen No 1.55
Alpine Ave Leonard St Richmond St City of Grand Rapids Egg‘;ﬂﬂg‘gﬂ{ﬁ;@&’g‘“'"q ROW to 4 [anes - Enhance Transit $493,243 §123311 $616,554| Widen No 0.50
Bridge St Covell Ave M-45/Lake Michigan Dr City of Grand Rapids Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 Tanes (2-3) by 2025 75,155 $18,789 $93,944]Widen No 0.08
Bridge St Mount Vernon Ave Straight Ave City of Grand Rapids Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 lanes (2-3) by 2025 $434,813 $108,703 $543,516]Widen No 0.44
Eastern Ave Hall St Burton St City of Grand Rapids Eg;‘;’c‘ift‘)g,‘(‘;?g’)vgg%’g“fng ROW to 3 fanes - Enhance T’a"Sf‘ $943,163 §235791)  $1,178,954|Widen No 095
Franklin St Eastern Ave Madison Ave City of Grand Rapids Eg;g?ﬂg%eg’;’ gwolizxslstlng ROW to 3 lanes - Enhance Transit $491,290 $122,823 $614,113|Widen No 0.50
Franklin St Madison Ave Division Ave City of Grand Rapids Eg;g?ﬂg%esm)’ ECi;Oszsisting ROW to 3 [anes - Enhance Transit $423,420 $105,855 $529,275|Widen No 0.43
Fuller Ave Lake Dr Fulton St City of Grand Rapids Reconfiqure within Existing ROW to 3 fanes (2-3) by 2025 $292,065 $73,016 $365,081]Widen No 0.30
Lake Dr Carleton Ave City limit City of Grand Rapids Eg;‘;’gﬁg‘;ﬁ?g’{ﬁ;@&"g“‘"g ROW to 3 lanes - Enhance Transit $368,452 $92,113 $460,565|Widen No 037
Walker Ave Valley Ave Leonard St City of Grand Rapids Reconfiqure within Existing ROW to 3 Tanes (2-3) by 2025 $437,802 $109,451 $547,253[Widen No 0.44
Planning Studies TBD $898,400 $224,600 $1,123,000Study Yes N/A
Eligible Safety Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $673,800 $168,450 $842,250|Safety Yes N/A
E{fj&ﬁ‘éﬁlﬂ'ggsﬂ’r‘f’fgﬁ;§ﬁ%‘g” Area-wide Various Various $75,542,810 $18,885703|  $94,428,513|Preservation Yes
TOTAL $90,041,745 $22,510,437[ $112,552,182
FY 2019-2025 STP-R $6,115,226 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED AQ ANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIVATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘;ED ESTIMAYD | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROMECT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH cost EMPT?
Fligible Rural Projects TBD Eligible Areas Various Various 56,115,226 51,528,807 $7,644,033 Yes N/A
TOTAL $6,115,226 $1,528,807 $7,644,033
FY 2019-2025 EDF-C $21,922,783 Federal Available
|FUNDING SOURCES
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ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE UL | ETRRD | ETOATD | ST | ETIMETED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROMECT | SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH CosT EMPT?
56th St Ivanrest Ave Byron Center Ave City of Wyoming Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2025 $1,530,057 $382,514 $1,912,571Widen No 1.00
Spaulding Ave Ada Dr Cascade Rd KCRC—Ada Twp Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2025 §718,720 $179,680 $898,400]Widen No 0.45
Walker Ave North Ridge Dr 4 Mile Rd City of Walker Reconstruct and Add Center Turn Lane (2-3) by 2025 $953,231 $238,308 $1,191,539|Widen No 0.32
Eligible Projects Addressing [ 05 yide Various in Kent Co Various $18,720,775 $4,680,194|  $23,400,969 Yes N/A
Congestion TBD ) e el el
TOTAL §21,022,783 §5,480,606]  $27,403,479
FY 20192025 MDOT $662,707,164
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE MDOT PROJECTS ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT ' "GiSEX- | LENGTH
NON-FEDERAL |  'J1A TYPE Ao Ek
M-44/M-37/East Beltline Ave  [Knapp St M-21/E Fulton St MDOT Preserve and widen from 2 to 3Tanes in each direction by 2025 $35,040,000 48,760,000 43,800,000 Widen/Preserve No 2.50
1-96 at M-21/E Fulton St MDOT Add additional ramps by 2025 $11,680,000 $2,920,000 $14,600,000[Widen No 0.25
Preserve and widen from 2 to 3 Tanes in each direction, add :
1-196 Fuller Ave 1-96 MDOT weave merge lanes by 2025 $32,400,000 48,100,000 $40,500,000| Widen/Preserve No 2.00
Trunkline Projects TBD Area-wide MDOT Various $583,587,164 $145,896,791 $729,433,955 Yes N/A
TOTAL §662,707,164 §765,676,791] $825,383,955
FY 20192025 TRANSIT
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE P TOTAL PROJECT SISEL | LENGTH
Misc. Capital Needs Area-wide ITP/The Rapid 333,577,210 $33,577,210]Transit Yes N/A
@g?’ Expansion/Maintenance Area-wide ITP/The Rapid 94,485,761 94,485,761 |Transit Yes N/A
ReplacementofFixed Route T reg-wide ITP/The Rapid $45,748,532 $45,748,532 Transit Yes N/A
Replacementof Paatransit [ eq.ide ITP/The Rapid $10,921,168 $10,921,168Transit Yes N/A
Capitalized Operating Expenses |Area-wide [TP/The Rapid 4,485,761 $4,485,761 Transit Yes N/A
TOTAL §99,218,432 §99,218,432
*Refer to ITP/The Rapid Finandial Constraint Table
FY 2019-2025 CMAQ $53,878,125 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE EeyD | ESTHATED | ESTMATED | ESTAMG | ETIETED | ESTIRATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | "'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH CosT EMPT?
Eligible CMAQ Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $53,878,125 $13,469,533 $67,347,658]Air Quality Yes N/A
TOTAL §53,878,125 §13,469,533| 367,347,658
FY 2019-2025 TE $16,085,261 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST(',{)I’%ED ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | "'SISEX- | LENGTH
= - URBAN MATCH CosT EMPT?
Etgible Non-Motorized Projects [ eg.ide Various Various §7,399,220 §1,849,805|  $9,249,025(Non-Motorized |  Yes N/A
Other TE Eligible Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various 8,686,041 52,171,510 $10,857,551 Yes N/A
TOTAL §76,085,261 54,021,315 520,106,576
FY 2019-2025 SAFETY $11,415,896 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘JED ESTIMATFD | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROJECT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH CosT EMPT?
Eligible Safety Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $11,415,896 $2,853,974 $14,269,870]Safety Yes N/A
TOTAL §T1,415,89% 52,853,974 514,269,870

FY 2019-2025 SMALL URBAN

$2,873,886 Estimated Federal Award
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FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMJED | ESTWATED | ESTAATED | ESTUMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SALL LocaL TOTAL PROJECT SISEX | LENGTH
Eligible Small Urban Project TBD [Area-wide Various Various $2,873,886 S718,472 $3,592,358 Yes ) N/A
TOTAL §3,873,886]  S718,472] 33,592,358
FY 2026-2035 STP-U $193,947,046 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘JED ESTIMATFD | ESTIMATED SMALL LocaL TOTAL PROJECT SISEX | LENGTH
Planning Studies TBD $2,364,000 $591,000 $2,955,000Study Yes ) N/A
Eligible Safety Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $1,773,000 $443,250 $2,216,250]Safety Yes N/A
f{fj&ﬁmgg‘sﬂ’r‘f’gﬁfgg'}%‘g" Area-wide Various Various $189,810,046 §47452,512  $237,262,558|Preservation Yes N/A
TOTAL §793,947,046 §48,486,762| 524,433,808
FY 2026-2035 STP-R $13,172,002 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMJED | ESTWATED | ESTAATED | ESTUMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED SALL LocaL TOTAL PROJECT SISEX | LENGTH
Eligible Rural Projects TBD Eligible Areas Various Various 13,172,002 $3,293,001 516,465,003 Yes ) N/A
TOTAL §13,172,002 §3,203,001] 516,465,003
FY 2026—2035 EDF-C $45,891,089 Federal Available
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST('A“,{‘“\‘JED ESTIMATFD | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROCT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
o . URBAN MATCH cosT EMPT?
Eggg’e'str({g’fgg Addressing [ rea-wide Various in Kent Co. Various $45,891,089 11472772 457,363,861 Yes N/A
TOTAL 545,897,089 STIATLIT] 557363861
FY 20262035 MDOT $1,269,041,504
FUNDING SOURCES
AQANALY-
ESTIMATED  |ESTIMATED PROJECT
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE MDOT PROJECTS e AL | SorarED, it SISEX | LENGTH
} Operationalimprovements; add ramps, CD Tanes with [-96/1-196 .
1-96 Leonard St (ascade Rd MDOT interchange and widen per EA by 2035 $320,000,000 $80,000,000{  $400,000,000|Widen/Preserve No 3.75
L Add WB to NB ramp from I-196 to US-131BR/Division Ave from .
1196 Ottawa Ave US-131BR/Division Ave MDOT e Otton A Wh ol by 033 $32,400,000 §8,100,000|  $40,500,000Widen No 0.10
Trunkline Projects TBD Area-wide MDOT Various $916,641,504 $229,160,376( $1,145,801,880 N/A
TOTAL §7,269,041,504 §317,260,376| $1,586,301,880
FY 20262035 TRANSIT
FUNDING SOURCES
— AQANALY-
Transit Capital ESTIMATED PROJECT
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE Reansit Cap TOTAR COST it SISEK | LENGTH
Misc. Capital Needs Area-wide [TP/The Rapid $59,246,363 $59,246,363 [ Transit Yes N/A
jacity Expansion/Maintenance [ ey.yyige ITP/The Rapid §7,915,043 §7,915,043 Transit Yes N/A
ReplacementofFixed Route [ req-wide ITP/The Rapid $69,560,912 $69,560,912 Transit Yes N/A
fReplacementof Paatiansit [ eg.wide ITP/The Rapid $16,074,482 $16,074,482 Transit Yes N/A
Capitalized Operating Expenses  |Area-wide [TP/The Rapid 7,915,083 $7,915,043[Transit Yes N/A
TOTAL §160,711,843 §760,711,843

*Refer to ITP/The Rapid Financial
FY 2026-2035 CMAQ

onstraint Table

$116,051,761 Estimated Federal Award
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FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED PROJECT
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE TnaT L ey i ARy w SHALL Loat TOTAL RO SISEX | LENGTH
Eligible CMAQ Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $116,051,761 $29,012,940[  $145,064,701 Yes N/A
TOTAL §716,051,761 §29,012,040 $145,064,701
FY 2026-2035 TE $34,647,138 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED PROJECT
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE TIMAT TIMAT AT e gl M SHALL Loat TOTAL RO SISEX | LENGTH
Etgible Non-Motorized Projects | prea e Various Various $15,937,683 §3,984,421|  $19,922,104|Non-Motorized | Ve N/A
Other TE Eligible Projects TBD  [Area-wide Various Various $18,709,455 54,677,364 $23,386,819 Yes N/A
TOTAL §34,647,138 §8,661,785] 543,308,923
FY 2026-2035 SAFETY $24,589,475 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE UL | ETRRD | ETOATD | ST | ETIMETED | ESTIMATED SMALL LOCAL TOTAL PROECT | 'SISEX- | LENGTH
URBAN MATCH CosT EMPT?
Eligible Safety Projects TBD Area-wide Various Various $24,589,475 $6,147,369 330,736,844 Yes N/A
TOTAL $24,589,475 §6,147,369] $30,736,844
FB“OZG—ZM 5 SMALL UR- $5,767,920 Estimated Federal Award
FUNDING SOURCES
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED AQANALY-
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED PROJECT
PROJECT FROM T0 JURISDICTION POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE T o AT e gl M SHALL Loa TOTAL RO SISEX | LENGTH
Elgible Small Urban Project —prea-wide Various Various §5,767,920|  $1,441980]  $7,209,900 Yes N/A
TOTAL §5,767,020]  $1,441,980]  $7,209,900

*Project costs are estimates. Final costs will be determined upon final design. Funding is committed for these projects through construction.
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Chapter 17: Plan Evaluation and Analyses

Effectiveness of the LRTP

It is important to evaluate whether implementation of the LRTP will bring our area closer to the
area goals and objectives outlined in Chapter 3. To evaluate the LRTP, measures of effectiveness
were used, both quantitative and qualitative. Listed below are the LRTP Goals and a discussion of

how well the LRTP fulfills each of them.

LRTP Goals

Discussion of Effectiveness

Goal 1: Accessibility, Mobility, Intermodalism,
and Efficiency

Provide access to employment, housing, services,
and recreation for people regardless of physical
limitations or economic status. Design a trans-
portation system that allows the efficient move-
ment of motor vehicles, buses, pedestrians, bicy-
clists, buses, trains, and air and freight carriers
through the area.

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the
transportation system, across and between
modes.

Make the best use of existing transportation facili-
ties by integrating systems, improving traffic op-
erations and safety and providing accurate real-
time information, to increase system-wide effi-
ciency.

GVMC strives to alleviate all identified current and future conges-
tion in the region and works with local jurisdictions to find a balance
between congested conditions and the implications (financial, social,
and environmental costs) of addressing them. A total of 64.67 miles
of the local federal-aid system were identified as capacity deficient
using the GVMC capacity analysis process. Of those 67.64 miles,
only 2.93 miles have been selected for widening more than the addi-
tion of a center turn lane. This represents only a quarter-of-one-
percent of the local federal-aid roadways in the MPO. Widening
projects are regionally coordinated to reduce duplication and in-
crease efficiency.

The implementation of the proposed projects increases continuous
service and needed capacity. The non-motorized element and
achievements, as well as potential future transit expansions such as
the BRT along Division Ave., together lay a foundation for im-
provements to the transportation system for those who cannot or
chose not to use private automobiles.

Goal 2: System Preservation

Assure the preservation and maintenance of ex-
isting facilities and work to educate decision-
makers about the need for adequate transporta-
tion funding.

The LRTP identifies in the financial section $1,412,664,317 in local
and MDOT funds over the life of the plan that will be used to oper-
ate and maintain the transportation system. Additionally,
$444,892,683 is identified in total dedicated preservation projects in
the Project List.

Goal 3: Safety, Security, and Reliability

Improve the safety and reliability of the transpor-
tation system for motorized and non-motorized
users.

Improve security measures to protect the region
from natural and human threats.

The Strategic Safety Planning Process technical document incorpo-
rated into the LRTP contains the results of the analysis completed
for intersections, corridors, senior safety, pedestrian/bicycle safety,
and car/deer crashes. It outlines projects and programs that would
improve the safety of the transportation system.

GVMC improves system security by coordinating planning activities
with local law enforcement/security agencies.

Goal 4: Land Use and Transportation

Strengthen the link between transportation and
land use policies to encourage people and busi-
nesses to live and work in a manner that reduces
dependence on single occupancy vehicles.

Projects contained in the LRTP will have impacts on land use adja-
cent to them. Local jurisdictions were consulted during the devel-
opment of SE data used in the Transportation Model that projected
capacity deficiencies which were later selected as projects for the
LRTP. Therefore, local land use plans better informed the data used
to develop transportation projects.

Goal 5: Public Participation, Intergovernmental
Cooperation, Equity, and Fiscal Responsibility
Provide information to the public to allow active
participation in the transportation decision-
making process.

Equitably fund transportation based on need and

The LRTP was developed in cooperation with all the GVMC local
jurisdictions, local road agencies, ITP/The Rapid, the Michigan
Department of Transportation, private sector partners, and the gen-
eral public. The LRTP followed the adopted Public Participation
Plan to actively engage the general public in the decision-making
process and worked through a series of modal subcommittees in ad-
dition to the regular transportation committees to identify transpor-
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benefit. Coordinate and design transportation
improvements for all modes to assure the expen-
diture of resources in the most cost-effective
manner. Implement transportation improvements
that foster economic development and vitality,
and link centers of employment, education,
medical facilities, and neighborhoods.

tation needs for the effective expenditure of resources.

The LRTP was developed in consultation with other environmental
and interested agencies to ensure consistency between planning
documents.

The LRTP also contains several projects that are adjacent to com-
mercial areas and/or will facilitate traffic circulation and access to
major employment centers.

Goal 6: Environmental Quality, Livability, and
Sustainability

Improve air quality, water quality, reduce vehicu-
lar emissions and minimize impacts to the natu-
ral environment, social well-being, and cultural
heritage. Reduce the demand for single-occupant
motor vehicle travel, and conserve energy.

The projects in the LRTP were subjected to an Air Quality Confor-
mity Analysis to assure that the emissions generated from LRTP
projects are within the emission budgets which mandate lower emis-
sions for VOC and NOx as established by the U.S. EPA, MDNRE,
and contained in the State Implementation Plan. The LRTP also
contains an Environmental Mitigation analysis to suggest system
level mitigation techniques for transportation projects.

Financial Analysis

The Long Range Transportation Plan is a visionary document, one that forecasts the transportation
needs of the area and ways to meet that need. The LRTP Project List is also required to be finan-
cially constrained by federal SAFETEA-LU legislation. This means that expenditures must not ex-
ceed revenues for the area. Using methodology cooperatively developed with MDOT and the
Michigan Transportation Planning Association (MTPA), revenues are forecasted for the duration of
the plan from federal, state, and local sources.

Transportation Financing

The development and maintenance of the transportation system is primarily financed through user
fees (gas/diesel tax and vehicle registration fees). Local funds are also increasingly important as user
fee revenues have decreased over the years. Currently, the state road gas tax is $0.19 per gallon and
the federal tax is $0.184 per gallon. This federal gas tax has not been increased since 1993 and it is
not indexed for inflation, so over time the same tax collects less revenue.

Federal Funding

SAFETEA-LU provides funding programs for system improvements. On the road side, of the vari-
ous federal programs, only a few are particularly relevant for our region, including the Surface
Transportation Program (STP), which provides funds for the urban and rural areas of the region and
for communities of between 5,000 and 50,000 in population. STP also includes a Transportation
Enhancement Fund for streetscaping and other non-motorized projects. There is also the Transpor-
tation Economic Development Fund (TEDF) Category A and C, which provides funds for the fi-
nancing of roadways for area economic development purposes and for the alleviation of roadway
congestion. Due to our “Maintenance” status for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), our area is also eligible for Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Program (CMAQ), which
funds projects designed to improve air quality and reduce congestion.

For the most part, Federal transportation funds are flexible, giving state and local governments con-
trol over how to best invest in the transportation system. Indeed, Kent and Eastern Ottawa Counties
(the GVMC MPO area) have special discretion because it is considered a Transportation Manage-
ment Area (TMA). TMAs are areas of population greater than 200,000 and have a set aside of fed-
eral STP funds. Other TMAs in Michigan include the urbanized areas of Ann Arbor, Detroit, Flint,
Grand Rapids, Lansing/East Lansing, and parts of South Bend (Niles) and Toledo (City of Monroe)
that spill over into Michigan. In Michigan the entire set aside for TMAs is reserved for spending on

local jurisdiction facilities.
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Public transit systems are funded through a combination of federal, state, and local subsidies, com-
bined with fare box and other operating revenue. At one time, federal, state, and local sources each
contributed about one third of the annual operating budget for transit, but over the last decade, the
Federal government has reduced transit operating assistance, and it is anticipated that this funding
will eventually be eliminated. The current funding strategy calls for passenger user fees to increase to
cover 50% of the operating cost and state and local subsidies to cover the other 50%. The Federal
government is expected to continue to support transit capital projects.

State Funding

Collection and distribution of gasoline and diesel fuel taxes in Michigan are regulated under State
Act 51 of 1951. Michigan’s fuel tax is collected at the refinery and deposited into the Michigan
Transportation Fund (MTF). Federal taxes are placed in the Federal Highway Trust Fund, with the
exception of $0.025 that is used for deficit reduction and $0.01 which pays for clean-up of leaking
underground storage tanks. Vehicle registration feed collected by the state are also deposited in the
MTF. Most states, as well as the federal government, earmark all or some portion of the taxes col-
lected for support of highways and transit improvements. MTF dollars are distributed to MDOT, the
county road commissions, cities and villages, and the Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF).
The CTF was established to fund public transit. This fund also receives funding from the State of
Michigan general fund.

Act 51 Revenues - GVMC Area

$70,000,000
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Figure 35 — Act 51 Revenues for the GVMC Area, 2005-2009
Local Funding

The cities and county road commissions use MTF allocations (“Act 51 funds”) for transportation
projects. Cities and villages often allocate additional funding for transportation improvements. Typi-
cal sources at the local level include the community’s general fund, transportation millages, general
obligation bonds, contributions from county governments and other communities, tax increment
financing, and special assessment districts. Some communities also accumulate interest on MTF
revenue after it has been distributed to them.

The county road commissions supplement their budgets through contributions from townships.
Some enter into maintenance agreements with MDOT for work on state trunklines within the
county. Private funds are another source of funding, and usually involve developers paying for the
construction of access drives or roadways leading to their developments.
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Federal Transportation Funding Sources
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 peo-

ple (STP-Small Urban).
THE Fpy . , ,
04, Projects are selected by the Transportation Programming Study Group (a
subcommittee of the Technical Committee) and recommended to the

Y/ \NTERSTATE \} 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-Urban (STU/STP-U)

STP-Small Urban Program

The Small Urban Program is funded with a state set aside of federal STP funds for urban areas be-
tween 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 area eligible for these funds in the Grand Rapids metro-
politan 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 in-
vestments.

Functionally classified roads outside the urbanized area boundary are eligible for STP-Rural pro-
gram 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. Ot-
tawa 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 Trans-
portation Improvement Program document.
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Transportation Economic Development Fund

The Transportation Economic Development Fund (TEDF) was created through state enabling legis-
lation 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 (EDFC/EDC/EDCF) Traffic congestion relief in urban counties.

Category D (EDD/EDDF) Improvements in rural counties to create an all season net-
work.

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, Qakland, and Wayne
counties.

STP-Enhancement (STE/TE)

Ten percent of Michi-
gan’s STP funding is
set aside for Transpor-
tation Enhancement
Activities (STE). These
monies are designated
specifically for the en-
hancement of the in-
termodal transporta-
tion network on pro-
jects such as landscap-
ing, installing bicycle
paths, historic preser-
vation and mitigation
of storm water run-off.
Once these projects are
selected they will be
amended into the
Transportation Im-
provement 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.
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Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ/CM/CMGY/)

Congest Mitigation/Air Quality funds are federal funds which link transportation to the Clean Air
Act Amendments. These funds are used to implement transportation control measures which dem-
onstrate emission and/or congestion reductions for areas in non-attainment of NAAQS standards or
those considered to be “Maintenance” areas for NAAQS standards. Previously, the State of Michi-
gan 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 eligi-
ble for CM funding.

The types of projects funded in the Grand Rapids area include, but are not limited to, bus replace-
ments, intersection improvements, ridesharing programs and Clean Air Action day awareness pro-
gram, free bus rides on Clean Air Action days, and non-motorized facilities. As part of project selec-
tion, the projected volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) reductions are
analyzed. These emissions are the precursors of ozone which impact the West Michigan region.

Federal Transit Funding Sources

Section 5303 - Metropolitan Planning: These programs provide funding to support cooperative, con-
tinuous, and comprehensive planning for making transportation investment decisions in metropoli-
tan areas and statewide. Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPQO) and stated 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 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 — Non-Urbanized Area Formula Program: This is a formula assistance program used to
provide federal funding to all legal bodies that provide general public transportation non-urbanized
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 trans-
portation.” The portion required for intercity bus transportation is not less than 15 percent. The re-
quirement 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 non-
urbanized 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 transpor-
tation projects in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas for ozone and carbon monoxide.
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Urban Area Program: Transportation Management Areas with a population over 200,000 are eligi-
ble for transit capital funding through TMA-Surface Transportation Program (ST) and Transporta-
tion Economic Development Fund Category C (EDC) federal funds.

Other Transportation Funding Sources

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 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. State trunkline programs in-
clude:

» Rehabilitate and Reconstruct Program - The Rehabilitate and Reconstruct program’s pur-
pose 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 pro-
gram’s purpose is to extend the life of pavement and prevent costly repairs in the future.

» Capacity Improvements - Capacity improvements include the widening and resurfacing or
reconstructing of roads with the purpose of relieving urban congestion and improving 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 eco-
nomic vitality.

= Preliminary Engineering (PE) - PE includes funding for preliminary studies, surveys, draft-
ing, and engineering work necessary to begin the development of road projects.

State Rail/Highway Crossing Program - the rail crossing program is funded with a 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.
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Revenue Forecast Methodology

To determine the amount of revenue for the GVMC MPO area through Fiscal Year 2035, the fol-
lowing methodology was cooperatively developed and approved by the Michigan Transportation
Planning Association (MTPA) and MDOT.

Figure 36 — Revenue Estimation Growth Rates

Federal Fund Growth Rates

Baseline 2009

No Growth 2010-2011
3.2% Annual Growth Rate 2012-2013
4.89% Annual Growth Rate 2014-2035
Non-Federal Funds

Baseline 2009

1% Annual Growth Rate 2010-2011
2% Annual Growth Rate 2012-2013
4.04% Annual Growth Rate 2014-2035

These growth rates were developed by the MDOT Statewide Planning Division. The interim growth
rates developed reflect the current economic conditions, as demonstrated by no-growth and/or con-
servative growth rates between the base year of 2009 and 2011. Thereafter, MDOT used historical
state highway revenue and federal obligations over a 20-year period (1985-2004) to calculate the an-
nual revenue growth rates at 90 percent of the historical growth rate. These growth rates are consis-
tent with the current Michigan Long Range Transportation Plan.

For the Federal Highway Programs, the revenue estimates were taken directly from the 2011-2014
Transportation Improvement Program. Beginning in 2015, the annual federal growth rates approved
by MDOT and MTPA (Figure 36 above) were applied to the federal categories, with the exception
of CMAQ funds, where the starting figure was 2011, or the last known distribution of CMAQ funds.
For the competitive programs, awards for 2009 and 2010 were used as a starting point for Safety and
Small Urban, and a three year average was used as a starting point for Transportation Enhancement,
upon which the growth rates were applied.

For the State Programs, Capital Improvement & New Roads, and Preserve, revenue estimates were
derived by MDOT and supplied to GVMC in five-year increments.

The Local Program funds, consists of a Local Act 51 revenue estimate of funds available to match
federal funds and other local funds. The Act 51 road agencies (Kent and Ottawa County Road
Commissions, Cities, and Villages) use about 33% of their MTF (Act 51 funds) for operation and
maintenance of their systems. A percentage of the remaining Act 51 funds is then available to match
federal transportation funds for road projects like adding a center turn lane or reconstructing a road.
GVMC also collected from the Act 51 road agencies the average amount of Other Local funds used
on transportation projects from sources such as general funds, transportation millages, municipal
bonds, and special assessments. The Non-Federal growth rates were applied to the Act 51 funds
available as federal match and Other Local Funds in order to grow these revenues into the future.
The Act 51 Funds Available to Match Federal Dollars are used for the usual 20% match required for
programs like STP-Urban and Transportation Enhancement.
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Figure 37 — 2035 LRTP Revenues ($4.08 Billion)

The Other Local Funds represent resources that the
local jurisdictions use to supplement their Act 51 dol-

2035 LRTP Revenues

$839 SSI;OBC;‘II lars for local projects. These funds were not used in
T o1, the fiscal constraint breakdown as matching funds.

These figures are purely informational. Local road
agencies expend local funds on their own transporta-
tion projects, without the use of federal funds. These
projects are generally not considered “regionally sig-
nificant,” for example, the repaving of a road torn up
to repair water and sewer lines. Because these projects
are not regionally significant, they are not required to
be listed as projects in the LRTP. In the event a pro-

Federal g;ajgg 000.000 ject is found to be regionally significant, it would
5335-053-;;2 59% move through the MPO planning process and be in-

cluded in subsequent Transportation Improvement
Programs.

Transit revenues are based on The Rapid’s FY 2011 adopted budget with 2.5 percent annual infla-
tion carried through 2035. State operating assistance is assumed at 30 percent for the life of the plan.
5307 fund projections are based on FY 2011 anticipated allocation and each year fluctuates because
of individual year capital needs expenditure (formula funds may carry over from year to year). Other
than 18 million in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds in FY 2011 for the Wealthy
Street operations and maintenance facility expansion, no additional 5309 discretionary funds are
assumed for the life of the plan. Very Small Starts/New Starts funding are assumed for the Silverline
Bus Rapid Transit project. CMAQ fund projections are based on previous allocations with 2.5 per-
cent annual inflation. Local capital funds are based on FY 2011 anticipated expenses with 2.5 per-
cent annual inflation.

Operations & Maintenance

SAFETEA-LU legislation (23 CFR 450.324(h)) requires that the financial plan for the LRTP must
include system-level estimates of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be avail-
able to adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid highways and public transportation. Indeed,
preservation of the transportation system is a LRTP goal (see Chapter 3). For this reason, GVMC
collected estimates from the Act 51 road implementing agencies in the Grand Rapids area as well as
MDOT for annual Operations and Maintenance fund allocations. Operations and Maintenance
funds are used for items such as snow plowing, mowing, pothole patching, crack sealing, signage,
and other expenses deemed necessary to operate and maintain the overall transportation network.
These funds are not available to be used as a local match for federal transportation dollars. The chart
below shows O&M projected costs/expenditures over the life of the plan. The same growth rates
were applied to project O&M into the future.

2011-2035 Operations and Maintenance

Costs/Expenditures 2011-2014

2015-2018

2019-2025

2026-2035

TOTAL

Operations & Maintenance - Local Jurisdictions

(Act 51 funds) $79,273,964 $91,563,090 $199,662,391 $400,724,539 $771,223,985
Operations & Maintenance - MDOT $59,165,443 $68,337,328 $149,016,314 $299,077,324 $575,596,409
TOTAL $138,439,407 $159,900,418 $348,678,706 $699,801,863 $1,346,820,394
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Operation & Maintenance Costs
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Figure 38 — Operation & Maintenance Costs, 2011-2035.

Expenditure Forecast Methodology

SAFTEA-LU legislation requires that the project costs listed in the LRTP are recorded in the year
they will be expended (YOE). Revenue estimates from all sources are inflated per prescribed growth
rates and similarly costs must be inflated so that comparisons may be drawn.

The expenditure information for projects in FY2011-2014 comes from the Transportation Improve-
ment Program (TIP) and are understood to be inflated by the jurisdictions that submitted them. For
projects that were programmed as part of the LRTP, GVMC used inflation rates recommended by
the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT).

An annual inflation rate of 4% was anticipated for the years 2014-2018 and an annual inflation rate
of 3.3% was anticipated for the remainder of the Plan’s duration, 2019-2035. The LRTP projects are
listed in year groupings however, and the precise year of expenditure or construction is unknown.
To overcome this, staff calculated average inflation rates for each grouping of years based on the an-
nual inflation rates recommended. The average inflation rate applied to projects between 2014 and
2018 was calculated to be 7.4%. For 2019-2025 the average inflation rate applied was 12.3%, and for
2026-2035 the average inflation rate applied was 18.2%. For each range of project years, the average
inflation rate was applied, including the compounding factor from the previous time period.

MDOT YOE project costs for projects that appear in the LRTP Project list are derived from the An-
nual Financial Plan, as required under section 1305 of TEA-21 as amended by SAFETEA-LU.

Only those transit projects considered to be “financially constrained” are included in the LRTP Pro-
ject List, Therefore transit projects included in The Rapid’s Transit Master Plan (TMP) are instead
listed in the LRTP Illustrative Project List. A “constrained” vision of transit was developed based on
The Rapid’s current operating environment in 2011, which was projected to grow 2.5 percent annu-
ally. The Silverline Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) operating expense is based on the latest BRT finance
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plan (November 2, 2010) and is assumed to begin operation in late 2013. The capital expenses for
the first five years are based on The Rapid’s five-year capital plan. The out-years (2016-2035) assume
2.5 percent annual inflation. Replacement needs and schedule for the fixed-route and paratransit ve-
hicles are based on rolling stock inventory and vehicle age. Construction of the Silverline BRT is an-
ticipated to begin late 2011, with the bulk of construction occurring in 2012 and 2013, ending in
2014. Completion of The Rapid’s operations and maintenance facility is included in 2011.

In addition to reflecting the inflated project cost estimates in the LRTP Project List, the inflated pro-
ject cost estimates were incorporated into the expenditure table, and estimates of both revenues and
expenditures are provided through the year 2035.

All known sources of revenue and estimated project costs have been included in the following finan-
cial tables. These tables demonstrate that the total expenditures in the LRTP Project List do not ex-
ceed estimated revenues.
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Revenue & Expenditure Tables
Figure 39 — Revenue and Expenditure Table, 2011-2014

GRAND VALLEY METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

2011 - 2014
Funding C Total Egtiéneagﬁd NEstiana(‘ieda1 Es'tIi‘mg"ied . Total q
uny atego: eder. on-Feder ot Topose
g goy 20092010 Revenue Revenue Revenue |Commitments
Federal Highway Programs—-MPOQO Program
Aunticipated
STP-Urban — Federal $16,180,000| $33,366,064| $16,240,973| $49,607,037| $49,607,037
STP-Rural — Federal $1,168,334| $2,266,072 $676,844| $2,942,916 $2,942 916
TEDF- C — State and Federal $3,438,124| $8,525,456| $2,261,417| $10,786,873| $10,786,873
CMAQ - Federal $9,358,832| $19,727,773| $4,931,949| $24,659,722| $24,659,722
MPO Program Anticipated Subtotal| $30,145,290, $63,885,365| $24,111,183 $87,996,548) $87,996,548
Competitive
Local Safety — Federal $2,200,400 $4,179,993| $1,044,998| $5,224,991 $5,224,991
Local Transportation Enhancement — Federal $2,795,220| $5,889,707| $2,032,427| $7,922,134 $7,922,134
Small Urban — Federal $542,700| $1,141,048 $285,262| $1,426,310 $1,426,310
MPO Program Competitive Subtotal| $5,538,3200 $11,210,748 $3,362,687| $14,573,435 $14,573435]
TOTAL MFO Program Anticipated & Compelt- ¢35 653 610 $75,09,113 527,473,870 $102,569,983  $102,569,983
Local Program
Act 51 Funds Available to Match Federal Dollars
ocal $14,399,128 $30,274,727
Other Funds — Local $24,733,567 $52,003,285
Local Program Subtotal| $39,132,695 $82278,011
Local Overmatch| | | $2,800,857] |
State Program
MDOT IC/New Roads & Preservation — State ~ |$90,030,000{$186,525,495| $46,331,500($232,856,995| $232,856,995
State Program Subrtotal| $90,030,000 8186,525,495| $46,331,500 $232,856,995| $2.32,856,995|
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Figure 40 — Revenue and Expenditure Table, 2015-2018

2015 - 2018
Estimated Estimated Estimated Total
Funding Category Federal Non-Federal Total Proposed
Revenue Revenue Revenue Commitments
Federal Highway Programs-MPO Program
Anticipated
STP-Urban — Federal $39,446,545|  $2,322,820| $41,769,365 $41,769,365
STP-Rural — Federal $2,679,030 $669,758 $3,348,788 $3,348,788
TEDF- C — State and Federal $9,789,684| $2,447,422| $12,237,106 $12,237,106
CMAQ - Federal $23,603,561|  $5,900,890| $29,504,451 $29,504,451
MPO Program Anticipated Subtotall  $75,518,820) $11,340,890, $86,859,710, $86,859, 710
Competitive
Local Safety — Federal $5,001,210f  $1,250,303 $6,251,513 $6,251,513
Local Transportation Enhancement — Federal $7,046,820| $1,761,705 $8,808,525 $8,808,525
Small Urban — Federal $1,317,934 $329,484 $1,647,418 $1,647,418
MPO Program Competitive Subtotall $13,365,964) $3,341,492| $16,707,456| 816,707,456
TOTAL MPO Program Anticipated & Competitive 388,854,784 $14,682,352 $103,567,166  $103,567,166
Local Program
Act 51 Funds Available to Match Federal Dollars — Local $34,967,944
Other Funds — Local $60,064,384
Local Program Subtotal 595,032,828
Local 0vermatc]1| ’ $20,285,562’ |
State Program
MDOT IC/New Roads & Preservation — State $200,695,837| $50,173,959| $250,869,796| $250,869,796
State Program Subtotal| $200,695,837 $50,173,959 $250,869,796| $250,869, 79|
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Figure 41 — Revenue and Expenditure Table, 2019-2025

2019 - 2025
Estimated Estimated Estimated Total
Funding Category Federal Non-Federal Total Proposed
Revenue Revenue Revenue Commitments
Federal Highway Programs-MPO Program
Anticipated
STP-Urban — Federal $90,041,745| $22,510,437| $112,552,182| $112,552,182
STP-Rural — Federal $6,115,226 $1,528,807 $7,644,033 $7,644,033
TEDF- C — State and Federal $21,922,783 $5,480,696 $27,403,479| $27,403,479
CMAQ - Federal $53,878,125|  $13,469,533 $67,347,658| $67,347,658
MPO Program Anticipated Subtotal| $171,957,879 $42,989,473| $214,947,352| $214,947,352|
Competitive
Local Safety — Federal $11,415,896 $2,853,974 $14,269,870| $14,269,870
Local Transportation Enhancement — Federal $16,085,261 $4,021,315 $20,106,576| $20,106,576
Small Urban — Federal $2,873,886 $718,472 $3,592,358 $3,592,358
MPO Program Competitive Subrotall  $30,375,043 $7,593,761 537,968,804 $37,968,804
TOTAL MPO Program Anticipated & Competitive  $202,332,922  $50,583,234  $252,916,156 $252,916,156
Local Program
Act 51 Funds Available to Match Federal Dollars — Local $76,251,067
Other Funds — Local $130,977,432
Local Program Subtotal $5207,228,499,
Local 0ve1matcb| | $25,667,834| I
State Program
MDOT IC/New Roads & Preservation — State $662,707,164| $165,676,791| $828,383,955| $828,383,955
State Program Subtotal| $662,707,164| $165,676,791| $828,383,955 $828 383,955
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Figure 42 — Revenue and Expenditure Table, 2026-2035

2026 - 2035
Estimated Estimated Estimated Total
Funding Category Federal Non-Federal Total Proposed Total
Revenue Revenue Revenue Commitments
Federal Highway Programs-MPO Program
Anticipated
STP-Urban — Federal $193,947,046| $48,486,762| $242,433,808| $242,433,808| $372,981,400
STP-Rural — Federal $13,172,002| $3,293,001| $16,465,003| $16,465,003| $25,400,664
TEDF- C — State and Federal $45,891,089| $11,472,772| $57,363,861| $57,363,861| $89,567,136
CMAQ - Federal $116,051,761| $29,012,940| $145,064,701| $145,064,701| $222,620,052
MPO Program Anticipated Subtotal| $369,061,898 $92,265,475| $461,327,373 $461,327,373 $710,569,252
Competitive
Local Safety — Federal $24,589,475| $6,147,369| $30,736,844| $30,736,844| $47,386,974
Local Transportation Enhancement — Federal $34,647,138| $8,661,785| $43,308,923| $43,308,923| $66,464,146
Small Urban — Federal $5,767,920| $1,441,980 $7,209,900 $7,209,900f $11,643,488
MPO Program Competitive Subtotal]  $65,004,533| $16,251,134] $81,255,667] $81,255,667 $125,494,608
TOTAL MPO Program Anticipated & Competitive  $434,066,431 $108,516,609 $542,583,040 $542,583,040 $836,063,860
Local Program
Act 51 Funds Avail. to Match Fed. Dollars — Local $153,036,701 $308,929,568
Other Funds — Local $262,873,096 $530,652,263
Local Program Subtotal| $415,909, 797 3839, 581,831
Local Overmatch| | $44,520,092| | | $93,274,345
State Program
MDOT IC/New Roads & Preservation — State $1,269,041,504|$317,260,376|$1,586,301,880($1,586,301,880|$2,409,000,000
State Program Subtotal| $1,269,041,504| $317,260,376| $1,586,301,880\ $1,586,301,880| $2,409,000,000
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Figure 43 — Transit Revenue and Expenditure Table

Transit Expenditures Total
Operating 2011-2014 2015-2018 2019-2025 2026-2035 2011-2035
Labor and Fringes $80,406,385| $88,753,604| $178,061,197| $314,185,674| $661,406,860
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) $3,369,392| $10,848,537| $21,764,790| $38,403,568 $74,386,287
Services, Casualty/Liability, & Transfers $12,363,409| $13,646,891| $27,378,963| $48,309,672| $101,698,935
Materials, Supplies, Utilities $19,335,217| $21,342,462| $42,818,141| $75,551,814| $159,047,635
Purchased Transportation $27,982,989| $30,887,984| $61,968,766| $109,342,737| $230,182,476
Total Operating Expenses $143,457,392| $165,479,478| $331,991,857| $585,793,465| $1,226,722,193
Total
Capital 2011-2014 2015-2018 2019-2025 2026-2035 2011-2035
Miscellaneous Capital Needs $15,454,182| $17,455,132| $33,577,210| $59,246,363| $125,732,888
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) $36,941,000 $0 $0 $0 $36,941,000
Facility Expansion/Maintenance Needs $19,537,813 $2,235,903 $4,485,761 $7,915,043 $34,174,519
Replacement of fixed-route buses (Number) $36 $97 $115 $248
Repl./addition of fixed-route buses (Cost) $7,379,109| $15,168,735| $45,748,532| $69,560,912| $137,857,288
Expansion of fixed-route buses (Number) $0 $0 $0 $0
Expansion of fixed-route buses (Cost) $3,813,769 $0 $0 $0 $3,813,769
Replacement of Paratransit Vehicles (Num- $68 $123 $144 $335
Replacement of Paratransit Vehicles (Cost) $1,734,503 $5,108,986| $10,921,168| $16,074,482 $33,839,139
Capitalized Operating Expense $2,712,813 $2,235,903]  $4,485,761 $7,915,043 $17,349,519
Total Capital Needs $87,573,188| $42,204,658| $99,218,433| $160,711,843| $389,708,122
Total
2011-2014 2015-2018 2019-2025 2026-2035 2011-2035
Total Operating Expenditures $143,457,392| $165,479,478| $331,991,857| $585,793,465| $1,226,722,193
Total Capital Needs $87,573,188| $42,204,658| $99,218,433| $160,711,843| $389,708,122
Grand Total $231,030,581| $207,684,136| $431,210,290| $746,505,308| $1,616,430,314
Transit Revenues Total
Operating 2011-2014 2015-2018 2019-2025 2026-2035 2011-2035
Passenger Fares $22,804,050| $26,597,275| $53,360,566| $94,153,727| $196,915,618
Sale of Transportation Services $22,439,995| $24,769,556| $49,693,720| $87,683,646| $184,586,917
Property Taxes $50,734,302| $61,704,665| $123,794,483| $218,433,065| $454,666,515
State Operating Assistance $40,210,474| $44,384,839| $89,046,723| $157,121,289| $330,763,325
Interest, Advertising, and Miscellaneous $2,387,277 $2,635,107 $5,286,662 $9,328,218 $19,637,264
Capitalized Operating Expense $4,881,295 $5,388,036| $10,809,703| $19,073,520 $40,152,554
Total Operating Revenues $143,457,392| $165,479,478| $331,991,857| $585,793,465| $1,226,722,194
Total
Capital 2011-2014 2015-2018 2019-2025 2026-2035 2011-2035
5307 Federal Apportionments $27,119,925| $36,120,970| $87,015,112| $139,183,979| $289,439,986
5309 Federal Discretionary $18,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $18,000,000
Very Small Starts $36,941,000 $0 $0 $0 $36,941,000
Congestion, Mitigation & Air Quality $3,427,956 $3,783,822|  $7,591,261| $13,394,640 $28,197,678
Local Capital $2,076,258 $2,291,800]  $4,597,905 $8,112,919 $17,078,882
Total Capital Revenues $87,573,189| $42,204,658| $99,218,433| $160,711,843| $389,708,121
Total
2011-2014 2015-2018 2019-2025 2026-2035 2011-2035
Total Operating Revenues $143,457,392| $165,479,478| $331,991,857| $585,793,465| $1,226,722,194
Total Capital Revenues $87,573,189| $42,204,658| $99,218,433| $160,711,843| $389,708,121
Grand Total $231,030,581| $207,684,136| $431,210,290| $746,505,308| $1,616,430,315
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Air Quality Conformity Analysis

Transportation planning must take into account the effects that automobiles, trucks, and buses have
on air quality. Vehicle emissions account for 40% of ozone producing hydrocarbon emissions in
metropolitan areas. Thus, GVMC strives to meet the needs of the transportation system while mini-
mizing the effects the system has on air quality. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Environment (MDNRE), as well as other
state and federal transportation agencies, have put in place regulations, guidelines and tools for
transportation planning agencies to use in improving air quality.

Ozone

Ozone (O3) is a colorless and odorless gas composed of three oxygen atoms. It is created through a
chemical reaction when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOXx) react with
sunlight. In the stratosphere (10 miles above the earth’s surface), ozone provides an important thin
protective shield that blocks the sun’s harmful rays (UV-A and UV-B). However, at ground level,
ozone is a health threatening air pollutant. Ground level ozone pollution damages crops, forests, and
some materials like rubber and plastics. Exposure to elevated levels of ozone can cause adverse
health effects, including eye irritation, decreased vision, increased asthma and chronic lung disease
incidence, coughing, dizziness, nausea, and reduced heart and lung capacity. Children, the elderly,
those with respiratory aliments, and people who exercise vigorously are especially sensitive to ozone
air pollution.

The primary sources of the component chemicals that combine to create ozone (VOCs and NOx) are
from industrial emissions and electric utilities, motor vehicle exhaust, gasoline vapors, and chemical
solvents. Ozone can be carried hundreds of miles away from its source by winds, and therefore, even
rural areas can be affected by ozone.

Ozone Monitoring

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants, including ozone. Under the
CAA, as amended in 1990, each state must develop a plan describing how it will attain and maintain
the NAAQS. This plan is called the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and is required under Section
110 of the CAA (40 CFR Part 51, Subparts F & G). In general, the SIP is a collection of programs
including:

* a monitoring program, which is a collection of monitoring devices which provide actual
measurements of the concentrations of pollutants in the air, to identify whether an area is
meeting the air quality standards

» air quality calculations and computer modeling, which are used to predict future trends and
the effects of emission reduction strategies

» emissions inventories, which describe the sources and categories of emissions to the air for a
given pollutant, and how much is emitted by each source or source agency

One of the key effects of the Clean Air Act of 1990 (as amended) has been that no new roadway fa-
cilities can be built unless other congestion management programs have been established within the
metropolitan planning area which offset the increased level of air pollution likely to result from the
new facility. In addition, a plan must be established which results in improved air quality from the
levels observed in 1990, not just stabilized levels.

A network of five air quality monitoring stations, located in Evans, Grand Rapids, Holland, Jenison,
and Muskegon, continually monitor ozone levels in West Michigan. The MDNRE and the EPA
average the data from these monitors over eight hours and compare it to the NAAQS. At each moni-
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toring station, the fourth highest eight-hour value averaged over three years is not to exceed 75 parts
per billion (ppb). If over three years, the average of the highest ozone values is over 75 ppb, the
NAAQS is violated.

Ozone Standards

The EPA and MDNRE monitor air pollution levels and work with local community government
and planning agencies to develop plans to bring areas in violation of air quality standards into com-
pliance. Between 1978 and 1994, Kent, Ottawa, Muskegon, and Allegan Counties were designated
as non-attainment areas because ozone levels exceeded the standard. But over 20 years of emission
control efforts resulted in the West Michigan counties meeting the 1-hour ozone standard. The im-
provement in air quality qualified these areas to be redesignated as “attainment areas.” The Kent
and Ottawa County area, which comprise the GVMC MPO area, was redesignated as attainment in
1996, and as of June 15, 2005, all areas in Michigan are no longer subject to the 1-hour ozone stan-
dard.

In 1997, the EPA adopted a more stringent 8-
hour ozone standard. The 8-hour standard was Ozone Attainment
considered more protective of public health for (2008 - 2010 data)
population groups especially sensitive to air pol-
lution. Designations for the 8-hour ozone stan-
dard were made by the EPA on June 15, 2004. In
West Michigan, Kent, Ottawa, Muskegon, and - [Pe¥—]
Allegan were all designated as non-attainment. '
Since 1997, overall air quality has improved in
West Michigan, and in response to requests by
the state of Michigan, the EPA has redesignated
Kent, Ottawa, and Muskegon Counties as at-
tainment for the 1997 8-hour ozone standard.

While Kent and Ottawa Counties are considered . ' - 5
to be in attainment for ozone, the area is still con- 2010 data subject to validation “
sidered a “maintenance” area. The Clean Air Act A Ozone Monitors s -
Amendments of 1990 require that all transporta- @ CASTNET Pl T a1 1

. . . . Ozone Monitors b2 Al
tion plans and investments in non-attainment and B von attoinment A .

. . . . on attainmen 1

maintenance areas to be subject to an air quality = o M

conformity determination. The purpose of this
determination is to demonstrate that the Long
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) conforms to
the intent and purpose of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) to achieve and maintain clean air and
meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Therefore, the LRTP must demonstrate that the im-
plementation of these projects do not result in greater transportation-related mobile source emissions
than the air quality budget in the SIP.

Furthermore, all LRTP projects must be reviewed for air quality conformity by the Interagency
Work Group (IAWG). The IAWG meets to review projects for the LRTP, selects air quality analy-
sis years, and shares information on air quality issues, including new legislation and conformity
regulations.

Primer on Air Quality Conformity Analyses

Projects that add capacity to the transportation system, such as widening a roadway from two to five
lanes or building a new regionally significant road, are determined by the IAWG to undergo air
quality analysis. Projects that must undergo air quality analysis are first analyzed with the travel de-
mand model and then with the air quality emissions model. The 2035 LRTP travel demand model
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and air quality emissions model analysis years are 2009 (base year of the calibrated model), 2014
(last year of the current TIP), 2018 (Budget year, the last year of the 10 year maintenance plan — 10
years since the attainment area was redesignated), 2025 (interim year), and 2035 (out year of the
LRTP). These years were selected by the IAWG for the Air Quality Analysis. Travel demand model
runs with the new widening or expansion projects are completed for all the analysis years and the
outputs of vehicle miles traveled, vehicle hours traveled, and average speed are summed by National
Functional Classification. This data is merged with data from Ottawa and Muskegon Counties and
Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) data for use in the MOBILE 6.2 air quality
modeling program. MOBILE 6.2 produces a total VOC and NOx emissions for our area which is
compared against the attainment budget. Air quality emissions must be below the attainment budget

levels in order to be in conformity with air quality regulations.

The conformity determination for GVMC considered the following factors:

1.

The adopted plan supports the intention of the SIP, in that the projects identified make pro-
gress toward achieving and maintaining the NAAQS. This is accomplished through conges-
tion reduction projects and encouraging alternatives to the single-occupant-vehicle, such as

transit and ridesharing.

No Long Range Transportation Plan goal, directive, recommendation, or project identified
will adversely affect SIP requirements or commitments.

The Long Range Transportation Plan provides for the expeditious implementation of plan

elements.

A determination was made through the quantitative conformity analysis that the Long
Range Transportation Plan will contribute to reductions in annual Volatile Organic Com-
pounds (VOCs) and Nitrous Oxides (NOx) emissions in the maintenance area.

A determination was made through the quantitative conformity analysis that the Long
Range Transportation Plan does not increase the frequency or severity of the NAAQS for the
Grand Rapids ozone maintenance area.

For more information on the Air Quality Analysis, see Appendix F. This appendix demonstrates the
calculated emissions of the proposed transportation improvements along with the budgeted emis-
sions set by the State and Federal environmental agencies.

LRTP Air Quality Analysis Project List

On November 3, 2010, the Interagency Work Group (IAWG) reviewed the projects recommended
for inclusion in the 2035 LRTP Update. GVMC staft prepared the following list of projects that
should undergo air quality conformity analysis which the IAWG committee concurred with:

No |Street Name From—To Lgth [Jurisdiction LRTP Phase [Preferred Alternative Lns [Functional Class
1 |10 Mile Rd ‘West of Wolven—Chilsdale Ave 1.69 |[KCRC-Algoma Twp 2011-2014 |Reconstruct and widen to 5 lanes (2-5) 2 |Urb.Principal Arterial
2 |Forest Hill Ave |Cascade Rd—Twp limit 0.35 |[KCRC-Grand Rapids Twp | 2011-2014 |Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Collector
3 [WestRiver Dr  [Rogue R. bridge—M-44/Northland [0.75 |[KCRC-Plainfield Twp 2011-2014 |[Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (4-5) 4 |Urb. Minor Arterial
4 |8th Ave Port Sheldon St—44th St 0.54 |OCRC-Georgetown Twp | 2011-2014 |Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Collector
5 |Clyde Park Ave [68th St—76th St 1.00 |[KCRC-Byron Twp 2011-2014 |Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
6 |Forest Hill Ave |[M-21/E Fulton St—Ada Dr 1.05 |[KCRC-Grand Rapids Twp | 2011-2014 [Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Collector

; Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) - : .
7 [Northland Dr Indian Lakes Rd—South St 1.20 |[KCRC-Nelson Twp 2011-2014 Access Management 2 |[Urb. Minor Arterial
8 [Knapp St at Grand River Dr 0.10 [KCRC-Ada Twp 2011-2014 |Add turn lanes at the intersection 2 [Urb. Minor Arterial
9 |4 Mile Rd ‘Walker Ave—Old Orchard Ave 0.57 [KCRC-Alpine Twp 2011-2014 [Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
10 |Division Ave 54th St—60th St 0.75 |City of Wyoming 2011-2014 |Reconstruct to 4 Lane Divided (4-4b) 4 |Urb.Principal Arterial
11 |3 Mile Rd (West of Walker Av—Indian Mill Cr |0.35 |City of Walker 2015-2018 |Widen to 4 lanes with RR bridge improvement 2 |[Urb. Minor Arterial
12 [32nd Ave Quincy St—City limit 0.14 |OCRC-Jamestown Twp 2015-2018 ZROe lc g r(1§§1)1ct and widen to 5 lanes (Comm. Dev) by 3 |Urb. Minor Arterial
13 [Burton St Spaulding Ave—Patterson Ave 0.50 [KCRC-Cascade Twp 2015-2018 ﬁf:ﬁﬁ‘g;&f‘g’gd&ifp Casester Turn lane (2-3) (Con- 1y {54, Minor Arterial

; . R fi ithin Existing ROW to 3 1 - . .

14 |College Ave 1-196—Leonard St 0.89 [City of Grand Rapids 20152018 [0 B g‘ap;‘ésit;“é_3) 0 5 lanes 2 [Urb. Minor Arterial
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15 |Lake Dr Fuller Ave—Carleton Ave 0.21 |City of Grand Rapids 2015-2018 Eﬁ;ﬁgﬂg“{fagthglaﬁ;‘ggné%?W to3lanes- {54 Minor Arterial
Lake Michigan . ; : X Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 lanes - : .
16 Ip, US-131—Garfield Ave 1.06 |City of Grand Rapids 2015-2018 |p v -1 ce Transit Capacity (2-3) 2  [Urb. Minor Arterial
17 |Leonard St Plainfield Ave—Diamond Ave 1.14 |City of Grand Rapids 2015-2018 [Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 lanes (23) [2 G- Principal Arte-
18 [Madison Ave Cottage Grove St—Hall St 0.39 |City of Grand Rapids 2015-2018 %ﬁ;zﬁggu%reagsiit? glag:ggné%)ow to 3 lanes - 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
19 [Madison Ave  |Hall St—Franklin St 0.50 |City of Grand Rapids 2015-2018 [Reconfigure with &ﬁ;‘éﬁ&“{%ﬁ?w to3lanes- 1y |(yrh. Minor Arterial
. . . . R« fi ithin Existing ROW to 3 I - : .
20 |Stocking Ave Bridge St—7th St 0.60 |City of Grand Rapids 2015-2018 Eﬁizﬁcgu%reagslit glap:ésit;n(gZ-?&) 02 lanes 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
21 |48th Ave Pierce St—M-45/Lake Mich Dr |01 [OCRC-Allendale Twp | 2019-2025 [Reconstract to Coniuous 3 lanes with Non- o b, Minor Arterial
22 |56th St Ivanrest Ave—Byron Center Ave 1.00 |City of Wyoming 2019-2025 |[Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |[Urb. Minor Arterial
23 |68th Ave M-45/Lake Mich Dr—Warner St 1.51 |OCRC-Allendale Twp 2019-2025 |Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
24 |68th Ave ‘Warner Ave—Leonard St 1.55 |OCRC-Allendale Twp 2019-2025 |Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
25 |Alpine Ave Leonard St—Richmond St 0.50 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 Eﬁ;ﬁgﬂg“{fagthglaﬁ;‘ggné%’W todlanes- |y {54 Principal Arterial
26 (Bridge St Covell Ave—M-45/Lake Mich Dr (0.08 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 [Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 lanes (2-3) |2 [Urb. Minor Arterial
27 |Bridge St Mt Vernon Ave—Straight Ave 0.44 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 |Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 lanes (2-3) [2 [Urb. Minor Arterial
28 [Eastern Ave  [Hall St—Burton St 0.95 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 Eﬁ;‘;ﬁﬁf“{fgg}?&ﬁﬁf@“&I;?W to3lanes- ity Minor Arterial
29 [Franklin St Eastern Ave—Madison Ave 0.50 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 Eﬁ;‘;ﬁﬁf“{fgg}?&ﬁg‘gﬁ;ﬂéI;?W to3lanes- by, Minor Arterial
30 |Franklin St Madison Ave—Division Ave 0.43 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 Eﬁ;‘;ﬁﬁg“{fgg}?&ﬁ;‘g&f’é%?W to3lanes- 13 lyrp, Minor Arterial
31 [Fuller Ave Lake Dr—Fulton St 0.30 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 |Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 lanes (2-3) 2 [Urb. Minor Arterial
32 |Lake Dr Carleton Ave—City limit 0.37 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 Eﬁ;‘;ﬁi‘g“{fa;vg?aﬁﬁg“éI;?W to3lanes- b iy, Minor Arterial
33 [Spaulding Ave [Ada Dr—Cascade Rd 0.45 [KCRC-Ada Twp 2019-2025 |Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
34 [Walker Ave Valley Ave—Leonard St 0.44 |City of Grand Rapids 2019-2025 |Reconfigure within Existing ROW to 3 lanes (2-3) [2 [Urb. Minor Arterial
35 [Walker Ave North Ridge Dr—4 Mile Rd 0.32 |City of Walker 2019-2025 |Reconstruct and Add Center Turn lane (2-3) 2 |Urb. Minor Arterial
Michigan Department of Transportation
(No |Street Name [From—To Lgth |Jurisdiction | LRTP Phase [Preferred Alternative [Functional Class
36 |I-196 at Fuller 0.25 MDOT 2011-2014 |Bridge replacement in 2011 Urban Freeway
37 |US-131 US-131BR/Leonard St—Ann St (0.50 [MDOT 2011-2014 |Add NB weave/merge lanes Urban Freeway
38 |US-131 [US-131BR/Leonard St—Ann St (0.50 [MDOT 2011-2014 |Add SB weave/merge lanes Urban Freeway
39 [I-196 'WB over the Grand River—US-131{0.25 MDOT 2015-2018 |[Extend WB to SB off ramp to complete US-131 to Fuller Avenue segment Urban Freeway
40 |I-196 Fuller Ave—I-96 2.00 IMDOT 2015-2018 |[Rehabilitation of existing road and bridges Urban Freeway
41 g{l—;}fég{iize/ Knapp St—M-21/E Fulton St 2.50 MDOT 2019-2025 |Preserve and widen from 2 to 3 lanes in each direction - 2019-2025 Xﬁ)e.rif;rlincipal
42 |[-96 at M-21/E Fulton St 0.25 IMDOT 2019-2025 |Add additional ramps Urban Freeway
43 |I-196 Fuller Ave—I-96 2.00 IMDOT 2019-2025 |[Preserve and widen to 2 to 3 lanes in each direction, add WM lanes-2019-2025 |[Urban Freeway
- - Operational Improvements; add ramps and collector distributor lanes with I-
44 |[-96 Leonard St—Cascade Rd 3.50 MDOT 2026-2035 96/1-196 interchange, and widen per the EA and LRTP projects. Urban Freeway
45 [I-196 Ottawa Ave—US-131BR/Division [0.10 [MDOT 2026-2035 |Add WB to NB ramp from I-196 to Division from the Ottawa WB offramp  |Urban Freeway

Figure 44 — LRTP Air Quality Analysis Project List

A full list of all the 2035 LRTP projects may be found in Chapter 16.

Environmental Justice Analysis

GVMC serves as the primary forum where MDOT, ITP/The Rapid, local jurisdictions, and the
general public develop our area’s transportation plans and programs. In this capacity, GVMC recog-
nizes the diversity of Kent and Eastern Ottawa County citizens and communities and their transpor-
tation needs and works diligently to ensure that all people have access to the transportation planning
process, especially those that have traditionally been under-represented. GVMC adheres to publicly
approved guidelines of the Public Participation Plan through which all citizens, regardless of race,
color, gender, age, physical ability, or national origin are guaranteed full opportunity to participate
in programs, plans and processes, including the development of the 2035 LRTP.
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What is Environmental Justice (EJ)?

In 1964, the Civil Rights Act under Title VI was enacted and stated that “No Person in the United
States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
Federal financial assistance.” The Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 broadened the scope of Title
VI, clarified the intent, and expanded the definition of the terms “programs and activities” to include
all programs and activities of Federal-aid recipients, sub-recipients and contractors, whether such
programs are Federally assisted or not.

In 1994, an Executive Order (Number 12898) directed every Federal agency, including the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation (U.S. DOT), to identify and address the effects of all programs, policies,
and activities on “minority populations and/or low-income populations.” This Order was consis-
tent with Title VI in considering fundamental environmental justice principles affecting low income
and minority populations. The three fundamental environmental justice principles are:

» To avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and envi-
ronmental effects, including social and economic effects on minority populations and low-
income populations.

= To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities.

» To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minor-
ity and low-income populations.

In 1997, the U.S. DOT issued an Order that summarized and expanded on environmental justice
requirements. The U.S. DOT Order applies to all transportation planning policy decisions and ac-
tivities undertaken, funded, or approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal
Transit Administration (FTA), and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) among other U.S.
DOT components. Also, the U.S. DOT Order specifically identifies five population groups in its
emphasis on environmental justice requirements.

Environmental Justice and Transportation Planning

GVMC conducted an environmental justice analysis for the proposed projects in the 2035 LRTP.
The analysis undertaken by GVMC supports principles and requirements of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Executive Order 12898 (E.O.), and the 1997 U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion’s Order to Address environmental justice. In order to address the three environmental justice
principles, the following summary approach was taken by staff according to guidelines developed by
the U.S. DOT, FHWA, and FTA:

Step 1: Delineation and mapping of Minority Areas
Step 2: Delineation and mapping of Low Income Areas
Step 3: Analysis of Impacts on Minority Areas

Step 4: Analysis of Impacts on Low Income Areas

. . Total MPO Kent Coun Ottawa Coun
st el R opuliali (Catiers Population Threshold ‘E/?: Threshold %ty
Black/African American 52,170 8.9% 1%
Hispanic 41,512 7% 6.5%
Asian 11,054 1.9% 2.1%
American Indian & Alaskan Native 3,331 5% 4%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 313 1% 0%

Low Income 53,611 8.9% 5.5%

Figure 45 — Threshold Percentages
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Step 1 — Delineation and mapping of Minority Areas

The Federal Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) 1997 Policy Directive 15, Revisions to the
Standards for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity, established five minimum
categories for data on race. Therefore, to conduct the Minority EJ analysis, GVMC used the follow-
ing categories for race:

»  Black/African American

* Hispanic

= Asian

* American Indian and Alaskan Native

» Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
In order to determine the effects of any Federal-aid transportation project, it was necessary to iden-
tify areas within the MPO in which the levels of identified population groups meet or surpass the
average levels for the area.

Using the latest U.S. Census data available (2000) and utilizing Geographic Information Systems
software, GVMC determined “Threshold Percentages” for each of the minority population groups
based on the average level of each minority group in the region (see Figure 45). Threshold percent-
ages were derived from summary data on file from the U.S. Census for both Kent and Ottawa Coun-
ties. Maps of those areas where identified minority populations are concentrated were developed
based on Census Block Group level data. These areas of concentration in which the percentage of
identified persons exceeds the Threshold Percentages of each unique minority group were deter-
mined to be EJ Areas.

Step 2 — Delineation and mapping of Low Income Areas

The Federal Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) 1997 Policy Directive 15 defines low-
income as “a person whose household income... is at or below the U.S. Department of Health Ser-
vices poverty guidelines.”

In order to determine the effects of any Federal-aid transportation project, it was necessary to iden-
tify areas within the MPO in which the levels of identified population groups meet or surpass the
average levels for the area.

Using the latest U.S. Census data available (2000) and utilizing Geographic Information Systems
software, GVMC determined the percentage of those individuals at or below poverty level. The total
individuals in each block group were divided by the total population of each block group to get a
percentage at or below poverty for each block group. Using figures derived from the U.S. Census
summary files, a “Threshold Percentage” was identified for the low income population group based
on the average poverty level for the region (see Figure 45). The Threshold percentage was derived
from summary data on file from the U.S. Census for both Kent and Ottawa Counties. A map of
those areas where income is at or below poverty was developed based on Census Block Group level
data. The areas in which the percentage of identified persons exceeds the low income Threshold
Percentage were determined to be EJ Areas.
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Environmental Justice Analysis: African American Minorities
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Map 19 — Minority Environmental Justice Map — Black/African American
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Environmental Justice Analysis: Hispanic Minorities
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Map 20 — Minority Environmental Justice Map — Hispanic
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Environmental Justice Analysis: Asian Minorities
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan

| i | || stnd.Lake I
| . ) | ~
L ' ! |
Legend Tyrone Township L__Solon Township f Nelson Township | _E') I:‘::::r':rp—#
Villa f
D) \RTP Projects in EJ Areas | casboia | o L ]
et ; ENTY : ity ofi |
Minority Population by Block Group E“ ::I:fjéun; | -\4(,:/. Cadar. Springs ‘ ;
:l Below County Average = Li
_ . |
[: Above County Average Spard Townlahip o ! .
: .
|:] Double County Average 3; =y P — 5':ourﬂand \/! Oakfield
e v [ : T hi 1 Townshi
- Triple County Average = ot spaa i ! | i
| 7&*\ - : k. .f
E MPO Boundary E& == e i
..... yiof Re |
L____ ! Govemment Boundary B 7 _‘[_“_‘1}, : : |
L {
D County Boundary [ | T !
) B ; B /Plainﬁeldl I l ! \4.‘/ Gral‘lanj
Alpllne Township %\Iowns B 1 i Cannon Township | - ~ Township
N e W ¥ s . | -
N | S . (
wi\l:! / KE[\IT COUNTY ‘
’_1 = ) . N |
[ \\ Tallmadge ol ey
Allendale / Townsh|p—| Township
L. Township._| i 45 |
- - o -
| ,_4' e J
| o | L~
. ~-..' A
o ﬁ\‘\ Ctly of
OTTAWA COUNTYQ%\ Lowell
\

Georgetown
| Township

Jamestown
Townshlp

01 2 3 4

Miles

ines Township -J *‘i
Vullage of
(d aleduma

|

Bowne Township

Disclaimer: GVMC makes no wamanty or guarantes regarding maps of other info. provided herein, GVMC assumes no lisbilty for errors, omissions, or inaccuracies that

in any decisions made or action taken upon any maps or information presented.

Map 21 — Minority Environmental Justice Map — Asian
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Environmental Justice Analysis: American Indian
and Alaskan Native Minorities

GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Environmental Justice Analysis: Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander Minorities

GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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GRAND VALLEY METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

Environmental Justice Analysis: Low Income Areas
GVMC 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Step 3 — Analysis of Impacts on Minority Areas

Once the areas in which the percentage of identified persons exceeds the Threshold Percentages for
each minority group were identified, the projects contained in the LRTP were analyzed in relation to
each minority group. Analysis of potential project impacts on the minority groups is focused on
three criteria:

» Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts to minority
areas

» Minimizing/blocking access of minority areas to the transportation system

= Neglect of the transportation system in minority areas or a reduction or delay in the receipt
of benefits to those areas

Using the delineated Environmental Justice Areas for each minority group, GVMC was able to geo-
graphically overlay the 2035 LRTP projects to identify those projects in EJ Areas by minority group.
A project was considered to be within an EJ Area if 50 percent or more of the project length or ser-
vice area was within the EJ boundaries and if a project was on the boundary of the EJ area. These
projects were then assessed using the three criteria above.

Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts to minority areas

There are 128 widening and preservation projects in the LRTP Project List. The percentage of pro-
jects that fall in a minority group EJ area ranges from 8 percent to 49 percent; on average approxi-
mately 35 percent of the LRTP projects fall in a minority group EJ area. To see exactly which pro-
jects fall in which EJ area, by minority group, see Figures 47 through 51. The same LRTP projects
often overlap multiple minority group EJ areas. Generally, the proportion of widening to preserva-
tion projects that fall in a minority group EJ area is consistent across groups at around 36 percent
widening type projects and 64 percent preservation (resurfacing/reconstruction) type projects.

Some of the widening projects are in residential areas within EJ boundaries for the minority groups.
These projects are anticipated to have minimal (if any) impacts in terms of noise, right-of-way tak-
ings, or pollution. Some widening projects are in predominantly commercial areas. Impacts related
to [-96 widening are documented in the Environmental Assessment developed for the project. Envi-
ronmental impacts on all projects will be mitigated according to federal and state laws. Therefore, it
was determined that there are no disproportionately high or adverse human health impacts.
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Environmental Justice Project List: Black/African American

Fiscal Year |Project |Fﬂm Jurisdiction Total Project Cost  |Project Type Length | County
2011-2014  [12th Avenue |Port Sheldon Street Baldwin Street QCRC - Georgetown Twp $360,000 Preservation 1.28 Ottawa
2011-2014  [32nd Avenue M-121 Highland Drive City of Hudsonville 537,000 Preservation 1.23 Ottawa
2011-2014 |36th Street |Di on Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Wyoming 710,000 Preservation 1.00 Kent
2011-2014  [44th Street #th Avenue E.enowa Avenue OCRC - Georgetown Twp 5651,000 ‘reservation 00 Ottawa
2011-2014 |Baldwin Street 20th Avenue Cottonwood Drive QCRC - Georgetown Twp SO0, 000 reservation 2,00 | Onawa
2011-2014  |Breton Avenue 28th Street Burton Strect City of Grand Rapids $885,000 Preservation .00 Kent
2011-2014 |Buchanan Avenue Alger Street Burton Street City of Grand Rapids $312,500 Preservation 0.49 kent
2011-2014 I]_junon Street Division Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids $830,000 Preservation 0,95 kent
2011-2014  |Burton Street [Eastern Avenue Plymouth Avenue City of Grand Rapids $1,075,001 Preservation 1.22 Kent

|_2011-2014 (.‘heﬂ Street |i&-Ia:'kel Grandville City of Grand Rapids $100,000 “reservation 0.12 FLent
2011-2014  [Clyde Park Avenue 28th Street 54th Street City of Wyoming 51,900,000 reservation 3.25 Foent
2011-2014  |College Avenue Fountain Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids $140,000 reservation 0.16 Fent
|_2011-2014 ]'Ji\"_inn Avenue 28th Street (M-11) 36th Street City of Wynm_‘mg $850,000 Preservation 1.00 FLent
2011-2014  [Division Avenue 4dth Street 54th Street City of Wyoming 51,050,000 “reservation 1.25 Fent
2011-2014  [Hall Street Kalamazoo Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids 190,000 reservation 0,20 Fent
2011-2014  [Hall Street Madison Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids 335,000 reservation 0.50 Fent
2011-2014 |Highland Drive 32nd Avenue Creek View Drive City of Hudsonville 136,000 “reservation 0.63 Ottawa
2011-2014 |Lafavette Avenue Wealthy Street State Street City of Grand Rapids 930,000 reservation 0,33 Kent
2011-2014  [Leonard Street |B.-|1l Avenue Plymouth Avenue City of Grand Rapids 220,000 reservation 0.25 Kent
1011-2014  |Leonard Street M. d ue 1-96 EB Ramps City of Grand Rapids 180,000 Preservation 0.20 Fent
011-2014  |Leonard Street Plymouth Avenue Maryland Avenue City of Grand Rapids 670,000 reservation 0.74 Kent
11-2014 |Leonard Street 24th Avenue Fenowa Avenue OCRC - Tallmadge Twp 51,088,000 reservation 340 | Ouawa
2011-2014  IM-11 M-37 1-96 MDOT $50,000 reservation 0.00 Kent
2011-2014  [Madison Avenue Wealthy Street Chemry City of Grand Rapids $230,000 reservation 0,20 Kent
2011-2014  [Plainfield Avenue Leonard Street Ann Street City of Grand Rapids $725,001 reservation 0,85 Fent
2011-2014 |Plymouth Avenue |Buncm Street Boston Street City of Grand Rapids $1,420,000 reservation 0,50 Fent
2011-2014 |Rivertown Parkway  [Wilson Avenue Canal Avenue City of Grandville $600,000 reservation 0.44 Kent
2011-2014 JUIS-131 1-196 North to Ann Street MDOT $1,000,000 Preservation 0.00 Kent
2011-2014  |Wealthy Street 1J5-131 Division Avenue City of Grand Rapids $1,125,000 Preservation 0.18 Kent
2011-2014  [M-11 at Clyde Park Avenue MDOT $600,000 Preservation 0.00 Kent
20112014 [M-11 at lvanrest and Byron MDOT $1,151,000  [Preservation 0.00 | Kent
Center Avenues
20112014 |US-131 junder Franklin, Burton, and MDOT $3,630,717  [Preservation 0.00 | Kem
Hall Streets
2015-2018 |I-1¢ Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT £25,000,000 Preservation 2,00 Fent
2011-2014  [Division Avenue 54th Street 60th Street City of Kentwood 1,680,000 Widen 0.75 Fent
2011-2014 UIS-131 NBE Leonard Ann Street MDOT b, R0, D00 Widen 0.50 Fent
2015-2018 |College Avenue 1-196 Leonard Street City of Grand Rapids 1,223,750 Widen (.89 Kent
2015-2018 |Lake Drive |Ful]cr Avenue Carleton Avenue City of Grand Rapids $287,275 Widen 0.21 Kent
2015-2018 |Leonard Street Flainfield Avenue Diamond Avenue City of Grand Rapids 51,573,104 Widen 1.14 Eent
2015-2018 [Madison Avenue Cottage Grove Street Hall Street City of Grand Rapids $542,704 0.39 kent
2015-2018  |Madison Avenue Hall Street Franklin Street City of Grand Rapids $692,073 0.50 Kent
__Z!D 5-2018 JUIS-131 ‘_B Leonard Ann Ht_reet NEJ(YI' A,OODIOOO 0.50 Fent
2019-2025  [48th Avenue Pierce Street M-45 QOCRC - Allendale Twp 1,920 499 1.01 Oittawa
2019-2025  [68th Avenue MW-45 Wamer Street QOCRC - Allendale Twp 54,575,980 1.51 Ottawa
_20 92025 |68th Avenue Wamer Avenue Leonard Street QOCRC - Allendale Twp :4,?12‘(;86 1.55 O‘n&
2019-2025 | Alpine Avenue Leonard Street Richmond Street City of Grand Rapids $616,554 0.50 Fent
2019-2025  [Eastern Avenue Hall Street Burton Street City of Grand Rapids 51,178,954 0,95 FLent
2019-2025 |Franklin Street Eastern Avenue Madison Avenue City of Grand Rapids 5614,113 0.50 FLent
2019-2025  [Franklin Street |i&-Iad.i90n Avenue Division Avenue City of Grand Rapids 529 275 0.43 FLent
2019-2025  [Fuller Avenue Lake Drive Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids 65,081 0.30 Fent
2019-2025 |Lake Drive Carleton Avenue City Limits City of Grand Rapids 460,565 0.37 Lent
2019-2025 |1-196 |_Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT $40,500,000 Widen Preserve 2.00 Eent
Total §119,053,832

Figure 46 — LRTP Projects Flagged in EJ Areas — Black/ African American
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Environmental Justice Project List: Hispanic

Fiscal Year (Project From To Jurisdiction Tatal Project Cost  |Project Type Length | County
2011-2014 15t/ 2nd Street Lane Stocking City of Grand Rapids 100,000 Preservation 0.23 FKent
011-2014  |36th Street Division Avenue FEastern Avenue City of Wyoming $710,000 Preservation 1.00 Fent
2011-2014  [44th Street Stafford Avenue Division Avenue City of Wyoming $2,100,000 Preservation 0.60 Kent
2011-2014 | Ann Street Alpine Avenue Voorheis Avenue City of Grand RnEids: $75,000 Preservation 0.10 Fent
2011-2014  [Ball Creek Road Kent City N'W Village Limit|Rusco Street Village of Kent City $40,000 Preservation 1.22 Kent
1011-2014  |Bristol Avenue 4 Mile Road 3 Mile Road City of Walker $350,000 Preservation 0,98 Fent
111-2014  |Buchanan Avenue Aldger Street Burton Street City of Grand Rapids $312,500 FPreservation 0.49 Kent
2011-2014 _ |Burton Street Division Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids $830,000 Preservation 0.95 Kent
2011-2014 [Chemry Street Mlarket Grandville City of Grand Rapids $100,000 FPreservation 0,12 Fent
2011-2014  |Clyde Park Avenue 28th Street Sdth Street City of Wyoming 51,900,000 FPreservation 3.25 Kent
2011-2014 _[College Avenue Fountain Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids $140,000 Freservation 0.16 Kent

11-2014  |Division Avenue 28th Street (M-11) 36th Street City of Wyoming $E50,000 FPreservation 1.00 Kent
2011-2014 | Division Avenue 4dth Street S4th Street City of Wyoming $1,050,000 Freservation 1.25 Kent
(111-2014  [Hall Street Ealamazoo Avenue Tastern Avenue City o Rapids 190,000 Preservation 0.20 Eent
2011-2014 _[Hall Street Madison Eastern Avenue City of Rapids 335,000 Preservation .50 Kent
2011-2014 [T afayette Avenue Wealthy Street State Street City of Rapids 930,000 Preservation 0.33 Fent
2011-2014 [ ake Michigan Drive |Garfield Avenue 1s-131 City of Fapids 625,000 1.06 Kent
2011-2014  [Madison Avenue \\-’e:lhhx Street Che_rq' City of G rﬂ{_npi_ds: 4_'_’ 0,000 0.20 Fent
201 Monroe Avenue Cittawa Leonard City of Grand tnnids 145,000 0.25 Fent
2011-2014  [Plainfield Avenue 3 Mile Road 1-96 City of Grand Rapids $800,000 0.60 Fent
2011-2014  [Plainfield Avenue Leonard Street Ann Street City of Grand Rapids $725,001 Preservation .85 Fent
2011-2014  |Richmond Street Alpine Avenue Scribner Avenue City of Grand Rapids $375,000 Fmscrvat'on (.58 Fent
2011-2014  [Tumer Avenue Ann Street 1I5-131 SB Ramps City of Grand Rapids $168,000 Preservation 0.27 Kent
011-2014 JLIS-131 1-196 North to Ann Street MDOT 51,000,000 Preservation 0.00 Kent
011-2014  [Wealthy Street 1s-131 Division Avenue City of Grand Rapids 51,125,000 Preservation 0.18 Fent

5-2018 |I-196 Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT $27,300,000 Freservation 2.00 Kent

011-2014  [M-11 at Clyde Park Avenue MDOT $600,000 FPreservation 0.00 Fent

20112014 |M-11 at Ivanrest and Byron MDOT 1,151,000 |Preservation 0.00 | Kent
Center Avenues

2011-2014  [M-37 at Peach Ridge Avenue MDOT £10,000 Preservation 0.00 Fent

2011-2014 |US-131 under Franklin, Burton, and MDOT §3,630,717 Preservation 0.00 | Kent

Hall Streets

2011-2014 |4 Mile Road Walker Avenue 0ld Orchard Avenue JECRC - Alpine Twp 52,735,360 Widen 1.90 Kent

2019-2025  |Alpine Avenue Leonard Street Richmond Street City of Grand Rapids $616,554 Widen 0,50 Kent

2019-2025 [Bridge Street Mt Vernon Avenue Straight Avenue City of Grand Rapids $543,516 Widen 0.44 Kent

1-196 Leonard Street City of Grand Rapids 51,223,750 (.89 Kent

Hall Street lBurt(m Street City of Grand Rapids $1,178,954 0.95 Fent

{astern Avenue Madison Avenue City of Rapids 614,113 0,50 Fent

25 |Franklin Street viadison Avenue Division Avenue City of Rapids 529,275 0.43 Kent

25 |Fuller Avenue _ake Drive Fulton Street City of apids 365,081 0.30 Fent

ke Michigan Drive  |US-131 Garfield Avenue City of Hapids 51,451,393 1.06 Kent

.eonard Street Plainiﬁl Avenue Diamond Avenue City o ‘Crﬁ{_npi_ds S_‘S'FS 104 1.14 Fent

i [Madison Avenue Cottage Grove Street lall Street City of Grand Rapids $542,704 0.39 Fent

. Madison Avenue Hall Street Franklin Street City of Grand Rapids 692,073 (.50 Fent

1015-2018 ISlock'mg Avenue Bridge Street Jth Street City of Grand Rapids 824475 0.60 Fent

011-2014 |UIS-131 NB Leonard Ann Street MDOT 54,000,000 0.50 Kent

M015-2018  |UIS-131 SB Leonard Ann Street MDOT 54,000,000 (.50 Kent

2019-2025  [Walker Avenue Valley Avenue Leonard Street City of Grand Rapids $547,253 0.44 FKent

20152018 [I-196 WE over the Grand River |US-131 MDOT $20,000,000 0.25 Kent

2026-2035  [I-196 Ottawa Di n MDOT $40,500,000 0.10 Kent

2019-2025 [I-196 Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT $40,500,000 ‘Widen Preserve 2.00 Kent

Total $170,334,823

Figure 47 — LRTP Projects Flagged in EJ Areas — Hispanic
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GRAND VALLEY METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

Environmental Justice Project List: Asian

Figure 48 — LRTP Projects Flagged in EJ Areas — Asian
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Fiscal Year |Project |f!bm To Jurisdiction ‘Total Project Cost ject Type Length | County
2011-2014  |28th Street Eraft Avenue 1.96 Ramps RC - Cascade Twp S400,000 Preservation (.30 Eent
2011-2014  [36th Street Division Avenue Fas City of Wyoming $710,000 Preservation 1.00 Eent
2011-2014  |44th Street Stafford Avenue City of Wyoming $2,100,000 Preservation .60 Kent
2011-2014  [54th Street Clyde Park Avenue Division Avenue City of Wyoming 780,000 Preservation 1.00 Eent
2011-2014  [Ada Drive Fox Hollow ‘Thormapple River Drive JKL.CRC - Grand Rapids Twp 327,501 Preservation 1.31 Eent
2011-2014  |Bauer Road 24th Avenue Cononwood Drive OCRC - Georgetown Twp 528,000 Preservation 1.50 | Otawa
2011-2014  |Breton Avenue 28th Street |Bunon Street City of Grand Rapids HE5,000 “reservation 1.00 Eent
2011-2014  [Bristol Avenue 4 Mile Road 3 Mile Road City of Walker 350,000 reservation (0,98 Kent
2011-2014  |Burton Street Drivision Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids 830,000 “reservation 0.95 Kent
2011-2014  [Burton Street |Eastern Avenue Flymouth Avenue City of Grand Rapids $1,075,001 “reservation 1.22 K ent
2011-2014  [Clyde Park Avenue 28th Street 54th Street City of Wyoming $1,900,000 reservation 3.25 Feent
2011-2014  [Coit Avenue Eendalwood North Park Street City of Grand Rapids 110,000 “reservation 0.17 Lent
2011-2014 |College Avenue Fountain [Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids 140,000 Preservation (.16 Eent
2011-2014  [Division Avenue 28th Street (M-11) 36th Street City of Wyoming #50,000 Preservation 1.00 Kent
2011-2014 | Division Avenue 44th Street 54th Street City of Wyoming $1,050,000 Preservation 1.25 Eent
2011-2014 [East Paris Avenue 44th Street [Barden Drive City of Kentwood £722,000 Preservation (L66 Eent
2011-2014  [Elmridge Drive 3 Mile Road South City Limit City of Walker $1,100,000 Preservation 0.59 Kent
2011-2014 |Forest Hill Avenue -96 |Morth City Limit City of Kentwood $2,100,000 Preservation 0.92 Eent
2011-2014  [Hall Street Ealamazoo Avenue |l:'a.sicm Avenue City of Grand Rapids 190,000 reservation (0,20 Kent
2011-2014  [Hall Street Viadison [Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids 335,000 Preservation 0.50 Lent
2011-2014  |Ivanrest Avenue MNorth City Limit 56th Street City of Wyoming 3425 ,000 “reservation 1.00 Kent
2011-2014 |Lafavette Avenue Nealthy Street State Street City of Grand Rapids 930,000 Preservation 0.33 Kent
2011-2014  [Leonard Street i venue IT)‘mouth Avenue City of Grand Rapids £220,000 Preservation 0.25 Kent
2011-2014 |Leonard Street 1-96 EB Ramps [1-96 WEB Ramps City of Grand Rapids 185,000 Freservation 0.20 Eent
2011-2014  [Leonard Street 1-96 WB Ramps |Ea.si Beltline City of Grand Rapids 570,000 Preservation 0.63 Kent
2011-2014 |Leonard Street Marvland Avenue 1-96 EE Ramps City of Grand Rapids 180,000 Preservation 0,20 Kent
2011-2014  [Leonard Street Plymouth Avenue |1\-I.-m;md Avenue City of Grand Rapids 567 0,000 reservation 0,74 Kent
2011-2014  [M-11 M-37 1-96 MDOT 50,000 Preservation 0.00 Lent

011-2014  [Monroe Avenue Ottawa Leonard City of Grand Rapids $145,000 Preservation 0.25 went
2011-2014  [Monroe Avenue F.napp Street MNorth Park Street City of Grand Rapids $1,350,000 reservation 1.69 Feent
2011-2014  [Plymouth Avenue |Burton Strect |Eoston Sueet City of Grand Rapids $1,420,000 Preservation 0.50 Lent
2011-2014 |Rivertown Parkway  |Wilson Avenue Canal Avenue City of Grandville $600,000 Preservation 0.44 Lent
2015-2018 1196 Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT $27,300,000 reservation 2.00 Fent
2011-2014  [M-11 Jat Clyde Park Avenue MDOT $600,000 Preservation 0,00 Lent
2011-2014 i-6 at M-37 and 60th Street MDOT $11,600 Preservation (.00 went
20112014 [M-6 At fth Avenue VE MDOT $12,000 Preservation 0.00

Quadrant

2015-2018 |3 Mile Road West of Walker Indian Mill Creek City of Walker 53,750,000 (.35
2011-2014 |4 Mile Road Walker Avenue Old Orchard Avenue KCRC - Alpine Twp , 735,364 Widen 1.90
2019-2025  [56th Street Ivanrest Avenue SW Byron Center Avenue SW F"ity of Wyoming 912,57 Widen 1.00
2015-2018  |Burton Street |Spaulding Avenue Patterson Avenue F.CRC - Cascade Twp ABR 67 (.50
2011-2014  [Division Avenue 54th Street |60th Street City of Kentwood 1,680,000 0,75
2019-2025 |Franklin Street Madison Avenue Division Avenue City of Grand Rapids $£529,275 .43
“uller Avenue Lake Drive Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids $365,081 0.30

_eonard Street FPlainfield Avenue |Diamond Avenue City of Grand Rapids $1,573,104 Widen 1.14

fadison Avenue Hall Street Franklin Street City of Grand Rapids $692 073 Widen (.50

Morthland Drive Indian Lakes Road |Soulh Street KCRC - Algoma Twp $2,000,000 Widen 1.20

Spaulding Avenue Ada Drive Cascade Road F.CRC - Ada Twp S898 400 Widen 0.45

Stocking Avenue Eridge Street 7th Street City of Grand RM $824,475 iden (.60

Walker Avenue MNorth Ridge Drive 4 Mile Road City of Walker $1,191,539 Niden (0,32

West River Drive ‘The Rogue River M- F.CRC - Plainfield Twp $1,682,694 Widen 0.75

-196 OEW:[ Division MDOT $40, ."\00,0_00 \\-'idﬁ\ (.10

=196 Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT 540,500,000 Widen Preserve 2,00

- Leonard Cascade Road MDOT $400,000,000 Widen Preserve 3,75

M-44/M-37 IKW |M-2] EI"ultml Street) MDOT s-;.sism 000 Widen Preserve 2.50

Total §598,274,353
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Environmental Justice Project List: American Indian or Alaskan Native
Fiscal Year (Project From To Jurisdiction Tatal Project Cost  |Project Type Length | County
2011-2014 _|12th Avenue Port Sheldon Street Baldwin Street QCRC - Georgetown Twp 360,000 Preservation 1.28 | Ouawa
011-2014 |17 Mile Road 175-131 Ramps West Street K.CRC - Solon Twp 500,000 FPreservation (.60 Fent
011-2014 |15t 2nd Street 'm Stocking City of Grand Rapids 100,000 Freservation 0.23 Eent
28th Street Eraft Avenue -965 Rws F.CRC - Cascade Twp ﬁO'D,OOn Preservation 0.30 Fent
32nd Avenue 1-121 lighland Drive City of Hudsonville $337,000 Preservation 1.23 | Ottawa
36th Street Division Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Wyoming $710,000 Preservation 1.00 Fent
44th Street Stafford Avenue Division Avenue City of Wyoming $2,100,000 Preservation 0,60 Fent
44th Street Sth Avenue Fenowa Avenue OCRC - Georgetown Twp 651,000 Preservation 1.00 | Ottawa
2 [7th Avenue FPort Sheldon Street <kdth Street OCRC - Georgetown Twp 575,000 Preservation 0.54 | Omawa
2011-2014 # Drive Fox Hollow Thomapple River Drive JECRC - Grand Rapids Twp 327,501 FPreservation 1.31 FKent
2011-2014  [Burton Street Division Avenug Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids 830,000 FPreservation 0.95 Kent
2011-2014_|Burton Street Eastern Avenue Plymouth Avenue City of Grand Rapids $1,075,001 Freservation 1.22 Kent
11-2014 |Cascade Road Snow Avenue Timpson Avenue KCRC - Lowell Twp 638,135 FPreservation 2.00 Kent
2011-2014 _|Cascade Road Timpson Avenue Segwun Avenue K.CRC - Lowell Twp 718,942 Preservation 2.25 Kent
(111-2014  [Cascade Road Segwun Avenue County Line JECRC - Lowell Twp 716,949 Preservation 1.75 Kent
2011-2014 [College Avenue Fountain Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids 140,000 Freservation 0.16 Eent
011-2014  |Division Avenue 44th Street 54th Street City of Wyoming 51,050,000 Preservation 1.25 Fent
Elmridge Drive 3 Mile Road South City Limit City of Walker $1,100,000 Freservation 0,59 Eent
.nr‘zl!elle Avenue Wealthy Street State Street City of Grand Rapids 930,000 Preservation 0.33 Kent
Lake Michigan Drive |Garfield Avenue 1J5-131 City of Grand Rapids 625,000 Preservation 1.06 Fent
-eonard Street 1-96 EB Ramps 1-96 WEB Ramps City of Grand Rapids 185,000 Preservation 0.20 Fent
Leonard Street 1-96 WE Ramps East Beltline City of Grand Rapids 570,000 Preservation 0.63 Fent
Leonard Street Marvland Avenue 1-96 EB Ramps City of Grand Rapids 180,000 Fmscrvat'on 0,20 Fent
Leonard Street FPlymouth Avenue Maryland Avenue City of Grand Rapids 670,000 Preservation 0.74 Kent
-2 M-11 M-37 1-96 MDOT £50,000 Preservation 0.00 Kent
-2014  [Madison Avenue Wealthy Street Chemy City of Grand Rapids $230,000 Preservation 0.20 Kent
-2014  [Monroe Avenue F.napp Street North Park Street City of Grand Rapids $1,350,000 Freservation 1.69 Kent
ainfield Avenue 3 Mile Road 1-96 City of Grand Rapids $E00,000 Preservation 0.60 Kent
Fa\inﬁc]d Avenue Leonard Street Ann Street City of Grand Rapids $725,001 Freservation 0.85 Kent
011-2014  [Plymouth Avenue Burton Street BEoston Street City of Grand Rapids 51,420,000 Preservation 0.50 Kent
2011-2014 _|Richmond Street Alpine Avenue Scribner Avenue City of Grand Rapids 375,000 Preservation (.58 Kent
2011-2014_|Rivertown Parkway  [Wilson Avenue Canal Avenue City of Grandville 600,000 Freservation 0.44 Fent
11-2014 | Tumer Avenue Ann Street US-131 SB Ramps City of Grand Rapids 168,000 FPreservation 0,27 Eent
M011-2014  UIS-131 1-196 North o Ann Street MDOT 51,000,000 Preservation (.00 Fent
2011-2014 [Wealthy Street 175-131 Division Avenue City of Grand Rapids $1,125,000 FPreservation 0.18 Fent
2015-2018  [I-196 Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT $25,000,000 Preservation 2.00 Kent
2011-2014 |I-96 under M-50 MDOT $208,000 Preservation 0.00 Kent
2011-2014  [M-11 at Clvde Park Avenue MDOT 600,000 Preservation 0,00 Fent
20112014 [M-11 at Ivanrest and Byron MDOT SLISLO00  |Preservation 0.00 | Kent
Center Avenues
2011-2014  [US-131 at Post Road MDOT $27,200 [Freservation 0.00 Kent
20112014 [Us-131 under Iranklin, Burion, and MDOT $3,630,717  [Preservation 0.00 | Kent
all Streets
2015-2018 |3 Mile Road West of Walker Indian Mill Creck City of Walker 54,750,000 Widen 0.35 Kent
(11-2014 |4 Mile Road Walker Avenue Old Orchard Avenue JECRC - Alpine Twp 2,735,360 Widen 1.90 Kent
19-2025  |48th Avenue Fierce Street M-45 OCRC - Allendale Tw 1,920,499 Widen 1.01 Ottawa
019-2025  |68th Avenue M35 Wamer Street OCRC - Allendale Twp 915,196 Widen 1.51 Oitawa
19-2025 |68th Avenue Wamer Avenue Leonard Street - Allendale T 942,537 Widen 1.55 | Ontawa
2019-2025  |Alpine Avenue Leonard Street Richmond Street 123,311 0.50 Fent
019-2025  [Bridge Street Mt Vernon Avenue Straight Avenue 108,703 0.44 Kent
Burton Street Spaulding Avenue Patterson Avenue 1,488,679 0.50 Fent
College Avenue 1-196 Leonard Street 223,750 0.89 Fent
Division Avenue 54th Street 6ilth Street 680,000 0.75 Fent
Fuller Avenue Lake Drive Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids $365,081 0.30 Fent
3 _|Lake Michigan Drive [US-131 Garfield Avenue City of Grand Rapids 1,451,393 1.06 kent
Leonard Street Plainfield Avenue Diamond Avenue City of Grand Rapids 1,573,104 1.14 Kent
Northland Drive ndian Lakes Road South Street KCRC - Algoma Twp 2,000,000 1.20 Fent
2015-2018  [Stocking Avenue Bridge Street Jth Street City of Grand Rapids $824.475 0.60 Kent
2011-2014 |US-131 NB Leonard Ann Street MDOT $4,000,000 0.50 Kent
2015-2018 [U7S-131 SB Leonard Ann Street MDOT 54,000,000 0.50 Kent
2019-2025  [Walker Avenue Valley Avenue Leonard Street City of Grand Rapids $547,253 (0,44 Kent
2019-2025  [Walker Avenue Morth Ridge Drive 4 Mile Road City of Walker $1,191,539 0.32 Fent
9-2025 1196 Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT $40,500,000 2.00 Kent
6-2035 [1-96 Leonard Cascade Road MDOT $400,000,000 3.75 FKent
019-2025 M- M-3T Enapp M-21 (Fulton Street) MDOT $43,800.000 'Widen Preserve 2.50 Kent
Total $570,290,326

Figure 49 — LRTP Projects Flagged in EJ Areas — American Indian or Alaskan Native
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Environmental Justice Project List: Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Fiscal Year |Project From To | Turisidiction Total Project Cost | Project Type Length | County
2011-2014  |44th Street £th Avenue F.enowa Avenue OCRC - Georgetown Twp $651,000 Preservation 1.00 | Ottawa
2011-2014  |Forest Hill Avenue Cascade Road Ada Drive E.CRC - Ada Twp $300,000 Preservation 0.25 Kent
2011-2014 [US-131 1-196 North to Ann Street MDOT $1,000,000 [Preservation 0.00 Kent
“ascade Road/1-96 WB On- . .
20112014 [1-96 WB :_:;‘:‘1‘ Road/1.96 WE On MDOT $300,000 Preservation 000 | Kent
at Ivanrest and By . .
2011-2014 [M-11 o vanrestand syron MDOT $1,151,000  [Preservation 0.00 | Kent
Center Avenues
“ranklin, B a . . .
20112014 [US-131 under Franklin, Burton, and MDOT 3,630,717 Preservation 0.00 | Kent
Hall Streets
2019-2025 | Alpine Avenue Leonard Street Richmond Strc_et City of Grand Raeidsz $123,311 \\'idﬁ) .50 Kent
2011-2014 |Forest Hill Avenue [ +07iP City Limits Cascade K.CRC - Grand Rapids Twp $600,000 Widen 035 | Kent
(Kentwood)
2019-2025 |Franklin Street Eastern Avenue Madison Avenue City of Grand Rapids $614,113 Widen 0.50 Fent
2026-2035 196 Leonard Cascade Road MDOT S400,000,000 Widen Preserve 3.75 Kent
Total $408,370,141

Figure 50 — LRTP Projects Flagged in EJ Areas — Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

Minimizing/blocking access of minority areas to the transportation system

Minimizing access can be characterized as the permanent closing of streets or interchanges in order
to accomplish the projects contained in the LRTP. While temporary closures will be necessary as
part of the construction process for many projects, no permanent closures are intended as a result of
implementing the proposed projects. Therefore, it has been determined that there is no blockage of
access to the transportation system or loss of mobility as a result of implementing the LRTP projects.

Projects which are an expansion of the transportation system (widening) may have potential adverse
impacts to the community through the displacement or relocation of individuals, economic hardship
and/or a lack of sense of community. On average the percentage of widening projects located in EJ
areas (36%) is highly comparable to the percentage of widening projects throughout the MPO area
(33%). The same conclusion may be made for preservation projects which are anticipated to have
minor impacts on the community and will not result in the displacement of residents. In addition,
both widening and preservation projects will improve travel time and access for the residents and
provide a measure of congestion relief.

Neglect of the transportation system in minority areas or otherwise reduce or delay the receipt of
benefits to those areas

The GVMC MPO area is approximately 1,015.17 square miles. The Environmental Justice areas for
the five minority groups and low income, taken together, account for approximately 571.11 square
miles, or 57 percent of the entire GVMC MPO area. The square mile of EJ area for each individual
minority group in the MPO area can be found in Figure 52. On average about 35 percent of the
LRTP projects fall in an EJ area for a minority group.

Furthermore, for purposes of this analysis, staff makes the assumption that the improvement of the
condition of the transportation system through preservation projects, transit projects, non-motorized
projects, safety projects (etc), is improving the overall well-being of the community.

Access to public transit by residents in Environmental Justice areas was also analyzed. Using 2000
Census information, it was concluded that transit or paratransit service is geographically accessible
to approximately 452,500 people in the MPO (such as the contractual agreements that the Rapid
maintains with five townships). The public transit (ITP-The Rapid) service area, which comprises
the Cities of Grand Rapids, Walker, Kentwood, Wyoming, Grandville and East Grand Rapids as
well as contractual agreements for routes to Allendale GVSU campus, and paratransit service
agreements in Ada, Alpine, Byron, Cascade, and Gaines townships, covers approximately 32 per-
cent of the MPO. About 31 percent of the MPO EJ areas are within the Rapid service areas. None of
the projects contained in the LRTP restrict access of residents to public transit services (fixed route
or demand response). Thus, it has been determined that there is no neglect, reduction, or delay in the
receipt of transportation benefits by those residing in minority EJ areas.
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Population Grow Area Pct. of Total No. of Pct. of Total Percent Percent Total

P P (sq mi) MPO Area Projects Projects Widening Preservation Expenditure
MPO Total 1015.17 100% 128 100% 33% 67% $713,613,997
Black/African American 62.43 6.15% 51 40% 35% 65% $119,053,832
Hispanic 40.39 3.98% 49 38% 39% 61% $170,334,823
Asian 187.03 18.42% 54 42% 33% 67% $598,274,353
American Indian & 248.93 24.52% 63 49% 35% 65% $570,290,326
Alaskan Native
Native Hawaiian or Other | ¢, 4 6.15% 10 8% 40% 60% $408,370,141
Pacific Islander
Low Income 237.37 23.38% 66 52% 36% 64% $180,732,462

Figure 51 — EJ Area Statistics

Step 4 — Analysis of Impacts on Low Income Areas

Once the areas in which the percentage of identified persons exceeds the Threshold Percentages for
people at or below poverty was identified, the projects contained in the LRTP were analyzed in rela-
tion to those low-income areas. Analysis of potential project impacts on the minority groups is fo-
cused on three criteria:

» Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts to low in-

come areas

»  Minimizing/blocking access of low income areas to the transportation system

= Neglect of the transportation system in low income areas or a reduction or delay in the re-
ceipt of benefits to those areas

Using the delineated Environmental Justice Areas identified as at or below poverty, GVMC was
able to geographically overlay the 2035 LRTP projects to identify those projects in low income EJ

Areas. A project was considered to be within a low income EJ Area if 50 percent or more of the pro-
ject length or service area was within the Low Income EJ boundaries and/or if a project was on the
boundary of the low income EJ area. These projects were then assessed using the three criteria
above.

Disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts to low income areas

Of the 128 widening and preservation projects contained in the LRTP Project List, 66 or 52 percent
are in low income EJ areas. To see exactly which projects fall in the low income EJ area, see Figure
53. Approximately 36 percent of the projects in low income EJ areas are widening and 64 percent
are preservation type projects. These percentages are consisted across all the EJ groups analyzed, as
well as the MPO at large. The widening projects are anticipated to have minimal impact in terms of
noise, right-of-way takings, or pollution. Some widening projects are in predominately commercial
areas. Impacts related to the [-96 project are documented in the Environmental Assessment devel-
oped for the project. Environmental impacts on all projects will be mitigated according to federal
and state laws. Therefore, it has been determined that there are no disproportionately high and ad-
verse human health effects.

Minimizing/blocking access of low income areas to the transportation system

Minimizing access can be characterized as the permanent closing of streets or interchanges in order
to accomplish the projects contained in the LRTP. While temporary closures will be necessary as
part of the construction process for many projects, no permanent closures are intended as a result of
implementing the proposed projects. Therefore, it has been determined that there is no blockage of
access to the transportation system or loss of mobility as a result of implementing the LRTP projects.
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Projects which are an expansion of the transportation system (widening) may have potential adverse
impacts to the community through the displacement or relocation of individuals, economic hardship
and/or a lack of sense of community. The percentage of widening projects located in low income EJ
areas (36%) is highly comparable to the percentage of widening projects through the MPO area
(33%). The same conclusion may be made for preservation projects which are anticipated to have
minor impacts on the community and will not result in the displacement of residents. In addition,
both widening and preservation projects will improve travel time and access for the residents and
provide a measure of congestion relief.

Neglect of the transportation system in low income areas or otherwise reduce or delay the receipt of
benefits to those areas

The GVMC MPO area is approximately 1,015.17 square miles. The low income Environmental Jus-
tice areas mapped are approximately 237.37 square miles, or 23 percent of the entire GVMC MPO
area. The low income Environmental Justice analysis found that 52 percent of the LRTP projects (66
of 128 total projects) are located within low income Environmental Justice Areas and 48 percent

of the projects fall outside the low income Environmental Justice Areas (62 projects).

Furthermore, for purposes of this analysis, staff makes the assumption that the improvement of the
condition of the transportation system through preservation projects, transit projects, non-motorized
projects, safety projects (etc), is improving the overall well-being of the community.

Access to public transit by residents in Environmental Justice areas was also analyzed. Using 2000
Census information, it was concluded that transit or paratranist service is geographically accessible
to approximately 452,500 people in the MPO (such as the contractual agreements that the Rapid
maintains with five townships). The public transit (ITP-The Rapid) service area, which comprises
the cities of Grand Rapids, Walker, Kentwood, Wyoming, Grandville and East Grand Rapids as
well as contractual agreements for routes to Allendale GVSU campus, and paratransit service
agreements in Ada, Alpine, Byron, Cascade, and Gaines townships, covers approximately 32 per-
cent of the MPO. About 31 percent of the MPO EJ areas are within the Rapid service areas. None of
the projects contained in the LRTP restrict access of residents to public transit services (fixed route
or demand response). Thus, it has been determined that there is no neglect, reduction, or delay in the
receipt of transportation benefits by those residing in low income EJ areas.
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Environmental Justice Project List: Low Income
Fiscal Year (Project From To Jurisdiction Tatal Project Cost  |Project Type Length | County
2011-2014 15t/ 2nd Street Lane Stocking City of Grand Rapids 100,000 Preservation 0.23 FKent
011-2014  [32nd Avenue W-121 Highland Drive City of Hudsonville 537,000 Preservation 1.23 | Otawa
011-2014  |36th Street Division Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Wyoming 710,000 Freservation 1.00 Kent
2011-2014  [44th Street fﬂb]d Averiue Division Avenue City o "\\-’mm $2,100,000 Preservation 0.60 Fent
- _-Hﬂ'l Street Bth Avenue Kenowa Avenue OCRC - Georgetown Twp 651,000 FPreservation 1.00 Ottawa
54th Street Clyde Park Avenue Division Avenue City of Wyoming 780,000 Preservation 1.00 Fent
Baldwin Street 20th Avenue Cottonwood Drive OCRC - Georgetown Twp 900,000 FPreservation 2,00 | Ottawa
2011-2014 |Ball Creek Road Eent City N'W Village Limit|Rusco Street Village of Kent City £40,000 Preservation 1.22 Kent
2011-2014 IBaucr Road S6th Avenue 24th Avenue OCRC - Georgetown Twp 51,280,000 FPreservation 400 | Ottawa
2011-2014  |Bauer Road 24th Avenue Cottonwood Drive OCRC - Georgetown Twp $528,000 Preservation 1.50 | Ottawa
2011-2014  [Bristol Avenue 4 Mile Road 3 Mile Road City of Walker $350,000 Freservation 0.98 Kent
11-2014 |Buchanan Avenue Alger Street Burton Street City of Grand Rapids $312,500 En‘sm’vﬁtion 0.49 Kent
2011-2014_|Burton Street Division Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids $£30,000 Preservation 0.95 Kent
11-2014  [Burton Street Sastern Avenue Plymouth Avenue City of Grand Rapids 51,075,001 Preservation 1.22 Kent
2011-2014  |Cardton Avenue .ake Drive Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids $216,000 Freservation .35 Eent
2011-2014 [Cherry Street farket Grandville City of Grand Rapids $100,000 Preservation 0.12 Fent
011-2014  |Clyde Park Avenue 28th Street 54th Street City of Wyoming 51,900,000 3.25 Kent
2011-2014 Coltege Avenue Fountain Fulton Street City of Grand RnEidsz SI:I-D_lOOU (.16 Fent
2011-2014  [Division Avenue 44th Street 54th Street City of Wyoming 51,050,000 1.25 Fent
2011-2014  [Forest Hill Avenue 1-96 Burton Street City of Kentwood 51,300,000 (.54 Fent
2011.2014  [Hall Street E.alamazoo Avenue Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rngids 190,000 FPreservation 0.20 Kent
20011-2014  [Hall Street Madison Eastern Avenue City of Grand Rapids 335,000 Fmscrvat'on 0.50 Kent
2011-2014 [Lafavette Avenue Wealthy Street State Street City of Grand Rapids 930,000 Preservation 0.33 Kent
2011-2014  [Lake Drive East Beltline East City Limit City of Grand Rapids 156,000 Preservation 0.25 Fent
2011-2014 _[Lake Michigan Drive |Garfield Avenue 1S-131 City of Grand Rapids 625,000 Preservation 1.06 Kent
2011-2014 [Lakeside Drive Greenwood Drive Wealthy Street City of East Grand Rapids 545,000 Freservation 0.36 Kent
(111-2014  [Leonard Street Ball Avenue Plymouth Avenue City of Grand Rapids 220,000 Preservation 0.25 Kent
011-2014 _ [Leonard Street Plymouth Avenue Maryland Avenue City of Grand Rapids 670,000 Preservation 0.74 Kent
11-2014  |Lincoln Lake Ave SE  |McPherson 3 Mile Road JECRC - Vergennes Twp 635,049 Preservation 2.00 Kent
2011-2014 -11 M-37 1-96 MDOT $50,000 Freservation 0,00 Kent
W011-2014 adison Avenue Wealthy Street Cherry City of Grand Rapids 230,000 Preservation 0.20 Fent
11-2014 ONroe Avenue Ottawa Leonard City of Grand Rapids 145,000 0.25 Kent
2011-2014 |Plainfuz]d Avenue Leonard Street Ann Street City of Grand Rapids 725,001 (.85 Fent
2011-2014  [Richmond Street Alpine Avenue Scribner Avenue City of Grand Rapids 375,000 0.58 Fent
2011-2014  [Tumer Avenue Ann Street US-131 SB Ramps City of Grand Rapids 168,000 0.27 Kent
2011-2014 [175-131 1-196 North to Ann Street MDOT 51,000,000 FPreservation 0.00 Kent
2011-2014 [Wealthy Street 1s-131 Division Avenue City of Grand Rapids 51,125,000 Emsmaron 0.18 FKent
2015-2018 [1-196 Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT $25,000,000 Preservation 2,00 Kent
2011-20014  [M-11 at Clyde Park Avenue MDOT $600,000 FPreservation 0.00 Kent
2011.2014 |M-11 at Ivanrest and Byron MDOT 1,151,000 Preservation 000 | Kent
Center Avenues
2011-2014 M-ﬁ? at Peach Ridge Avenue MDOT $10,000 Preservation 0.00 Kent
20112014 [US-131 under Franklin, Burton, and MDOT §3,630,717  |Preservation 0.00 | Kent
Hall Streets
2015-2018  |32nd Avenue Quincy Street City Limits OCRC - Jamestown Twp $331,250 Widen 0.14 | Ortawa
1011-2014 |4 Mile Road Walker Avenue Old Orchard Avenue [F.CRC - Alpine Twp §2,735,360 Widen 1.90 Fent
19-2025  |48th Avenue Fierce Street M-45 OCRC - Allendale Twp 51,920,499 Widen 1.01 Ottawa
2019-2025  |Alpine Avenue Leonard Street Richmond Street City of Grand Rapids $616,554 Widen 0.50 Fent
BEridge Street Mt Vernon Avenue Straight Avenue City of Grand Rapids $543,516 Widen 0.44 Kent
College Avenue 1-196 Leonard Street City of Grand Rapids 1,223,750 Widen (.89 Fent
II)i\'ﬁm Avenue 54th Street 60th Street City o ‘Rﬂt\mod 6E0,000 '\\-’idﬁ\ 0.75 Fent
2 25 [Eas Avenue {all Street Burton Street City of Grand Rapids 178,954 Widen 0,95 Fient
2019-2025  [Franklin Street Eastern Avenue Madison Avenue City of Grand Rapids 614,113 Widen 0.50 Fent
1019.2025  |Franklin Street {adison Avenue Division Avenue City of Grand Rapids 529,275 Widen 0.43 kent
(19-2025  [Fuller Avenue Lake Drive Fulton Street City of Grand Rapids $365,081 Widen 0,30 Kent
2015-2018 _ [Lake Drive Fuller Avenue Careton Avenue City of Grand Rapids $287,275 Widen 0.21 Fent
20019-2025  |Lake Drive Carleton Avenue City Limits City of Grand Rapids $460,565 Widen 0.37 Kent
2015-2018  [Lake Michigan Drive [US-131 Garfield Avenue City of Grand Rapids $1,451,393 Widen 1.06 Kent
20015-2018  |Leonard Street Plainfield Avenue Diamond Avenue City of Grand Rapids 51,573,104 Widen 1.14 Kent
2015-2018  [Madison Avenue Cottage Grove Street Hall Street City of Grand Rapids 542,704 Widen (0,39 Kent
2015-2018 _ [Madison Avenue Hall Street Franklin Street City of Grand Rapids 692,073 Widen 0.50 Fent
15-2018 |Stocking Avenue Bridge Street Tth Street City of Grand Rapids 824,475 Widen 0,60 Kent
11-2014 |US-131 NB Leonard Ann Street MDOT 54,000,000 Widen .50 FKent
(15-2018 |ITS-131 SB Leonard Ann Street MDOT 54,000,000 Widen (.50 Fent
019-2025  [Walker Avenue Valley Avenue Leonard Street City of Grand Rapids 547,253 Widen 0.44 Kent
__'Oﬂ B [I-19% WE over the Grand River  |UIS-131 MDOT _0,0E},OUU '\\-’id£1 (.25 F.ent
2026-2035  |1-19 Ottawa Division MDOT 240,500,000 Widen 0,10 kent
I 2019-2025 |1-19¢ Fuller 1-96/1-196 Junction MDOT 540,500,000 Widen Preserve | 2.00 Fent
Total $180,732,462

Figure 52 — LRTP Projects Flagged in Environmental Justice Areas — Low Income

Accessibility Analysis

As part of the Environmental Justice Analysis, staff examined the level of accessibility to transporta-
tion within the MPO area as a result of the projects in the LRTP. It has been concluded that accessi-
bility would not be reduced by the 2035 LRTP projects. While temporary closures will be necessary
as part of the construction process for many projects, no permanent closures are intended as a result
of implementing the proposed projects. There is no blockage of access to the transportation system

or loss of mobility as a result of implementing the LRTP projects beyond what is typical during con-
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struction. In addition, both the widening and preservation projects will improve travel time and ac-
cess for the residents and provide a measure of congestion relief.

Geography 2000 Census Population
State of Michigan 9,938,444

Kent County 574,335
Ottawa County — Allendale Twp 13,042

Ottawa County — Georgetown Twp 41,659

Ottawa County — City of Hudsonville 7,160

Ottawa County — Jamestown Twp 6,881

GVMC MPO 648,139

Figure 53 — Population Statistics

Conclusion

In total, 109 of the 128 projects identified in the LRTP are represented in an EJ area — both minority
and low income. The Environmental Justice areas for the five minority groups and low income,
taken together, account for approximately 571.11 square miles, or 57 percent of the entire GVMC
MPO area. The analyses of the impacts on residents in Environmental Justice areas for the five mi-
nority groups and for the low income population as a result of implementing the projects contained
in the LRTP resulted in the following findings:

» No disproportionately high and adverse human health impacts
= No blockage/minimization of access to the transportation system or loss of mobility

» No neglect, reduction, or delay in the receipt of transportation benefits or restriction of ac-
cess to public transit services

» No restriction of access to public transit services

These findings demonstrate that implementing the projects contained in this LRTP do not result in
violations of Executive Order 12898 and the principles of environmental justice.

Environmentally Sensitive Resource Mitigation Analysis

Transportation infrastructure and its users, by their very nature, impact the physical landscape, in-
cluding the natural environment. With this in mind it is important to take this impact into considera-
tion when planning, designing, constructing, and maintaining a transportation system. The goal be-
ing to balance transportation needs with environmental projection, and constructing and maintain-
ing a system that minimizes negative impacts where impacts cannot be avoided.

Federal transportation legislation dictates a series of requirements for transportation plans. The cur-
rent federal legislation, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Leg-
acy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), lists a requirement for the “discussion of types of potential environ-
mental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including activities that
may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected by the
plan. This discussion shall be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and tribal wildlife, land
management, and regulatory agencies.”

The GVMC has developed a three-step process for addressing the technical aspects of the
SAFETEA-LU legislation:

* Defining and creating an inventory of environmentally sensitive resources
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= Identifying and assessing likely impacts on these areas from transportation projects
= Addressing possible mitigation at the system-wide level

Essentially, the purpose of this process is to identify possible impacts on environmentally sensitive
resources, list useful guidelines for mitigating these impacts, and provide all of this information to
implementation agencies and officials for use in transportation decision-making. This analysis was
performed at a regional level only and is not intended to provide detailed design alternatives or im-
pacts at the project level. However, it is anticipated that the data collected will be useful in those pro-
ject-level activities.

Environmentally Sensitive Resources

Seven environmentally sensitive resources were defined by the GVMC for the purpose of this study.
It is important to note that not all resources have been included in this analysis. Only those resources
that had data readily available in digital format for Geographic Information System mapping, and
those resources where the data were reasonably up-to-date were included. Environmentally sensitive
resources not included in this analysis may deserve attention at the project level; however, for the
purposes of this system-wide report, fewer environmentally sensitive resources were analyzed. The
resources analyzed included:

=  Water features — lakes, ponds, rivers and streams
=  Wetlands

= Flood zones

=  Woodlands

= Parks and recreation areas

= Cemeteries

= Historic sites

Methodology

Once the environmentally sensitive resources were defined and identified, the GVMC analyzed the
likelithood of possible impacts from planned 2035 Projects. With the assistance of GVMC-REGIS
(Regional Geographic Information System) staff, software, and data, the 2035 projects were mapped
and buffered to display an area around each project that could possibly be affected. The size of the
buffer used varied by project type and environmental resource, specifically:

= Water features — lakes, ponds, rivers and streams: 1/4 mile buffer (1,320 feet)
=  Wetlands: 1/4 mile buffer (1,320 feet)

» Flood zones: 1/4 mile buffer (1,320 feet)

»  Woodlands: 1/4 mile buffer (1,320 feet)

= Parks and recreation areas: 250 feet

»  Cemeteries: 250 feet

= Historic sites: 250 feet

The next step taken was the intersection of the project buffers with each environmentally sensitive
resource. Where a project buffer and environmentally sensitive resource were found to intersect, an
impact was considered possible; however, it is important to understand that no additional analysis of
possible impacts was performed for the purposes of this report. It is possible that although an envi-
ronmentally sensitive resource intersects with a buffer, no impact could be present; it is also possible
that environmentally sensitive resources beyond the mapped buffer could be impacted by a project.
This assessment simply draws attention to possible areas of concern that should be further examined
at the project level.
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Maps for each of the seven environmentally sensitive resources were produced to display at a sys-
tem-wide level those projects with potential impact. All seven maps may be found in Appendix H1-
H7. Please note, however, this is a DRAFT document and Appendix H is incomplete at this time.

Guidelines for Mitigating 2035 Project Impacts

In general, the purpose of this report is to draw attention to those projects that could potentially im-
pact environmentally sensitive resources, as well as to provide guidelines for consideration with re-
spect to transportation projects. Overall guidelines are provided for consideration for all types of pro-
jects regardless of the resource impacted. These guidelines are introduced for reference purposes
only. The GVMC has no authority to require implementation of the guidelines listed. However, they
represent best management practices and should only serve to enhance the quality of the transporta-
tion planning process. The implementation of these guidelines may also assist in a jurisdiction’s
compliance with other regulatory mandates and for this reason should be implemented where ap-
propriate.

Overall Guidelines

Regardless of the type of project or resource that may be impacted, these guidelines deserve consid-
eration during the planning, design, construction, and maintenance of transportation projects. Im-
plementation of these guidelines will help to ensure good planning practice that is in accord with
overall environmental protection objectives.

Planning and Design Guidelines

= Utilize Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) principles as early as possible in project develop-
ment and throughout the planning process. CSS is a process that considers the entire context
within which a transportation project takes place, including financial limitations and safety
issues. This method involves all stakeholders in a collaborative and interdisciplinary ap-
proach to developing transportation projects.

= Identify the area of potential impact related to each transportation project, including the im-
mediate project area as well as other related project development areas.

» Perform an inventory to determine if any environmentally sensitive resources could be im-
pacted by the project per the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.

= Investigate as to whether a County Hazard Mitigation Plan exists, and if the plan speaks to
the impacted resources in question. (A County Hazard Mitigation Plan is a required for a
county to be eligible to receive federal Hazard Mitigation Grant funds in order to protect
communities from a variety of hazards, including those to the natural environment.

* Coordinate design and construction with local plans, such as watershed management plans,
community recreation plans, preservation plans, cemetery preservation plans, local commu-
nity master plans and non-motorized plans.

» Organize and conduct a meeting with local community officials, contractors/subcontractors,
and relevant stakeholders prior to construction to discuss environmental protection issues,
form goals, and communicate any special requirements for the project.

= Avoid impacts, as possible, to environmental resources by limiting project magnitude or re-
designing the project.

*  Where impacts are unavoidable, mitigate them to the extent possible as required through lo-
cal, state, and federal regulations and laws.

= Incorporate storm water management into the site design.

= Reduce the use of culverts where possible.
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Construction and Maintenance Guidelines

Include all special requirements that address environmentally sensitive resources into plans
and estimates used by contractors and subcontractors. Bring attention to the types of activi-
ties prohibited in environmentally sensitive areas.

Minimize construction and staging areas and clearly mark boundaries.

o Install flagging or fencing around sensitive areas to prevent intrusion
Utilize the least intrusive construction techniques and materials.
Avoid disturbing the site as much as possible including:

o Protecting established vegetation and habitat

» Ifvegetation is damaged or removed during construction, replace with native
species as soon as possible.

= Protect the tree and drip zone during construction (where the majority of the
tree’s root system is located.)

o Implementing sediment and erosion control techniques
» Minimize extent and duration of exposed bare ground.
» Establish vegetation immediately after grading is complete.
» Prevent tracking of sediment onto paved surfaces.
* Do not stockpile materials in sensitive areas.
o Protecting water quality
= Prevent direct runoff of water containing sediments.
= Sweep streets to reduce sediment entering the storm drainage system.

= Block/control storm drains to prevent construction debris from polluting wa-
terways.

» Implement salt management techniques.
o Protecting cultural/historic resources

= Prevent the disturbance of soil/material near cultural resources.
o Minimizing noise and vibrations
o Providing for solid waste disposal

» Properly handle, store, and dispose of hazardous materials and use the least
hazardous materials when possible.

» Implement spill control and clean up and dry clean up methods as appropri-
ate, never letting a spill enter the storm drainage system or waterways.

Whenever possible keep construction activities away from wildlife crossings and corridors.
Order and organize construction activities to reduce land disturbances.

Conscientious consideration of the unearthing of archeological remains when using heavy
equipment.

Avoid equipment maintenance, fueling, and leaks, as well as the spraying down of equip-
ment near sensitive areas.

Incorporate Integrated Pest Management techniques if pesticides are used during mainte-
nance.
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» Conduct on-site monitoring during and immediately after construction to ensure environ-
mental resources are protected as planned.

Environmental Mitigation Consultation

With the resources that could potentially be impacted identified and mapped, the next step was noti-
fication of those organizations considered to be concerned with the potential environmental impacts
of LRTP projects.

Using the Interested Citizens/Agencies List as a starting point, staff refined this list to those organi-
zations and agencies targeted for environmental mitigation outreach (ex. natural resource agencies,
environmental protection agencies, and conservation agencies).

The Environmental Mitigation Organizations were sent the following materials:

= aletter explaining the environmental mitigation process, the LRTP planning process, and in-
formation about the role of the Grand Valley Metropolitan Council

= alisting of the DRAFT 2035 LRTP Project list

» alisting of the DRAFT 2035 LRTP Projects with possible impacts along with which re-
source they could impact

» directions on how to provide input on the planning process, how to submit comments on the
LRTP Project List, and how to contact GVMC staff

The environmental mitigation maps produced for this analysis were also posted on the GVMC web-
site for the organizations to view or download as necessary. These maps, along with the Environ-
mental Mitigation mailing materials and comments, may be found in Appendix A and Appendix H.

The Environmental Mitigation List follows:

» Annis Water Resources Institute, Muskegon, Michigan

» Blandford Nature Center, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Cherry Hill Historic District, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Federal Highway Administration, Michigan Division — Sarah Van Buren, Lansing, Mich.
» Friends of the White Pine Trail — David Heyboer, Belmont, Michigan

* Grand Rapids Air Pollution Control, Grand Rapids, Michigan

* Grand Rapids Audubon Club, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Historic Preservation, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Jzaak Walton League, Dwight Lydell Chapter — Ron Waybrant, Belmont, Michigan
» John Ball Park Community Association, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» John Ball Zoo, Grand Rapids, Michigan

= Kent Conservation District, Grand Rapids, Michigan

=  Kent County Dept. of Parks, Grand Rapids, Michigan

»  Kent County Drain Commission — Bill Byl, Grand Rapids, Michigan

=  Kent County Farm Service Agency, Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Land Conservancy of West Michigan — Peter Homeyer, Grand Rapids, Michigan

»  LGROW - Brian Donovan, E. Grand Rapids, Michigan

» Little River Band of Ottawa Indians — Dan Shepard, Manistee, Michigan

» Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi Indians — Monte Davis, Dorr, Michigan
» Michigan Dept. of Agriculture, Lansing, Michigan

» Michigan Dept. of Community Health, Lansing, Michigan

* Michigan Dept. of Natural Resources & Environment, Grand Rapids, Michigan

* Michigan Dept. of Transportation — Sandra Cornell-Howe, Lansing, Michigan

*  Michigan Dept. Transportation — Dennis Kent, Grand Rapids, Michigan
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Michigan Historical Center, Lansing, Michigan

Michigan Land Use Institute, Traverse City, Michigan

Michigan State Historic Preservation Office, Lansing, Michigan

Michigan United Conservation Clubs, Grand Rapids, Michigan

Native American Community Services — Betty Shelby, Grand Rapids, Michigan
Nottawaseppi Huron Band of Potawatomi, Fulton, Michigan

Ottawa County Dept. of Parks & Recreation — John Scholtz, West Olive, Michigan
Ottawa County Drain Commission, West Olive, Michigan

Ottawa County Farm Bureau, Allendale, Michigan

Sierra Club-Mackinac Chapter, Lansing, Michigan

U.S. Army Corps of Engineering, Detroit District, Detroit, Michigan

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture - Michigan State Office, East Lansing, Michigan

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture - Natural Resource of Conservation Service, East Lansing, Mich.
U.S. Dept. of Commerce - National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, Washington,
DC

U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development, Detroit Office, Detroit, Michigan

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region 5, Chicago, Illinois

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Federal Activities, NEPA, Washington,
DC

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, East Lansing, Michigan

U.S. Geological Survey - Lansing District Office, Lansing, Michigan

West Michigan Environmental Action Council, Grand Rapids, Michigan

West Michigan Regional Planning Commission — Dave Bee, Grand Rapids, Michigan
West Michigan Strategic Alliance, Grand Rapids, Michigan

West Michigan Trails & Greenways Coalition, Comstock Park, Michigan

The following is a breakdown of the various types of organizations and entities contacted as part of
the environmental mitigation process, including the numbers of each type:
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BUSIINESSES .ottt e e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e ettt e eeeeeeeeannnae 2
Chambers Of COMIMEICE .......cceeeeiieeiieeeiee e 0
Community Organizations (incl. non-profits, faith-based organizations, etc.)........... 6
CONCEINEA CILIZEIS .oeeeeeiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e ettt e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e s naeaaeeeaaeeeeeannnesaneeens 0
Downtown Development Authorities (DDAS) ........coovviiiiiieieeiiiiiiiiiee e, 0
Educational OrganiZatiOns ..............eeeeririereerrrerererererererrresssssssessssernesseeeeeeeenennennne 1
Elected OffiCIAlS ......vviiiiieeeeiiiiie et e e e e e e e e e e e 0
Environmental OrganiZationS ................vevvveerrerrrererrrrrerrresrrrsrrssssrsrrereen——.. 9
Governmental Entities and Organizations............ccoeeeeeeivviiiiiiiieeeeeeeeiiiiiieeeeeeeeeennanens 15
Historical OrganiZatiOns.............evviiiieieeeiereeireeeeeeereeeereerreerressreseeeeeneeerneeraeeaneennennnes 3
IMLEAIA ...t e e e et e e e e e e e e 0
Neighborhood OrganiZationsS. ............ueeeeeerueerrenrinnineennnnnieessessseseseaaeaaseeeaaeaaaeaaeeens 1
Non-Motorized AdVOCACY GIOUPS.........oovviiiiieeeiiiiiiiiiieieeeeee et eeeeeeerrieeeeeas 2
Organizations Serving the Disabled ...............oouiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 0
Organizations Serving Senior CItIZEIS ............uuvuuieeeeeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeiiee e e e 0
Transportation (including air, rail, transit, MDOT, €tC.)............cvvvvrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrernnnnns 4
TTIDAL OTZANIZAtIONS ...uvvuvneeeeeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeertiiireeeeeeeeersrieaeeesererrsrenaeseesessrrnnnnns 4
TOTAL ...ttt e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e et traaaaaeaeeeeaanne 47
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Conclusion

As stated previously, the purpose of this process is to identify possible impacts on environmentally
sensitive resources, list useful guidelines for mitigating these impacts, and provide all of this informa-
tion to implementation agencies and officials for use in transportation decision-making. The com-
ments received from the implementation agencies and officials have been included in and forwarded
to the implementing agencies. The Grand Valley Metropolitan Council will continue to use the envi-
ronmental mitigation methodology to communicate with the appropriate local, state, and federal
agencies to minimize the impact that transportation improvements have on the environment.

Sources

Regional Geographic Information System (REGIS), Grand Valley Metropolitan Council.

SEMCOG. Integrating Environmental Issues in the Transportation Planning Process: Guidelines for
Road and Transit Agencies. January 2007

AASHTO Center for Environmental Excellence. Environmental Stewardship Practices, Procedures,
and Policies for Highway Construction and Maintenance.
www.environment.transportation.org/environmental_issues/construc_maint_prac/compendium/m
anual/
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