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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Connections 2040 is the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the 
Cedar Rapids region.  It will guide how the region grows and invests 
transportation dollars over the next 25 years.  When originally created in 
2010, Connections 2040 was intended to bring attention to the growing 
trend in the region, state, and nation towards understanding our limited 
resources and the most effective ways to use them to achieve Smart 
Growth and a multimodal transportation system.  This 2015 update 
continues that trend and builds on the work and initiatives of the Corridor 
MPO members related to growth/land use, environmental sustainability, 
multimodal transportation, and health such as Complete Street policies, 
Bicycle Friendly Community designations, new approaches to land use, and 
green infrastructure techniques.  
 
This update includes three key concepts that will help the Corridor MPO 
achieve the goals of Connections 2040.  Chapter 7 discusses the benefits of 
Complete Streets and building roads at the appropriate size.  Chapter 10 
explains how the Corridor MPO’s funds will be allocated to address the 
transportation needs of the area.  And Chapter 11 further defines how 
using performance measures will help us understand how the projects we 
fund aid us in meeting our plan goals.  
 
The combination of all these efforts has led to an update that supports and 
strengthens these initiatives in order to make the region more attractive 
and competitive in both the state and the nation. 
 

Project Background 
 
The transportation planning process includes making informed predictions 
about future transportation needs, investigating and assessing alternative 
actions for meeting those needs, and making recommendations about 
which course of action to pursue.  The information generated by this 
process is used by decision-makers to select transportation policies and 
programs from the range of alternatives.  
 
The LRTP is the federally-required long-range (25+ year) strategy and 
capital improvement program developed to guide the effective investment 
of public funds in a multimodal transportation system for the region 
administered by a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The Plan 
must be updated every five years to address the changing transportation 
needs over time. The Plan also provides the context from which the 
region’s annual Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), a short-range 

Connections 2040 is the 
shortened name for the 
Corridor Metropolitan 
Planning Organization’s 
(MPO) 2040 Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP).  

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• Project Background 
• Corridor MPO Jurisdictions 
• Transportation Planning History 
• Why We Are Doing the Plan? 
• What Is Required in the Plan? 
• A Smarter Plan 
• Other Plans/Initiatives/Activities 
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capital improvement program for implementing road, transit, pedestrian, 
and bike projects, is drawn.  
 
Connections 2040 is consistent with the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the 
2005 federal transportation bill that authorizes funds to the states and 
metropolitan planning organizations.  All LRTPs must meet SAFETEA-LU 
requirements even though the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century Act (MAP-21) replaced it in 2012.  The final rule for MAP-21 that 
governs the development of transportation plans is anticipated for fall of 
2015 with a two-year implementation window.  The Corridor MPO will then 
need to have its next update (2020) comply with its guidelines.  According 
to the draft planning rule, only if the plan is amended after the two-year 
implementation window and prior to the next update would compliance 
need to be done earlier.  One of the important themes repeated in MAP-21 
is the Eight Planning Factors, which should be used to guide project 
selection and were used to model the Connections 2040 Goals and project 
scoring criteria.  MAP-21 combined transportation funding programs to 
streamline the federal transportation aid system and introduced 
performance measures to gage effectiveness of project funding. 

 
The addition of performance measures is the major difference between 
SAFETEA-LU and MAP-21 LRTP requirements.  US DOT, Iowa DOT, and the 
Corridor MPO will be required to create performance measures that will be 
used to determine how projects meet goals related to Safety, 
Infrastructure Condition, Congestion Reduction, System Reliability, Freight 
Movement and Economic Vitality, Environmental Sustainability, and 
Reduction in Project Delivery Delays.     
 
The current extension of MAP-21 is set to expire on July 31st of 2015 and 
both the White House Administration and the US Senate have developed 
proposals for a six year federal transportation bill.  The Administration’s 
proposal is called the Generating Renewal, Opportunity, and Work with 
Accelerated Mobility, Efficiency, and Rebuilding of Infrastructure and 
Communities throughout America Act (GROW AMERICA Act).   
 
Maybe more than ever, GROW AMERICA acknowledges the importance of 
transportation to our economy and the impacts that the condition of our 
transportation system has.  Currently, 65% of the nation’s major roads are 
rated in less than good condition and one in four bridges require significant 
repair or replacement.  This condition is found in Iowa as well.  Iowa In 
Motion: Planning Ahead 2040 (state transportation plan) reports that 25% 
of the state’s primary system (state jurisdiction) have a pavement condition 
rating of tolerable or worse.  Also, 22% of bridges in Iowa are considered 
structurally deficient, which ranks third highest in the nation. 
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GROW AMERICA also identifies how multimodal transportation increases 
the opportunities of citizens, which helps aid in economic growth and 
stability.  It is estimated that nationwide, 45% of Americans lack access to 
transit.  Iowa In Motion identifies the continued need for improvements to 
the state’s transit systems, specifically the updating of an aging bus fleet 
and demand for additional services such as: 

• Additional off-peak hours 
• Greater frequency between trips 
• Weekend services 
• Expanded service areas  

 
CR Transit, the fixed-route provider for the metropolitan area, provides service to Cedar Rapids, Hiawatha, and 
Marion and has worked diligently to reduce the age of its fleet from an average age of 20 years to 8 years, 
which is now within national standards.  Aged fleets are more costly to operate and maintain and provide a 
sub-par riding experience for users.  Maintaining a fleet within the national standard is key to providing a 
system that serves all riders, current and potential, and requires a dependable funding source. 
    
The Corridor MPO’s Passenger Transportation Plan (PTP) 2016 – 2020, creates a needs-based justification for 
passenger transportation projects in the metropolitan area and identifies priorities and strategies to address 
those needs.  The latest identification of needs, much like those in Iowa In Motion, are: 

• Increased frequency of service 
• Increased length of service 
• Improved accessibility to bus stops and shelters 
• Improved service to the transit dependent (low-income, elderly, disabled) 

Conducting a Metro Transit Study is a priority in the PTP, which will address these needs.  The study will be a 
comprehensive analysis of how to provide transit service in the metropolitan area that addresses both the 
needs of the transit dependent and the desires of the choice riders.  
 
Developing a Reliable and Innovative Vision for the Economy (DRIVE) Act is the Senate’s proposal.  The goal of 
DRIVE is to provide an increased stable funding source for making improvements to the US infrastructure that 
will aid in strengthening the economy.  DRIVE maintains the MAP-21 formula program and increases its funding 
levels with a prioritization on: 

• Bridges, the Interstate System, and the National Highway System 
• Freight 
• Projects of community and regional importance 
• Accelerating project delivery and flexibility 
• Improving transparency of the use of federal transportation funding 
• Continued development of performance based transportation planning 

 
Connections 2040 provides a guide to address these national and statewide trends and to promote multimodal 
transportation and its importance in creating a more attractive and competitive place.   
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Figure 1-1: Corridor MPO Planning Area  Corridor MPO Jurisdictions 
 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are 
entities designated by federal law with the lead 
responsibility for developing metro area 
transportation plans, coordinating the transportation 
planning process, and distributing federal 
transportation funds in urban areas with a 
population over 50,000.  Since the 1962 Federal-aid 
Highway Act, federal authorizing legislation for 
expenditure of surface transportation funds has 
required metropolitan area transportation plans and 
programs be developed through a Continuing, 
Cooperative, and Comprehensive (3-C) Planning 
Process. 
 
The Corridor MPO is the MPO for the Cedar Rapids 
Metropolitan Area.  Its members include Cedar 
Rapids, Ely, Fairfax, Hiawatha, Linn County, Marion, 
and Robins. The Corridor MPO Policy Board provides 
leadership and direction for the MPO and is shown in 
the Figure 1-2.  Representation in the Corridor MPO 
is based on population for the participating cities and 
county, and includes at least one elected official from 
each governing body.  Each member jurisdiction 
contributes a share of the Corridor MPO’s budget.  
 
Over 40 years of planning cooperation and coordination are a 
foundation for the Corridor MPO. Prior to the formal organization of 
the Corridor MPO, Linn County and Cedar Rapids were jointly 
involved in comprehensive planning - using the city and county 
Planning Directors to coordinate planning activities.  In 1962, Cedar 
Rapids, Linn County, and Marion officials met informally as a group 
called "Metro" to discuss joint issues.  In late 1964, following 
enabling legislation passed by the 60th Session of the Iowa General 
Assembly, the Linn County Regional Planning Commission (LCRPC) 
was formed, comprised of representatives from Linn County, Cedar 
Rapids, Marion, Hiawatha, and Robins.  
 
  

• Monica Vernon – Chair, Cedar Rapids 
• Scott Olson, Cedar Rapids 
• Ralph Russell, Cedar Rapids 
• Susie Weinacht, Cedar Rapids 
• Sandi Fowler, Cedar Rapids 
• Jeff Pomeranz, Cedar Rapids 
• Jen Winter, Cedar Rapids 
• Jim Doyle, Ely 
• Jason Rabe, Fairfax 
• Tom Theis, Hiawatha 
• Brent Oleson, Linn County 
• Snooks Bouska, Marion 
• John Bender – Vice Chair, Marion 
• Chuck Hinz, Robins 

 

Figure 1-2: Corridor MPO Policy Board - 2015 
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In 2002, the LCRPC expanded its planning area to reflect the growth 
experienced in the metropolitan area, and invitations to join the LCRPC 
were extended to several jurisdictions within the new planning boundary.  
The cities of Fairfax, Ely, and Shueyville elected to become full voting 
members of the Linn County Regional Planning Commission.  The Linn 
County Regional Planning Commission changed its name to the Corridor 
Metropolitan Planning Organization in 2007.  In 2010, the City of Shueyville 
withdrew from the Corridor MPO.  The Corridor MPO adopted new Bylaws 
in 2015 to improve its 3-C Planning Process by decreasing the size of the 
Policy Board and granting more responsibility and power to its Executive 
Committee, which is comprised of one member from each jurisdiction. 
 
Since its inception, the major activity of the Corridor MPO has been the 
preparation of regional plans to help guide orderly growth and 
development within the area.  Such plans address issues that include land 
use, open space and outdoor recreation, transportation, air quality, water 
and sewer systems, solid waste management, and housing and community 
development.  The Corridor MPO has also conducted joint zoning 
ordinance studies to encourage modern, uniform public regulations of 
private land development within the county.  In recent years, preparation 
of the TIP, the annual prioritization and programming of Surface 
Transportation Program and Transportation Alternatives Program funded 
projects in the metropolitan area, has been used by the Corridor MPO to 
promote Complete Streets and multimodal transportation. 
 

Transportation Planning History 
 
Local transportation planning dates back to 1908 when the Cedar Rapids 
Plan for Civic Improvement and Beautification was completed.  The first 
multi-jurisdictional plan was the Arterial Street and Highway Plan for the 
Cedar Rapids/Marion Urban Area completed in 1960 with a forecast year of 
1980.  Transportation planning has continued regularly since then, aided by 
the Federal Highway Act of 1962, which mandated transportation planning 
requirements as part of the federal funding process and set aside a portion 
of those funds specifically for planning purposes, and by subsequent 
federal acts.  
 
Under the direction of the Corridor MPO, a number of major street plans 
for the metro area were prepared and adopted.  Those plans were referred 
to by their "horizon" years (the last year of the planning period), and 
included the 1990, 1995, 2005, 2020, 2030, and 2040 Plans.  In addition, 
the MPO has overseen studies for specific projects such as bridge, 
intersection, bypass, and road extension projects. This Plan spans the years 
2015 through 2040 and is considered an update to the Connections 2040 
plan adopted in 2010. 
 

Figure 1-3: Image from the 1908 Plan  
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The metro area has a significant history of rail and bicycle planning. Bike 
planning dates back to the 1976 Preliminary Bikeways Plan and extends 
into the 1980s when area cities began to implement on-street bike lanes 
and off-street trails.  In 1993, the metro area Hawkeye Bicycle Club worked 
with the MPO to develop the MATS (Metro Area Trails System) Plan, and 
both Cedar Rapids and Marion have developed and maintained bicycle 
plans that have been incorporated into Connections 2040. 
 
Starting with the 1908 Cedar Rapids plan, various rail plans have been 
developed, including the Comprehensive Railroad Study for Linn County, 
Iowa (1980) and the East Central Iowa Commuter Rail Feasibility Study 
(1996).  In 2004, an MPO study group met with local rail companies and 
industry leaders to examine rail improvement strategies.  
 
The Corridor MPO has been involved with various aspects of transit 
planning, including marketing, surveying, developing service standards, and 
conducting feasibility studies.  Since 2004, the Corridor MPO has funded 
two transit studies to analyze the fixed-route transit system and make 
recommendations for budget neutral improvements.  The Cedar Rapids 
Fixed-Route Transit Analysis, completed in 2009, evaluated the current 
transit system, identified system needs, and recommended preferred 
routes to improve the fixed-route transit system.  
 

Why Are We Doing the Plan? 
 
Significant changes in the population, lifestyle, and 
societal norms will occur over the life of this plan, 
including a dramatic increase in the segment of the 
population over age 65.  Recovering from a major 
recession, global trade, e-commerce, outsourcing of jobs 
overseas, and continued growth in service sector jobs will 
impact employment patterns, while developers’ 
continuing search for incentives, cheap lands and minimal 
regulations will reinforce an established pattern of 
outlying jobs and housing leading to longer commutes 
and loss of farmland.  Freight transportation has 
undergone major shifts over the past several decades, 
and will likely continue to be a difficult mode to forecast 
and plan for. New technologies will impact all of the 
aforementioned issues, in some ways easing and in some 
ways contributing to congestion and increasing costs.  
The threat of terrorism is also a factor in its 
unpredictability and potential impacts, as well as acts of 
nature such as the 2008 flood.  All of these factors vividly 
point out the need for more and better research and 
regularly updated transportation plans. 

Long range transportation planning is widely 
acknowledged to be a critical element for smarter 
transportation and a better community. The transportation 
connection to Smart Growth has been suggested to 
include: 
 
• Establishing land use strategies to increase housing 

densities, introduce mixed-use development, and 
make walking, bicycling, and transit more viable. 

 
• Managing, operating, and maintaining existing 

highway, transit, and other transportation modes; 
improving performance for each mode; and improving 
economic vitality for the region. 

 
• Providing choice in housing and transportation so that 

they merge as seamlessly as possible into the 
community. 
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Connections 2040 recognizes that growth and change will 
continue in the region over the next several decades, and 
all local jurisdictions can make positive contributions 
toward preparing for that change.  Transportation 
infrastructure and services can help shape land use 
development to avoid increased traffic congestion, 
reduced mobility, and a deteriorating quality of life.  The 
Plan defines the policies, programs, and projects to be 
implemented over the next twenty-five years to build an 
effective and efficient transportation system. Connections 
2040 also promotes Smart Growth principles through the 
integration of land use and transportation facilities in our 
communities. 
 

What Is Required in the Plan? 
 
Requirements for transportation planning within 
metropolitan areas are contained within three major 
pieces of federal legislation: SAFETEA-LU (the current 
federal transportation legislation), the Clean Air Act of 
1990, and the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  This update to 
Connections 2040 incorporates SAFETEA-LU requirements 
and strengthens the Performance Measures section of 
Chapter 11 in anticipation of MAP-21 requirements. 
 
Among the many environmental, funding, infrastructure, 
modal, safety, and other transportation-related provisions 
of the legislation, SAFETEA-LU specifies that MPOs develop 
transportation plans in cooperation with the State and 
public transit operators that “provide for the development 
and integrated management and operation of 
transportation systems and facilities…that will function as 
an intermodal transportation system for the metropolitan 
area…”  
 
SAFETEA-LU identifies several categories of projects that 
are to be included for implementation over the life of a 
transportation plan.  They are: 
 

• Roadway, transit, intermodal, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities; 

• Transportation and transit enhancement activities; 
• Strategies for managing the transportation system; 

and  

F E D E R A L  R E Q U I R E M E N T S  F O R  
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  P L A N S  

 
MAP-21requires a description of the performance 
measures and targets to be used to assess the 
performance of the transportation system. 
 
SAFETEA-LU includes requirements to efficiently use 
and preserve the existing transportation infrastructure, 
acknowledges the synergistic relationship between all 
modes of transportation, mandates the inclusion of 
private citizens and stakeholders in the planning 
process, and considers how transportation impacts the 
environment. Another key mandate is that the LRTP 
must be financially constrained, meaning the 
transportation projects and strategies identified can be 
paid for with funds that are reasonably expected to be 
available.  
 
The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 
require transportation planning helps and not hinders the 
region in meeting federal air quality standards. Receipt of 
federal funding is contingent upon a region’s ability to 
meet air quality standards. The CAAA specifically 
encourages regions to reduce auto emissions and trips 
made by single-occupant vehicles and promotes the use 
of alternative transportation modes, including transit and 
bicycles, as a viable part of the transportation system.  
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d-
1) states that “No person in the United States shall, on 
the ground 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.” Presidential 
Executive Order 12898 reinforces the U. S. Department 
of Transportation (DOT) to direct its funding based on 
the following principles: 

• To avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
disproportionately high and adverse human 
health and environmental 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 in the 
transportation decision-making process. 

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or 
significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations. 
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Figure 1-4: Update Timeline 

• Capital investments and other measures to preserve the existing 
transportation system. 

SAFETEA-LU specifies that available revenues for implementation of 
transportation improvements over the life of the LRTP must be developed 
through a cooperative effort between the MPO, State, and transit 
operators.  The cost estimates for the projects, strategies, and other 
transportation improvements contained in the Plan must be constrained to 
the forecasts of available revenues.  
 
When this requirement was enacted with ISTEA in 1991, many 
communities around the country readily embraced the financial constraint 
philosophy.  In this manner, transportation plans transformed from a wish 
list of projects that could not be implemented to meaningful plans with 
specific, identifiable transportation improvements.  
 
To make Connections 2040 consistent with SAFETEA-LU, it includes: 
 

• A vision that meets community goals.  
• A multimodal approach that includes not only highway projects, 

but provides for other modes such as public transportation, 
walking, and bicycling. 

• A minimum 20-year planning horizon. 
• A financial plan that balances revenues and costs to 

demonstrate that the Plan is financially responsible and 
constrained. 

• A public involvement process that meets federal guidelines and 
is sensitive especially to those groups traditionally left out of the 
planning process. 

 
The process for the updating Connections 2040 consisted of five steps as 
shown in Figure 1-4.  
 

1. Project Submittal - the first step was the submittal of project 
applications for both road and bicycle projects.  This list of 
projects becomes the Vision Plan.  Also included in this step was 
the approval of revised criteria that would be used to score the 
projects. 

 
2. Travel Demand Model - the second step was the update of the 

Travel Demand Model, which is used to score the projects of the 
Vision Plan to determine their impacts on congestion in the 
metropolitan area.  

 
3. Stakeholder Outreach – the third step involved two phases.  The 

first phase was holding open houses in each jurisdiction to share 
information about Connections 2040 Update, the proposed Vision 
Plan projects, and the specific projects submitted for the individual 
jurisdiction.  This gave citizens the opportunity to learn more about 

Project Submittal         
October 2014

Travel Demand Model 
January - May 2015

Stakeholder Outreach 
March - April 2015

Document Revisions 
February - June 2015

Policy Board Approval     
July 2015
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the Corridor MPO, the impacts of Connections 2040 and the 
specific projects submitted by their jurisdiction. 
 
The second phase was a presentation to each jurisdiction’s elected 
officials to share information about the plan update and gather 
feedback about the following that would then be incorporated into 
the plan: 

a) What are the transportation challenges facing their 
community? 

b) What are their transportation priorities? 
c) What types of regional projects would best benefit them 

and the region? 
i. Roads 

ii. Trails/Bicycle 
iii. Transit 
iv. Sidewalks 

 
4. Document Revisions – the fourth step involved review of the text 

of the document and updating to reflect current information, 
trends, jurisdiction activities, and other changes that took place 
since the original plan was adopted in 2010. 

 
5. Policy Board Approval – the fifth step included review and approval 

by the Corridor MPO Policy Board. 
 

A Smarter Plan 
 
The foundation of Connections 2040 lies in better connecting our road 
network, transit, bicycle facilities, and sidewalks to our homes, schools, 
work, shopping, and other activities.  In this era of budget and 
infrastructure deficits, the ultimate success of this Plan will be measured by 
the outcomes and impacts of the Smart Growth principles we choose to 
implement as our communities are developed and redeveloped over time.  
Connections 2040 acknowledges the connection between land use and 
transportation and offers transportation improvements to support smarter, 
more sustainable land use.  Connections 2040 encourages the use of Smart 
Growth concepts as a way to build more compact, sustainable, and 
walkable communities, which provide more transportation options to 
citizens of all ages, incomes, and physical abilities.  These types of 
communities are not only more attractive but are more financially 
sustainable for jurisdictions to provide services to.  
 
Historically, transportation plans have been based on providing new roads 
to support proposed expanding development areas.  With an expanded 
roadway network, land development proposals followed these new 
facilities.  The idea of “build it and they will come” held true. For decades, 
cities throughout the United States have been following this approach of 
building themselves out of congestion.  Many of these same cities are 
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realizing that this approach is not sustainable.  As roads are getting older, 
much if not all of the available transportation budget is spent to maintain 
the existing facilities.  
 
As baby boomers enter their retirement years, there is a major change in 
demographics with an older population.  Empty nesters are moving out of 
their single-family homes and looking for new housing types where they 
have local amenities, and can lock up their unit and go.  On average, a 
person lives 10 years after they stop driving.  Providing a transportation 
system to support this aging population is important to retain those that 
have lived their lives in the region. 
  
It is also recognized that the region’s economic vitality is dependent upon 
the region’s competitiveness with other cities and towns throughout the 
United States and world.  To be competitive economically, a region must be 
able to attract and retain 20 to 50 year olds with a higher education and 
higher salary. Cities and regions that are attracting this age group are those 
that offer amenities and choices, including parks and trails, a variety of 
housing choices, and opportunities to live and work within the same area. 
 
The two main components that make up Connections 2040 are land use 
and multimodal transportation system solutions.  Each component has a 
unique, yet interdependent role in improving mobility and travel in the 
region through the year 2040.  Land use determines where our homes, 
schools, work, shopping, and other activities are located, which profoundly 
affects the way in which we move around.  A multimodal transportation 
system solution provides needed regional transportation improvements, 
viable travel choices, and connections to our daily activities. 
 
Connections 2040 is forward-looking in its transportation vision.  It focuses 
on providing immediate, competitive travel choices.  This includes making it 
more convenient, fast, and safe to ride transit, or bike or to walk to work or 
school. In our fast-paced world, saving time is a very real and powerful 
incentive for encouraging these more sustainable travel choices.  Part of 
this vision is the implementation of Complete Streets.  This idea 
emphasizes streets that are designed to serve all travel modes: bicycle, 
walking, transit, and the automobile. 
 

Other Plans/Initiatives/Activities 
 
There are many planning efforts that have been recently completed or 
currently underway in the Cedar Rapids Metro Area since the adoption of 
the original Connections 2040 in 2005.  Some of these have introduced new 
planning concepts that should be encouraged and have an impact on how a 
community functions and competes for citizens and businesses.  Others are 
updates for specific transportation modes, which prioritize transportation 

Smart Growth is an urban 
planning and transportation 
theory that concentrates 
growth in the center of a city 
to avoid urban sprawl; and 
advocates compact, transit-
oriented, walkable, bicycle-
friendly land use, including 
neighborhood schools, 
complete streets, and mixed-
use development with a range 
of housing choices. 
 
Smart Growth values long-
range, regional considerations 
of sustainability over a short-
term focus. Its goals are to 
achieve a unique sense of 
community and place; expand 
the range of transportation, 
employment, and housing 
choices; equitably distribute 
the costs and benefits of 
development; preserve and 
enhance natural and cultural 
resources; and promote public 
health. 
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improvements for those communities.  New initiatives and stakeholder 
groups have also been formed and are active in planning in the 
metropolitan area.  Connections 2040 is supportive of all of these plans, 
initiatives, and activities and incorporates them as much as is appropriate.  
The following summarizes these efforts: 
 

• EnvisionCR:  Adopted in 2015, the City of Cedar Rapids’ update to 
its 1999 Comprehensive Plan promotes the use of Complete Streets 
and introduces a new future land use approach that emphasizes 
mixed use and more compact development. 
 

• Cedar Rapids’ and Marion’s Complete Streets Policies:  Cedar 
Rapids adopted theirs in 2014 and Marion in 2015.  The Complete 
Streets concept promotes the consideration of all potential users of 
a road right-of-way.  This means, where appropriate, providing 
accommodations for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit.  This can 
be done by adding bike lanes, building sidewalks, or pullouts for 
transit vehicles.   

 
• Cedar Rapids Comprehensive Trails Plan Update:  Adopted in 

2015, this provides the guide for implementing on-street bicycle 
facilities and separated trails in Cedar Rapids over the next 25 
years.  

 
• Marion’s Master Trails Plan Update: Adopted in 2014 and like the 

Cedar Rapids plan, recommends implementation of an on-street 
and separated network.  

 
• Bicycle Friendly Community Status:  Awarded in 2012, Cedar 

Rapids achieved Bronze Level status from the League of American 
Bicyclists and Marion received an honorable mention in 2014. 
 

• Iowa Commuter Transportation Study:  Completed in 2014, the 
Iowa DOT conducted the study to determine the existing and 
future commuter needs between Cedar Rapids and Iowa City on 
I-380 as well as transportation improvements.  
 

• Indian Creek Watershed Management Authority:  Created in 2013, 
the Indian Creek Watershed Management Authority (ICWMA) 
includes Corridor MPO members Cedar Rapids, Marion, Robins, 
Hiawatha, and Linn County and is a cooperative agreement among 
the jurisdictions within the watershed to provide a framework for 
watershed level planning and management.     
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• Blue Zones: Cedar Rapids and Marion have become Blues Zones 
Communities, which means they have committed to making and 
collaborating on policies and programs that improve the health and 
well-being of their communities.  Transportation and land use policies 
are two examples of how government can impact its citizen’s health.   
 

• Plan4Health Grant:  Awarded in 2015, this grant from the American 
Planning Association was received by the Planning Healthy Iowa 
Communities – Linn County Coalition, which includes Cedar Rapids, 
Linn County, Marion, and the Corridor MPO.  One of the main focuses 
of the grant is how Complete Streets can encourage physical activity. 

 
• Bicycle Advisory Committees: Both Cedar Rapids and Marion have 

Bicycle Advisory Committees that provide input on each communities 
bicycle networks. 

 
• Highway 100: This long planned highway extension from Cedar Rapids 

to north of Fairfax was funded by the Iowa DOT in 2011 and is expected 
to be completed by 2018 or 2019.  Development of a corridor 
management plan by the Corridor MPO began in 2013 and is expected 
to be completed in the summer of 2015.  The plan will help guide land 
use and infrastructure investments leading to and along the highway 
corridor. 
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One of the first steps in developing Connections 2040 was to understand the 
state of existing transportation, social, and economic conditions of the region. 
Understanding the trends and changes that made the region what it is today is 
essential before developing forecasts of future conditions. This chapter provides 
a comprehensive look at existing conditions and trends in the Corridor MPO 
region, including historic growth, existing demographics, and the region’s 
existing transportation system. 
 

Existing Demographics 
 
The Corridor MPO area encompasses almost 326 square miles of land area, 
about 88 square miles of which is developed. Nearly half of the developed land 
in the region is residential, largely characterized by suburban single-family 
homes. 
 
Historically, growth in the region originated in the core of Cedar Rapids. Over 
the decades, development moved away from the core. New roadways 
radiating outward allowed further expansion in the outlying areas.  
 
Recent development trends indicate continuing growth to the north and 
northeast into the suburban fringe areas of Marion, Hiawatha, and Robins. A 
smaller amount of growth is occurring within the southern portions of the 
region. However, a larger rate of growth is expected to the west of Cedar Rapids 
with the nearing completion of Highway 100 extension to Highway 30. 
 

Population Characteristics 
 
The Corridor MPO area has grown from a population of 
approximately 150,000 in 1980 to approximately 187,000 
in 2013, which is equal to 25% growth over this period. 
That also equates to a 25% increase in daily trips and an 
even greater increase in vehicle miles traveled, as this 
population is locating in outlying areas and has to drive 
further to get to work and shop. 
 
Based on population forecasts from the Data Center of 
Iowa and the Corridor MPO, the population of the 
Corridor MPO area may grow to approximately 260,000 
by the year 2040. That would equate to 40% growth in 
population. This forecast was derived from using 2013 
American Community Survey (ACS) US Census Data and 
the Corridor MPO’s Travel Demand Model. While 

Figure 2-1: Population  
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population growth is still expected, the Corridor Metropolitan Area has 
experienced a small shift to smaller household sizes, leading to a more 
conservative growth rate than previously anticipated. The metro wide expected 
growth rate is 1.14 percent in line with the region’s historical growth rate of 
1.07 percent from 1980 to 2010 (US Census, 2010). Table 2-1 shows population 
projections for selected jurisdictions.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For a glimpse of the expected growth in population density by 2040 versus the 
latest available data (2013) see figures 2-4 and figure 2-5 on page 5.  
  

Jurisdiction Age
Cedar Rapids 35.6

Marion 36.4
Hiawatha 37.6

Robins 37.0
Fairfax 37.7

Ely 33.6

All MPO 36.4

37.1

Average Age of People                      
in Each MPO Jurisdiction

Unincorporated Linn 
& Johnson Co.

Source: U.S. Census, 2013 American Community 
Survey, 5-year estimates 

Table 2-1: Expected Population Growth by Jurisdiction 

Table 2-2: Average Age of People in Each 
MPO Jurisdiction 
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As depicted in Table 2-2, the average age for the entire region is 36.4 years old. 
Fairfax had the highest average age at 37.7 and Ely had the smallest average age 
at 33.6, although the range between the jurisdictions was very small. This 
means that most people within the Corridor MPO region are in their mid-
thirties. Figure 2-2 depicts this as well, as there are 6,000 or more men and 
women in each age category from “Under 5 years” to “30 to 34 years” and “40 
to 44 years” to “55 to 59 years”.  There is a small dip in the number of men and 
women aged 35-39 at just below 6,000.  The number of residents continually 
decreases in each age cohort from “55 to 59 years” until “85 years and over”. 
The population pyramid for the region seems to indicate a steadily growing 
population, as there are higher numbers of younger people (under 24 years) 
than there are older individuals (aged 60 years and over).  

Figure 2-2: Population of Corridor MPO by Age and Gender 
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  Figure 2-3: Population Aged 65 And Over 

The population density of citizens over 65 years old is similar to those of the general population across the metro, 
with the exception of the west side of Cedar Rapids.  Older citizens in these areas are much more likely to need 
quality transit and properly provided sidewalks. As seen in figure 2-3, most citizens aged 65 and older live on the 
southwest side, Wellington Heights neighborhood, central Marion, and northeast Cedar Rapids. Current transit 
service coverage appears to be adequate (see Figure 2-21 on page 2-32). However, frequency of service may need to 
increase as these areas will continue to age, producing more and more dependent transit riders.  Sidewalk coverage 
for these older citizens is present but intermittent (see Figure 2-23 on page 2-37). Gaps need to be filled in while the 
quality of the existing sidewalk in these neighborhoods needs to be monitored closely to provide a safe and functional 
walking surface. Additionally, service issues in these clusters and in other high density population areas will likely 
foretell issues that will become important to the entire network. Americans are expected to live longer than ever 
before. Issues like the quality of bus stops, sidewalks, and bus shelters will likely be more important in these older 
population areas as physical mobility issues will require more support to adequately serve citizens. 
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Figure 2-4: Population Density (2013) 

Figure 2-5: Projected Population Density (2040) 
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*Larger images of figures 2-6 and 2-7 are located on pages 5-13 and 5-14 in Chapter 5. 

Figure 2-6: Population by Median Household Income 

 
Figure 2-6 shows median household income by Census tract. Geographically, most of 
the Corridor MPO region has a household income between $50,000 to $75,000 and 
$75,000 to $100,000. Those households with a median income $50,000 to $75,000 are 
located in the northeast and eastern portions of the Corridor MPO Region, in Cedar 
Rapids, Linn County, Hiawatha, and Marion; additionally, there is also a pocket of the 
same median household income range located in northwest and southwest Cedar 
Rapids. Households with a median income $75,000 to $100,000 are located within the 
southeastern, southern, southwestern, eastern, and northwestern portions of the 
Corridor MPO Region, primarily in Linn County. The downtown core has the lowest 
median household income in the region at $19,000 to $25,000. The highest median 
income is located in northern Marion and the far northwest portions of Cedar Rapids, 
Hiawatha, and Robins. There is a small pocket of lower median incomes ($25,000 to 
$50,000) along Blairs Ferry Road and Robin Road in Hiawatha and Cedar Rapids.  
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Figure 2-7: Minority Population 

Generally speaking, the Corridor MPO region does not have a large minority population. 
Depicted on Figure 2-7 are pockets where roughly a third or fourth of the population 
identifies as a minority, however, most areas within the region are between 0 to 5 percent. 
The dark orange area at the center of the map is where most of the minority population lives, 
which consists of the Oakhill Jackson, Mound View, and Wellington Heights neighborhoods, 
and the entire downtown area. About 30 to 35 percent of the population located in the area 
southeast of 8th Avenue SE and south of Mount Vernon Road SE is made up of minority 
populations. This area is a part of the Oakhill Jackson neighborhood. Downtown and 
Wellington Heights are located northwest and northeast of Oakhill Jackson, respectively, and 
have minority populations between 20 to 25 percent and 25 to 30 percent. The Mound View 
neighborhood has an above-average representation (when compared to the entire region) of 
minorities at 10 to 15 percent. A pocket of 15 to 20 percent minorities exists between Blairs 
Ferry Road NE and Collins Road to the north and south, and Northland Avenue and Interstate 
380 to the east and west. This extends into the northwest portions of the Kenwood 
Neighborhood. West of Interstate 380 also between Blairs Ferry Road NE and Collins 
Road/Highway 100 exists a minority population of 10 to 15 percent. There is also a large 
portion of southwest Cedar Rapids and a smaller portion in northeast Cedar Rapids that have 
between 10 to 15 percent minority residents.   
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Figure 2-8: Percent Limited English Proficiency 

While most people who live within the region are proficient in speaking and writing English, 
there are a few areas in the region that have a solid portion of the population who have 
limited English proficiency.  As evidenced in Figure 2-8, there are three areas that have 7 to 
11.5 percent limited English proficiency speakers, the first being the area far southeast Cedar 
Rapids, Linn County east of Marion, and northeastern Marion. Another part of the region that 
has people with limited English proficiency is located in northeastern Cedar Rapids, 
southeastern Hiawatha, and a small portion of Robins. The third area with 7 to 11.5 percent 
limited English proficiency speakers is located in southwestern Cedar Rapids, west of 
Edgewood Road SW, north of Wilson Avenue SW, east of West Post Road SW, and south of 
Midway Drive NW. This southwestern portion with many individuals who have limited English 
skills is located within the Cedar Hills neighborhood in Cedar Rapids.  
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  Transportation Characteristics 
 
  
 
  

Figure 2-9: Number of Households with No Vehicle 

HH SIZE 1 HH SIZE 2 HH SIZE 3 HH SIZE 4+ TOTAL
AUTO 0         3,669            774            160            245         4,848 
AUTO 1       16,201         5,294         2,220         1,768       25,483 
AUTO 2         3,769       16,678         4,639         7,610       32,696 
AUTO 3            460         4,062         3,232         4,293       12,047 

AUTO 4+            214         1,092         1,087         2,452         4,845 
TOTAL       24,313       27,900       11,338       16,368       79,919 

Table 2-3: Auto Availability by Household Size (2013) 
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Citizens without a vehicle have largely centralized in the Cedar Rapids downtown 
core. This is may be a result of land use patterns and the hub and spoke design of the 
CR Transit system. The Ground Transportation Center (GTC) is located in the center 
of the main downtown area of the metro. All bus routes converge at this point and 
thus those without a motor vehicle either by choice or circumstance have clustered 
within a short distance to the frequent and dense transit service provided by the 
GTC.  
 
However, there are assuredly other factors present. There appears to be correlation 
between vehicle ownership and the older population centers on the west side of 
Cedar Rapids (see Figure 2-3 on page 2-4) and the lower income clusters on the 
northern and central portions of the metro (see Figure 2-6 on page 2-6). Citizens 
located in these farther reaches of the metro are not as well served by transit and 
are likely dependent only on one specific bus route or other modes of 
transportation. This dependence on single routes vice the diversity of routes found in 
the downtown core can present a significant burden to those without a vehicle, 
should they utilize transit given the 60 minute headways provided in these areas. 
The areas of the metro that have a large density of households without a motor 
vehicle are important to consider when planning future non-motorized 
transportation systems. 
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  As is the case in most regions of the United States, a vast majority of people within the 

Corridor MPO region drive alone to work using their car, truck, or van. Table 2-4 shows 
travel mode by jurisdiction. Of the 97,000 commuters in 2013, roughly 92 percent get to 
work via a personal automobile. Of that 92 percent, 91 percent drive alone and 9 percent 
carpool. Those who carpool to work in the region tend to commute with only one other 
person. Of the people who carpool in the region, 79 percent carpool with another person 
and 21 percent carpool with two or three additional people in the car. Public 
transportation is not a popular way to commute to work in the region, with a little over 
one percent of individuals riding the bus to work. Very few people take a taxi, drive their 
motorcycle, ride their bicycle, or get to work through other means. A little over one 
percent of commuters use one of these alternative transportation modes to get to work. 
Approximately 2 percent of commuters walk to work. A good portion of commuters do 
not actually commute at all: approximately 3.5 percent of these individuals work at home.  
 
 

Table 2-4: Travel Mode to Work and Average Commute Time 
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Traffic created within the region can be broken down into generators: location and number of 
households (represented in blue) and location and number of jobs (represented in red). There are 
several clusters of areas where jobs are abundant in Figure 2-10. Blairs Ferry Road NE, Collins Road 
NE, Edgewood Road SW, First Avenue E, and E Avenue NE are all corridors that have a large number 
of employees working in that area. Downtown Cedar Rapids is another area that has high numbers 
of employees. This makes sense, as there are several large companies and agencies located in 
downtown and along those road corridors. For instance, Blairs Ferry Road and Collins Road have the 
largest employer in the region, Rockwell Collins, located between the two streets. The southwest 
portion of Cedar Rapids towards the airport is largely industrial and only has employees but no 
residents in the area. East of that area lies another large hub of employees: Kirkwood Community 
College.  Households are not as tightly clustered and primarily fill in spaces between areas where 
people work. The blue dots are not tightly clustered which depicts the general lack of residential 
density in the region. As would be expected, the areas with numerous of households are generally 
in the center of the region and become more sparse moving outward.  

Figure 2-10: Traffic Generators (Households and Jobs) 
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  Economic Characteristics 
 

  
Figure 2-11: Location of Several Major Employers 
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Company/Agency # of Employees Location
Rockwell Collins 9,470 Cedar Rapids
Transamerica 3,872 Cedar Rapids
St. Luke's Hospital 3,184 Cedar Rapids
Cedar Rapids School District 2,936 Cedar Rapids
Mercy Medical Center 2,312 Cedar Rapids
Kirkwood Community College 1,895 Cedar Rapids
City of Cedar Rapids 1,311 Cedar Rapids
Nordstrom Direct 1,200 Cedar Rapids
Quaker Foods & Snacks 1,018 Cedar Rapids
Linn-Mar Community School 
District

954
Cedar Rapids, Marion, 
Robins

Yellow Book USA 933 Cedar Rapids
Alliant Energy 902 Cedar Rapids
Linn County 782 Cedar Rapids
College Community Schools 775 Cedar Rapids
General Mills 687 Cedar Rapids
APAC Customer Service 630 Cedar Rapids
NextEra Energy 623 Cedar Rapids
Verizon Business 604 Cedar Rapids
Toyota Financial Services 593 Cedar Rapids
Archer Daniels Midland 500 Cedar Rapids
GE Capital 484 Cedar Rapids
SourceMedia Group 477 Cedar Rapids
RuffaloCODY 475 Cedar Rapids
Physicians' Clinic of Iowa 466 Cedar Rapids
CRST 465 Cedar Rapids
Windstream 430 Hiawatha
United Fire Group 428 Cedar Rapids
PMX Industries 400 Cedar Rapids
U.S. Cellular 392 Cedar Rapids, Marion
Cargill - Corn Milling 363 Cedar Rapids
Schneider Electric 352 Cedar Rapids
Penford 242 Cedar Rapids
CCB Packaging 205 Hiawatha
Evergreen Packaging 200 Cedar Rapids
HJ Heinz 200 Cedar Rapids
Source: Cedar Rapids Metro Economic Alliance

Major Employers in the Corridor MPO AreaTable 2-5: Major Employers in Corridor MPO Region 
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It is critical that an effective transportation system connect people to their employment. 
As important as origins are so are their destinations. While all destinations are valuable, 
some are more crucial to everyday life. Table 2-5 lists the metro’s largest employers and as 
such major traffic generators. Figure 2-11 on page 2-13, displays the top 15 employers by 
number of employees that are centrally located. Some major employers such as school 
districts are not listed as these jobs are dispersed across the metro.  
 
Also found on the map are large employment centers that do not have one single large 
employer but still have a significant amount of employees and traffic associated with 
them, such as the mall in town, Lindale. Finally, both large universities, Mount Mercy and 
Coe College have also been displayed as they also generate a lot of traffic and employee a 
significant number of people. 
 
 

Table 2-6: Employment by Industry in the Corridor MPO Region 
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  Employment in the Corridor MPO area is expected to grow over the life of the plan.  Table 2-6 shows 
existing (2013) employment by industry for each member jurisdiction.  Table 2-7 below shows Location 
Quotient by selected NAICS sub-sectors. Location Quotient is a measure of regional specialization.  It is 
a calculation of the ratio of employment in a particular section in a region to the national average.  For 
example, if 10% of jobs in a particular region are in a certain industry, and the national average is 5%, 
then that region would have a location quotient of 2.00.  Of the 93 sub-sectors defined by NAICS, the 
Corridor MPO has a Location Quotient greater than 1.0 in 19.  
 
Regional specialization is an important measure because it helps describe what a particular region is 
good at, and can help describe the overall health of the region’s economy.  Specialization in growing 
industries can fuel regional growth, whereas specialization in declining industries can negatively affect 
the region.  Well balances and diversified regional economies can be healthier in the long term. 
 
In the Corridor MPO region, a high location quotient (3.18) in Data processing, hosting and related 
services shows that Linn County is an attractive location for these businesses which make up an 
important part of the “Information Economy”. High location quotients for Truck transportation and 
Food manufacturing reflect the region’s importance as an industrial and agricultural center in Iowa. 
 
 
 

Industry Location Quotient
Truck transportation 3.86
Data processing, hosting and related service 3.18
Publishing industries, except Internet 2.57
Utilities 2.51
Food manufacturing 2.37
Insurance carriers and related activities 2.31
Rental and leasing services 2.16
Telecommunications 1.96
Printing and related support activities 1.72
Specialty trade contractors 1.27
Machinery manufacturing 1.27
Electronics and appliance stores 1.25
Beverage and tobacco product manufacturin 1.23
Repair and maintenance 1.19
Performing arts and spectator sports 1.17
Merchant wholesalers, durable goods 1.14
Building material and garden supply stores 1.05
Gasoline stations 1.01
Broadcasting, except Internet 1.01
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013

Table 2-7: Location Quotients of Industry 
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The above table 2-8 displays current employment data collected in the 2013 American 
Community Survey (US Census) with jobs aggregated into three basic sectors: retail, 
service, and basic. The basic sector includes manufacturing, agriculture, and 
transportation amongst others. Using the Corridor MPO’s travel demand model to project 
future employment in 2040, an additional 60,111 jobs may be added. This is an increase of 
approximately 54 percent.  
 
Unemployment figures for the Corridor metro and its member jurisdictions range from 2.4 
percent to 4.5 percent. The entire metro area has an unemployment rate of 3.9 percent 
which equals that of the State of Iowa and is significantly lower than the national average 
of 6.2 percent (2013 American Community Survey, US Census).  These low unemployment 
rates are indicative of a healthy mix of jobs that have weathered the recent economic 
recession.  
 

Table 2-8: Current and Projected  
Employment By Sector 

 Retail  Service  Basic  Total 
2013    23,634    64,096    23,908  111,638 
2040    36,964    94,203    40,582  171,749 

Jurisdiction/Area Total Unemployed Percent Unemployed
Cedar Rapids 4,447 4.4%

Marion 996 3.7%
Hiawatha 167 3.0%

Robins 57 2.4%
Fairfax 39 2.5%

Ely 51 3.5%

All MPO 6,387 3.9%

Unemployment in the Corridor MPO Area

Source: U.S. Census, 2013 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates 

Unincorporated 
Linn & Johnson Co.

290 4.5%

Table 2-9: Total and Percent Unemployment  
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Figure 2-12: Projected New Jobs in 2040 

The planning process for the Connections 2040 update looked at both regional employment projections and 
projected growth patterns. Connections 2040 contemplates the addition of nearly 60,000 jobs in the region 
between 2013 and 2040.  These jobs will drive considerable change in the planning area, both in terms of infill 
redevelopment and peripheral growth for MPO communities.   
 
Figure 2-11 above shows projected employment growth in the region to 2040.  Each red dot represents 10 new 
jobs projected to be created.  The distribution of these new jobs across the region is the result of individual 
meetings with jurisdictions to discuss future land use planning. In general, areas which are expected to see large 
growth in employment include:   

• Continued redevelopment and growth within the urban cores of the metro area, including the core 
districts of Cedar Rapids and downtown Marion. 

• Development in Southwest Cedar Rapids, particularly east of Edgewood Rd SW between US 30 and the 
Eastern Iowa Airport 

• Development of commercial and industrial land along Tower Terrace Road between Hiawatha and Robins 
• Development in eastern and northeast Marion along Highway 13 
•  The Highway 100 corridor throughout Marion and Cedar Rapids, including around the Edgewood Road, 

1st Avenue/Marion Boulevard, East Post Road and Highway 13 intersections. 
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Development Trends 
 
In addition to understanding how much population growth to plan for, 
it is also important to understand the density and dispersion of growth.  
 
Gross population density is a measure of people per acre of developed 
land, inclusive of residential, commercial, industrial, and all other 
developed land uses. It can be used to estimate how much undeveloped 
land will be needed for development over a period of time to meet the 
needs of an expanding population. It is also an indicator of how 
efficiently land is being used to accommodate growth. 
 
Between 1990 and 2000, the increase in population was roughly 
proportionate to the expansion of urbanized land. Therefore, the gross 
density of the region remained relatively constant at around 3.25 people 
per acre. Between 2000 and 2010 (most recent data), the percent 
increase in urbanized land was more than double the percent increase in 
population, causing the gross density to drop to about 2.69 people per 
acre. Assuming that future growth will occur at the average gross 
density of the past 20 years (3.06 people per acre), the region could 
expect over 20,000 additional acres of new development by 2040 to 
accommodate a projected population increase of approximately 75,000 
persons. This is a conservative assumption given the decreasing trend in 
overall gross density of development. 
 
This phenomenon, commonly referred to as sprawl, is one in which land 
is being developed at a greater pace than the population and the 
economy are growing, thus dispersing the population and further 
separating where people live, work, and shop. The disparity between 
the rate of land consumption and the growth of the population and the 
regional economy may be considered unsustainable and could lead to 
undesirable consequences - not only for mobility, but for the 
environment, the economy, and the quality of life within the region. 
 
A series of maps on the following page illustrates the historic growth of 
development within the Corridor MPO region between 1980 and 2010, 
and possible future growth between 2010 and 2040 based on the 
historic trends for the Corridor MPO region. The pattern of growth since 
1980, as presented in Figure 2-12, has been an outward expansion in 
the form of suburban low density development. These development 
patterns have been along the freeways and arterials which serve the 
region. Based on historic trends, growth will continue to spread north 
and northeast into Marion, Hiawatha, and Robins. Additionally, 
increased growth is expected in the western fringes of the metro area 
with the completion of the new Highway 100 extension to Highway 30 
in 2020.   
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Figure 2-13: Historical and Forecast Growth 

Source: 
• US Census Bureau 
• 2040 Transportation Plan 

(July 2005) 
• Iowa Department of Natural 

Resources 
• USGC NLCD Land Cover 

Change 
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Examples of Recent Development 
 

Most recent development in the region is single-family housing of 0-4 dwelling 
units per acre. There are also some attached units which have been constructed 
in the last few years with an average density of 4–5 dwelling units per acre. 
Recently there are more and more instances of larger multi-use dwellings being 
developed in core areas of the metro. However, there are still many more 
examples of large scale single family home developments which tend to be 
auto-oriented. Figure 2-13 illustrates some of the examples around the metro 
area. 
 
 
 

Mobility Report Card: The Regions Existing 
Transportation System 
 
To many, the transportation system is viewed as a network of streets and 
interstates that allow automobiles and trucks to travel within, to, and through 
the region. In reality, roads make up only one component of the transportation 
system, although a very important one. Transit service, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities are essential to a well-balanced, equitable, multi-modal transportation 
system.  
 
Before determining where the Corridor MPO region should be in the future, it is 
important to examine where the region is today. The following sections provide 
a snapshot of the current roadway network, a summary of existing transit 
service, and what bicycle and pedestrian facilities are available. 

 

Automobile 
The automobile has been and will continue to be the predominant 
mode of travel in the Corridor MPO region, the state, and our 
nation. We travel along our local streets, arterials and freeways to 

get to work, shopping, businesses, and recreation. Our roadway network is also 
critically important in that it provides the system for delivering our goods and 
services, enabling emergency response, while supporting bicycle travel, and 
providing bus service. 
 
The existing roadway network for the Corridor MPO planning region is 
presented in Figure 2-14. As can be seen, the roadway network is made up of 
various types of roadways with different functional classifications. These 
classifications of roadways have different purposes and carry different volumes 
and types of traffic. The roadway classifications include Freeway/ Expressway, 
Major Arterials, Minor Arterials, Collectors, and Local Streets. 
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Figure 2-14: Examples of Recent Residential Development 

5-10 Dwelling Units Per Acre 
 

0-5 Dwelling Units Per Acre 
   

10+ Dwelling Units Per Acre 
 

Honey Grove Rd and Plumberry Rd  
(Linn County) 

0.4 du/acre single-family detached                         

Prairie View Cir  
(Fairfax) 

2.9 du/acre single-family detached 
 

Brookside Dr and Indian Creek Rd 
(Marion)  

0.6 du/acre single-family detached  

Ashford Dr NE and Westfield Dr NE 
(Cedar Rapids)  

5.3 du/acre single-family detached  

Ely Rd SW and Muirfield Dr SW  
(Cedar Rapids) 

8.6 du/acre single-family detached 
 

East of 44th St between McGowan Blvd and 29th Ave 
(Marion) 

6.6 du/acre single-family detached  

Kirkwood Ct SW and Kirkwood North Rd 
(Cedar Rapids) 

16.5 du/acre single-family detached  

Boyson Rd and 10th St  
(Marion) 

17 du/acre single-family detached  
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Figure 2-15: Existing Roadway Network 
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Federal and state facilities maintained by the Iowa Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) are the backbone of the existing roadway network. These 
include the north-south I-380 and east-west US 30 freeways, Iowa Highway 100 
(Collins Road), US 151 (1st Avenue), and Highway 13. Edgewood Road is another 
major roadway that serves the region.  
 
These major facilities are supported by other major arterials, minor arterials, 
and collector streets, which provide local connections and serve the regions 
existing uses. Functionally, major arterials and freeways have higher travel 
speeds and controlled access, whereas minor arterials, collectors, and local 
streets have slower travel speeds and increased access (Figure 2-15). 
 
  

Figure 2-16: Mobility and Access 
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Roadway Functional Classification 
 

The roadway network is comprised of facilities with varying characteristics. These facilities range from freeways, 
which serve high-speed, longer-distance trips, to local streets that are designed for lower speeds and shorter trip 
lengths. Two important variables that define roadway function are mobility and access. Freeways have full access 
control that allows vehicles to enter and exit only at interchange ramps, since mobility is the primary function of a 
freeway. Local streets, on the other hand, have numerous driveways and connections because their primary function 
is to provide local access to businesses and residences. The following provides a basic definition for each road 
classification.  

Freeways/Expressways 
Freeways within the region 
include I-380 and US 30. 
They provide for the high-
speed movement of large 
volumes of traffic with a 
minimum of interference. 
This is accomplished 
through the use of access 
control, divided roadways, 
and grade-separated 
interchanges. Interstates 
have the inherent 
characteristic of lower 
accident rates because of 
many built-in safety features 
such as comfortable 
alignment, easy grades, 
speed change lanes, 
adequate sight distance, 
and other geometric 
features that afford a 
continuous movement of 
traffic. Iowa 100 and 13 are 
expressways with controlled 
access, but in some cases 
they have intersections 
instead of interchanges. 

Major Arterials 
Major arterials provide 
a high level of mobility 
at higher speeds for 
the longest distances. 
Access should be 
controlled with a 
limited number of 
intersections, medians 
with infrequent 
openings, and no 
direct parcel access, 
depending on use and 
geographic setting. 
Existing and future 
land uses adjacent to 
major arterials are 
served by other 
network roadways, 
service roads, and 
inter-parcel 
connections. Examples 
in the metro include 
Edgewood Road and 
Blairs Ferry Road. 

Minor Arterials 
Minor arterials are 
streets that serve 
moderate speed and 
higher-volume traffic 
over medium 
distances. Access 
should be restricted 
through prescribed 
distances between 
intersections and 
limited direct parcel 
access. Minor 
arterials serve major 
traffic generators and 
link collector streets 
with major arterials. 
Examples in the 
metro include NW 
Ellis Road and 
Alburnett Road.  

Collectors 
The collector street 
system serves 
intermediate and 
short-distance travel. 
Collectors provide a 
lower level of mobility 
than arterials and 
operate at lower 
speeds. These 
streets connect local 
roads to arterials and 
have more direct 
access, depending on 
use and geographic 
setting. Examples in 
the metro include 
Brentwood Drive NE 
and J Avenue NE. 

Local Streets 
Local streets provide 
a high level of 
access to abutting 
land, but limited 
mobility. Local 
streets primarily 
serve local traffic 
circulation and land 
access. These 
streets customarily 
accommodate 
shorter trips, have 
lower traffic 
volumes, and 
operate at lower 
speeds than do 
collectors and 
arterials. Examples 
in the metro include 
Moose Drive NW 
and Towne House 
Drive NE. 
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Exist ing Traff ic Volumes and Congestion Levels 
 
Figure 2-16 shows estimated annual average daily traffic 
(AADT), based on 2013 traffic counts. Traffic volumes are 
shown in figure 2-16, with a thicker line indicating more 
traffic. Also presented in Figure 2-16 are existing congestion 
levels, with black roads operating at Level of Service (LOS) A, 
blue at B, green at C, yellow at D/E, and red representing the 
complete breakdown of traffic flow or grade F. These 
conceptual congestion areas are based on the peak (rush-
hour) flow rate of a roadway derived from 2013 AADT. There 
may be locations or intersections that see varying periodic 
congestion, not displayed here. This model is at a macroscopic 
level that does not take in to account intersection level LOS 
which may be lower and corresponds to lower preferred and 
acceptable LOS specifications found in Iowa’s Statewide 
Urban Design and Specifications (SUDAS). 
 
According to the Highway Capacity Manual, “Most design or 
planning efforts typically use service flow rates at LOS C or D 
to ensure an acceptable operating service for facility 
users”(2000, p.2-3). Florida DOT elaborates, “LOS A is not 
necessarily a desirable goal to achieve from an overall 
transportation or societal perspective. In fact, LOS A in a peak 
travel hour could be an indicator of an inefficient use of 
limited funding. It is simply not cost effective to design the 
state’s roadways to operate at LOS A during the peak hour.” 
(2013 Florida DOT: Quality/Level of Service Handbook, p.28). 
Iowa considers LOS C the preferred LOS for roadway 
operations, while LOS D is considered acceptable (SUDAS, Ch. 
5, 2015). Roadways of LOS A and B may provide more 
roadway capacity than is necessary or cost efficient.  
 
Additionally, it is important to remember roadways are 
commonly designed to accommodate traffic levels 20 to 30 
years from the year of construction. As such the first 20 to 30 
year lifespan of a roadway may indicate a higher than 
preferred level of LOS in order to accommodate future 
demand. It is important to account for this future demand to 
prevent earlier than necessary roadway improvements. 
 
Reviewing figure 2-16, there are many roadways with A and B 
LOS grades. It is important to understand that any two lane 
road with LOS A or B is difficult to build at a lower LOS.  Other 
LOS A and B roadways may not have yet reached maturity and 
LOS may yet reach the preferred SUDAS standard. However, 

What is the Definition of Traffic Congestion? 
 
Planners and engineers use a measurement called Level 
of Service (LOS) to gauge the adequacy of 
transportation facilities. Similar to grades in school, LOS 
is scored using letters from A to F, where A represents 
the most amount of traffic flow and F represents 
complete breakdown of flow. Level of service scores 
have been aggregated into 5 groups:  
 

• Free Flow (LOS A): Primarily free-flow 
operation. Vehicles completely unimpeded in 
their ability to maneuver within the traffic 
stream. Speeds exceeding 85% of free-flow; 
usually exceeding the posted speed limit.  
 

• Reasonably Free Flow (LOS B): Reasonably 
unimpeded operation. Ability to maneuver 
within the traffic stream slightly restricted. 
Speeds range between 85-67% of free-flow; 
usually at or above posted speed limit. 

 
• Stable Operations (LOS C): Stable constant 

movement of traffic. Speeds range between 67-
50% free-flow; traffic generally at posted speed 
limit, mobility of traffic may be more restricted.  
Longer queues at intersections may contribute 
to lower travel speeds. Preferred roadway 
design LOS for arterials and collectors (Iowa 
SUDAS, Ch. 5, 2015). 

 
• Unstable Flow (LOS D-E): Less stable flow, 

small increases in flow may cause substantial 
increases in delay and decreased travel speed. 
Speeds range between 50-30% free-flow. 
Traffic generally operating below posted speed 
limit. Acceptable roadway design LOS for 
arterials and collectors, preferred for local 
streets (Iowa SUDAS, Ch. 5, 2015). 

 
• Flow has Broken Down (LOS F): Flow is at 

extremely low speeds. Congestion is likely 
occurring as indicated by extensive queuing 
and delay. Travel speed is less than 30% free-
flow. 
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current conditions likely include a majority of roadways past their designed 20 
year lifespan. For these reasons the age of a road along with many other factors 
in addition to current LOS should be considered when evaluating roadway 
provisions. For existing LOS evaluations see Figure 2-16. For future LOS 
projections see Figures 8-2 and 10-5.  
 
 

  
Figure 2-17: Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Congestion (2013) 
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Funding for New Roadways 
 
Over the life of the Plan, the metro area will grow and redevelop. As this 
occurs, developers typically build new local streets and collectors at their cost 
as part of the project approval process. There is no formal process for 
identifying the developer costs for arterial improvements, intersection 
upgrades and signalization. Typically these costs are based on traffic impact 
studies, which identify local impacts, but not regional impacts. Therefore, the 
burden of arterial improvements becomes the responsibility of the local 
jurisdictions. While it is acknowledged that local and collector roadway 
improvements will be built with future development, it is assumed that all 
arterial improvements will be funded without private participation.  
 
Historically state and federal roads have been funded through federal and state 
gasoline taxes. Iowa recently (2015) approved a ten cent increase per gallon on 
many transportation related fuels such as gasoline, ethanol-blended gasoline, 
and taxable diesel fuel. However, the federal tax per gallon of gasoline, of 18.4 
cents, has not changed in 22 years.  Fuel taxes have generally remained below 
the increasing cost of road maintenance at the same time that people are also 
driving more fuel efficient cars, buying fewer gallons of gasoline per mile of 
travel, all with an equal impact to the quality of the road network.  Costs of 
building new roads have also increased significantly, so the available funds do 
not go as far. Complicating matters is that roadways and bridges are getting 
older and requiring higher maintenance budgets for existing infrastructure.  The 
net effect is that unless there are new or redesigned revenue sources for 
transportation, there will be little funding for roadway improvements in the 
future. 
 
 

Transit 
Public transportation in the metropolitan area includes  
fixed-route passenger bus service operating on a scheduled 
service and "demand-responsive" bus/van service providing 

door-to-door service for elderly and disabled citizens unable to use the  
fixed-route service. Neighborhood Transportation Service (NTS) provides after 
hours service on a demand-responsive door-to-door basis.  
 
The fixed-route service, provided by Cedar Rapids Transit, serves the 
communities of Cedar Rapids, Hiawatha, and Marion. Service is provided on 
weekdays from 5:15 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., or shortly before or after, and on 
Saturdays from 8:25 am to 5:00 pm. There is no service on Sundays or major 
holidays.  
 
Cedar Rapids Transit currently operates 30 vehicles, which have an average fleet 
age of nine years; the target age for a transit fleet is less than 12 years. Cedar 
Rapids Transit operates 14 routes with all routes meeting in downtown at the 
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newly reconstructed (2014) $10.5 million Ground Transportation Center (GTC). 
In FY 2014, Cedar Rapids Transit operated a total of 976,622 revenue miles on 
its fixed-routes, with approximately 1,255,853 passengers. Performance of most 
routes within the system is reasonable.  While the routes are generally 
productive, segments along some routes experience poor productivity with low 
levels of ridership per segment. The service coverage area for Cedar Rapids is 
high; however, the service frequency is very low with most routes having 60 
minute frequencies. The 5B, 5N, and 5S (Figure 2-21) routes all experience high 
levels of ridership, often operating at or exceeding capacity. These routes run 
from the GTC to Lindale Mall and then on to Marion and Hiawatha.  The current 
30 minute headways along all the number five routes often have high ridership, 
indicating an increased demand for shorter headways. 
 
Adding to the limitations of the transit service is the hourly frequency of service. 
Many urban transit systems provide service at least every one-half hour during 
peak periods, with larger systems providing service every to 10 to 15 minutes. 
 
Buses operate 14 routes. Most routes are in Cedar Rapids, while two serve 
Hiawatha and two serve Marion. Some of these routes are one-way loops all 
originating and ending at the GTC, which can significantly increase the transit 
travel times because a rider can only transfer routes at GTC. Routes are 
presented in Figure 2-21 on page 2-32. 
 
The existing transit service is a hub and spoke system that provides regional 
connections to downtown Cedar Rapids. However, trying to take transit service 
from one part of the region to another requires travel to the downtown, then a 
transfer to a connecting route to the final destination. This hub and spoke 
service can both add extended travel times and can be difficult to understand, 
discouraging transit use. 
 
There are two primary non-profit transit operators in the metro area: LIFTS and 
NTS. Run by Linn County, LIFTS provides paratransit service in the metro area. 
Door-to-door demand-response service is available to elderly passengers and 
passengers with disabilities during 5:15am -7:00pm. NTS operates from 6:30 pm 
until 6:00 am, providing door-to-door on demand service for work and school 
trips during the times that Cedar Rapids Transit does not operate.  
 
The transit coverage area within the Corridor MPO is generally good, covering 
78.2 sq. miles and serving 158,890 people. Over 80 percent of the metro’s 
population is within ¾ mile of a transit stop. The areas served by transit tend to 
be in higher density areas of the region. Viable transit requires both higher 
density and a mix of uses. With the trend toward separated land uses at lower 
densities in outlying areas, it is more difficult to provide new transit services to 
these areas. 
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Figure 2-19: Annual Transit Operating Expenses and Revenue 
 

In general, there is a significant lack of basic 
transit stop amenities outside the 
downtown area and along some major 
corridors. In a recent (2015) transit survey, 
the lack of significant bus stops ranked as 
the highest identified need. Many transit 
stops are located on arterials that do not 
have sidewalks or even a pad for waiting for 
the bus. Passengers must walk to the stop 
without sidewalks and then wait in grassy 
areas, which may be covered in snow or 
muddy. 
 
The hub and spoke route structure, 
infrequent hourly service, and lack of transit 
amenities is not conducive to serving the 
choice transit rider, who may choose 
whether to take transit or other modes. 
Instead, the fixed-route service tends to 
serve the transit dependent rider, who does 
not have any other means of travel. As the 
geographic limits of the system have been 
generally reached, ridership growth must 
come from choice riders. Limited choice 
ridership limits the growth of the wider 
system. Choice riders are key to increasing 
ridership revenues while holding costs 
steady allowing for the modest bus stop 
accommodations that riders demand. 
However, the needed bus stop 
improvements will require larger funding 
sources, which will likely be found through 
federal and state grants and transit levies. 
 
In calendar year 2014, Cedar Rapids Transit 
carried approximately 1.25 million riders. As 
presented in Figure 2-18, Total revenue 
service miles have gone down since the 
flood in June of 2008, as did the total ridership.  
However, total ridership has since rebounded  
to highest level since 2000. This is a very  
positive trend as it indicates the system is  
more efficient, operating fewer miles while  
serving slightly more riders. 
 
 
 

Figure 2-18: Total Annual Ridership and Revenue Vehicle Miles 
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Figure 2-20: Total Capital Expenses Operating expenses increased from 
approximately $5 million in 2000 to $8.6 
million in 2013. Presented in Figure 2-18, 
operating revenues from passenger fares in 
2013 were approximately $760,000, 
accounting for 8.7 percent of operating 
expenses. $500,000 in non-passenger 
operating revenue was derived from 
advertising, concessions, and other 
miscellaneous sources. Total operating 
revenue in 2013 was $1.26 million, 
accounting for 14.4 percent of operating 
expenses. Finally, non-operating transit 
revenues consist of federal assistance, state 
funding, and local transit levies. 
 
Capital investments (Figure 2-19) hit a low 
in 2008 but has since gone up dramatically 
after the flood of 2008, from 
approximately $500,000 to $5,831,570 in 
2014. Cedar Rapids Transit purchased 18 
new buses from FY 2010 through FY 2013 
reducing the average age of the bus fleet 
from 20.4 years to 9 years. The new buses 
brought Cedar Rapids Transit under the 
national standard of 12 years. In need of a 
new transit garage, Cedar Rapids Transit 
in 2013 opened a $3.8 million facility. 
Finally, the brand new downtown Ground 
Transportation Center opened in early 
2014, adding $5.7 million in capital 
investment. 
 
Transit needs are determined by land use and population density. Fixed-route bus service every 
hour is practical when residential density average’s 4 units per acre over the route's residential 
length. To achieve bus service every 30 minutes, density needs to be around 7 dwelling units per 
acre. Bus service every 10 minutes requires 20 to 30 dwelling units an acre. The relationship 
between residential density and frequency of service is presented in Figure 2-20. 
 
Areas within the center of Cedar Rapids and Marion generally have residential densities of 4 or 
more units per acre, however most parts of the metro area have lower densities. Large 
downtowns have concentrations of jobs within walking distance of bus routes. Given the 
continuation of low density development in the metro area, it is not surprising that the region 
will continue to face challenges in terms of providing effective and efficient transit service.  

Figure 2-21: Residential Densities 
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Figure 2-22: Cedar Rapids Fixed-Route Transit Service 
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Bicycle 
The metro has for the last five years dedicated itself to 
improving regional bicycle connections through both on- and 
off-street facilities. As presented in Figure 2-22, there exists a 

basic frame work of bicycle accommodations focused on the backbone of 
the regional trail system the paved national American Discovery Trail 
(ADT). The ADT consists of three regional trails, the Cedar Valley Nature 
Trail, Cedar River Trail, and the Hoover Trail, running from Robins to Ely. 
Additionally, several unpaved recreational trail routes and parks exist with 
the large Sac and Fox trail edging the banks of the Cedar River and two 
regionally important single-track mountain bike facilities at Beverly Park in 
Cedar Rapids and Squaw Creek in Marion and Linn County. 
 
On-street facilities are a work in progress with several existing bike lanes and 
sharrow routes existing across the region. However, more connections are 
needed from these existing accommodations to the more major trails and 
other on-street bikeways. Both Cedar Rapids and Marion have approved 
complete streets policies that will require the inclusion of more bicycle 
facilities as a matter of course with all new roadway projects. Additionally, 
both Marion and Cedar Rapids have recently approved updates to the trail 
plans (2014 and 2015 respectively). Ely will soon begin their first bicycle 
and pedestrian plan. These policy developments will lead to a more 
complete and connected system. 
 
An excellent bicycle network can have a significant impact on communities 
that choose to support them. Great bicycle travel systems positively 
impact the health of residents who travel and recreate by bike, while 
simultaneously alleviating motor vehicle demand on the roadways, 
decreasing long term maintenance cost, and improving air quality. 
Suburban bicycling connections are also important, as they help to support 
the economic vitality of the region. To retain and attract younger residents 
with more education and higher salaries, the Corridor MPO region must be 
competitive with other jurisdictions. Cities that are retaining and attracting 
these residents are those which provide amenities for their residents. One 
of these amenities is a good multi-use trail and bicycle network, which can 
be used to travel to work, shopping, exercise, improve the environment, or 
simply for recreation.  
 
Lastly, many of the off-street trails throughout the region primarily support 
bicycle traffic, yet they also provide recreational activity for the non-cycling 
public. These off-street trails provide excellent natural space for dog-
walking, roller blading, jogging, and often simply relaxing exposure to a 
much needed natural environment. Therefore, bicycle facilities have the 
ability to serve the whole community.  
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Figure 2-23: Existing Bicycle Network  
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Pedestrian 
 
Walking is the most basic form of transportation that exists. In 
general, the effectiveness of the pedestrian system can be 
considered using five basic measurements: 
 

• Directness – Does the network provide the shortest possible route? 

• Continuity – Is the network free from gaps and barriers? 

• Street Crossings – Can the pedestrian safely cross streets? 

• Visual Interest and Amenities – Is the environment attractive and 
comfortable? 

• Security – Is the environment secure and well-lit, with a good line of 
sight for others to see the pedestrian? 

 
In the Corridor MPO region, there are two primary pedestrian networks: the 
conventional sidewalk system, which exists in all metro communities, and the 
Cedar Rapids downtown skywalk system. 
 
Sidewalks 
 
The effectiveness of the metro sidewalk system is directly related to the age of 
development and the planning and development requirements that were 
required at the time the development was constructed.  
 
Historically, the older portions of the region, including downtown Cedar 
Rapids, were constructed with short blocks on a grid system that provided 
sidewalks on all streets. This design promotes a very strong pedestrian 
environment. As the region grew during the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, 
development patterns were automobile-oriented.  Sidewalks were not 
provided on arterial streets or within neighborhoods. The result of these auto 
centric development patterns is presented in Figure 2-23. Note: 
comprehensive geographic data is only available for Cedar Rapids. 
 
As presented in the map, the older urban centers have a comprehensive 
pedestrian system with direct and continuous sidewalks. Pedestrian travel 
within neighborhoods to schools, parks, and local commercial centers varies 
throughout the region.  
 
Outside the urban core, pedestrian sidewalks are seldomly found on regional 
arterials. These same arterial corridors are the facilities used to provide transit 
service. Because both ends of a transit trip involve walking, transit users must 
walk along arterials in an unsafe and unimproved facility, sometimes in poor 
weather conditions. 
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Skywalks 
 

Located in the core of the metro, Cedar Rapids’ downtown, is a network of 
elevated pedways that together constitute Cedar Rapids’ Skywalk network. 
 
The skywalk system is a 0.8 mile network of covered and temperature 
controlled passageways that allow convenient pedestrian travel across the 
Cedar Rapids’ downtown area year round and in all weather conditions. 
These passageways are connected to several parking garages and numerous 
businesses, with some establishments even fronting into the skywalk to 
attract customers and business associates.  
 
As a public system, the skywalk network is open to all residents of the metro 
from 6am until 6pm, Monday through Saturday. The skywalk provides a 
warm indoor facility open to the public during the winter months with many 
citizens utilizing this system for transportation and for exercise purposes. 
Several local groups have formed which engage in lunchtime walks, 
promoting healthy activity.  
 
Finally, the skywalk system also promotes tourism and aids in the attraction 
of large convention activity to the metro area. Part of the committed 
network, as shown in figure 2-24, is an important connection between the 
Cedar Rapids Convention Center, US Cellular Center, and the Double Tree 
Hilton Hotel to the rest of the network. This latest $1.8 million MPO funded 
link will connect visitors to convenient parking, Theatre Cedar Rapids, the 
regional transit hub at the Ground Transportation Center, and the Cedar 
Rapids Library, which is the largest library in the metro. After the 
completion of the committed network, the skywalk system will be 
complete. At this time, there are no plans to further expand the system. 
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Figure 2-24: Existing Sidewalk Network for City of Cedar Rapids 
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  Figure 2-25: Existing and Committed Skywalk Network of Cedar Rapids 
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Air Transportation 
 
The Eastern Iowa Airport (EIA) is a regional airport that serves the Cedar Rapids 
Metropolitan Area as well as Iowa City and several surrounding counties. EIA is 
located on Wright Brothers Boulevard SW, west of I-380. In addition, private 
commuter planes use Marion Airport, a private airport located approximately 
three miles east of downtown Marion, and several private landing strips in the 
metro area.  
 
EIA is owned by the City of Cedar Rapids and operated by the Cedar Rapids 
Airport Commission. The Cedar Rapids Airport Commission consists of five 
resident voters who are appointed by the Mayor and City Council of the City of 
Cedar Rapids to staggered three-year terms. Airport operations are 
administered by the Airport Director. Approximately forty-five people are 
employed by the airport and work in administration, terminal maintenance, 
field maintenance, and public safety.  
 
The Cedar Rapids Municipal Airport was completed with military funding in 
1944 but was not officially dedicated until 1947. In its first year of operations, 
United Airlines operated two flights per day and carried 3,045 passengers 
annually. By 1969, flight operations had grown to 31 flights per day and handled 
353,000 passengers annually. By the early 1970s, passenger counts had grown 
to more than 1,000 per day. In the early 1980s, daily flights exceeded 100. The 
present terminal was dedicated in 1986, and in 1997, the Cedar Rapids Airport 
was renamed The Eastern Iowa Airport to reflect its status as a regional airport. 
In 2000, EIA handled one million passengers for the first time.  
 
Five airlines operate out of EIA: American, United, Frontier, Delta, and Allegiant 
Air. They provide non-stop flights to eleven destinations. The airport is classified 
in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) as a small hub 
(handles from 0.05 to 0.249 percent of all U.S. passengers), primary airport, and 
is identified in the Iowa Aviation System Plan as a Commercial Service Airport. 
EIA is the second busiest commercial airport in the state serving 1,132,991 
passengers and over 64 million pounds of cargo annually. The airport serves the 
general aviation community in eastern Iowa with 144 Iowa based aircraft. 
 
Passenger traffic is collected and analyzed by recording the number of 
passengers which arrive (deplane) or depart (enplane) commercial service 
aircraft. Passenger enplanement records are utilized to determine terminal 
building space capacities, automobile parking requirements, automobile access 
capacities, etc. Also, the FAA provides annual entitlement funds based upon the 
level of enplanements reached at the airport. Passenger levels on each flight are 
recorded by the airlines and reported to the airport and the FAA on a monthly 
basis. Current annual passengers are approximately 1 million, as presented in 
Figure 2-25. 
 

Source: Dennis Patton 
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Figure 2-26: Eastern Iowa Airport Annual Passengers 
EIA supports two runway 
facilities, an airline passenger 
terminal complex with over 
127,000 square feet, air 
cargo facilities, general 
aviation facilities, an FAA air 
traffic control tower, an 
airport safety center that 
includes facilities for aircraft 
rescue and firefighting, an 
airport administration 
building, and airport 
maintenance facilities.  
 
Public parking facilities 
include ground level spaces 
for both short and long-term 
parking. A total of 348 short-
term parking spaces are 
provided in a lot located 
north of and adjacent to the terminal building. Approximately 1,840 long-term 
parking spaces are available in a lot located north of and adjacent to the short-
term parking lot. The long-term parking lot also provides 126 parking spaces for 
airport employees. During peak travel periods, approximately 650 spaces are 
available for remote overflow parking. Car rental companies have 160 parking 
spaces to the east of the terminal building for customer pick-up and drop-off of 
rental vehicle parking. A parking lot with 155 employee spaces is located further 
east. With an expected 20 percent growth in enplaning customers in the next 20 
years, there are currently plans to further develop the airport and add more 
parking and baggage handling services. A right-of-way for a third runway has 
been acquired; however, the demand for a third runway is not expected in the 
next 20 years, based on projected growth trends.  
 
The airport accommodates several national and regional all-cargo airlines, 
including United Parcel Service, Federal Express, DHL/Airborne Express, Mid-
Atlantic Freight, and United Express. Air cargo is also handled by passenger 
airlines and some charter services. Approximately 93% of the total cargo at the 
airport is handled by the all-cargo airlines. Air cargo facilities include over 
64,000 square yards of aircraft parking apron dedicated to air cargo and 
approximately 136,000 square feet of warehouse space. In 2011, these carriers 
handled over 64 million pounds of air cargo through the airport.  
 
The State of Iowa Army National Guard leases and utilizes five acres of land on 
the east side of the airport immediately west of 18th Street SW.   
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Freight 
 
The following four rail freight carriers, as described below, currently serve 
the metropolitan area and are presented in Figure 2-26.  
 

• Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR): Operates a high-volume double 
tracked route that runs east/west through the metro area. 
According to the Iowa DOT, it has the highest traffic density (gross 
tons per mile) in the state. The main line through the metro area 
carries a considerable amount of intermodal (truck trailer and 
container) freight in addition to common freight in the rail industry, 
including coal and grain. There are also a considerable number of 
chemical shipments, including hazardous materials. The UPRR also 
operates a "loop" branch line serving downtown Cedar Rapids, 
crossing the Cedar River just north of the Interstate 380 crossing. 

 
• Cedar Rapids and Iowa City Railway Company (CRANDIC): Is a 

wholly-owned subsidiary of IES Industries with its headquarters in 
Cedar Rapids. CIC operates 60 miles of track in eastern Iowa, 
including the main line from Cedar Rapids to Iowa City. CIC also 
operates several branch lines serving the Amana Colonies to the 
southwest of the metro area and industrial sites on the south side of 
Cedar Rapids. This company hauls coal, food products, and hazardous 
materials. It also provides customer specific service to the growing 
industrial area on the south side of Cedar Rapids, and connects to other 
local railroads and the Iowa Interstate Railroad in Iowa City. 

 
• Chicago Central and Pacific Railroad (CC&P): Operates a north/south 

rail spur line connecting downtown Cedar Rapids with Manchester, 
Iowa, where the connection is made to the company's mainline track 
between Waterloo and Dubuque. Branch lines also serve industrial 
customers in the northeast quadrant of Cedar Rapids. The Chicago 
Central and Pacific Railroad is a subsidiary of the Canadian National 
railroad system resulting from a merger between the Canadian National 
and Illinois Central railroads in 1999. 
 

• Iowa Northern Railroad (IANR): Operates 147 miles of rail in Iowa 
between Cedar Rapids and Manly in north central Iowa. The railroad 
connects with the Cedar Rapids and Iowa City Railroad in Cedar Rapids; 
with the Chicago, Central and Pacific in Cedar Rapids and Waterloo; and 
with the Union Pacific Railroad in Cedar Rapids and Manly. The main 
products handled by the IANR include grain, chemicals, food products, 
and machinery.   
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Figure 2-27: Rail Lines and At-Grade Crossings 
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Switching yards are operated by each individual railroad, n in the Cedar Lake 
area (where all four railroads meet), Beverly Yards (UPRR) south of US 30 near 
Edgewood Road, Vera and Uptown Yards (CRANDIC) in the Southwest 
Quadrant of Cedar Rapids, and East Yard (UPRR) near Otis Road SE.  
 
Currently, there are approximately 100 locations in the metropolitan area 
where railroad lines intersect public streets, as presented in Figure 2- 26. 
Modifications and grade-separations are considered based on the design of 
an individual crossing and the amount of vehicle and train traffic at the 
crossing.  These modifications take into account accident history, cost, and 
design of the crossing (e.g., number of vehicles, angle of tracks at crossing).  
 
In 2007, the City of Cedar Rapids adopted the Vision Cedar Rapids Downtown 
Framework Plan, which aimed to guide downtown development decisions in the 
future. One recommendation of the Framework Plan was to eliminate train 
whistle and switching activity from the downtown. As a result of the flood in 
2008, the City of Cedar Rapids began work on the River Corridor Redevelopment 
Plan (RCRP) for the Cedar River Corridor. The concepts and work plan developed 
under the Downtown Framework Plan is now part of the RCRP.  
 
In 2005, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) issued instruction, requiring 
that locomotive horns be sounded as a warning to highway users at public 
highway-rail crossings. This rule allows Iowa communities to mitigate the effects 
of train horn noise by establishing new "quiet zones." In general, a proposed 
quiet zone must meet the following requirements: 
 

• At least one-half mile long (there is no maximum length). 

• Automatic grade crossing warning devices (flashing lights and gates) at 
all crossings within the proposed zone, and advance signs on all 
roadway approaches warning motorists that train horns are not 
sounded. 

• Supplemental safety measures, like gates with medians or four-
quadrant gates to fully close off access to the crossing, in some 
locations. 

 
The FRA has developed a Quiet Zone Calculator to help local planners consider a 
variety of options for adequately reducing risk.  
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 Outreach and Public Participation 
For the 2015 update of Connections 2040, outreach efforts sought input from 
members of the public and elected officials throughout the region. Activities 
included public open houses and discussions with elected officials. This chapter 
summarizes the stakeholder outreach conducted as part of developing this Plan.  
 

Stakeholder Outreach 
 
Public outreach began with raising awareness of Connections 2040 and the 
opportunity to participate in open houses. Key activities included: 
 

• Public open houses in each member jurisdiction 
• Discussions with elected officials in each member jurisdiction 

 
 

Public Open Houses 
 
Seven public open houses held in each member jurisdiction 
provided an opportunity to present information on the Vision 
Plan.  The Corridor MPO staff shared maps and tables with 
those in attendance to discuss the possible future 
transportation projects in their neighborhood, as well as the 
region. In addition, these open houses provided an 
opportunity to obtain some feedback on transportation 
needs and opportunities in the region.  Furthermore, 
attending events like the Housing Choice Vouchers event 
provided input from members of the public with specific 
transportation needs.  Table 3-1 provides a summary of the 
public open houses and events.  
 
 
 
  

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• Stakeholder Outreach 
• Conclusion 
 

Figure 3-1: Example Outreach Material 
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Event Location Date 

Housing Choice Voucher Event City of Cedar Rapids February 11, 2015 

Open House City of Robins March 2, 2015 

Open House City of Fairfax March 10, 2015 

Open House City of Marion March 16, 2015 

Open House City of Cedar Rapids March 18, 2015 

Farmer’s Market City of Ely March 28, 2015 

Open House Linn County March 30, 2015 

Open House City of Hiawatha March 31, 2015 

Open House City of Ely April 8, 2015 

EcoFest City of Cedar Rapids April 25, 2015 

 
In summary, these open houses allowed members of the public to not only review the Vision Plan for the region, 
but also outline concerns and express excitement for MPO-funded projects nearing construction. In addition, 
feedback from the open houses supported the region’s commitment to trails and bike lanes, and also highlighted 
the need to focus on transit. This information helped in the development of the MPO’s funding allocations 
discussed in Chapter 10.  
 

Discussions with Elected Officials 
 
Meetings with City Council members and the County Board of Supervisors 
provided additional input on transportation needs and issues in the region. Over 
the course of several months, the Corridor MPO staff presented at City Council 
meetings of all member jurisdictions, as well as a Board of Supervisors’ meeting 
and requested feedback on the following questions:  
 

• What are the transportation challenges facing your community? 
• What are your community’s transportation priorities? 
• What types of regional projects would best benefit your community? 

o Roads 
o Trails/Bicycle 
o Transit 
o Sidewalk 

 

Table 3-1: Summary of Public Outreach Events 
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At the meetings with elected officials, the staff heard support for key 
jurisdictional projects, but also support for planning and funding a multimodal 
transportation system.  Trails, transit, and complete streets were mentioned at 
nearly every meeting.  

 

Passenger Transportation Plan 
 
The recent planning process related to the update of the Corridor MPO’s 
Passenger Transportation Plan also helped to inform the development of this 
Plan. Specifically, the results from the surveys demonstrated the following: 
 

• Need for increased frequency of service, 
• Need for longer evening night service, and 
• Need for improved conditions at bus stops. 

 

Conclusion 
 
The outreach process for Connections 2040 focused on reaching out to 
residents, elected officials, and other stakeholders within each member 
jurisdiction. This allowed for the discussion of the Vision Plan projects and how 
they impact specific jurisdictions, but also the entire region.  Key messages from 
the outreach were: 
 

• Ensure the development of a comprehensive multimodal transportation 
system. 

• Support the development of a robust transit system, including improved 
access and facilities.  

• Continue to support the region’s bicycle and trail network. 
• Address the gaps in the sidewalk system, especially near schools, 

transit. 
 
Finally if Connections 2040  or the annual Transportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP) ever differ significantly from the version that was made available for public 
comment by the MPO and raises new material issues that interested parties 
could not reasonably have foreseen, then a new public comment period  and 
process will be opened. 
 



CHAPTER 4 
VISION, GOALS, AND EVALUATION CRITERIA 

 
4-1 

Chapter 4: Vision, Goals, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria 
Introduction  
 
This chapter makes the connection between the previously discussed MAP-21 
Eight Planning Factors and their required use in the development of the Fiscally 
Constrained Plan.  The Corridor MPO’s are modeled after these planning factors 
and were used as criteria to score the projects submitted for inclusion in the 
plan, called the Vision Plan, which ultimately led to the Fiscally Constrained 
Plan.  The Fiscally Constrained Plan is the list of eligible projects for funding in 
the annual Transportation Planning Program or TIP, which details the 
investment of federal transportation funds in the Corridor MPO’s Planning Area.  
 
This chapter begins with an overall Vision Statement for Connections 2040. This 
is followed by the requirements of SAFETEA-LU/MAP-21.  And finally, the 
Connections 2040 goals are presented along with the criteria used to score each 
road and trail project. 
 

Vision Statement 
 
The Vision Statement brings together the outcomes of the various planning 
initiatives and activities that the region has been involved with since 2010.  It 
emphasizes what can be gained if we focus on creating a region strengthened 
and built on Smart Growth principles and connected by Complete Streets.  
These two concepts are crucial to creating economic vitality, affordable 
transportation, sustainability, mobility options, and healthy citizens.  These are 
the characteristics that will make the Corridor MPO region competitive and 
attractive to businesses and citizens.  
 
Connections 2040 defines a vision for the long range transportation plan that 
anticipates: 
 

• Smarter transportation through land use and transportation planning.  
• Becoming a place of attraction for regional growth and economic 

vitality.  
• Efficient mobility to minimize transportation and infrastructure cost.  
• Creating a better place to live that is compatible with our environment.  

 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• Introduction 
• Vision Statement 
• Federal Planning 

Requirements 
• Goals 
• Evaluation Criteria 
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This vision statement is as follows: 
 

 
 
 

Federal Planning Requirements 
 
Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTP) are required by federal 
law to be updated every five years.  As such, several laws, 
regulations, statutes, codes and other documents at the federal 
level affect the update of the Connections 2040 by specifying 
requirements to be considered in the planning process or to be 
contained in the Plan.  These include SAFETEA-LU, existing and 
proposed metropolitan planning regulations, management and 
monitoring system regulations, Executive Order 12898 on 
Environmental Justice, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and a 
variety of others. 
 
As noted previously, SAFETEA-LU provides the primary 
authoritative direction on the development of a Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP).  Importantly, MAP-21 includes the 
Eight Planning Factors from SAFETEA-LU, which are crucial to the 
development of an LRTP.  
 
Among the many environmental, funding, infrastructure, modal, 
safety, and other transportation-related provisions of the 
legislation, the process for developing transportation plans shall 
provide for consideration of all modes and shall be continuing, 
cooperative, and comprehensive to the degree appropriate. 
 

  

VISION: Create a pre-eminent integrated land use and multi-modal transportation system that 
meets sustainable regional growth expectations, supports economic vitality and quality of life, 
efficiently moves people and goods while sustaining and improving the regions’ livability and 
environment in the Corridor MPO Region. 
 

The MAP-21 Eight Planning Factors that 
must be addressed in the transportation plan 
include: 
 
1. Support the economic vitality of the 

metropolitan area, especially by enabling 
global competitiveness, productivity, and 
efficiency. 

2. Increase the safety of the transportation 
system for motorized and non-motorized 
users. 

3. Increase the security of the transportation 
system for motorized and non-motorized 
users. 

4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of 
people and for freight. 

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

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

7. Promote efficient system management and 
operation. 

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing 
transportation system. 
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Connections 2040 Goals 
 
The goals for Connections 2040 are based on the MAP-21 Eight Planning Factors 
and, as will be discussed later, were used to score projects submitted for 
inclusion in the plan.  Figure 4-1 on the following page shows how the 
Connections 2040 goals address the MAP-21 Eight Planning Factors.  These goals 
also address the Corridor MPO organizational goals developed in 2009 to 
“Establish policies to ensure the development of a safe and efficient 
metropolitan transportation system accessible to all users” and to “Establish 
policies, practices, and incentives to increase ‘quality of life’ investments in the 
metropolitan area”.  The Connections 2040 goals are as follows: 
 

1. Maintain our Existing Transportation System 
2. Maximize Efficiency of Existing Transportation System  
3. Minimize Cost of Transportation 
4. Offer Travel Choices 
5. Provide Safe and Secure Transportation 
6. Support Economic Vitality 
7. Minimize Travel Time 
8. Protect The Environment and Conserve Resources 
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Figure 4-1:  Relationship between Connections 2040 Goals and MAP-21 Eight Planning Factors 
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 1 
Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan 
area, especially by enabling global competitiveness, 
productivity, and efficiency. 

        

2 Increase the safety of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized users. 

        

3 Increase the security of the transportation system 
for motorized and non-motorized users. 

        

4 Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and 
for freight. 

        

5 

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

        

6 
Enhance the integration and connectivity of the 
transportation system, across and between modes, 
for people and freight. 

        

7 Promote efficient system management and 
operation. 

        

8 Emphasize the preservation of the existing 
transportation system. 
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Table 4-1: Connections 2040 Criteria and Weights 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
The criteria used to evaluate, or score, the road and trail projects in the 
plan are based on the Connections 2040 goals and include the goal 
number in their name. 
 
A project can earn zero to three points based on how it addresses 
each individual criteria and each criteria has been given a weight 
as shown in Table 4-1.  The criteria weights were created 
during the development of the original Connections 2040 in 
2010 using input from the public and Policy Board.  The Policy 
Board adjusted the 2010 weights for this 2015 update utilizing 
feedback from the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee (TTAC).  A project’s total score is calculated in four 
steps.  First, the points and weight of each individual criteria are 
multiplied together.  Second, these eight criteria scores are 
added together to create the weighted score.  Third, each 
project receives an Environmental Justice (EJ) bonus based on 
its location in a US Census Tract with the highest quartile of 
minority, low income, disabled, or persons over 65.  A project 
receives one bonus point for each EJ population impacted for a 
total possible bonus score of four.  And finally, the weighted 
score and EJ bonus are added together to create the total score. 
 
Due to the inherent differences between road and trail projects, 
road projects were scored on all eight criteria and trail projects 
were scored on four criteria.  Additionally, these differences 
mean that the four criteria used to score both types of projects 
have different definitions.  For example, Minimize Cost of 
Transportation for a road project looks at how it reduces the 
cost of congestion, whereas, the same criteria for a trail project 
examines its total cost per mile. 
 

Road Project Criteria 
 
Goal 1: Maintain Our Existing 
Transportation System (Weight 
4.35) 
 
Def in i t ion 
Based on if the project is maintenance 
(repairing the surface) or 
signalization, adding width of some 
type (turn lane or through lane), or is 
a brand new road.  Projects that 

Connections 2040 
Criteria 

Criteria Weight 
(Road Project/Trail Project) 

Maintain our Existing 
Transportation 

System 
4.35 NA 

Maximize Efficiency 
of Existing 

Transportation 
System 

19.75 16.35 

Minimize Cost of 
Transportation 9.25 9.25 

Offer Travel Choices 19.45 14.45 
Provide Safe and 

Secure 
Transportation 

11.65 NA 

Support Economic 
Vitality 16.05 16.05 

Minimize Travel Time 8.15 NA 
Protect The 

Environment and 
Conserve Resources 

11.35 NA 

• 3 points – Reconstruction, overlay, or signalization that does not 
add travel or turn lanes. 
 

• 2 points – Reconstruction or overlay that adds new turn lanes with 
additional pavement width. 
 

• 1 point – Reconstruction or overlay that adds new travel lanes with 
additional pavement width. 
 

• 0 points – New street. 
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address surface condition through reconstruction or resurfacing or install a 
traffic signal score the highest.  
 
Goal 2: Maximize Efficiency of the Existing Transportation System 
(Weight 19.75)  

 
Def in i t ion 
Examines how the project moves motorized and non-motorized traffic through 
improvements to intersections, connectivity, or access control.  A project that 
provides intersection and connectivity improvements scores higher than a 
project that only repairs the road surface.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Goal 3: Minimize Cost of Transportation (Weight 9.25)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Analyzes the financial impact a project has by reducing congestion as measured 
by time and distance.  Projects that reduce congestion generate a cost savings 
for citizens that can be compared to the cost of constructing the project.  A 
project with high congestion reduction and low cost scores the best.  The 
Corridor MPO uses a Travel Demand Model that utilizes current demographics 
and estimates for the increases in population and employment over the life of 
the plan to determine 
the level of impact 
(positive or negative) 
that a project has on 
vehicle hours of travel 
and vehicle miles of 
travel in the Corridor 
MPO’s transportation 
network.  

• 3 points – Provides intersection improvements and connectivity for autos, transit, 
bikes, or pedestrians. 
 

• 2 points – Provides intersection improvements and/or access control improvements. 
 

• 1 point – Provides connectivity for autos, transit, bikes, or pedestrians. 
 

• 0 points – No intersection improvements or connectivity improvements. 

• 3 points – Projects in the highest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of annual 
benefits of congestion reduction by total cost. 
 

• 2 points – Projects in the second highest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of 
annual benefits of congestion reduction by total cost. 
 

• 1 point – Projects in the second lowest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of 
annual benefits of congestion reduction by total cost. 
 

• 0 points – Projects in the lowest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of annual 
benefits of congestion reduction by total cost. 
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 Goal 4: Offer Travel Choices (Weight 19.45)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Measures how well a project addresses Complete Streets principles.  A project 
that provides on-street bicycle accommodation and constructs a new sidewalk 
will score higher than a project that only installs a traffic signal.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Goal 5: Provide Safe and Secure Transportation (Weight 11.65)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Analyzes the financial impact a project has by reducing crashes.  Every crash 
has a potential personal and property cost attributed to it.  Certain aspects 
of road projects have the potential to reduce crashes by a given ratio.  For 
example, roundabouts have been shown to reduce both the occurrence and 
severity of crashes, which reduces the financial cost of a crash.  Projects that 
have the largest reduction in costs score the highest.  

 

• 3 points – Provides improvements for transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians. 
 

• 2 points – Provides improvements for two alternate modes of 
travel. 
 

• 1 point – Provides improvements for one alternate mode of 
travel. 
 

• 0 points – Does not provide improvements for transit, bicycles, 
or pedestrians. 

• 3 points – Projects in the highest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of annual average value of 
crash reductions divided by total cost or constructs a grade separation. 
 

• 2 points – Projects in the second highest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of annual average value 
of crash reductions divided by total cost or constructs a roundabout. 
 

• 1 point – Projects in the second lowest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of annual average value 
of crash reductions divided by total cost. 
 

• 0 points – Projects in the lowest quartile based on a cost-benefit ratio of annual average value of 
crash reductions divided by total cost. 
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Goal 6: Support Economic Vitality (Weight 16.05)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Evaluates density of land use within the project area to promote construction of 
facilities in already developed areas.  This encourages making improvements in 
areas with pre-existing infrastructure as opposed to the fringe of a community.  
Projects along commercial areas score better than those in residential.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Goal 7: Minimize Travel Time (Weight 8.15)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Considers the ability of a road project to reduce travel time through 
improvements, such as signals or dedicated turn lanes, or by making 
accommodations for other modes, like bicycle or transit.  Providing for other 
modes allows and encourages individuals to choose a mode of travel other 
than their personal vehicle, which simultaneously reduces the number of 
vehicles on the road and travel time. 
 
 
 
 
  

• 3 points – Top third of projects with the highest percentage of 
adjacent land with commercial/office/industrial zoning and/or 
future land uses. 
 

• 2 points – Middle third of projects with the highest percentage of 
adjacent land with commercial/office/industrial zoning and/or 
future land uses. 
 

• 1 point – Bottom third of projects with the highest percentage of 
adjacent land with commercial/office/industrial zoning and/or 
future land uses. 
 

• 0 points – Not adjacent to land with commercial/office/industrial 
zoning and/or future land uses. 

• 3 points – Reduces travel time and provides additional travel modes. 
 

• 2 points – Only reduces travel time. 
 

• 1 point – Only provides additional travel modes. 
 

• 0 points – Does not reduce travel time or provide additional travel modes. 
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Goal 8: Protect the Environment and Conserve Resources 
(Weight 11.35)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Examines the location of a project to determine if it impacts an environmentally 
sensitive area (ESA).  A project not impacting an ESA receives the highest score 
while impacts to progressively more ESAs reduce the score.  For these purposes, 
an ESA is defined as mapped waterways, floodplains, parks, steep topography, 
forested areas, and wetlands. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Trail Project Criteria 
 
Goal 2: Maximize Efficiency of the Existing Transportation System 
(Weight 16.35)  

 
Def in i t ion 
Focuses on the type of connectivity created by the project on the Corridor 
MPO’s Metro Trails System.  Projects connecting to existing trails score the 
highest and progressively lower scores are received for connecting to proposed 
trails or for being merely extensions of existing trails. 
 

 
 
 

• 3 points – Project does not impact an environmentally sensitive area. 
 

• 2 points – Project impacts one environmentally sensitive area. 
 

• 1 point – Project impacts two environmentally sensitive areas. 
 

• 0 points – Project impacts three or more environmentally sensitive areas. 

• 3 points – Trail project connects at least two existing trail segments. 
 

• 2 points – Trail connects to an existing trail segment and connects to at least one future proposed 
trail segment. 
 

• 1 point – Trail connects to an existing trail but does not connect to a proposed future trail segment 
or trail does not connect to an existing trail but does connect to proposed future trail segment(s). 
 

• 0 points – Trail does not connect an existing or proposed trail segment. 
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Goal 3: Minimize Cost of Transportation (Weight 9.25)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Focuses on the cost per mile of a project based on its total cost.  Longer projects 
score better unless they are of a higher cost.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Goal 4: Offer Travel Choices (Weight 14.45)  
 
Def in i t ion   
Analyzes the number of people within a ¼ mile radius of the project.  Projects 
that will serve the highest number of people score the best. 

 
Goal 6: Support Economic Vitality (Weight 16.05)  
 
Def in i t ion 
Examines the number of destinations 
served by the project.  Destinations are 
defined as grocery stores, schools, 
restaurants, religious institutions, parks, 
employers, and retailers.  Projects that 
have a high number of these locations 
within a ½ mile will score the highest.  
Destinations within the first 2 miles of 
any existing trail that the project 
connects to can also be counted.   

• 3 points – Quartile of projects with the lowest cost per mile. 
 

• 2 points – Second least costly quartile of projects. 
 

• 1 point – Third least costly quartile of projects. 
 

• 0 points – Quartile of projects with the highest cost per mile. 

• 3 points – Quartile of projects with the highest population served. 
 

• 2 points – Quartile of projects with the second highest population 
served. 
 

• 1 point – Quartile of projects with the third highest population served. 
 

• 0 points – Quartile of projects with the least population served. 

• 3 points – Quartile of projects with the most destinations served. 
 

• 2 points – Quartile of projects with the second most destinations 
served. 
 

• 1 point – Quartile of projects with the third most destinations served. 
 

• 0 points – Quartile of projects with the fewest destinations served. 
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Chapter 5: Planning Matters: Trends and Considerations 
Introduction  
 
In addition to understanding the existing demographics and transportation state 
of the region, as presented in Chapter 2, it is important to understand some of 
the trends that are and will continue to occur over the next 10 to 30 years. 
These trends will affect how we plan our future land use and transportation 
system.  
 
As will be presented, the Corridor MPO is anticipated to grow by approximately 
75,000 people by 2040. Regardless of whether the Corridor MPO region will 
achieve the 2040 population and employment growth before or after 2040, the 
fact is that if the region achieves economic vitality, it will grow.  
 
It should also be noted that successful cities and regions generally demonstrate 
growth. Without growth, the region becomes stagnate; property values either 
remain the same or decrease, minimizing the region’s ability to generate 
revenue through taxation. Lack of quality growth in attracting educated and 
higher-income populations to the area can affect retail sales and demand for 
services. Therefore, reduced property values and minimized retail sales will 
affect the jurisdictions ability to provide services. 
 
 The region’s transportation system will be greatly affected in the next 30 years 
by changing demographics.  The region’s aging population, general population 
growth, and increase in employment will affect demand for different housing 
types and transportation needs.  
 
Several other factors need to be considered in preparing the long range 
transportation plan, such as availability of funding, infrastructure costs, and 
environmental considerations. 
 

Population and Employment Growth 
 
In 1980, the Corridor MPO region had approximately 
150,000 residents. This population stayed relatively 
constant through 1990 despite continual suburban growth 
in Marion and Hiawatha. . However, by 2000, the region 
added almost 25,000 residents, adding further pressure for 
suburban fringe development. By 2010, the metro reached 
191,000 people. 
 
Using the MPO’s travel demand model to estimate where 
households and employers will be located, future 

Figure 5-1: Population Growth 
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population growth for 2040 was derived. Those figures were based on county 
population projections, previous annexation and land use expansion, and recent 
growth of the metro’s urban cores. The projections indicate an increase of 
about 75,000 people by 2040. This is the equivalent of adding just over two 
present-day Marion’s to the region by 2040. Demographic patterns indicate 
people’s desire to move from rural areas to more urban centers, showing net 
gains for Linn County as a whole but with less and less people living in the 
unincorporated portions of the region. 
 

Demographic Shifts: An Aging Population  
 
The state of Iowa as a whole is expected to experience a modest increase in 
population of 1.1% from 2010 until 2040. The growth in the state’s population is 
anticipated to be in major urban centers, which includes the Cedar Rapids metro 
area. This growth is stimulated largely by economic development, job growth, 
and millennials’ desire for urban living.  
 
However, the state’s population projections also indicate that the age 
distribution and other population characteristics will experience a shift. While 
the overall population of the region is expected to increase, the number of 
residents under 65 is projected to decrease and the number of residents above 
65 is projected to increase. Figure 5-2 demonstrates the aging of the baby 
boomer generation, as life expectances continue to go up. The 7.5 percent 
increase in older individuals will have a profound effect on the transportation 
needs of the metro. 

 
 
 

Source: US Census 

Figure 5-2: Projected Percentage of Iowa Population Over 65 – 2010 to 2030 
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Shifting Housing and Travel Needs 
 
The aging population will have a major impact on the current housing stock. 
Those in the 20–50 age range (generally households with children) are likely to 
prefer living in single-family homes. Those above 60 will become empty 
nesters and have a greater propensity to sell their single-family homes in 
search of other types of housing. They tend to prefer housing that is smaller, 
requires less upkeep, and offers additional transportation options, and easy 
access to shopping and cultural amenities. The projected age shift indicates a 
surplus of single-family houses by 2040 and a shortage in medium and higher 
density housing options, if current trends continue. 
 
Most jurisdictions have vast areas of future single-family residential lands 
identified in their future land use plans. Based on past growth in younger 
populations, single-family residential areas made sense. This demographic 
change and its impact to housing demand will have a major impact on the 
land use plans of the Corridor MPO jurisdictions. 
 
This ever increasing growth in single-family dwelling units is not sustainable 
given the aging population. As the baby boomers hit the retirement age, major 
shifts in housing choices will be required. There are areas throughout the United 
States which have moved toward understanding the needs of this aging 
population and are competing for empty nesters and those nearing retirement.  
 
The metro’s complete travel network needs to be considered when preparing 
for the aging demographics that are expected. As the baby boomer generation 
ages and begins to abandon motor vehicle travel as their primary mode, they 
will need more access to transit and quality pedestrian facilities. Transit options, 
specifically para-transit, will need to be supportive of these changing needs.  
 
In order for the Corridor MPO jurisdictions to retain their seniors within the 
region, land use planning and transportation accommodations will need to be 
modified to provide housing and travel choices desired by this population 
group.  
 

Employment & Housing 
 
Job growth is directly linked to population growth. When there is an 
abundance of jobs in a region, domestic in-migration increases as people 
move to take advantage of the economic opportunities. 
 
One measurement of a region’s attractiveness is the employment housing 
ratio, which is simply the total number of jobs divided by the number of 
households. A region which has a ratio greater than 1.5 jobs per 
household is reasonably stable and may attract employees from outside 
the region. Conversely, a region that has less than 1.5 jobs per household 
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tends to stagnate or possibly experience a decreasing population. There are a 
number of factors to consider when reviewing these ratios, such as the general 
condition of the economy and the percent of the population that is retired and 
not working. Additionally, these ratios do not reflect the type of job, with no 
determination between white collar and blue collar jobs.  
 
However, the trend in the jobs per household ratio does provide some 
indication of the region’s economic direction. In the Corridor MPO region, the 
2013 jobs per household ratio was 1.30, whereas in 2000 it was 1.34 (US 
Census). This small decrease may be due to the economic recession of 2008. 
Based on regional forecasts made using the travel demand model in 2015, the 
predicted job per household ratio in 2040 will be 1.50. The jobs per household 
ratio is expected to increase as the metro continues to grow in population. 
Societal shifts are indicating a greater preference for urban living. This growth in 
population is coupled with the demographic shift to a more senior population 
with retired households, acting to moderate the number of jobs per household. 
Given both of these factors the forecast ratio is still within a desirable target 
area.  However, in order to maintain economic vitality for the region, it must 
seek new jobs, and preferably higher paying jobs that create retails sales and 
services and more jobs.  
 

Travel Patterns 
 
Travel behavior is influenced by many factors, including demographics, land 
uses, our lifestyles, the economy, employment locations, and work practices. 
An understanding of these travel patterns will help shape Connections 2040 
and the current update. 
 
Like many areas around the mid-west and nation, the Corridor MPO has seen a 
gradual decline in walking, bicycling, and transit in favor of driving alone. As 
presented in Chapter 2, historical transportation investments have been for 
roadways, not sidewalks or bicycle facilities. This increased shift to automobile 
travel results from the region’s past emphasis in constructing roadways over 
other transportation modes.  
 
This shift to automobile is also reflected in the increase of two-worker 
households –which in turn, has increased the need for car trips – and the 
convenience and flexibility of the personal automobile. Throughout the 1980s, 
travel (as measured in vehicle miles traveled or VMT) grew about twice as fast 
as population, primarily because of growth in two-worker households. Over the 
past 15 to 20 years, the growth in two worker households has stabilized. 
 
Vehicle miles traveled continues to increase. The current increase is associated 
with an ever expanding region. New households and jobs tend to be located in 
outlying areas, requiring more travel. These locations also are too far to walk or 
ride a bicycle and tend to be of a lower density, which cannot support transit. 
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Continuing the current trends of an expanding land use with limited financial 
capacity to keep pace with demand will result in many of the region’s major 
transportation facilities operating at congestion levels. 

 
National Trends: Factors Which Affect Our 
Planning 
 
In addition to how we plan our land uses and transportation system, there are 
other factors that influence how we should plan for a more sustainable future. 
Three key factors that influence how we plan for the future is the ever 
decreasing available funding, increased maintenance costs, and increased 
construction costs. These three factors create a difficult situation, limiting what 
can be done and requiring increased stewardship of what little funding is 
available. 
 

Funding 
 
Historically, funding of the regional transportation system relied on federal and 
state gas taxes. Introduced in the 1950s, the gas tax built the interstate system, 
freeways, and arterials throughout the nation. When state and federal gas taxes 
were first introduced in the 1950s, the 2006 dollar equivalent was approximately 
65 cents per gallon. With the recent (2015) increase in the state gasoline tax of 
9.8 cents (Iowa Department of Revenue, 2015), the total federal and state 
gasoline tax per gallon is 50.4 cents (American Petroleum Institute, 2015). The 
federal gas tax of 18.4 cents per gallon and has not changed since 1992.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Source: taxfoundation.org, 2014 

Figure 5-3: Federal Gas Tax vs Inflation 1933 – 2011 
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Another change is automobile fuel economy. In the 1950s, the average fuel 
economy was approximately 13 miles per gallon, whereas in 2012 the average 
fuel economy was 23.3 miles per gallon. Fuel economy requirements for the 
future will increase and further reduce gas tax effectiveness. This relationship of 
effective gas tax revenue in 2012 dollars is presented in figure 5-2 and the 
upward trend in fuel economy is demonstrated in figure 5-3. As a result of 
inflation and increased fuel efficiency decreasing revenue, the federal gas tax 
has not provided sufficient funding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our limited transportation dollars are also being dramatically impacted by 
the need to maintain our existing road and bridge infrastructure. From the 
1950s through 1990s, when federal and state gasoline fuel tax dollars 
were relatively plentiful, there were ample funds to build new roads and 
bridges. These roads and bridges were designed to last 30 to 50 years. 
These same roads and bridges are now 30 to 50 years old and are in need 
of repair. Reconstructing our roads and bridges costs more now than 
when they were originally constructed. 
 
In summary, a difficult combination of dwindling gas tax revenue, 
increased fuel efficiency (resulting in less gasoline tax dollars collected), 
increased cost of construction, and an increased need for maintaining our 
existing road and bridge infrastructure is leaving the Corridor MPO region, 
like other states and regions throughout the United States, wanting and 
needing more transportation dollars. When planning our future land uses 
and transportation system, we will need to be more rational and practical 
to help minimize the transportation dollars needed. 
 

Figure 5-4: Motor Vehicle Fuel Economy 1949 - 2013 

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration, Total Energy, Monthly Energy Review, Table 1.8 (2015) 
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Maintenance Costs 
 
During the period of 1960 to 1990 when the gas tax dollars were strong and 
construction costs were more affordable, many roads and bridges were being 
constructed throughout the United States. Typically, these roads and bridges 
are designed for a lifespan of 30 to 50 years, provided that they are well-
maintained.  
 
Many of these roads and bridges constructed decades ago are in major need of 
repair. Adequately maintaining the transportation system is a major challenge 
for the Corridor MPO region, the State of Iowa, and the entire country. Many 
metropolitan areas have neglected their maintenance responsibilities in lieu of 
policies favoring expansion and new construction.  
 
Road and bridge infrastructure deteriorate at known predictable rates, taking 
into account materials, craftsmanship, weather conditions, traffic type and 
volume, along with several other factors. Preventive maintenance, if 
institutionalized, can extend the deterioration point, pushing off major 
rehabilitation/reconstruction for a decade or more.  
 
As presented in Figure 5-4, a new facility will not require much maintenance for 
approximately 15 years. If the needed minor maintenance is not performed at 
that time, deterioration accelerates to the point where the maintenance 
becomes significantly more costly. 

 
 
 
 
  

Figure 5-5: Pavement Life Cycle 
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Infrastructure Costs 
 
New outlying, low-density residential development is costly to municipalities 
and rarely provides the property tax revenue sufficient to cover the public cost 
and maintain new streets and infrastructure. It thus requires current taxpayers 
to, in essence, subsidize the newcomers. The more spread out development is, 
the more miles of local roads and water and sewer lines are needed to support 
it. Figure 5-5 shows how municipal capital costs of infrastructure relate to 
density of development. The lowest residential densities—less than 5 units per 
acre—have exponentially higher municipal infrastructure costs than higher 
residential densities. Municipal capital costs of providing infrastructure also 
increases the further new development is located from existing development. 
Infrastructure costs of ever expanding development 10 miles away from existing 
development can be up to 3 times higher than infrastructure costs for infill 
development (see Figure 5-5). 
 
Growing outward also means a greater distance needs to be traveled to provide 
police, fire, hospital, and other public services (resulting in longer emergency 
response times). Outward growth requires additional construction and staffing 
of new outlying facilities. In winter months, remote outlying areas will have to 
wait longer for their roads to be plowed. Service agencies in the metro will also 
be spending more on labor costs, as additional employees will be needed to 
provide services and man the new building facilities.  
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Figure 5-6: Infrastructure Cost per Density and Distance from the Urban Core 

Source: Urban Land Institute 
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Environmental Considerations 
 
The environment is an important aspect to be considered early in the 
transportation process to identify obstacles, consider effects, mitigate effects, 
and determine costs prior to construction. State and local agencies can achieve 
significant benefits by incorporating environmental and community values into 
transportation decisions early in planning and carrying these considerations 
through to project development and delivery. Benefits include: 
 

• Relationship-Building Benefits: By enhancing inter-agency participation 
and coordination efforts and procedures, transportation planning 
agencies can establish more positive working relationships with 
resource agencies and the public.  
 

• Process Efficiency Benefits: Improvements to inter-agency relationships 
may help to resolve differences on key issues as transportation 
programs and projects move from planning to design and 
implementation. Conducting some analysis at the planning stage can 
reduce duplication of work, leading to reductions in costs and time 
requirements, thus moving through the project development process 
faster and with fewer issues.  
 

• On-The-Ground Outcome Benefits: When transportation agencies 
conduct planning activities equipped with information about resource 
considerations, and in coordination with resource agencies and the 
public, they are better able to conceive transportation programs and 
projects that serve the community's transportation needs. This leads to 
smaller negative impacts, and incorporates more effective 
environmental stewardship. 

 
*From FHWA website: http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/index.asp 

 
Land Use 
 
The planning area abounds with prime farmland. Agriculture is rooted in 
the history and traditions of the area. The land use framework outlined in 
this plan encourages compact development within existing corporate limits 
to preserve farmland. Farmland determinations are often related to soil 
suitability, which can be obtained from the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS). In addition to soil suitability, slope is also considered in 
determining environmental impacts. Areas with significant slope, such as 
bluffs, should be avoided as erosion and runoff may be an issue.  
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Stormwater Runoff 
 
Stormwater runoff is rain water that cannot be absorbed into the ground and 
instead flows across land to swales, storm sewers, or directly into creeks or 
streams. Runoff picks up pollutants and deposits them in waterways and also 
contributes to flooding during severe weather events.  
 
Runoff contributes to the “flashiness” of waterways. This means there is a 
larger-than-normal difference between dry and wet weather conditions, with 
very low flow in dry weather and very high flow in wet weather. The inundation 
of high flow in wet weather can lead to scouring, erosion, and waterway 
degradation. Also, as stormwater runoff volumes increase, traditional 
stormwater infrastructure (sewers, pipes) may not have adequate capacity. 
 
Development increases stormwater runoff, as pervious vegetated land is 
replaced by impervious surfaces of rooftops, roads, driveways, and even 
suburban lawns. Typically, low-density residential development is thought to 
have more pervious area than denser development. However, much of the 
surfaces thought to be pervious in low-density development often acts like 
impervious surface. Contrary to some perceptions that large residential lots 
provide the benefit of open space, lawns are often nearly as impervious as 
pavement due to compaction, which is exacerbated by mowing, and a dense 
mat of roots on top of compacted soil (Figure 5-6). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Source: www.crccare.com 

Figure 5-7: Stormwater Runoff by Density 
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Low-density developments also typically require more off-site 
infrastructure, which is impervious. This includes additional roads, 
driveways, and parking lots. Low density residential development tends to 
encourage activities that can be harmful to water quality. For example, 
increased car use can mean more oil and waste from vehicles and more 
lawns bring fertilizers, which is picked up by runoff and deposited into 
waterways.  
 

Air Quality/Climate Change 
 
The prevailing scientific opinion is that most of the global climate warming 
observed over the last 100 years is attributable to human activities, such as the 
burning of fossil fuels, land clearing, and agriculture. These activities have 
caused substantial quantities of greenhouse gases to be released into the 
atmosphere. In 2012, the United States emitted about 6.5 billion metric tons of 
greenhouse gases or about 20.8 tons per year per person.  
 
Of the six major sectors nationwide (figure 5-8) – residential, commercial, 
industrial, agriculture, electricity generation, and transportation – 
transportation accounts for the second highest amount of greenhouse gas 
emissions (approximately 35 to 40%); these emissions are entirely generated 
from direct fossil fuel combustion. Although there are no adopted federal 
regulations to control global climate change or greenhouse gas emissions, 
concern over global climate change is increasing. Transportation planning will 
need to try to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. By promoting a more compact 
form of land development, this plan attempts to limit increases in vehicle trips 
and/or vehicle miles traveled, thereby reducing potential greenhouse gas 
emissions. 
 
The Corridor MPO region has good air quality 
and is currently in attainment for all of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s criteria 
pollutants. However, air quality is of growing 
concern due to steady annual increases in 
vehicle miles traveled. More than half the air 
pollution in the region comes from vehicle 
emissions, so the more miles traveled, the more 
air pollution generated. While air pollution 
affects everyone, children and older residents 
are the most at risk. By working to preserve air 
quality, the region will save in health care costs 
that are associated with unhealthy air.  
   

  

Source: Environmental Protection 
Agency, 2011 
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Figure 5-9: U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks by Sector 

Figure 5-8: Linn County Air Quality In 
Tons of Pollutants per Year (PM2.5, 

PM10, VOC, SO2, NOx, and CO) 
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Environmental Justice 
 
Environmental justice is a term used to acknowledge and address the tendency 
to locate undesired land uses or facilities, such as highways, landfills, and 
sewage treatment plants in areas populated by the disenfranchised who lack 
the clout of more prosperous and politically influential segments of the 
population. Such patterns have not been identified in the Cedar Rapids region 
through the LRTP planning process, nor is it within the scope of a LRTP to 
address such broad social equity issues. However, it is within the realm of the 
LRTP to address the transportation needs of low income residents.  
 
The most prominent form of “transportation discrimination” in the Cedar 
Rapids region is ignoring the needs of those without access to a private 
automobile in an auto-dominated landscape. The limited availability and 
excessive travel times associated with reliance upon public transit for longer 
trips, coupled with the lack of facilities to accommodate pedestrians and 
cyclists for shorter trips, should be considered an important matter of social 
equity in determining transportation improvement project priorities. 
 
Providing transit and trail linkages to those with lower income to existing and 
future employment areas can be beneficial. Investing in transportation 
improvements within these areas can also help promote local investments as 
well. 
 
On the following page, figure 5-9 presents population by income where the 
darker colors reflect the lower household income.  In Figure 5-10, higher 
minority populations are located where the darker colors are indicated.   
 
Both lower income and higher minority populations are located in and around 
the Cedar Rapids urban core.  As this plan is implemented, targeting improved 
transportation solutions for these areas will greatly improve mobility 
opportunities for minorities and those with less income and provide increased 
mobility and economic vitality for the region.  (Please see Chapter 11: 
Implementation as to how lower income populations and higher minority 
population areas were addressed in the plan.)  
  

Source: www.sfbayview.com 
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Figure 5-10: Population by Median Household Income 
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Figure 5-11: Minority Population 
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CHAPTER 6: GROWING SMARTER - THE LAND USE AND 
TRANSPORTATION CONNECTION 
This chapter presents current land use and transportation planning best 
practices from jurisdictions that have achieved real growth and an improved 
economy through coordinated land use and transportation planning. 
 

Integrating Transportation Choices 
 
Land use and transportation are integrally connected and should be addressed 
together rather than separately. Often, new roads and road improvements are 
planned independent of land use. In this disjointed planning process, 
transportation improvements are considered to be fixes to current mobility 
issues without regard for the land use changes the improvements may induce. 
When this happens, a new or widened road that was planned to relieve 
congestion can quickly become congested due to the new development and 
new trips drawn to the promise of better access.  
 
Conversely, land use decisions to permit growth without consideration of the 
transportation implications often produce unintended consequences for travel 
times, levels of congestion, and even emergency response times. Understanding 
the connection between land use and transportation (and other public services 
and facilities) and producing coordinated smart growth policies can result in 
more integrated, accessible, and healthier communities. 
 
As development patterns have grown increasingly dispersed, with segregation 
of areas for residential, commercial, and employment uses, trips are even more 
exclusively made by automobile. Few people live within comfortable walking or 
biking distance of work, food markets, and schools. Many neighborhoods in the 
Corridor MPO region do not have sidewalks. This means there are currently few 
places where it is enjoyable—or even possible—to s walk safely and 
comfortably. Mixed-use development, transportation options, and complete 
streets seek to remedy this situation and reduce reliance on the automobile. 
 

Mixed-Use Activity Centers 
 
Compact, mixed-use activity centers reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
promote walking and other modes of transportation. This brings residents closer 
to employers, schools, stores, post offices, and other services, which increases 
opportunities to make more trips by bike and on foot. This can reduce vehicle 
miles traveled, traffic congestion, energy use, and greenhouse gas emissions, 
while simultaneously improving public health. 
 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• Integrating Transportation 

Choices 
• Mixed-Use Activity 

Centers 
• Multimodal 
• Complete Streets 
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The availability and quality of public transit and other transportation options 
can influence the decisions of employers, residents, and developers. Having a 
variety of safe and efficient ways to travel can attract residents, employers, and 
visitors. As comfort increases and travel time declines, it can also encourage 
people to choose alternatives to driving alone. . By improving the efficiency, 
comfort, and safety of other  travel modes besides the automobile, the Corridor 
MPO region can then support livable, walkable communities. 
 
By recognizing the link between land use and 
transportation, mixed-use activity centers provide 
opportunities to enhance the use of public 
transportation, walking, and biking. .  
 
Each activity center is unique, but common elements 
include the presence of mixed retail, office, and 
residential uses, connected by complete streets, transit-
friendly design features, and access to multiple modes 
of transportation.  
 
Mixed-use activity centers encourage a rich diversity of 
compatible and complementary land uses. Such uses 
should relate to the physical scale and character of the 
neighborhood and enhance linkages to surrounding 
uses. The size, shape, and location of buildings should 
create patterns that help define neighborhood 
character. New development should be compatible 
with and complement existing development. This can 
be achieved through a variety of approaches. 

 
• MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT. Mixed-use activity 

centers should integrate retail, office, service, 
entertainment, education, and residential land 
uses. The specific mix, amount, and intensity of 
such uses will vary depending upon the type of development projected 
for the neighborhood. Some areas may have higher concentrations of 
commercial uses, with residential uses complementing these activities. 
In other locations, residential uses may serve as the dominant land use, 
with local office, retail, and services supporting it.  
 

 In general, these developments have conveniently located office, retail, 
and service uses that support transit usage. The size and intensity of the 
center will vary to fit the needs and preferences of the neighborhood it 
supports. 

 
• MIX OF HOUSING TYPES. Residential development is a key ingredient to the 

ultimate success of any mixed-use development. Diversity of ownership 
patterns, price ranges, and building types should be considered. 

New Bohemia, Cedar Rapids 
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• INTENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT. Intensity of development is typically higher 

near the core of the center and lower in surrounding areas. In general, 
the higher the density, the greater the potential for sustaining a 
diversity of transportation choices. 

 
• BUILDING PLACEMENT AND ORIENTATION. Land 

use design policies should encourage 
appropriate placement, form, and 
orientation of buildings. Buildings aid in 
defining the street right-of-way and 
pedestrian space. The main entryway to 
commercial buildings should face streets, 
plazas, or parks. 

 
• WINDOWS AND DOORS. Windows and doors 

are arranged to “enliven” a street and 
provide visual interest that can encourage 
walking and use of other transportation 
modes. Blank walls along pedestrian ways 
should be avoided. Windows should be placed at ground level. Design 
standards may be used to promote visual interaction between the 
street and adjacent buildings. Standards ensure a minimum level of 
window placement along public ways relative to window length, height, 
and materials. 

 
• BLOCK SIZE. The length of any given block can be a critical design element 

in determining the success of multi-modal developments. The longer 
the block length, the less appealing the development for foot traffic and 
on-street interaction. In order to promote walkable communities with a 
variety of transportation options, the length of blocks should generally 
be no longer than 500 feet. Blocks should be delineated by either 
streets or major pedestrian separations. 

 
• FOCAL POINTS. Locating transit stations/stops at a central node of activity 

provides a visual and functional focal point to aid in generating ridership 
and heighten the sense of user security and orientation. 

  

New Bohemia, Cedar Rapids 
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Multimodal 
 
Multimodal corridors accommodate automobile, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian 
travel and connect to mixed-use activity centers. These corridors support the 
opportunity to build distinctive, vibrant, high-quality, high-density, and transit 
based neighborhoods that are attractive to pedestrians.  
 
Multimodal travel efficiency can be increased through infill and redevelopment 
of land along these corridors. These corridors can link different modes together 
(e.g., bikes on buses or being able to park once and walk to multiple 
destinations), giving people travel choices.  
 
Intelligent transportation systems can greatly improve travel along corridors. 
Coordinated traffic signal systems can keep traffic moving at a speed that 
compliments adjacent development. Technology can help provide up-to-the-
minute information on bus arrival times and road conditions, making 
transportation choices more convenient. Well-informed transportation 
decisions can also help provide additional transportation options for an aging 
population. 
 
Multimodal corridors should be anchored by mixed-use activity centers. 
Between these centers, a significant amount of travel demand is expected.  
 
These corridors carry a majority of trips and link important activity and 
commercial centers. , Maximizing their efficiency requires improving the 
relationship between the multimodal transportation system, land use, and 
design. 
 

 

CHARACTERISTICS OF A MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR 
• Connections to multiple mixed-use activity centers;  
• High frequency transit service;  
• High quality pedestrian and bicycle facilities allowing 

for safe and convenient travel along the corridor;  
• Numerous safe and convenient opportunities to cross 

the corridor;  
• Pedestrian and bicycle access to transit;  
• A mix of uses with a high concentration of users, 

including residential areas that produce trips and 
commercial retail, office and business activity centers 
which attract trips; and 

• High-quality, context sensitive, ped-friendly design. 
 

Pedestrian crossing and multi-use 
trail on Center Point Road, Hiawatha 

Transit stop and multi-use trail on 
Center Point Road, Hiawatha 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3986&Itemid=1616
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3986&Itemid=1616
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WHAT MULTIMODAL CORRIDORS INCLUDE 
Automobile 

• Improved traffic flow through operational improvements, intersection 
enhancements, and a focus on addressing system “bottlenecks”;  

• Roadway improvements which support multi-occupant vehicle use;  
• Roadway-related functional efficiency and safety improvements; and  
• Signal coordination optimization based on current traffic flow patterns. 

Pedestrian  
• Complete sidewalks that provide direct and continuous connections between 

destinations and to transit;  
• Enhanced pedestrian crossings at strategic locations; and  
• Pedestrian signals and crossing count-down signal heads. 

Bicycle  
• Complete bicycle trails, lanes, and route system to provide direct and continuous 

connections;  
• Safe street crossings; and  
• Bicycle route signage. 

Transit  
• High-frequency transit;  
• Enhancements at all transit stops including transit signs and pavement platforms, 

and further enhancements at high demand stops including shelters, benches, and 
trash receptacles; and  

• Operational system efficiency improvements, such as bus bypass lanes, bus signal 
prioritization. 
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Complete Streets 
 
Complete streets are streets that provide safe, attractive routes for multiple 
modes of transportation within the same right-of-way. They can simultaneously 
accommodate drivers, bikers, pedestrians, and transit riders. Complete streets 
provide transportation options, especially for the one-third of Americans who 
do not drive. They include the young, the elderly, those who cannot afford to 
own and maintain an automobile, as well as those who simply choose not to 
drive. Complete streets create opportunities for a large portion of the 
population to lead active, independent lives. As with any public infrastructure 
investment, well-designed complete streets can also spur private investment 
and urban development.  
 
Since 2010, the majority of projects funded by the MPO have incorporated 
complete streets components and considered multiple users of the 
transportation system. Furthermore, some local jurisdictions have adopted 
complete street policies.  
 
These efforts are enhanced by this Plan, which ensures that future road 
projects incorporate complete streets components through the funding policy 
outlined in Chapter 10. In addition, in order to receive MPO funds, projects 
must incorporate the street typology standards outlined in Chapter 7.  
 
 
Federal Guidance 
 
In 2010, the US DOT issued the following policy statement on bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodation regulations and recommendations:  
 
The DOT policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and bicycling 
facilities into transportation projects. Every transportation agency, including 
DOT, has the responsibility to improve conditions and opportunities for walking 
and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into their transportation 
systems. Because of the numerous individual and community benefits that 
walking and bicycling provide — including health, safety, environmental, 
transportation, and quality of life — transportation agencies are encouraged to 
go beyond minimum standards to provide safe and convenient facilities for these 
modes. 
 
Furthermore, the policy statement outlines recommended actions that the DOT 
encourages agencies to implement, including:  

• Considering walking and bicycling equal to other transportation modes. 
• Ensuring that there are transportation choices for people of all ages and 

abilities.  
• Going beyond minimum design standards. 
• Integrating bicycle and pedestrian accommodations on new 

rehabilitated and limited-access bridges. 
• Collecting data on walking and biking trips. 

Green bike lane on 3rd Street SE, 
Downtown Cedar Rapids 
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• Setting mode share targets for walking and bicycling and tracking them 
over time. 

• Removing snow from sidewalks and shared-use paths. 
• Improving non-motorized facilities during maintenance projects. 

 
Complete Street Design 
 
The design of complete streets is variable. Each street has unique 
characteristics. Therefore, a complete street in a rural area will be different 
from a complete street in an urban area. However, both streets are designed to 
balance safety and convenience for everyone using the road. Elements that may 
be found on a complete street include: sidewalks, bike lanes, crosswalks, wide 
shoulders, medians, bus pullouts, special bus lanes, raised crosswalks, audible 
pedestrian signals, sidewalk bulb-outs, and more.  
 
For more information on complete street design, please see Chapter 7.  

 
 

 Central Corridor Streetscape Concept Plan, City of Marion 
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Goals and Purpose 
 
A region’s roadways are its primary civic assets. They require not only a great 
deal of expense, but also thought and care in their design. Short-term must be 
balanced with long-term costs, and all potential users must be considered. 
Additionally, because of their expense, it’s important to think of how roadways 
can deliver the most value back to the communities they serve. Does a street 
not only move traffic but also create maximum property value? How are all 
citizens being considered in design and construction, not just motorists?  
  
The Roadway Design Factors in this section are a collection of roadway designs 
to be applied when designing MPO projects. These design factors have evolved 
out of the Connections 2040 planning process, the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) Policy on Geometric 
Design of Highways and Streets (2011) (commonly referred to as the Green 
Book), Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Designing Urban Walkable 
Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach (2010), the National Association of 
City Transportation Officials’ (NACTO) Urban Street Design Guide (2013), and 
Iowa’s Statewide Urban Design and Specifications (SUDAS) (2015). These 
designs provide a great deal of detail in the cross-sections, but also some 
important principles that are noted herein. As the region changes, it’s vital to 
keep the key principles in mind, as specific details will always need adjustment.  
 
Throughout this document the “Complete Streets” approach is referenced as a 
primary method to achieve the Connections 2040 goals. This particular section 
illustrates how the region’s communities can modify their roadway standards to 
achieve Complete Streets, as well as the benefits of doing so. Additionally, all 
road projects will be treated as Complete Streets. This section acts to define 
what exactly a Complete Street should look like.  
 
The Roadway Design Factors detailed in Figures 7-4 to 7-12 are in accordance 
with acceptable specifications found in SUDAS and will be reviewed for project 
inclusion during the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) project 
evaluation process, at the typical cross-section level. Modifications to these 
design factors will be evaluated by the MPO’s Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee (TTAC) on a project-by-project basis prior to any funding allocations.  
 
MPO Preferred Guidelines are also presented in the footnotes of Figures 7-4 to 
7-12. These guidelines are optional for use and may require a design exception 
with the DOT.  
 
For greater details on how to apply these design factors please see page 7-11. 
 

  

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• Goals and Purpose 
• Design Standards from 

Leaders in Transportation 
• SUDAS and MPO Projects 
• Complete Streets 

Approach 
• Suggested Approach & 

Rationale 
• Applying Roadway Design 

Factors 
• Preferred Cross-sections 
 



CHAPTER 7 
CORRIDOR MPO ROADWAYS 

 
7-2 

Design Standards from Leaders in Transportation 
Engineering 
 
The region’s communities use a variety of roadway standards currently, from 
locally-crafted to state suggested. While some communities refer to the Metro 
Area Urban Design Standards Manual, and still others use the Statewide Urban 
Design and Specifications (SUDAS) Manual. Marion and Cedar Rapids have both 
adopted Complete Streets policies. Cedar Rapids has detailed standards, and 
Marion is in the process of developing their own. 
 
In order to benchmark current standards towards future suggestions, Corridor 
MPO staff analyzed many of the current design guides in use. These design 
standards shift the focus away from moving as many cars as possible to 
designing to a specific level of motor vehicle speed. In this way providing a safe 
and comfortable roadway that supports all citizens and all modes of travel. As 
such, AASHTO, NACTO, and ITE all support narrower travel lane widths than the 
previous standard of 12 feet. AASHTO focuses on narrower (10 to 11 feet) travel 
lanes on lower-speed urban streets, by highlighting the reduction in pedestrian 
crossing distance, ability to provide more facilities for all road users, and lower 
construction costs. NACTO goes as far to say: 
 

“Lane widths of 10 feet are appropriate in urban areas and have a positive 
impact on a street’s safety without impacting traffic operations. Lanes greater 
than 11 feet should not be used as they may cause unintended speeding and 
assume valuable right of way at the expense of other modes.” (Urban Street 
Design Guide, 2013) 

 
ITE quotes the Transportation Research Board in 1986 indicating: 
 

Research on the relationship between lane width and traffic crashes found no 
statistically significant relationship between lane width and crash rate on 
arterial streets. (TRB 1986) 
 

Lastly, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) says this: 
 

Narrower lane widths may be chosen to manage or reduce speed and shorten 
crossing distances for pedestrians.  Lane widths may be adjusted to incorporate 
other cross-sectional elements… The adopted ranges for lane width in the 
urban, low-speed environment normally provide adequate flexibility to achieve 
a desirable urban cross section without a design exception. (FHWA 2014) 

 
Given these findings, a primary focus of this chapter is to establish preferred 
travel lane widths that promote slower travel, decrease total project cost, 
provide additional roadway space for other modes, and generally improve 
roadway safety for all users. 
 
The next few pages present relevant data provided in each of these large 
nationally and state recognized design guides.  
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The above chart is included in NACTO’s Urban Street Design Guide. It is 
quoting the work done by Fizpatrick, Carlson, Brewer and Wooldridge in 
their 2000 paper. It depicts a linear increase in travel speeds as lane 
width increases. NACTO chose this data set from the many peer 
reviewed papers to demonstrate the correlation between lane width 
and speed. Speed is a crucial determinant in the severity of crashes and 
people’s level of comfort on the roadway.  

Figure 7-1: Metadata Review of Lane Width Correlation to Motor Vehicle Travel Speeds 
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Above is one of two charts provided by ITE in their guidebook, Designing 
Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach. This 
guidebook was sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration and 
has been adopted by the State Department of Transportation of Texas 
for use on all state and federal projects. It is also the basis for numerous 
other local design guides across the country.  

  

Figure 7-2: ITE’s Design Parameters for Walkable Urban Thoroughfares 
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Iowa’s Statewide Urban Design and Specifications 
& MPO Funded Projects  
 
The current revised (2015) edition of the Statewide Urban Design and 
Specifications (SUDAS) is used by Iowa’s Department of Transportation (DOT) as 
the design standard for all projects that must be evaluated by the Iowa DOT. 
SUDAS is a joint effort between local jurisdictions and the Iowa DOT; it is a 
collaborative effort across the state intended to create a common standard for 
construction specifications. All MPO funded projects are evaluated and 
overseen by the DOT, and as such all design factors on MPO supported projects 
may want to comply with the acceptable design specifications listed in SUDAS. 
Iowa DOT does have an exception process that is available for projects, however 
utilizing this exception process may not be desired.  
 
The Roadway Design Factors outlined in Figures 7-4 to 7-12 incorporate the 
acceptable specifications provided by the 2015 edition of SUDAS. In addition, 
these figures include footnotes that indicate the MPO’s preferred design 
guidelines should the project engineer or member jurisdiction choose to explore 
a design exception with the Iowa DOT. The MPO recognizes that this may not be 
desirable due to the possible onerous nature of securing a successful design 
exception.   
 
The main differences between SUDAS and the MPO’s preferred design 
guidelines lie in the width of roadway features. SUDAS indicates a generally 
larger travel lane, parking, turn lane, and total roadway width than the current 
nationally accepted guides suggest. Significant differences are: 
 

• SUDAS preferred lane width is 12’, other guides prefer 10’ to 11’ for 
urban areas 

• SUDAS preferred parking lane width 10’ to 8’, other guides prefer 7’ 
with 8’ for busy commercial areas 

• SUDAS allows center turn from 14’ to 12’, others allow 14’ to 10’ 
• SUDAS generally does not allow streets less than 26’ curb to curb, 

others allow 20’ 
 
SUDAS is currently going through a revision process. The Corridor MPO will be 
an active participant within this process.  
 
Direction on how to apply the design factors are provided on page 7-11.   
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Complete Streets Approach 
 
In the contemporary planning and design world, a number of terms are 
used that all refer to essentially the same thing: Livable Streets,  
Context-Appropriate  Roadways, and Complete Streets. For the 
purposes of this document, the Complete Streets terminology is used 
to help frame the Corridor MPO’s intentions behind the preferred 
roadway standards. The National Complete Streets Coalition describes 
Complete Streets in this fashion: 
 

The streets of our cities and towns are an important part of the livability of our 
communities. They ought to be for everyone, whether young or old, motorist or 
bicyclist, walker or wheelchair user, bus rider or shopkeeper. But too many of 
our streets are designed only for speeding cars, or worse, creeping traffic jams. 
 
Now, in communities across the country, a movement is growing to complete 
the streets. States, cities and towns are asking their planners and engineers to 
build road networks that are safer, more livable, and welcoming to everyone. 

 
Instituting a complete streets policy ensures that transportation planners and 
engineers consistently design and operate the entire roadway with all users in 
mind - including bicyclists, public transportation vehicles and riders, and 
pedestrians of all ages and abilities. 
 

Most importantly, this approach is thoughtful in the design of roadways and 
roadway networks for non-motorized users.  In particular, the needs of 
pedestrians and bicyclists are given a higher priority than may have been true 
in the past. This has trade-offs clearly for speed of vehicles on the road, and 
long-distance travel within the region. Such policies must closely link with 
nearby land-use and development practices to be effective. Truly working 
towards Complete Streets is an effort that will take many years, but will 
ultimately provide a great deal of return on investment to the region’s 
communities. 
 
  

Figures 7-3: Examples of Complete Streets 
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In an effort to benchmark current standards towards future suggestions, 
Corridor MPO staff analyzed the SUDAS manual and its roadway types. These 
cross-sections were diagrammed and compared to Complete Streets 
approaches. These were the first steps in analyzing where the region is today, 
and where it can go in the future. Figure 7-3 presents a Complete Streets 
approach. 
 
 
 

Regional Benchmarks 
 
Early on in the Connections 2040 process, 
Corridor MPO staff looked at other regions 
in the country in order to benchmark 
approaches to Complete Streets. In 
particular, two regions were studied for 
their current efforts – Charlotte, NC and 
Tacoma, WA. Charlotte was looked at 
because it has some of the most aggressive 
efforts towards Complete Streets, 
including placing pedestrians at the top of 
the priority list for transportation projects. 
Tacoma was reviewed because it has also 
recently adopted Complete Streets 
approaches, and is a region of similar size 
to the Cedar Rapids Metro Area. 
Illustrations below summarize some of the 
efforts from those cities. Examples of 
Complete Streets are presented in  
Figure 7-3.  
 
 

   

Figures 7-3: Examples of Complete Streets 
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Suggested Approach & Rationale 
  
The Complete Streets approach is guided by a series of key principles that can 
be used to guide any roadway design. These roadway preferences for MPO 
projects bring together various elements to achieve typical solutions that 
promote safe and pleasant travel for all users. 
 
Before illustrating the proposed design factors, it is important to review these 
key principles and explain how they guide the decision-making process.  
 

1. Slower Design Speeds 
In order to achieve balance amongst all transportation modes and 
accommodate all users, design speeds must be slowed, especially on 
major roadways. Vehicles traveling at high speeds do not promote safe 
and secure travel for all users. Pedestrians and cyclists are at particular 
risk as vulnerable road users; however, other motorists are also put at 
greater risk with the potential for increased crash severity inherent in 
higher speed travel. To reduce the possibility of serious crashes, design 
speeds must be slowed. The positive impacts of slower design speeds 
are increased mobility and choice for all citizens.  
 

2. Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 
Providing a sidewalk or paved shoulder alone does not ensure that 
pedestrians and bicyclists have actually been accounted for. In order to 
fully accommodate all modes, the actual experience of walking or biking 
needs to be fully evaluated, to encourage walking and biking, rather 
than simply allowing for it. Sidewalks need to be designed and built in 
such a manner that they will actually get used (i.e., proper location, 
width, shade, etc.).Bicycle facilities should be reviewed for all riders – 
not just bicycle enthusiasts. Encouraging these modes supports health, 
lowers vehicle miles traveled, and attracts new residents; in general 
supporting more livable and enjoyable communities for all citizens. 
 

3. Importance of On-Street Parking 
An often overlooked item of the complete streets environments is the 
provision of on-street or curbside parking. This element is essential for 
the success of walkable environments. First, the parking provides 
important functional needs for businesses that are up close to the 
street. The convenience factor is important for their long-term business 
success. Second, the parking provides protection for pedestrians. 
Walking is far more attractive when not walking adjacent to travel lanes 
moving at any speed. And finally, the parking slows the design speed of 
the roadway. The in and out nature of either parallel or angled parking 
creates “friction” that will have the tangible effect of making drivers 
slow down and drive more carefully. 
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4. Proper Use of Street Trees 
Street trees are not simply an aesthetic or “feel-good” improvement for 
a region’s roadways. Properly located trees (along with proper shade 
tree species) provide a series of very functional benefits to a 
community. First, the trees provide shade over the sidewalk and the 
street. This not only makes the walking environment more useful, but 
also cools the pavement (which lengthens its useful life). Second, the 
trees again provide another barrier for pedestrians from vehicle traffic 
– protecting them from errant vehicles. And finally, yes, trees help to 
beautify a community, especially if they are consistent and maintained. 
Properly cared for street trees are one of the few public investments 
that add value to the community as they age. 
 

5. Network Connectivity – Network & Local Block Sizes 
The final key principle is that of connectivity in the entire roadway 
network. It’s critical when providing these designs to consider what 
is happening to the streets that run parallel and perpendicular to 
the roadway being designed. A quality network of redundant 
streets has a number of positive impacts, including more choice in 
pathways for all modes; the diffusion of traffic (roadways can then 
be smaller with less traffic), better access for emergency services 
(not relying on one or two pathways), and more flexible 
intersection design. The impact of the larger network on a given 
street cannot be overlooked, and opportunities for increased 
connectivity of all kinds should always be considered.  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

Network Connectivity 
 

Block Size 
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Beyond those five key principles, there are a series of second-order issues that 
need to be considered appropriate to the context:  
 

1. Snow Storage 
Winter storm events are an important consideration for 
street design in the Corridor MPO planning area. All 
roadway types must take into account not only snow 
storage, but also maintenance and removal operations 
during storms. Importantly, a Complete Streets 
approach must ensure that it’s not just the travel lanes 
that are considered. Thought must be given to how 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities are also cleared and 
maintained so that all modes can continue to be served 
throughout the year. 

 
 

2. Stormwater and “Green” Design 
Design approaches that emphasize low-impact 
environmental features are of increasing interest at all 
levels of government. Properly designed “green” 
features can not only enhance the beauty of a roadway, 
but also help to alleviate costs and negative outcomes 
for stormwater design. The use of trees, lawns and 
green storm drains (right) in the center median or along 
the roadway can be important additions to any 
complete street.  
 
 

3. Intersection Design & Curb Radii 
Roadway design considerations clearly do not begin and 
end with the cross-section. As noted above, the network 
is of primary consideration. Secondarily, the handling of 
intersection design is important to how the cross-
section can function. With a more complete street 
network, and balanced modes, intersections can often 
be more flexible and smaller. Alternate designs such as 
roundabouts may also come into play more frequently, 
as efforts to accommodate all modes are investigated. 
Most importantly, intersection design must go beyond 
looking solely at through traffic and vehicle turning 
movements, so that movements of pedestrians and 
bicyclists are given equal consideration. A large turning 
radii, for example, may serve vehicles well, but increase 
the pedestrian crossing distance to a degree that creates 
an unsafe or undesirable condition. 
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Applying Roadway Design Factors 
 
Based on the preceding information, leading guides in transportation, and the 
desired approach and rationale, several roadway types and corresponding cross-
sections have been provided to demonstrate the MPO’s Roadway Design 
Factors.  
 
The cross-sections and associated charts outlined in Figures 7-4 to 7-12 reflect 
many details found in the guidebooks mentioned earlier (AASHTO, ITE, and 
NACTO) as well as the acceptable specifications provided by the 2015 edition of 
SUDAS. The design factors detailed in these charts will be reviewed for project 
inclusion during the TIP project evaluation process, at the typical cross-section 
level. Beginning in Fiscal Year 2020, projects submitted for MPO funding must 
incorporate these design factors. However, member jurisdictions may request 
modifications to these design factors, which will be evaluated by the MPO’s 
TTAC on a project-by-project basis prior to any funding allocations.  
 
Using the design factors found in these charts will not require a modification 
through the TTAC. However, using the MPO’s preferred guidelines listed in the 
footnotes of each cross-section chart may require a design exception from Iowa 
DOT as those numbers are below the acceptable specification found in SUDAS. 
Member jurisdictions are not required to utilize the MPO’s preferred guidelines, 
but may choose to apply the MPO’s preferred guidelines and explore a design 
exception from the Iowa DOT. Should SUDAS be updated the cross-sections and 
this chapter will be updated to remain current with SUDAS. 
 
The Proposed Roadway Types are divided into two categories, both of which are 
“Complete Streets.” The Base Roadway Types can be used as well as the Context 
Based Roadways.  In order to fully achieve the Connections 2040 goals, it is 
recommended that the region’s communities move towards the Context Based 
Roadway Types. However, certain streets will still have applicability for the 
“base” standards, which are also Complete Streets. The classification and 

Roadway Design Factors:  
 
• Required for use on MPO-

funded projects.   
• Listed in Figures 7-4 to 7-12.  
• Acceptable design 

specifications in accordance 
with SUDAS. 

• No design exception is 
required with the Iowa DOT.  

• Member jurisdictions may 
request a modification to 
these factors, which are 
reviewed by TTAC as part of 
the TIP process. 

 
MPO Preferred Guidelines 
(optional):  
 
• Provided as optional 

guidance to member 
jurisdictions. 

• Listed in the footnotes of 
Figures 7-4 to 7-12. 

• Dimensions are generally 
lower than acceptable SUDAS 
specifications.  

• May require an exception 
from the Iowa DOT. 
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definitions for the “Base Roadways” and “Context Based Roadways” are 
presented in Table 7-1 and Table 7-2. 
 

 
 
 

Roadway Type Context 

Major Arterials (High Speed and Low Speed) Commercial or Industrial Land Use areas, or connectors 
between those uses 

Minor Arterial Connectors between commercial and industrial uses and 
residential areas 

Collector Connectors to arterials in primarily residential areas, but also 
some commercial and industrial 

 
The above roadway types may work in any number of locations and can be used 
instead of the Context Street roadway standards as presented in Table 7-2. 
Whatever roadway type is most appropriate to the project should be used.  
 
 

 
 

Roadway Type Context Applicability (Functional Class) 

Avenues Within and alongside activity centers of various scales Major Arterial 
Minor Arterial 

Multi-Way Boulevard Adjacent to activity centers or connecting activity centers Major Arterial 

Parkway Primarily in residential areas, or connecting activity centers Minor Arterial 
Collector 

Residential Street – 
Center Line Within walkable residential areas Collector 

Local 
Residential Street – 
Yield Street 

Walkable residential areas without high levels of motor 
vehicle traffic Local 

Rural Road Rural or very low-density areas Minor Arterial 
Local 

 
Figures 7-4 to 7-12 outline each roadway type and provide a graphical aid. These 
cross-sections are meant to be the typical cross-section for a project. There may 
be portions of a project that need to deviate from the typical design. These 
deviations are acceptable and do not require any modification from TTAC. 
However, modifications that do differ on typical cross-sections from those listed 
on the next few pages will need to be reviewed and recommended by TTAC 
during the TIP process. 
 
 

 

Table 7-1: Base Roadway Types 

Table 7-2: Context Based Roadway Types 
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Cross-sections 
 
Illustrations of each Roadway Type are presented in Figures 7-4 to 7-12 on the 
next several pages. In addition to these cross-sections, other general 
instructions apply. These instructions are in addition to and work with the cross-
sections presented. 
 
Bicycle Facilities – Bikeways are not automatically included with any of the 
cross-sections. They are to be included should they be indicated within the 
approved local jurisdiction’s planning documents. However, if there is a desire 
to include them they are not precluded from any project. In some instances a 
bicycle facility will be part of a project and a minimum level of accommodation 
is indicated by the cross-section. Often this is a conventional 6’ bike lane, should 
the designer choose to select a higher level accommodation, such as a 
protected bike lane or fully separated 10’ sidepath, no modification is needed. 
 
Clear Zones – Not to be confused with public frontage, clear zones are areas 
required to be clear of large fixed objects, with varying distances beginning from 
the edge of the traveled way. A clear zone includes the curb offset, any 
shoulder, any bike lane, or auxiliary lanes, except those auxiliary lanes that 
function like through lanes, and whatever remaining space is required in the 
public frontage area. These areas are not depicted in the cross-sections, nor are 
there any preferred distances stated in this document. 
 

 
 
Durable Pavement Markings – Durable pavement markings are the preferred 
markings to be used on all MPO-funded projects. Polymer tapes, thermoplastic 
coatings, and epoxy resin mixtures all provide longer service life than 
conventional painted markings. As the MPO funds 80 percent of most projects it 
supports, the inclusion of durable pavement markings in all projects will extend 
the time before local jurisdictions have to perform remarking maintenance at 
100 percent of their cost. The use of durable pavement markings will provide 
better service to road users for a longer period of time and at a lower local cost. 
When maintenance is required any type of marking of the jurisdiction’s choice 
may be used, if MPO funding is not included. 
 
Integral Curb and Gutter – This style of curb and gutter is encouraged but not 
required. 
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Public Frontage – This is a planted area behind the back of the curb extending 
until the sidewalk’s nearest edge (exclusive of the sidewalk). It is designed to 
create a buffer between motor vehicle and pedestrian travel and support snow 
storage. Trees or other plantings maybe included. All listed dimensions are 
minimum values. 
 
Sidewalk Placement from the Right-of-Way (ROW) Line – Sidewalks should be 
placed 1’ to 2’ from the ROW line to provide for future road expansion if 
necessary. This is based on the typical cross-section; minor deviations may be 
acceptable. 
 
Sidewalk Width – All sidewalk widths give two minimum values: a standard 
width of 5’ and another in parenthesis of 6’ intended for commercial areas. 
 
Transit – A minimum sized bus pad of 8’ x 5’ is required at all existing or 
planned bus stops. The bus pad must connect to the sidewalk and also connect 
to the edge of the roadway. Bus stops located along existing sidewalks qualify 
so long as they provide a path to the edge of the roadway for passenger 
boarding and exiting. Larger facilities that can accommodate bus shelters and 
benches are encouraged but not required. 
 
Transit and Truck Routes – Routes that see frequent use of heavy-duty transit 
vehicles or large tractor-trailers need more lane width than would otherwise 
be necessary. If transit vehicles or frequent travel of large tractor-trailers is 
expected, 11’ (12’ for rural cross-sections) travel lanes should be used in the 
affected areas of a project.  
 
Truck Routes and Bicycle Travel – It is highly encouraged to provide as much 
separation as possible between truck and bicycle traffic. Ideally, local planning 
documents will avoid placement of bikeways along truck routes or will provide 
for off-street or physically separated facilities. If a bikeway is to be included 
along a truck route the maximum level of separation should be provided 
where applicable.  
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Figure 7-4: Base Roadway Type: Major Arterial 
    

  

Roadway Desig n  Factors Hig h  Speed Major Arterial Low Speed Major Arterial

- Posted  Speed 40 - 45 MPH 25 - 35 MPH

- Parking n/a n/a

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )
2 - 6 (11') 2 - 6 (11')1

B Med ian  (Planted  Preferred ) 11' Min 11' Min

D Sidewalk (Com m ercial  Area) 5' Min  (6' Min ) 5' Min  (6' Min )

D

Bicycle  - Min  Level Bicycle 

Faci l i ty:  10' Sidepath  OR 

Protected  Bike Lanes2

10' Sidepath  OR  3' Min  Physical  

Barrier w ith  5' Min  Travel Area 

Protected  Bike Lane

10' Sidepath  OR  3' Min  Physical  

Barrier w ith  5' Min  Travel Area 

Protected  Bike Lane

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )
37' - 97' 35' - 97'

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 10' Min 8' Min

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 2' 2'

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .

1Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 10' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .
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Figure 7-5: Base Roadway Type: Minor Arterial 
  

  

Roadway Desig n  Factors Minor Arterial

- Posted  Speed 25 - 35 MPH

- Parking n/a

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )
2 - 4 (11')1

B

Center Turn  Lane (On ly i f 

Expected  Hig h  Rate of Left-

turns)

n/a (12')3

D Sidewalk (Com m ercial  Area) 5' Min  (6' Min )

D

Bicycle  - Min  Level Bicycle 

Faci l i ty:  10' Sidepath  OR 

Protected  Bike Lanes2

10' Sidepath  OR  3' Min  Physical  

Barrier w ith  5' Min  Travel Area 

Protected  Bike Lane

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )
26' - 76'11

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 8' Min

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 2'

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .

11SUDAS's m in im um  al lowed roadway w id th  is 26',  MPO preferred  

m in im um  w id th  is 24' and  m y be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  

approved Iowa DOT desig n  exception .

3Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 11' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .

1Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 10' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .
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Figure 7-6: Base Roadway Type: Collector 
 

Roadway Desig n  Factors Col lector

- Posted  Speed 25 - 35 MPH

- Parking n/a

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )
2 (11')1

B

Center Turn  Lane (On ly i f 

Expected  Hig h  Rate of Left-

turns)

n/a (12')3

D
Bicycle  - Min  Level Bicycle 

Faci l i ty:  Bike Lanes2
6'

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )
26' - 46'9

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 6' Min

G Sidewalk (Com m ercial  Area) 5' Min  (6' Min )

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 1.5'

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .

9SUDAS's m in im um  al lowed roadway w id th  is 26',  MPO preferred  

m in im um  w id th  is 23' and  m y be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  

approved Iowa DOT desig n  exception .

3Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 11' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .

1Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 10' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .
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Roadway Desig n  Factors Avenue

- Posted  Speed 20 - 30 MPH

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )
2 - 4 (11')1

B Med ian  (Planted  Preferred ) Raised  (12') Optional

C Parking  (Includes Curb  Offset) 7.5' - 10' Paral lel8 or 16' Ang led4

D

Bicycle  - Min  Level Bicycle 

Faci l i ty:  Bike Lane (Parking  

Protected  Bike Lane Preferred )2

6' - 8' (Swap Location  of Bike 

Lane and  Parking ,  Provide a 3' 

Buffer Between Parking  and  

Bike Lane,  5' Bike Travel Lane 

Min )

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )
34' - 104'

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) Tree W el ls (4' Min  W id th )

G Sidewalk 6' Min

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 1.5' - 2'

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .

1Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 10' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .

4If ang led  parking  is used  w ith  a b ike lane a p rotected  b ike lane m ust 

be used .
8Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 8' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  Th is m ay requ ire an  approved  Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .

Figure 7-7: Context Based Roadway Type: Avenues 
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Figure 7-8: Context Based Roadway Type: Multi-way Boulevard 
  

  

Roadway Desig n  Factors Mu lti-W ay Bou levard

- Posted  Speed 35 MPH Throug h ,  20 MPH Side

-

Bicycle - Fo l low Instruction  

from  Local Plan  - No Min  Level 

of Faci l i ty2

In  Side Lanes

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )

4 (11')1 Throug h Lanes,  2 (10') 

Side Lanes

B Med ian  (Planted  Preferred )
Center Raised  (16') Optional ,  12' 

Side Lane Med ians (Two)

C Parking  (Includes Curb  Offset) 7.5' Paral lel6

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )

43' - 48' Throug h Lanes,  34' - 35' 

Side Lanes (Both  Side Lanes)

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 6' Min

G Sidewalk (Com m ercial  Area) 5' Min  (6' Min )

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 2' Throug h ,  1.5' Side

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .
6Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 7',  w ith  

parking  on both  sides;  th is al ig nm ent m ay be used  i f desired .  Th is 

w i l l  requ ire an  approved  Iowa DOT desig n  exception .

1Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 10' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .
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Figure 7-9: Context Based Roadway Type: Parkway 
  

   

Roadway Desig n  Factors Parkway

- Posted  Speed 25 MPH

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )
2 (11')1

B Med ian  (Planted  Preferred ) Raised  (16' Min )

C Parking  (Includes Curb  Offset) 7.5' Paral lel6

D
Bicycle  - Min  Level Bicycle 

Faci l i ty:  Bike Lanes2
6'

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )
50' - 65'

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 8' Min

G Sidewalk (Com m ercial  Area) 5' Min  (6' Min )

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 1.5'

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .
6Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 7',  w ith  

parking  on both  sides;  th is al ig nm ent m ay be used  i f desired .  Th is 

w i l l  requ ire an  approved  Iowa DOT desig n  exception .

1Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 10' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .
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Roadway Desig n  Factors Residential  Street - Center Line

- Posted  Speed 20 - 25 MPH

- Med ian n/a

-

Bicycle - Fo l low Instruction  

from  Local Plan  - No Min  Level 

of Faci l i ty2

n/a

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )
2 (10')

C Parking  (Includes Curb  Offset) 7.5' (One or Two Sides)5

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )
28.5' - 35' 

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 6' Min

G Sidewalk 5' Min

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 1.5'

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .
5Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 7' and  

m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved Iowa DOT 

desig n  exception .

Figure 7-10: Context Based Roadway Type: Residential Street – Center Line 
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Figure 7-11: Context Based Roadway Type: Residential Street – Yield Street 
  

  

Roadway Desig n  Factors Residential  Street - Yield  Street

- Posted  Speed 20 - 25 MPH

- Med ian None

-

Bicycle - Fo l low Instruction  

from  Local Plan  - No Min  Level 

of Faci l i ty2

n/a

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' Bus Pad 

that Connects to Pedestrian  

Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )
1 (16' Min )7

C Parking  (Includes Curb  Offset) 7.5' Paral lel  (One or Two Sides)6

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of Curb  to 

Back of Curb )
26' - 31'10

F Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 6' Min

G Sidewalk 5' Min

H Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) 1.5'

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .

10SUDAS's m in im um  al lowed roadway w id th  is 26',  MPO preferred  

m in im um  w id th  is 20.5' and  m y be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire 

an  approved  Iowa DOT desig n  exception .

6Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 7',  w ith  

parking  on both  sides;  th is al ig nm ent m ay be used  i f desired .  Th is 

w i l l  requ ire an  approved  Iowa DOT desig n  exception .
7Values l isted  here are from  SUDAS, MPO preferred  w id th  is 12'.  Th is 

al ig nm ent m ay be used  i f desired ;  th is w i l l  requ ire an  approved  Iowa 

DOT desig n  exception .
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Figure 7-12: Context Based Roadway Type: Rural Road 
  

 

Roadway Desig n  Factors Rural  Road

- Posted  Speed 35 - 55 MPH

- Med ian n/a

- Parking n/a

- Sidewalk n/a

- Pub l ic Frontag e (Min ) 15' Swale Optional

-
Curb  Offset (Al l  Curbs) - 

Not Requ ired ;  Optional
2' If Curbs are Used

-

Transit - Min  Size 8' x 5' 

Bus Pad that Connects to 

Pedestrian  Faci l i ties

If Bus Stops are Present

A
Num ber of Motor Veh icle 

Throug h Lanes (W id th )

≥ 45 MPH 2 (12'),  4' Paved Shou lder Min      

≤ 40 MPH 2 (11'),  4' Paved Shou lder Min

D

Bicycle  - Min  Level Bicycle 

Faci l i ty:  Paved Shou lders 

(8' Sidepath  Preferred )2
4' Paved Shou lder Min  (8' Sidepath  Preferred )

E
Roadway W id th  (Back of 

Curb  to Back of Curb )
30' Min  

2Bicycle Accom m odations - On ly i f in  local  p lan  or desired .



CHAPTER 8 
THE TRANSPORTATION VISION 

 
8-1 

 
 
 

Chapter 8: The Land Use / Transportation Vision 
The Transportation Vision paints a picture of what the Corridor MPO region may 
look like in 2040. The vision represents the expressed needs of the region’s citizens, 
encompasses the varied plans of the jurisdictions within the region, and addresses 
the region’s quality of life.  
 
The Vision provides a framework for strategic planning. It answers the questions, 
“Where do we want to go?” and “What do we want to be?” It articulates the 
region’s hopes for the future. It reminds us of what we are trying to achieve. 
 
The Vision embraces accommodating growth with compact infill and redevelopment 
to strengthen the region’s economy and promote alternative travel modes. The 
Vision includes a transportation system that supports automobile, transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian mobility to connect existing and future development. 
 
The Vision sets the direction for the development of the Fiscally Constrained Plan 
(FCP). The Vision is compelling and inspiring.  
 
Defining a transportation system that a region desires is a complicated process. It 
requires melding diverse interests, perspectives, and needs to address challenges, 
options, and impacts. Chapter 3 describes the outreach and public participation 
process that was undertaken to solicit meaningful public input for the development 
of the Vision.  
 
This chapter contains the Transportation Vision Plan. This Vision includes a fiscally 
unconstrained set of illustrative projects that reflect the road, transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian transportation elements needed to support positive growth across the 
metro.  It is from this Vision Plan that the Fiscally Constrained Plan, discussed in 
Chapter 10, is built and ultimately due to lack of funding, discussed in Chapter 9, 
which many projects will remain.  These Vision Plan projects are consequently not 
fundable during the annual Corridor MPO funding process or Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). Simply put, the Vision Plan is the list of projects needed 
by 2040 to help the region meet its goals.  The Fiscally Constrained Plan is a subset 
of the Vision Plan that we think we can actually fund during the life of the plan.  And 
the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is the list of Fiscally Constrained 
Plan projects that we fund on an annual basis. 

 

The Transportation Vision 
 
The Transportation Vision reflects the transportation improvements needed to 
serve the projected population and employment growth. The Transportation 
Vision addresses all transportation modes and ITS improvements. 
 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• The Transportation Vision 
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This Transportation Vision is based on needs as defined by the 2040 traffic 
model. This Transportation Vision is not fiscally-constrained to current available 
funding. Rather, it is a list of illustrative projects that would be necessary to 
address the region’s needs if funding were available. 
 
 

Roadway Vision 
 
The roadway network forms the backbone of the entire multi-modal 
transportation system in the Corridor MPO region. In addition to automobiles, 
roads may accommodate transit, cyclists, and commercial vehicles carrying 
freight. Streets and Interstates are an important part of the local and national 
economy, and they provide mobility for most ground transportation users. 
 
Historically, the automobile and roadway construction have dominated 
transportation investments in the Corridor MPO region. The Roadway Vision 
provides a guideline for future roadway improvements. These improvements 
may change with different or new proposed development.  
 
The Roadway Vision is based on the roadway hierarchy of streets, including 
Freeways, Major Arterials, Minor Arterials, Collectors, and Local Streets. (A 
complete list of characteristics of each roadway, including travel, speed, access, 
and intersection spacing is presented in Chapter 2.)  
 
2040 Dai ly Traff ic Volumes and Congestion Including Exist ing 
and Committed Network 
 
The process for determining the recommended Roadway Vision began with an 
assessment of the 2040 traffic conditions based on only the existing network 
plus those improvements that currently have funding commitments. The 
Existing plus Committed Network is presented in Figure 8-1. 
 
As presented in Figure 8-1, there are a number of committed roadway improvements 
that have recently been constructed or have committed funding. These include: 
 

• Tower Terrace Rd from Robins Rd to Council St - New 2 lane Minor Arterial 
• Edgewood Rd from Highway 100 to Blairs Ferry – Reconstruction and 

improvements 
• I-380 Interchange at Boyson Rd – Ramp improvements 
• 1st Ave from 27th St to 40th St – Reconstruction and improvements  
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Figure 8-1: Existing Plus Committed Roadway Network (2013) 
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The forecasted 2040 daily traffic volumes and levels of service with the existing plus 
committed (E+C) network are presented in Figure 8-2. Comparing the existing daily 
traffic and levels of congestion in Figure 2-17 with Figure 8-2, one can see that daily 
traffic volumes and levels of congestion will increase particularly in the northern 
portions of the metro if road improvements are not planned for and constructed. 
 
The highest level facility in the region, I-380 will receive significantly more traffic over 
the next 25 years. It is forecasted to be congesting during the peak periods but, in 
general, will operate at an acceptable level of service. Spot interchange improvements 
may still be needed to minimize local access and maximize safety.  
 
Regional ly Signi f icant Corridors 
 
Some roadways are regionally significant, and others serve local development. 
Historically, jurisdictions could submit for funding roadways ranging from arterials to 
collectors. In recognizing that funds are severely limited, going forward candidate 
projects should benefit roadways that are regionally significant. These include all federal 
and state roads and arterials, which serve regional travel between communities. 
Because Cedar Rapids is larger than other jurisdictions, some arterials that provide 
travel between different areas of the City may also be regionally significant. 
 
Regionally significant corridors that would be targeted for regional transportation 
funding, if available, are shown in Figure 8-3. 
 
Roadway Vision 
 
The Roadway Vision Plan consists of 60 roadway improvement projects submitted by 
each jurisdiction as shown in Figure 8-4.  These projects included new roadways, 
widening of existing roadways, reconstruction and improvements, signals and 
intersection improvements, all of which will provide complete street improvements, 
providing service to all users. 
 
Some of the key new roadways proposed were Tower Terrace Road between I-
380 and Highway 13; and interchange projects at Highway 100 and Highway 30 
and Tower Terrace and I-380. Some of these roadways have been in previous 
long-range transportation plans and have been deemed critically important to 
the region. Others are needs determined during the visioning process.  
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Figure 8-2: 2040 Forecast Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Congestion with Existing + Committed Network 



CHAPTER 8 
THE LAND USE TRANSPORTATION VISION PLAN 

 
8-6 

 
 
  

Figure 8-3: Regionally Significant Corridors 
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Figure 8-4: Roadway Vision Plan (Not Fiscally Constrained)* 

*Map corresponds to Table 8-1 
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The resulting Roadway Vision improvements are presented in Figure 8-4. These 
improvements are also presented in Table 8-1 with estimates for each 
improvement in current and year of construction dollars. 
 
The total cost for the additional roadway improvements is estimated at $768.2 
million. It should be noted that these are total roadway costs, not the actual 
funded costs which are less. Additionally, special attention was given to projects 
that are more “shovel ready” listed in the vision plan as projects to be 
completed in 2020-2024. Projects are evaluated against projects within the 
same expected timeframe for construction. In Table 8-1 all three time periods 
are listed and sorted separately by total score within the expected construction 
timeframes: 2020-2024, 2025-2029, and 2030-2040. 
 
Next, the Roadway Vision improvements were added to the roadway network, 
and the traffic model was rerun. The resulting forecasted 2040 traffic volume 
and congestion level map with the Roadway Vision improvements are presented 
in Figure 8-5. The Roadway Vision Plan improvements mitigated the congestion 
that was previously identified. 
 
A forecast daily traffic assignment and congestion level analysis was performed 
using the Corridor MPO travel model and illustrative projects submitted by the 
Corridor MPO jurisdictions. The travel model forecasts daily and peak hour 
traffic for each facility, and levels of congestion are estimated for each roadway 
based on traffic volumes and the traffic capacity of each facility. With the 
Roadway Vision improvements, little congestion will be experienced within the 
Corridor MPO region in 2040. 
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FORECASTING TRAFFIC 

CORRIDOR MPO TRAVEL MODEL 
 
The Roadway Vision Plan was developed through an analysis 
of system deficiencies and submitted illustrative projects from 
the MPO’s member jurisdictions. The traffic forecasts are 
based on the Corridor MPO Regional Travel Model that was 
updated for this project. The travel model updates included 
refined algorithms developed from a 2013 Highway 
Transportation Survey, updated land use and traffic counts, 
and a complete model calibration and validation process. 
 
The model process, shown graphically to the right, uses 
estimates of household and employment data and the existing 
roadway network as input assumptions. Household and 
employment data is estimated by regions, called Traffic 
Analysis Zones (TAZ). The model utilizes three basic steps:  
 

1. Trip Generation: Based on existing and forecasted socioeconomic data, including the number of dwelling units and 
jobs, the model estimates trips by trip type, such as work trips, shopping trips, or service trips. By comparing base year 
trip generation to forecast 2040 trip generation, one can see the estimated growth in trip activity. 

 
2. Trip Distribution: The trip distribution process examines the relationship between where trips begin and end. As an 

example, a Home Based Work Trip begins at the residence and ends at the place of work. This process of distributing 
trips is conducted for each trip type and for each trip generated throughout the modeling area. 

 
3. Trip Assignment: Trip distribution patterns are assigned to various routes between trip origins and destinations. The 

modeling software recognizes the travel speeds of the roadway network to identify the shortest distance and time paths. 
The model also recognizes that as the roadways fill up, congestion might occur making alternate routes more attractive. 

 
The Corridor MPO travel model forecasts daily and peak hour traffic. The model’s accuracy is refined through a sophisticated 
model calibration process, where estimated existing trips are compared to actual traffic counts. The travel model is useful 
throughout the transportation planning process. It is used as a tool to identify future deficiencies. 
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Table 8-1: Roadway Vision Plan (Not Fiscally Constrained) 
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Table 8-1: Roadway Vision Plan Continued (Not Fiscally Constrained) 
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Figure 8-5: 2040 Forecast Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Congestion with Roadway 
Vision Plan Improvements  
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Transit Vision 
 
As presented in Chapter 2, public transportation services in the metropolitan 
area take the form of fixed-route passenger bus service operating on a 
scheduled service, and "demand-responsive" bus/van service providing door-to-
door service for the elderly and those unable to use the fixed-route service. 
Night-time service consists of a non-profit, Neighborhood Transportation 
Services (NTS) run by Horizons. There is also a vanpool program and taxi rides 
subsidized by public agencies for approved travel outside regular transit hours. 
 
Cedar Rapids Transit is currently providing approximately 975,000 annual 
revenue miles of transit service. This service has been characterized as a service 
for transit dependents. Service can be minimal due to one hour gaps between 
buses, loop routes that significant amounts of time and inconvenience to bus 
travel, and lack of support facilities. 
 
The Connections 2040 vision is to provide an integrated land use and multi-
modal transportation system that meets sustainable regional growth 
expectations, supports economic vitality, and improves quality of life. To 
achieve this vision, transit must play a much greater role in providing travel 
choice to the region.  
 
With this update to Connections 2040 transit funding will increase from 
between 0 – 1 percent, prior to Fiscal Year 20, to a consistent 20 percent of all 
MPO funding.  The new policy will allocate approximately $1,100,000 annually 
to transit projects between Fiscal Years 21 and 24, dependent on federal 
funding.  In response to the new transit funding policy, the Corridor MPO hired 
a consultant to complete a transit study which analyzed, among other 
metrics, existing transit routes and rolling stock and made recommendations on 
improvements to these routes.  Some of these recommendations were 
implemented by Cedar Rapids Transit during the summer of 2017. 
 
With the completion of that study in July 2016, MPO staff developed specific 
project evaluation criteria for transit and then had an open call for projects, 
similar to what was done for roads and trails during the creation of this update. 
Transit projects include: new fixed-route and paratransit vehicles for system 
expansion and replacement; mini hubs and transfer centers; sidewalks along 
transit routes; bus shelters, benches, and concrete pads; park and ride; or other 
transit related capital equipment and facilities. These projects have been 
amended into this plan for later funding allocation during the annual TIP 
process. 
 
The resulting Transit Vision Plan improvements are listed in Table 8-2 and 
presented in Figure 8-6. 
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Below are some of the goals of the 2016 transit study: 
 

Increased Transi t  Frequency 
 
The frequency of transit service (the time between buses) is often referred to 
as headway. The headway for all current transit service in the Corridor MPO 
region is one hour. With one hour headways there are very few choice riders. 
Choice riders are defined as individuals who choose to take transit over driving 
a car. Instead, current transit service primarily serves only the transit 
dependent, those who do not have any other means of travel. 
 
To capture choice riders, the frequency of service must increase to a minimum 
of half hour headways during peak periods, and preferably 15 minute 
headways for high demand corridors. If service is direct and available every 15 
minutes, then shifts in mode from automobile to transit will begin to occur. 
 
Extended Service Hours 
 
Currently, transit service is available from 5:15 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays 
and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday. There is no Sunday service. 
 
Many jobs in the region begin at 6:00 a.m. or earlier. These workers do not 
have the option to take transit. Furthermore, transit dependent workers may 
not be able to accept jobs that start early in the morning. Conversely, there are 
many who work and need transit service after 7:00 p.m. A person may be asked 
to stay late and not be able to because of the transit schedule. 
 
Based on transit service in other cities, extended hours of service from 5:00 
a.m. to 10:00 p.m. would be desirable for weekdays. Extending hours to 
midnight on Friday and Saturday nights would also be desirable. 
 
Transi t  Support Faci l i t ies 
 
Key issues with the existing transit service are the lack of sidewalk facilities to 
get customers to transit stops and, once at the stop, the lack of basic amenities 
such as a bus pad, bench, or shelter. In a 2015 transit survey, lack of quality bus 
stop facilities was identified as the number one issue. If the vision of 
Connections 2040 will ever be achieved, jurisdictions will need to coordinate 
implementation of Complete Streets and sidewalks on key corridors that have 
existing and proposed transit. Transit amenities including bus pads, benches, 
and shelters at high demand areas should also be requirements.  

 
Maintaining these transit stops, including snow removal, will be important for a 
successful transit system. 
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Capital  Improvements 
 
Transit service requires a bus fleet and spares. If transit service is to be 
expanded over time to increase frequency and add coverage area, this fleet 
needs to expand. In order to be competitive, the buses need to be replaced 
when approximately 12 years old. With an aged fleet, there are several 
drawbacks that impact customer satisfaction. Vehicle reliability is not as good as 
a more modern fleet, leading to an increased number of road failures, service 
disruptions, and unneeded costs. Customers are not given the advantage of new 
technology, such as improvements in seating, accessibility, and comfort when 
older equipment is kept in service beyond its useful life.  
 
Associated with a larger fleet is the requirement for servicing these buses and 
an improved/expanded fleet facility. Additionally it is important to realize that a 
large fleet of buses will require a larger supply of drivers. These increased 
operating costs can be a difficult hurdle to expanding service.  
 
Transit Vision Plan Costs 
 
The total cost of the projects identified in the Transit Vision Plan is estimated at 
approximately $81.4 million. These costs are based on the estimates provided 
by the City of Marion, the City of Cedar Rapids, and Cedar Rapids Transit. The 
projects listed in the transit Vision Plan are all stand-alone transit projects. 
Some projects in the Transit Vision Plan include sidewalk projects; however, 
these projects include more than just constructing a sidewalk and include transit 
features, including bus stop shelters, benches, and concrete pads. 

 

Newly Renovated Ground Transportation Center for Cedar Rapids Transit 
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  Table 8-2: Transit Vision Plan (Not Fiscally Constrained) 
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Table 8-2: Transit Vision Plan Continued (Not Fiscally Constrained) 
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  Figure 8-6: Transit Vision Plan (Not Fiscally Constrained)* 

*Map corresponds to Table 8-2 
 

Individual bus improvement, replacement, and expansion projects 
are not mapped because they have not been assigned a route. 
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Bicycle/Trails Vision  
 

Currently, there is a need to connect the existing on and off-street 
bikeways within the Corridor MPO region. A system of bicycle trails has 
been consistently identified as a very important component of the 
metro’s transportation system. From public outreach events to meetings 
with public officials, a robust and connected bicycle network has been a 
perennial demand. Bicycle trails have also been identified as being 
important to the Corridor MPO Policy Board, as evidence by their 
previous commitment to fund trails with 80 percent of STP funds. 
 
As a result of this funding policy just over $4 million a year for the last 
four years has been devoted to developing the trail network. This 
commitment is demonstrated in Figure 8-7; the existing and committed 
trail network is depicted.  

 
Part of this planning update a system of trails has been identified by the 
MPO member jurisdictions and is presented as the Trails Vision Plan in 
Figure 8-8. This system provides an opportunity for residents of the region 
to use trails as a mode of transportation and for recreational purposes. 
 
The trails are identified with a number designation on the map and a 
listing of these trails and costs are presented in Table 8-3. Also found in 
Table 8-3 is the score derived from the MPO’s evaluation criteria. Like 
roads, trails are ranked within the timeframe listed for expected 
construction. Prioritizing projects that can be constructed on time is the 
best use of MPO funding, providing real benefits to residents with 
minimal inflationary cost. 
 
Although this trails system would contribute significantly to bicycle travel, 
bicycle facilities are needed on the arterial street system to get to places 
of work and shopping. As presented in Chapter 7, a Complete Street, 
context-sensitive roadway strategy has been identified that adds either 
sharrows, bike lanes, or sidepaths, which pedestrians can share with bicycle 
travel.  

 
Bicycle/Trai ls Vision Costs 

 
The total cost of the trails identified in the Trails Vision Plan is estimated at 
approximately $124 million. These costs are based on Cities and County 
estimates. The projects listed in the Trails Vision Plan are all stand-alone 
trail projects. On-street only bicycle facilities will be included as part of the 
complete streets component of projects funded as road projects, should the 
bikeway be identified in the local jurisdiction’s planning documents. 
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Figure 8-7: Regional Trail System Existing + Committed 
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Figure 8-8: Trails Vision Plan (Not Fiscally Constrained) 
 

*Map corresponds to Table 8-3 
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Table 8-3: Regional Bike/Trails Vision Plan Projects (Not Fiscally Constrained) 
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Pedestrian Vision 
 
The Pedestrian Vision is to provide a system of sidewalks and safe street 
crossings from and between residential, retail, office, school, park and 
recreation, and government uses. 
 
An important requirement of the Pedestrian Vision is that all new private 
development and new public works improvements include pedestrian 
sidewalks on both sides of the street.  
 
Adding sidewalks to as part of all roadway projects will be required as part of 
the Complete Streets program.  
 
The Pedestrian Vision also includes safe street crossings. These safe crossings 
are particularly important near schools, parks, transit stops, and high demand 
areas. This includes installation of ‘pedestrian timing signals’ that count down 
time remaining for pedestrians to cross at major pedestrian intersections and 
installing audible pedestrian signal equipment at key locations as warranted.  
 
Pedestrian Vision Costs 
 
Currently, there is no dedicated pedestrian facility improvement funding 
through the MPO, except as those pedestrian improvements that are part of 
roadway projects and the sidewalk transit projects.  
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Chapter 9: Financial Strategies: Paying Our Way 
Overview 

 
This chapter describes the revenue sources, anticipated revenues, 
and potential additional revenues to maintain, operate, and 
expand the transportation system in the Corridor MPO region 
from 2015 until 2040. The financial analysis presented in this 
chapter meets the federal requirements stated in SAFETEA-LU. It 
must be emphasized that this is a long-range systems level plan, 
many of the cost estimates and most of the revenue estimates are 
preliminary and will be revisited several times before the years 
they represent come to pass. The intent is to prepare an 
approximate, but realistic, estimate of both the total funds 
available and total program cost.  

 
Satisfying the Corridor MPO region’s transportation financial needs during the 
next 26 years is a major undertaking. The infrastructure demands associated 
with building and maintaining the roadway, non-motorized, and public 
transportation systems will be challenged by the region’s projected population 
growth and by the aging of the existing infrastructure already in use. The limited 
availability of federal, state, and local moneys will also have a significant impact 
on the ability to fund proposed projects. Demands on the transportation system 
have grown significantly in the past and the increase in this demand will 
accelerate faster than the growth in funding. 
 
Federal rules require that LRTPs, such as Connections 2040, are fiscally-
constrained. That is, planned expenditures shall not exceed the estimated 
revenue to support the operations, maintenance, and new construction 
during the life of the plan.  
 
Connections 2040 is a fiscally-constrained transportation plan as it is 
anticipated that only a portion of the Transportation Vision Plan 
(Illustrative Plan) identified in Chapter 8 will have sufficient funds for 
implementation.  
 
This Plan acknowledges that projected funding levels are not sufficient to 
adequately maintain existing functions or serve projected increases from 
regional population and economic growth.  Meeting the needs or achieving the 
transportation vision identified in Chapter 8 will require flexibility of existing 
local transportation revenues.  Without this flexibility or additional revenues, 
regional accessibility and mobility will deteriorate and the infrastructure will 
decline.  This will, in turn, severely constrain the movement of goods and people 
throughout the region and impact economic vitality.  The gap between 
requirements and resources is not new, and simply reallocating resources will 
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not close it.  After years of under investment, the 
region has a backlog of needs resulting in current 
investment levels which are below the level needed to 
sustain and improve the regional transportation 
system. 
 
The Corridor MPO region, like the rest of the United 
States, has and will continue to have additional 
transportation needs beyond those improvements 
listed within the constrained portion of the plan.  
There are projects identified which can meet these 
needs, but cannot be incorporated into the Plan at 
this time due to insufficient revenues projected to be 
available for their construction and/or 
implementation.  These improvements remain as part 
of the Transportation Vision Plan (Illustrative Projects) 
with the hopes of additional revenues or earmarks. 
 

Requirements for a Financial Plan  
 
The Code of Federal Regulations describes the 
elements of a Transportation Financial Plan.  The 
requirement of SAFETEA-LU is that the plan must 
include the revenues and costs to operate and 
maintain the roads and associated systems (signals, 
signage, snow removal, etc.) to allow MPOs to 
estimate future transportation conditions and 
promote using existing infrastructure to the fullest. 
 
Another requirement of SAFETEA-LU is to use “year of 
expenditure” dollars for planning purposes.  The 
USDOT has provided guidance that 4% inflation per 
year for costs shall be utilized in the absence of a 
rigorously developed rate for each MPO.  
 

Overview of Funding Sources 
 
In general, there are three major funding sources 
available to the Corridor MPO and its member 
jurisdictions through competitive award programs.  
The following section describes those funding sources 
along with estimates of future funding amounts. 
 

CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
23 CFR 450.322 (f)(10)  

 
A  f i n a n c i a l  p l a n  t h a t  d e m o n s t r a t e s  h o w  
t h e  a d o p t e d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p l a n  c a n  b e  

i m p l e m e n t e d .  
 
(i) For purposes of transportation system operations and maintenance, 
the financial plan shall contain system-level estimates of costs and 
revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be available to 
adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid highways (as defined by 23 
U.S.C. 101(a)(5)) and public transportation (as defined by title 49 U.S.C. 
Chapter 53). 
 
(ii) For the purpose of developing the metropolitan transportation plan, the 
MPO, public transportation operator(s), and State shall cooperatively 
develop estimates of funds that will be available to support metropolitan 
transportation plan implementation, as required under § 450.314(a). All 
necessary financial resources from public and private sources that are 
reasonably expected to be made available to carry out the transportation 
plan shall be identified. 
 
(iii) The financial plan shall include recommendations on any additional 
financing strategies to fund projects and programs included in the 
metropolitan transportation plan. In the case of new funding sources, 
strategies for ensuring their availability shall be identified. 
 
(iv) In developing the financial plan, the MPO shall take into account all 
projects and strategies proposed for funding under title 23 U.S.C., title 49 
U.S.C. Chapter 53 or with other Federal funds; State assistance; local 
sources; and private participation. Starting December 11, 2007, revenue 
and cost estimates that support the metropolitan transportation plan must 
use an inflation rate(s) to reflect ‘‘year of expenditure dollars,’’ based on 
reasonable financial principles and information, developed cooperatively 
by the MPO, State(s), and public transportation operator(s). 
 
(v) For the outer years of the metropolitan transportation plan (i.e., 
beyond the first 10 years), the financial plan may reflect aggregate cost 
ranges/cost bands, as long as the future funding source(s) is reasonably 
expected to be available to support the projected cost ranges/cost bands. 
 
(vi) For non-attainment and maintenance areas, the financial plan shall 
address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the 
implementation of TCMs in the applicable SIP. 
 
(vii) For illustrative purposes, the financial plan may (but is not required 
to) include additional projects that would be included in the adopted 
transportation plan if additional resources beyond those identified in the 
financial plan were to become available. 
 
(viii) In cases that the FHWA and the FTA find a metropolitan 
transportation plan to be fiscally-constrained and a revenue source is 
subsequently removed or substantially reduced (i.e., by legislative or 
administrative actions), the FHWA and the FTA will not withdraw the 
original determination of fiscal constraint; however, in such cases, the 
FHWA and the FTA will not act on an updated or amended metropolitan 
transportation plan that does not reflect the changed revenue situation. 
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Federal Funding Programs 
 
There is a number of Federal funding programs that may be accessed by the 
Corridor MPO area for transportation projects.  Some are dispersed by the 
Corridor MPO and the Iowa or US DOTs and some are used exclusively by 
the Iowa DOT for state projects.  The Corridor MPO’s funding is allocated by 
the US DOT by way of the Iowa DOT and is awarded competitively to just its 
member jurisdictions.  The following provides a short description of the 
funding programs and a description of how the revenues were estimated for 
Connections 2040.   
 
Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
 
Under MAP-21, STP funds can be used for projects “to preserve and improve the 
conditions and performance on any Federal-aid highway, bridge and tunnel 
projects on any public road, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and transit 
capital projects, including intercity bus terminals.”1  The Corridor MPO receives 
an allocation of these federal funds annually from the US DOT, by way of the 
Iowa DOT, and then distributes it to its member jurisdictions through a 
competitive process known as the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  
The TIP process awards funding to projects based on their inclusion in the 
Connections 2040 Fiscally Constrained Plan. 
 
MAP-21 describes 26 activities that can be funded with STP funds including 
projects related to transportation planning, roads, bicycles, pedestrians, transit, 
and bridges.  In the Corridor MPO area this has been primarily used for the 
following types of projects: 
 

• Road reconstruction 
• Road expansion 
• New roads 
• Signalization 
• Transit vehicles 
• Transit shelters  
• Trail construction 

 
The use of STP funds requires the funding recipient to contribute a minimum of 
20% of the total project cost in non-federal funds. Road projects must be on 
federal-aid roads (usually not local or rural minor collector roads). Bridge 
projects may be on any public road. The Corridor MPO has direct programming 
control over these funds. 
 
In 2012, the Corridor MPO decided to allocate 80% of this funding source to trail 
projects for the five year period FY16 – FY20 (called the 80/20 policy).  This 

                                                            
1 Federal Highway Administration MAP-21 Fact Sheets 
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dramatic increase in funding for trails allowed the Corridor MPO to respond to 
feedback from large employers and the public for the need for alternative 
modes of transportation to make the region more competitive.  It also aligned 
with member involvement with Blue Zones and Bicycle Friendly Community 
Status initiatives.  
 
Transit project capital improvements require adherence to approved transit 
procurement procedures and equipment specifications. The candidate projects 
must be part of an approved five-year Capital Improvement Program and 
comply with Federal requirements for civil rights protections and use of 
disadvantaged business enterprises. 
 
Table 9-1 shows the historical receipt of STP funds by the Corridor MPO from 
1995 to 2015.  This information was used to determine the future growth rate 
from 2020 to 2040 by the following analysis.  First, the dollar value change 
between years was calculated and then averaged over the period 1995 to 2015.  
This was then converted to a percentage of the 2015 target or 3.03%.  Second, 
the percentage of the dollar value change over the same time period was 
calculated and averaged.  This change was 4.98%.  Finally, these two 
percentages were averaged, which equaled 4%. 
 

 
 
Transportat ion Al ternatives Program (TAP) 
 
Known as the Transportation Enhancements (TE) Program under previous 
federal transportation bills, the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) was 
created under MAP-21 and incorporates the TE, Recreational Trails, and Safe 
Routes to School programs together for providing projects for bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and other forms of non-motorized transportation.  Similar to STP 
funds, the Corridor MPO receives an allocation of TAP funds annually that it 
distributes to its member jurisdictions through the TIP. 
 
MAP-21 identifies nine categories of eligible activities for TAP funds that range 
from planning, to constructing, to performing environmental mitigation related 
to bicycle and pedestrians and even workforce development related activities.  
The Corridor MPO has traditionally only funded separated trails but with the 
increase in funding from the aforementioned 80/20 policy, more trails have 
been funded that include on-street accommodations such as bike lanes.  
 
TAP funded projects also require a minimum local match of 20% by the recipient 
of the funds. 

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO has STP funding history from 1995 to 
2015. Future year of expenditure funding was based on actual or estimates 
from 2015 – 2019 and a 4% straight line growth rate from 2020 and 2040. 
($165 Million – Year of Expenditure Dollars) 

Table 9-1: STP Funding 
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Table 9-2 shows the historical receipt of TAP funds by the Corridor MPO from 
1992 to 2015.  This information was used to determine the future growth rate 
from 2020 to 2040 by the following analysis.  First, the dollar value change 
between years was calculated and then averaged over the period 1992 to 2015.  
This was then converted to a percentage of the 2015 target or 2.90%.  Second, 
the percentage of the dollar value change over the same time period was 
calculated and averaged.  This change was 5.55%.  Finally, these two 
percentages were averaged, which equaled 4.23%.  For ease of estimating both 
STP and TAP, this was rounded down to 4%. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Transportat ion Al ternatives Program (TAP) Flex 
TAP Flex funds are TAP funds that can be used for the same eligible activities as 
STP funds.  The Corridor MPO has chosen to use these funds as TAP funds, 
which means they are to be used for trail or bicycle projects.  TAP Flex funds 
became available in 2014 and the 2015 – 2040 future funding year estimates are 
included in the TAP estimates listed previously. 
 
National  Highway Performance Program (NHPP)  
 
Newly named the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), this funding 
program provides funding for improvements to the condition and performance 
of roadways that are part of the National Highway System (NHS).  The NHS is 
comprised of rural and urban roads that serve major population centers, 
international border crossings, intermodal transportation facilities, and major 
travel destinations.  The NHS includes the interstate system and roads that are 
considered important to the nation’s economy, defense, and mobility. 
 
Types of NHPP projects include construction, operations and maintenance, 
infrastructure-based Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) capital 
improvements, and bridge related improvements. 
 
In the Corridor MPO area, the Iowa DOT has used these funds for repairs to 
the highway system.  The Highway 100 Extension project, connecting 
Edgewood Road NE to Highway 30, is the largest ($180 million) NHPP 
project done by Iowa DOT in the metro area and does not represent the 
typical amount used by the Iowa DOT in the metro area. 
 

Table 9-2: TAP Funding 
 

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO has TAP funding history from 
1992 to 2015. Future year funding was based on actual or estimates 
from 2015 – 2019 and a 4% straight line growth rate from 2020 and 
2040. ($16 Million – Year of Expenditure Dollars) 
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Iowa Clean Air Attainment Program (ICAAP) 
 
ICAAP is a creation of the state of Iowa that uses the state’s allocation of 
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) funds for 
transportation projects that reduce congestion and improve air quality.  Eligible 
CMAQ projects improve traffic flow such as signalization, adding turn lanes, or 
shifting traffic to other modes of transportation. 
 
ICAAP is a competitive grant program that distributes $3 to $4 million annually 
and requires a minimum 20% local match.  The following are examples of some 
of the types of projects that have been funded through the state with this 
program: 

• Road (reconstruction to add capacity, intersection improvements) 
• Signal (new signals, adaptive systems, connecting signals) 
• Transit (new buses, downtown shuttle service, transit station) 
• Bicycle (on-street facilities, bike share program) 
• Bicycle/pedestrian (new trail)  
• Commuter (van pool, park and ride facility) 

 

 
 
Recreational  Trai ls Program (Federal) 
 
The state distributes these federal funds for construction and maintenance of 
motorized and non-motorized trail projects.  The program’s annual funding 
level is $1.3 million and a 20% local match is required.  Funding from this 
program was not included in the listing of federal funding revenue shown in 
Table 9-1 as the Corridor MPO area does not have a history of receiving these 
funds. 
 
 
 

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO has NHS funding history from 2008 to 
2015. The time period 2015 – 2019 includes funding for the Hwy. 100 
Extension project, which is not typical over the funding history so those 
funds were not included in the 2040 projection.  The future year funding was 
based on a 3% straight line growth rate based on the average of non-Hwy. 
100 funding. ($126,190,384 Million – Year of Expenditure Dollars) 

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO has ICAAP funding data since 2005. 
Forecast funding was based on the average amount received between 2005 
and 2014 with a 3% straight line growth rate between 2015 and 2040. ($40 
Million – Year of Expenditure Dollars) 
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Highway Bridge Program (BR) 
 
This program has been changed from a separate funding program under 
SAFETEA-LU to a set aside under the STP program.  Counties receive 
allocations of this funding, and these funds are also distributed by the state to 
cities for the replacement or rehabilitation of bridges that are structurally 
deficient or functionally obsolete.  This distributes up to $1 million per 
jurisdiction and requires a 20% local match.  Funding from this program was 
not included in the listing of federal funding revenues shown in Table 9-1 as 
the history of the Corridor MPO area receiving these funds was limited. 
 
 
MAP-21 FUNDING IMPACTS 
 
The creation of MAP-21 resulted in the elimination of many programs that historically were used by the Iowa DOT in 
the Corridor MPO planning area or provided funding to MPO members.  Most of the eligible activities under these 
programs were moved to other programs but their funding was not, which means funding programs that were 
already limited in the number of projects they could fund are receiving more funding requests.  One example of this 
is the TAP program, which now includes the activities of three former programs.  The following section summarizes 
programs that are no longer funding options for Corridor MPO members or the Iowa DOT.  
 
Interstate Maintenance (IM) 
 
The Interstate Maintenance Program provided funding for resurfacing, 
restoring, rehabilitating, and reconstructing routes on the Interstate System.  
These types of projects are eligible to receive funding under the NHPP.  
 

 
 
Safe Routes to School Program (SRTS) 
 
The Safe Routes to School Program was created to provide funding for 
infrastructure improvements that make traveling to school by walking and 
bicycling safer for children and for non-infrastructure projects that encourage 
children to walk and bike to school. This program did not require a local match 
and between 2008 and 2012 the Corridor MPO area received 10 awards totaling 
$970,000.  SRTS projects are eligible under the STP and TAP programs. 
 

 
 

Funding Estimate: The 2010 plan estimated $27 Million would be received 
during the life of the plan. 

Funding Estimate: The 2010 plan estimated $12 Million would be received 
by 2040. 
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State Funding Programs 
 
The State of Iowa also manages funding programs that distribute primarily state and local funds for road and bridge 
projects, safety and engineering assistance/projects, and trail/bicycle projects.  These funds are also distributed in a 
competitive manner.  
 
County and City Bridge Construction Fund 
Using state funds, this program also replaces or rehabilitates bridges.  It awards up to $500,000 annually for city 
bridge projects and to $2 million for county bridge projects. 
 
Revital ize Iowa’s Sound Economy (RISE)  
The RISE program was created to promote economic development by constructing or improving roads.  There are 
two types of RISE projects, immediate need and local development.  Immediate need projects are those that are 
making an improvement for a known business that will retain or create jobs and requires a minimum 20% match.  
Local development projects are intended to improve areas to make them more attractive for business to locate to. 
The local match for these types of projects is 50%.  The RISE program distributes $12 million to cities and $6 million 
to counties on an annual basis.  
 
County-State Traff ic Engineering Program (C-STEP)  
This program is for operation and safety improvements on primary roads outside of a city and requires a local match 
ranging from 40% to 70%.  Awards to counties range from $45,000 to $200,000 depending on the project. 
 
Iowa Traff ic Engineering Assistance Program (TEAP)  
TEAP provides engineering solutions to cities and counties without the resources to retain engineering services or 
for feasibility and design review for roundabouts.  The program does not require a local match, funds up to 100 
hours of consultant time, and has an annual funding level of $125,000. 
 
Traff ic Safety Improvement Program (TSIP)  
This program funds traffic safety projects or studies on state, county, or city roads.  Each award is limited to 
$500,000. 
 
Urban-State Traff ic Engineering Program (U-STEP)  
The city version of C-STEP, this program provides $200,000 to $400,000 in funding per award, depending on the type 
of project, with a required 45% local match.   
 
Highway Safety Improvement Program - Secondary  
Also known as the HSIP – Secondary Program, the state distributes approximately $2 million in federal funds 
annually for projects that improve safety on rural roads.  Project costs are limited to $10,000 per mile and the 
required 10% match is actually paid by the state using TSIP funds.   
 
Pedestrian Curb Ramp Construct ion 
Created to aid cities comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) on primary roads.  It requires a local 
match of 45% and awards up to $250,000 per city a year. 
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Recreational  Trai ls Program (State)  
This state program provides $2.5 million per year for the construction of trails 
and requires a local match of 25% of the total project cost. 
 
TAP (State)  
The same as the TAP funds allocated to the Corridor MPO, the state uses 
these to fund trail projects considered “statewide” or “regional”.  $1 million is 
distributed annually and the local match is 20%. 
 
 
Total Federal Funding By Year 
 
The total amount of federal funds expected to be utilized for projects in the 
Corridor MPO over the life of the plan is shown in Table 9-3.  This includes 
funds distributed by the Corridor MPO (STP and TAP), funds awarded to 
member jurisdictions (ICAAP), and funds used by the Iowa DOT (NHPP).  It is 
important to note that this $459,662,740 million total is not the same as the 
Fiscally Constrained Plan Budget, which is only comprised of STP, TAP, and local 
match. 

 
Corridor MPO Non-Federal Funds 
 
In addition to federal funds, there are a number of local and regional funding 
sources that are used for operating and maintaining the region’s transportation 
system. These include: 

 
Cities 

• Road User Tax Funds (RUTF) 
o 2016 – 2040 includes the estimated increase in RUTF as a result 

of Iowa SF257, which increased the state gas tax. 
• Other Road Monies Receipts 
• Receipts, Debt Service 

 
Linn County 

• Property Tax 
• RUTF 
• FM Extension  
• Time -21 
• Miscellaneous Receipts 
• Farm to Market 

 
Local Option Sales Tax 

• Cedar Rapids: $180,000,000 total estimate 
o 100% for road repairs 
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• Ely: $420,000 total estimate 
o 100% to community improvements including roads 

• Fairfax: $2,250,000 total estimate 
o for any lawful purpose 

• Hiawatha: $8,000,000 total estimate 
o 90% for any lawful purpose such as infrastructure upgrades and 

expansions 
o 10% for property tax relief 

• Linn County: $153,000,000 total estimate 
o $27,000,000 for construction and maintenance of secondary 

roads and bridges 
• Marion: $46,600,000 total estimate 

o $20,570,000 for major and arterial road improvements 
o $6,045,000 for neighborhood street improvements 

• Robins: $3,500,000 total estimate 
o 100% for any lawful purpose such as infrastructure construction 

or repair 
 

Listed separately is information (estimated revenue and intended purpose) for 
the Local Option Sales Tax that was approved by the citizens of the member 
jurisdictions in 2013.  This one cent tax will be in place from 2014 to 2024 for 
the county and cities of Cedar Rapids, Fairfax, Hiawatha, Marion, and Robins.  
Ely passed a 20 year local option sales tax that will expire in 2034.  This local 
funding source will provide additional funding for the Corridor MPO area in the 
amount of $241,740,000. 
 
The total amount of non-federal funds in the Corridor MPO area is shown in 
Table 9-4. This includes approximately $2.7 billion dollars over the next 26 
years, based on year of expenditure estimates from Corridor MPO cities, and 
approximately $122 million from Linn County. The Linn County estimate is based 
on the percent of County roads within the MPO region. Total cities and counties 
are forecasted at approximately $2.9 billion. 
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Table 9-3: Total Federal Funding By Year 
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Table 9-4: Corridor MPO Non-Federal Funds 
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The non-federal funds shown in Table 9-4 are used by the cities and county for 
the operations and maintenance of the local (non-federal aid) transportation 
system in the Corridor MPO planning area.  Table 9-5 shows the projected 
operations and maintenance costs in year of expenditure from 2015 to 2040.  
These projections are based on actual historical expenditures and use a 6% 
growth factor.  Over the life of the plan, the forecasted roadway and operations 
costs for operating and maintaining local roads is approximately $1.5 billion. 
 
In order to determine what portion of the cities and county transportation road 
fund receipts may be used for funding elements of the Corridor MPO 
Transportation Vision Plan, total costs for operations and maintenance from 
Table 9-5 were subtracted from total receipts from Table 9-4. Based on this 
forecasting of receipts and costs, there could potentially be approximately $1.4 
billion in year of expenditure dollars available. 
 

Transit Revenues  
 
Cedar Rapids Transit has 20 years of revenue estimates, covering a wide-range 
of operating and non-operating revenues. These include operating revenues 
with passenger fares and other transportation revenues, such as advertising 
and contract services. There are also non-operating revenues, which include a 
number of federal operating assistance grants, state general funds, and local 
general funds. 
 
Presented in Table 9-6 is the year of expenditure revenues for these different 
funding categories. As indicated, these funds would total approximately $328 
million based on year of expenditure. 
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Table 9-5: Cities and County Roadway Maintenance and Operations Costs in Year of Expenditure 
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Table 9-6: Transit Revenues 
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Total Potential Revenues – All Sources 
 
The estimate of total potential revenues by year of expenditure is shown in 
Table 9-7. This includes the various federal funding programs that could be 
utilized by the Corridor MPO, the Iowa DOT, or competitively awarded to 
jurisdictions to complete projects listed in the plan.  
 
The resulting total federal funding forecast on year of expenditure dollars is 
approximately $460 million through the life of the plan. 
 
Also included in Table 9-7 are the potential revenues available to the Corridor 
MPO member jurisdictions.  These funds total $2.9 billion in year of expenditure 
dollars.  Revenues available to CR Transit over the life of the plan that could be 
used for transit improvements are estimated at $328 million in year of 
expenditure dollars. 
 
The estimated total amount of potential revenue available from 2015 to 2040 is 
$4.1 billion year of expenditure dollars. 
 
 

Construction continues on a new mixed-use 
building on 3rd Street SE in New Bohemia District. 
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Table 9-7: Total Potential Revenues – All Sources 
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Fiscally Constrained Transportation Budget 
 
The Fiscally Constrained Plan as described in Chapter 10, is comprised of 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) funded projects and projects 
proposed to be funded by the Corridor MPO.  At the time of this plan update, 
the funding available for the period 2015 to 2019 is known and has been 
committed.  The remaining Fiscally Constrained Plan funding for the time period 
of 2020 to 2040 is estimated to be $193,914,000 and is comprised only of STP 
and TAP funds along with the required local matching funds in the following 
amounts: 

• STP - $141,220,800 
• TAP - $13,910,400 
• Local - $38,782,800 

  
Chapter 10 provides more detail on the development of the Fiscally Constrained 
Plan.  

A new streetscape, including planters and benches, 
on 3rd Street SE in New Bohemia District. 
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Chapter 10: Fiscally Constrained Transportation Plan 
Overview 
 
The following chapter brings together the Transportation Vision Plan identified 
in Chapter 8, with the realities of the limited transportation funding in Chapter 
9, to develop a Fiscally Constrained Plan based on available funding. 
 
Also discussed here is the method the Corridor MPO is using to allocate its 
federal funding to help it achieve the goals of this plan, respond to public desire, 
and consider the changing demographics of the region. 
 
Although this Fiscally Constrained Plan is limited to available STP and TAP 
revenue and year of expenditure costs, the Corridor MPO member jurisdictions 
have flexibility in implementing improvements identified in the Vision Plan that 
are not included in the Fiscally Constrained Plan.  This may include local funds, 
state funds, or other non-MPO distributed federal funds.  
 
The Fiscally Constrained Plan is organized according to transportation 
allocations and time periods as shown in Figure 10-1.  Each has a budget as do 
the time periods based on year of expenditure revenues.  Project readiness was 
of utmost importance when developing the Fiscally Constrained Plan and was 
factored in to ensure that the Corridor MPO is using its federal funds as 
efficiently as possible. 
 
This Chapter begins with a summary of the Fiscally Constrained Plan process, a 
prioritization of road and trail projects, the allocation of available funds, and 
then a summary of what projects are included in the Fiscally Constrained Plan.  
It is important to note that projects funded by the Corridor MPO or Iowa DOT 
using federal funds are identified in the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) and are themselves part of the Fiscally Constrained Plan.  The following 
sections discussing the Fiscally Constrained Plan do not refer to those projects 
but they are added towards the end of the chapter in a table and map. 
 
Fiscally Constrained Plan Development Process 
 
The process for developing the Fiscally Constrained Plan is presented graphically 
in Figure 10-2 and is comprised of six steps.  First, the process began with a list 
of road and trail projects submitted by Corridor MPO members and the Iowa 
DOT for inclusion in the Vision Plan.  These projects included a description, 
costs, and narrative as to how each project addressed the goals and objectives 
of Connections 2040.  These projects are included in Chapter 8. 
 
The second step is to score the projects based on the evaluation goals and 
criteria, presented in Chapter 4.  As described in that chapter, road projects 
were scored on all eight goals and trail projects on four of the goals. 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• Overview 
• Fiscally Constrained Plan 

Development Process 
• Prioritization of Projects 
• Fiscally Constrained Plan 

Revenues By Category 
• Fiscally Constrained Plan 

Road and Trail Projects 
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Figure 10-1: Fiscally Constrained Plan Organization 

The third step, was to sort the projects according to their construction time 
period and then by their total score. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The fourth step is to apply the budget available for each transportation 
allocation to the list of sorted projects.  At the time of this plan’s development a 
list of transit projects have not been identified.  A Transit Vision Plan will be 
developed and subjected to this six step process to develop a Transit Fiscally 
Constrained Plan.  Until then, the allocation for transit projects is shown for 
each plan time period.  
 
The projects are arranged into the plan time periods in step five based on 
project costs.  Projects that cannot be funded in the first time period are moved 
to the second period until that budget is expended and the process is repeated 
for the third time period. 
 
The Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) reviews this rough 
draft list in step six.  In this step, TTAC applies their professional judgment based 
on project relationships and regional needs.  For example, some projects might 
require other projects to be done at the same time for the full benefit to the 
transportation system to be realized.  TTAC will then recommend that those 
projects be included in the Fiscally Constrained Plan instead of just one of them.  
Although the criteria have been refined over the years, some projects of 
regional significance might not make the rough draft list based on score alone so 
TTAC will recommend they be included in the Fiscally Constrained Plan.  TTAC 

Fiscally Constrained Plan Budget

Road

Budget

Time Period

Trail

Budget

Time Period

Transit

Budget

Time Period
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Figure 10-2: Fiscally Constrained Plan Development Process 

recommendation for the Fiscally Constrained Plan is then included in the draft 
document that is approved by the Corridor MPO Policy Board.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Vision Plan Development
• Project applications submitted by 

member jurisdictions and Iowa DOT 
for inclusion in the plan

2. Project Scoring
• Road projects scored on eight 

criteria
• Trail projects scored on four criteria
• Transit project scored on six criteria

3. Project Sorting
• Projects sorted into three time 

periods based on when jurisdiction 
can complete project (time of 
construction)

• Projects in time periods sorted by 
score

4. Funding Allocation Distribution
• Funding for roads, trails, and transit is 

applied to the sorted projects

5. Fiscally Constrained Plan 
Development
• Phase 1 - Road, trail, and transit projects 

are moved into the Fiscally Constrained 
Plan based on time of construction and 
score

6. Fiscally Constrained Plan 
Development
• Phase 2 - TTAC reviews and makes 

changes ,if necessary, and recommends 
the Fiscally Constrained Plan to Policy 
Board for their approval
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Prioritization of Projects 
 
As presented in Chapter 8, each jurisdiction submitted a range of road and trail 
projects.  Each project included a project description, cost estimate, and how 
the project addressed the Connections 2040 goals. 
 
This information was then used to score each project based on the following 
criteria:   

• Maintain Our Existing Transportation System (road and transit) 
• Maximize Efficiency of the Existing System (road, trail, and transit) 
• Minimize the Cost of Transportation (road, trail, and transit) 
• Offer Travel Choices (road and trail) 
• Provide Safe and Secure Transportation (road and transit) 
• Support Economic Vitality (road, trail, and transit) 
• Minimize Travel Time (road and transit) 
• Protect the Environment and Conserve Resources (road only) 

 
As discussed in Chapter 4, the criteria weights were created during the 
development of the original Connections 2040 in 2010 using input from the 
public and Policy Board.  Those weights were adjusted by the Policy Board for 
this 2015 update and, for the four criteria used to score both road and trail 
projects, are different. 
 
The Fiscally Constrained Plan is divided into time periods, each with its own 
budget.  Those time periods for roads and trails are: 

• 2020 – 2024 
• 2025 – 2029 
• 2030 – 2040 

The Fiscally Constrained Plan for transit is also broken into three time bands, 
like roads and trails. The first time band for transit starts in 2021, which is when 
MPO funds were first allocated towards transit projects. 
 
As part of the Fiscally Constrained Plan development process, each jurisdiction 
was asked to identify which of these time periods their projects could be 
completed in.  As shown in Figure 10-2, both the time periods and the scores 
were used to perform a rough listing of the projects. 
 

Road Project Prioritization  
 
The road projects sorted by time period and score are shown in Table 10-1.  The 
table shows the following for each project: 

• Project ID (for map) 
• Project Name 
• Jurisdiction Applying for Funding 
• Total Cost (2015) 
• Year of Construction Cost 

• Year of Construction 
• Total Score 
• Environmental Justice Bonus 
• Total Weighted Score 
• Criteria scores 
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Table 10-1: Roadway Project Prioritization 2020-2024 

 
  
 

Project 
ID

Project Nam
e

Jurisdiction Applying 
for Funding

 Total Cost 
 Year of 

Construction 
Cost 

 Year of 
Construction 

Total 
Score

Environm
ental 

Justice (Low 
Incom

e, Over 65, 
M

inority, and 
Disabled)

Total 
W

eighted 
Score

Goal 1: 
M

aintain our 
existing 

transportation 
system

 
(W

eighted 
Value=4.35)

Goal 2:       
M

axim
ize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system

 
(W

eighted Value 
= 19.75)

Goal 3: 
M

inim
ize cost of 

transportation 
(W

eighted Value 
= 9.25)

Goal 4: 
Offer travel 

choices 
(W

eighted 
Value = 
19.45)

Goal 5: Provide 
safe and secure 
transportation(
W

eighted Value 
= 11.65)

Goal 6: 
Support 

econom
ic 

vitality 
(W

eighted 
Value = 16.05)

Goal 7: 
M

inim
ize 

travel tim
e 

(W
eighted 

Value = 8.15)

Goal 8: 
Protect the 

environm
ent 

and conserve 
resources 

(W
eighted 

Value = 11.35)

37
Boyson Road between Hawkeye 
Drive and Robins Road

Hiawatha
1,289,000

$         
1,674,669

$          
2020-2024

249.5
1

248.5
2

3
3

2
2

2
3

3

7
33rd Ave SW

 Roadway Im
provem

ents
Cedar Rapids

750,000
$             

974,400
$              

2020-2024
248.45

0
248.45

2
3

0
2

3
3

3
3

16
Center Point Road NE Im

provem
ents 

from
 29th St to 32nd St

Cedar Rapids
2,000,000

$         
2,598,400

$          
2020-2024

248.45
0

248.45
2

3
0

2
3

3
3

3

46
M

arion Blvd/7th Ave/10th Ave
M

arion
6,000,000

$         
7,795,200

$          
2020-2024

242.15
1

241.15
3

3
0

2
2

3
3

3

62
Tower Terrace Road Project W

est of I-
380 Interchange

Cedar Rapids
 $         2,700,000 

3,507,840
$          

2020-2024
191.3

0
191.3

3
2

1
2

0
2

3
3

61
Collins Rd NE from

 F Ave NE to 
Cedar Rapids

31,000,000
$       

40,275,200
$        

2020-2024
237.8

1
236.8

2
3

0
2

2
3

3
3

12
C Avenue NE Im

provem
ents from

 
Cedar Rapids

1,000,000
$         

1,299,200
$          

2020-2024
232.75

0
232.75

2
3

3
2

3
1

3
2

36
Boyson Road between Robins Road & 
East City Lim

its
Hiawatha

950,000
$             

1,234,240
$          

2020-2024
228.9

1
227.9

2
3

2
2

2
2

3
2

13
C Street SW

 Im
provem

ents from
 

W
ilson Ave to south of Old Ely Rd

Cedar Rapids
3,500,000

$         
4,547,200

$          
2020-2024

222.05
1

221.05
2

3
0

2
3

2
3

2

24
Edgewood Road Im

provem
ents from

 
F Avenue to O Avenue

Cedar Rapids
4,000,000

$         
5,196,800

$          
2020-2024

218.35
2

216.35
2

3
0

2
3

1
3

3

52
North 10th Street

M
arion

8,400,000
$         

10,913,280
$        

2020-2024
218.35

1
217.35

3
3

3
1

2
1

3
3

20
E Avenue NW

 Reconstruction & 
Im

provem
ents from

 Hwy. 100 to 
Edgewood Rd

Cedar Rapids
8,000,000

$         
10,393,600

$        
2020-2024

211.85
0

211.85
2

3
2

2
2

1
3

2

45
County Hom

e Road (E34) - 
Roundabout

Linn County/Robins
1,000,000

$         
3,637,760

$          
2020-2024

168.85
2

166.85
3

3
1

0
3

0
2

3

21
Ellis Boulevard & 6th Street NW

 
Connector

Cedar Rapids
6,000,000

$         
7,795,200

$          
2020-2024

184.7
3

181.7
0

1
3

2
0

3
3

2

51
Tower Terrace Road 4

M
arion

5,500,000
$         

7,145,600
$          

2020-2024
175.15

0
175.15

0
3

2
2

0
0

3
3

4
E Avenue NW

 at W
iley Blvd Traffic 

Signal
Cedar Rapids

250,000
$             

324,800
$              

2020-2024
174.65

0
174.65

3
3

1
1

2
0

2
3

41
Interstate 380 Interchange at Tower 
Terrace Road

Hiawatha/Cedar 
Rapids/Iowa DOT

19,900,000
$       

25,854,080
$        

2020-2024
165.35

0
165.35

2
3

0
2

0
0

3
3

49
Tower Terrace Road 2

M
arion

9,750,000
$         

12,667,200
$        

2020-2024
209.85

0
209.85

0
3

3
2

0
3

3
1

34
Blairs Ferry Rd & 12th Ave Traffic 
Signalization

Hiawatha
250,000

$             
324,800

$              
2020-2024

160.5
1

159.5
3

3
1

1
0

0
3

3

5
16th Ave SW

 Resurfacing from
 W

iley 
Blvd to Rockford Rd

Cedar Rapids
4,000,000

$         
5,196,800

$          
2020-2024

158.75
3

155.75
3

0
1

0
3

3
2

3

3
F Avenue NW

 at W
iley Blvd Traffic 

Signal
Cedar Rapids

1,750,000
$         

2,273,600
$          

2020-2024
167.9

0
167.9

2
3

2
1

1
0

2
3

57
Robins Road PCC Overlay

Robins/Hiawatha
2,330,000

$         
3,027,136

$          
2020-2024

154.5
0

154.5
3

1
0

1
1

2
3

3

43
I-380 six lane US 30 to M

PO boundary 
in Johnson County

Iowa DOT
60,000,000

$       
77,952,000

$        
2020-2024

110.15
0

110.15
1

0
3

0
1

1
2

3

42
I-380 six lane from

 County Hom
e 

Road through Blairs Ferry Road
Iowa DOT

28,000,000
$       

36,377,600
$        

2020-2024
100.9

0
100.9

1
0

2
0

1
1

2
3

48
Tower Terrace Road 1

M
arion

1,500,000
$         

1,948,800
$          

2020-2024
98.45

0
98.45

1
0

0
0

1
2

2
3

44
Highway 100 and US 30/218 
Interchange at 80th Street SW

Iowa DOT/Cedar 
Rapids

 $         7,500,000  $           9,744,000 
2020-2024

74.45
0

74
1

1
0

0
0

0
2

3

63
Edgewood Road at Tower Terrace 
Road

Cedar Rapids
 $         7,700,000  $           9,744,000 

2020-2024
222.7

0
222.7

3
3

1
2

1
2

3
3
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Table 10-2: Roadway Project Prioritization 2025-2029 

  Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Applying 

for Funding
 Total Cost 

 Year of 
Construction 

Cost 

 Year of 
Construction 

Total 
Score

Environmental 
Justice (Low 

Income, Over 65, 
M

inority, and 
Disabled)

Total 
W

eighted 
Score

Goal 1: 
M

aintain our 
existing 

transportation 
system 

(W
eighted 

Value=4.35)

Goal 2:       
M

aximize 
efficiency of 

existing 
transportation 

system 
(W

eighted Value 
= 19.75)

Goal 3: 
M

inimize cost of 
transportation 

(W
eighted Value 

= 9.25)

Goal 4: 
Offer travel 

choices 
(W

eighted 
Value = 
19.45)

Goal 5: Provide 
safe and secure 
transportation(
W

eighted Value 
= 11.65)

Goal 6: 
Support 

economic 
vitality 

(W
eighted 

Value = 16.05)

Goal 7: 
M

inimize 
travel time 
(W

eighted 
Value = 8.15)

Goal 8: 
Protect the 

environment 
and conserve 

resources 
(W

eighted 
Value = 11.35)

6
16th Ave SW

 Roadway Improvements 
from City limits to W

est Post Rd
Cedar Rapids

 $         2,250,000  $           3,549,600 
2025-2029

279
3

276
2

3
3

2
3

3
3

3

29
Mount Vernon Road SE 
Improvements at 19th Street

Cedar Rapids
4,000,000

$         
6,310,400

$          
2025-2029

253.4
3

250.4
3

3
1

2
2

3
3

3

10
Blairs Ferry Road NE Roadway 
Imrovements from Miller Road to 
Milburn Road

Cedar Rapids
3,000,000

$         
4,732,800

$          
2025-2029

245.1
1

244.1
2

3
3

2
3

1
3

3

22
Edgewood Road from Ellis Boulevard 
to Glass Road

Cedar Rapids
46,000,000

$       
72,569,600

$        
2025-2029

218.6
0

218.6
3

3
1

2
3

1
3

2

28
Mount Vernon Road SE 
Improvements from 38th Street to 
42nd Street

Cedar Rapids
2,500,000

$         
3,944,000

$          
2025-2029

232.4
0

232.4
2

3
0

2
3

2
3

3

35
Tower Terrace Road from I-380 to 700 
feet east of North Center Point Road 
Pavement Reconstruction

Hiawatha
3,360,000

$         
5,300,736

$          
2020-2024

218.85
0

218.85
1

3
2

2
2

1
3

3

15
C Street SW

 Overpass of the UP 
Railroad

Cedar Rapids
5,500,000

$         
8,676,800

$          
2025-2029

214.9
0

214.9
3

2
1

2
3

2
3

2

47
Highway 100

Marion
1,500,000

$         
2,366,400

$          
2025-2029

206.45
0

206.45
3

2
1

2
2

2
2

3

2
Council Street NE at 60th Street 
Traffic Signal

Cedar Rapids
250,000

$             
394,000

$              
2025-2029

195.55
0

195.55
3

3
2

1
3

0
2

3

23
Edgewood Road NE Improvements 
from Glass Road to Highway 100

Cedar Rapids
9,000,000

$         
14,198,400

$        
2025-2029

191.15
0

191.15
3

0
1

2
2

3
3

3

53
Highway 13

Marion/Linn County
1,500,000

$         
2,366,400

$          
2025-2029

190.4
0

190.4
3

2
1

2
2

1
2

3
39

Edgewood Road Extension Phase 2
Hiawatha/Cedar 

5,000,000
$         

7,888,000
$          

2025-2029
169.05

0
169.05

0
1

3
3

0
1

3
2

30
Tower Terrace Road Construction 
from Council Street to Summerset 
Avenue

Cedar Rapids
3,000,000

$         
4,732,800

$          
2025-2029

184.4
0

184.4
0

3
3

2
0

0
3

3

11
Boyson Road NE Reconstruction & 
improvements from Dry Run Creek to 
Boxwood Ln

Cedar Rapids
1,000,000

$         
1,577,600

$          
2025-2029

184.15
0

184.15
2

3
2

2
1

0
3

2

1
Blairs Ferry Rd NE at Leisure Blvd 
Traffic Signal

Cedar Rapids
250,000

$             
394,400

$              
2025-2029

173.25
1

172.25
3

3
2

1
1

0
2

3

38
Edgewood Road Extension Phase 1

Hiawatha/Cedar 
5,995,000

$         
9,457,712

$          
2025-2029

169.7
1

168.7
0

1
0

3
0

2
3

3

31
Tower Terrace Road from Council 
Street to Robins Road

Cedar Rapids
18,575,200

$       
29,303,920

$        
2025-2029

161.7
0

161.7
0

3
3

2
0

0
3

1

9
Blairs Ferry Road NE from I-380 to C 
Avenue NE

Cedar Rapids
4,000,000

$         
6,310,400

$          
2025-2029

156.75
1

155.75
3

0
1

0
3

3
2

3

27
F Avenue NW

 Restoration from 
Edgewood Road to 13th Street

Cedar Rapids
3,000,000

$         
4,732,800

$          
2025-2029

125.65
2

123.65
3

0
1

0
3

1
2

3
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Table 10-3: Roadway Project Prioritization 2030-2040 

 
  

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Applying 

for Funding
 Total Cost  

 Year of 
Construction 

Cost 

 Year of 
Construction 

Total 
Score

Environmental 
Justice (Low 

Income, Over 65, 
Minority, and 

Disabled)

Total 
W

eighted 
Score

Goal 1: 
Maintain our 

existing 
transportation 

system 
(W

eighted 
Value=4.35)

Goal 2:       
Maximize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system 

(W
eighted Value 

= 19.75)

Goal 3: 
Minimize cost of 

transportation 
(W

eighted Value 
= 9.25)

Goal 4: 
Offer travel 

choices 
(W

eighted 
Value = 
19.45)

Goal 5: Provide 
safe and secure 
transportation(
W

eighted Value 
= 11.65)

Goal 6: 
Support 

economic 
vitality 

(W
eighted 

Value = 16.05)

Goal 7: 
Minimize 

travel time 
(W

eighted 
Value = 8.15)

Goal 8: 
Protect the 

environment 
and conserve 

resources 
(W

eighted 
Value = 11.35)

32
Wright Brothers Boulevard SW 
Improvements from 6th Street to 
Kirkwood Boulevard

Cedar Rapids
14,000,000

$       
27,932,800

$        
2030-2040

255.3
0

255.3
2

3
2

2
2

3
3

3

17
Collins Rd at Council St NE - 
Intersection Improvements

Cedar Rapids
2,000,000

$         
3,990,400

$          
2030-2040

238.75
0

238.75
3

3
1

2
1

3
3

3

54
North Center Point Road Widening 
Phase 1

Robins/Hiawatha
2,988,000

$         
5,961,658

$          
2030-2040

236.85
0

236.85
2

3
3

2
1

2
3

3

18
Collins Rd Improvements from 
Center Point Rd to F Ave

Cedar Rapids
40,000,000

$       
79,808,000

$        
2030-2040

235.45
3

232.45
1

3
0

2
2

3
3

3

40
Tower Terrace Road from North 
Center Point Road to Robins Road 
Pavement Reconstruction

Hiawatha/Robins
5,785,000

$         
11,542,232

$        
2030-2040

230.5
0

230.5
1

3
2

2
3

1
3

3

33
State Street Upgrade: Turning Lane, 
Sidewalks, and Trail

Ely
3,199,063

$         
6,382,770

$          
2030-2040

227.6
0

227.6
2

3
2

2
1

2
3

3

25
Edgewood Road SW from 60th 
Avenue to 76th Avenue 
Improvements

Cedar Rapids
4,000,000

$         
7,980,800

$          
2030-2040

220.75
0

220.75
2

3
0

2
2

2
3

3

56
North Center Point Road Widening 
Phase 3

Robins
3,345,000

$         
6,673,944

$          
2030-2040

211.55
0

211.55
2

3
2

2
1

1
3

3

19
Council Street NE  & S. Mentzer Road 
Improvements from 74th Street to W. 
Main Street

Cedar Rapids/Robins
6,500,000

$         
12,968,800

$        
2030-2040

193.4
0

193.4
2

3
3

2
1

0
3

2

55
North Center Point Road Widening 
Phase 2

Robins
2,435,000

$         
4,858,312

$          
2030-2040

193.1
0

193.1
2

3
3

2
0

0
3

3

8
1st Ave West Elevated Rail Crossing 
from 6th St to 11th St

Cedar Rapids
10,000,000

$       
19,952,000

$        
2030-2040

186.9
3

183.9
3

2
1

0
3

3
2

2

26
Edgewood Road SW Improvements 
from Prairie Valley Court to 60th Ave

Cedar Rapids
8,000,000

$         
15,961,600

$        
2030-2040

149.4
0

149.4
1

1
2

2
0

2
3

1

14
C Street SW to Otis Road SE Bridge 
over Cedar River

Cedar Rapids
35,000,000

$       
69,832,000

$        
2030-2040

129
0

129
0

1
2

2
0

1
3

1
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Trail Project Prioritization 
 
As noted before, the trails projects were evaluated based on four of the eight 
goal criteria. These were: 
 

• Maximize Efficiency of the Existing System 
• Minimize Cost of Transportation 
• Offer Travel Choices 
• Support Economic Vitality 

 
The resulting sorting of trail projects is shown in Table 10-2 with the same 
information described in the Road Project Prioritization section. 
 

 
 

 
  

A rendering by Shive Hattery showing the storage container bridge, 
which is a part of the Highway 100 Cedar River Crossing project 
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Table 10-4: Trails Project Prioritization 2020-2024 
  

 

  

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Appling for 

Funding
 Total Cost in 
2015 Dollars 

 Inflation 
Adjusted Cost 

to Year of 
Construction 

 Year of 
Construction Total Score

 2015 - 2019 
Inflation Cost 

Total 
Weighted 

Score

Environmental 
Justice (Low 

Income, Over 
65, Minority, 

and Disabled)

Goal 2: 
Maximize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system

Goal 3: 
Minimize cost 

of 
transportation

Goal 4: 
Offer 
travel 

choices

Goal 6: 
Support 

economic 
vitality

1-11
Wiley Blvd Sidepath

Cedar Rapids
2,765,000

$          
3,592,288

$        
2020-2024

162.05
3,207,400

$          
159.05

3
3

2
3

3
1-16

Lindale Trail Ext
Cedar Rapids

1,750,000
$          

2,273,600
$        

2020-2024
150.8

2,030,000
$          

149.8
1

3
1

3
3

1-23
Seminole Valley Trail

Cedar Rapids
3,870,000

$          
5,027,904

$        
2020-2024

149.8
4,489,200

$          
149.8

0
3

1
3

3
6-01

10th Ave Sidepaths
Marion

1,816,000
$          

2,359,347
$        

2020-2024
142.7

2,106,560
$          

142.7
0

2
2

3
3

1-15
Sac and Fox Trail Ext

Cedar Rapids
3,427,000

$          
4,452,358

$        
2020-2024

133.75
3,975,320

$          
133.75

0
3

1
3

2
6-03

Highway 100 Sidepath - Marion
Marion

2,482,100
$          

3,224,744
$        

2020-2024
126.65

2,879,236
$          

126.65
0

2
2

3
2

6-05
Squaw Creek Trail

Marion/Linn County
2,312,900

$          
3,004,920

$        
2020-2024

126.65
2,682,964

$          
126.65

0
2

2
3

2
5-06

Highway 100 Cedar River Crossing
Linn County/Cedar Rapids

8,500,000
$          

11,043,200
$     

2020-2024
110.05

9,860,000
$          

110.05
0

3
0

2
2

1-01
4th Street Trail

Cedar Rapids
1,250,000

$          
1,972,000

$        
2020-2024

100.2
1,450,000

$          
97.2

3
3

0
0

3
3-02

Fairfax - Cedar Rapids Trail Connection
Fairfax

3,385,000
$          

4,397,792
$        

2020-2024
100.05

3,926,600
$          

98.05
2

3
2

1
1

6-04
10th Street Sidepaths

Marion
1,035,100

$          
1,344,802

$        
2020-2024

96.45
1,200,716

$          
96.45

0
3

2
2

0
5-04

Wickiup Hill Trail Connection to Cedar Valley Nature Trail
Linn County

3,500,000
$          

4,547,200
$        

2020-2024
96.15

4,060,000
$          

96.15
0

2
2

2
1

4-01
Dry Creek Tucker Park Connector

Hiawatha
250,000

$              
324,800

$           
2020-2024

87.6
290,000

$              
86.6

1
1

1
2

2
5-05

Prospect Meadows Trail
Linn County

2,225,000
$          

2,890,720
$        

2020-2024
73

2,581,000
$          

73
0

1
3

2
0

5-08
Highway 100 Segment 4

Linn County/Cedar Rapids
4,000,000

$          
5,196,800

$        
2020-2024

16.35
4,640,000

$          
16.35

0
1

0
0

0
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Table 10-5: Trails Project Prioritization 2025-2029 
 

 
  

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Appling for 

Funding
 Total Cost in 
2015 Dollars 

 Inflation 
Adjusted Cost 

to Year of 
Construction 

 Year of 
Construction Total Score

 2015 - 2019 
Inflation Cost 

Total 
Weighted 

Score

Environmental 
Justice (Low 

Income, Over 65, 
Minority, and 

Disabled)

Goal 2: 
Maximize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system (weight = 

16.35)

Goal 3: 
Minimize cost 

of 
transportation 
(weight = 9.25) Goal 4: 

Offer 
travel 

choices 
(weight 
= 14.45)

Goal 6: 
Support 

economic 
vitality 

(weight = 
16.05)

1-06
Dry Creek Segment 2

Cedar Rapids
1,800,000

$          
2,839,680

$        
2025-2029

150.8
2,088,000

$          
149.8

1
3

1
3

3
1-18

Otis Rd Trail
Cedar Rapids

1,250,000
$          

1,972,000
$        

2025-2029
139.8

1,450,000
$          

137.8
2

3
3

2
2

1-02
Cedar River Trail Ext and Bridge

Cedar Rapids
3,200,000

$          
5,048,320

$        
2025-2029

128.1
3,712,000

$          
126.1

2
3

0
2

3
1-08

Edgewood Road South Segment 1
Cedar Rapids

103,000
$              

162,493
$           

2025-2029
123.35

119,480
$              

123.35
0

3
3

1
2

1-10
Edgewood Road North Segment 3

Cedar Rapids
970,000

$              
1,530,272

$        
2025-2029

121.75
1,125,200

$          
121.75

0
3

3
2

1
6-02

Christopher Creek Trail
Marion

2,143,000
$          

3,380,797
$        

2025-2029
103.25

2,485,880
$          

103.25
0

3
1

2
1

5-02
Dows-Maniti Trail

Linn County
10,000,000

$        
15,775,926

$     
2025-2029

95.6
11,600,000

$        
95.6

0
3

0
1

2
7-01

West Main Street Trail
Robins

530,000
$              

836,128
$           

2025-2029
76.5

614,800
$              

76.5
0

2
3

0
1

1-07
76th Ave SW Sidepath

Cedar Rapids
2,400,000

$          
3,786,240

$        
2025-2029

74.9
2,784,000

$          
74.9

0
2

3
1

0
1-09

Edgewood Road South Segment 3
Cedar Rapids

860,000
$              

1,356,736
$        

2025-2029
74.9

997,600
$              

74.9
0

2
3

1
0

3-01
Highway 151 and 80th St Trail

Fairfax
1,570,000

$          
2,476,832

$        
2025-2029

67.25
1,821,200

$          
67.25

0
2

2
0

1
5-03

Highway 100 to Wickiup Hill Trial
Linn County

4,200,000
$          

6,625,920
$        

2025-2029
58.55

4,872,000
$          

58.55
0

1
3

1
0

8-01
Palo Trail

Palo
3,921,350

$          
6,186,293

$        
2025-2029

25.6
4,548,766

$          
25.6

0
1

1
0

0
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Table 10-6: Trails Project Prioritization 2030-2040 
  

 

  

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Appling for 

Funding
 Total Cost in 
2015 Dollars 

 Inflation 
Adjusted Cost 

to Year of 
Construction 

 Year of 
Construction Total Score

 2015 - 2019 
Inflation Cost 

Total 
Weighted 

Score

Environmental 
Justice (Low 

Income, Over 65, 
Minority, and 

Disabled)

Goal 2: 
Maximize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system (weight = 

16.35)

Goal 3: 
Minimize cost 

of 
transportation 
(weight = 9.25) Goal 4: 

Offer 
travel 

choices 
(weight 
= 14.45)

Goal 6: 
Support 

economic 
vitality 

(weight = 
16.05)

1-06
Dry Creek Segment 2

Cedar Rapids
1,800,000

$          
2,839,680

$        
2025-2029

150.8
2,088,000

$          
149.8

1
3

1
3

3
1-18

Otis Rd Trail
Cedar Rapids

1,250,000
$          

1,972,000
$        

2025-2029
139.8

1,450,000
$          

137.8
2

3
3

2
2

1-02
Cedar River Trail Ext and Bridge

Cedar Rapids
3,200,000

$          
5,048,320

$        
2025-2029

128.1
3,712,000

$          
126.1

2
3

0
2

3
1-08

Edgewood Road South Segment 1
Cedar Rapids

103,000
$              

162,493
$           

2025-2029
123.35

119,480
$              

123.35
0

3
3

1
2

1-10
Edgewood Road North Segment 3

Cedar Rapids
970,000

$              
1,530,272

$        
2025-2029

121.75
1,125,200

$          
121.75

0
3

3
2

1
6-02

Christopher Creek Trail
Marion

2,143,000
$          

3,380,797
$        

2025-2029
103.25

2,485,880
$          

103.25
0

3
1

2
1

5-02
Dows-Maniti Trail

Linn County
10,000,000

$        
15,775,926

$     
2025-2029

95.6
11,600,000

$        
95.6

0
3

0
1

2
7-01

West Main Street Trail
Robins

530,000
$              

836,128
$           

2025-2029
76.5

614,800
$              

76.5
0

2
3

0
1

1-07
76th Ave SW Sidepath

Cedar Rapids
2,400,000

$          
3,786,240

$        
2025-2029

74.9
2,784,000

$          
74.9

0
2

3
1

0
1-09

Edgewood Road South Segment 3
Cedar Rapids

860,000
$              

1,356,736
$        

2025-2029
74.9

997,600
$              

74.9
0

2
3

1
0

3-01
Highway 151 and 80th St Trail

Fairfax
1,570,000

$          
2,476,832

$        
2025-2029

67.25
1,821,200

$          
67.25

0
2

2
0

1
5-03

Highway 100 to Wickiup Hill Trial
Linn County

4,200,000
$          

6,625,920
$        

2025-2029
58.55

4,872,000
$          

58.55
0

1
3

1
0

8-01
Palo Trail

Palo
3,921,350

$          
6,186,293

$        
2025-2029

25.6
4,548,766

$          
25.6

0
1

1
0

0
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Transit Project Prioritization 
 
The transit projects were evaluated based on six of the eight goal criteria. These 
were: 
 

• Maintain Existing Transportation System 
• Maximize Efficiency of the Existing System 
• Minimize Cost of Transportation 
• Provide Safe and Secure Transportation 
• Support Economic Vitality 
• Minimize Travel Time 

 
The resulting sorting of transit projects is shown in Table 10-3 with the same 
information described in the Road Project Prioritization section. 
 
  

Cedar Rapids Transit bus garage located at 427 8th Street NW 
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Table 10-7: Transit Project Prioritization 2021-2024 
 

 
  

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Applying 

for Funding
 Total Cost 

(2016) 

 Year of 
Construction 

Cost 

 Year of 
Construction 

Total 
Score

Total Un-
W

eighted 
Score

Goal 1: 
Maintain our 

existing 
transportation 

system 
(W

eighted 
Value = 9)

Goal 2:       
Maximize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system (W

eighted 
Value = 10)

Goal 3: 
Minimize cost 

of 
transportation 

(W
eighted 

Value = 5)

Goal 5: 
Provide safe 
and secure 

transportation 
(W

eighted 
Value = 8)

Goal 6: 
Support 

economic 
vitality 

(W
eighted 

Value = 7)

Goal 7: 
Minimize 

travel time 
(W

eighted 
Value = 6)

11
CRT Fixed-Route Annunciator System

Cedar Rapids Transit
150,000

$          
162,240

$          
2021-2024

96
12

3
3

2
1

3
0

10
CRT Farebox System Upgrade

Cedar Rapids Transit
450,000

$          
486,720

$          
2021-2024

94
12

3
3

2
0

3
1

29
CRT Fixed-Route Replacement Buses (2) (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,027,520

$      
2021-2024

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

30
CRT Fixed-Route Replacement Buses (2) (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,027,520

$      
2021-2024

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

31
CRT Fixed-Route Replacement Buses (2) (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,027,520

$      
2021-2024

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

32
CRT Fixed-Route Replacement Buses (2) (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,027,520

$      
2021-2024

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

49
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacement (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
203,341

$          
2021-2024

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

50
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacement (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
203,341

$          
2021-2024

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

51
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacement (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
203,341

$          
2021-2024

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

52
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacement (21-24)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
203,341

$          
2021-2024

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

1
Bus Stops for Marion

Marion
324,000

$          
350,438

$          
2021-2024

70
9

1
2

2
3

1
0

6
Bus Pads and Sidewalk Gaps - Route 3 Project 1

Cedar Rapids
450,000

$          
486,720

$          
2021-2024

66
9

1
1

2
3

1
1

4
Bus Pads and Sidewalk Gaps - Edgewood NW - 
16th Ave to O Ave

Cedar Rapids
400,000

$          
432,640

$          
2021-2024

59
8

1
1

2
3

0
1

5
Bus Pads and Sidewalk Gaps - Jacolyn Dr NW - 

Cedar Rapids
400,000

$          
432,640

$          
2021-2024

50
7

0
1

2
3

0
1

3
Bus Pads and Sidewalk Gaps - C St SW Hwy 30 to 
41st Ave Dr

Cedar Rapids
975,000

$          
1,054,560

$      
2021-2024

49
7

1
0

2
3

0
1
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Table 10-8: Transit Project Prioritization 2025-2029 
 

 
  

Project 
ID

Project Nam
e

Jurisdiction Applying 
for Funding

 Total Cost 
(2016) 

 Year of 
Construction 

Cost 

 Year of 
Construction 

Total 
Score

Total Un-
W

eighted 
Score

Goal 1: 
M

aintain our 
existing 

transportation 
system

 
(W

eighted 
Value = 9)

Goal 2:       
M

axim
ize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system

 (W
eighted 

Value = 10)

Goal 3: 
M

inim
ize cost 

of 
transportation 

(W
eighted 

Value = 5)

Goal 5: 
Provide safe 
and secure 

transportation 
(W

eighted 
Value = 8)

Goal 6: 
Support 

econom
ic 

vitality 
(W

eighted 
Value = 7)

Goal 7: 
M

inim
ize 

travel tim
e 

(W
eighted 

Value = 6)

33
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,225,858
$      

2025-2029
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0

34
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,225,858
$      

2025-2029
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0

35
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,225,858
$      

2025-2029
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0

36
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,225,858
$      

2025-2029
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0

37
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,225,858
$      

2025-2029
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0

53
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

242,591
$          

2025-2029
74

10
3

0
2

2
3

0
54

CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
242,591

$          
2025-2029

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

55
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

242,591
$          

2025-2029
74

10
3

0
2

2
3

0
56

CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
242,591

$          
2025-2029

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

57
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (25-29)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

242,591
$          

2025-2029
74

10
3

0
2

2
3

0
9

Bus Pads and Sidew
alk Gaps - W

ilson Ave - W
 

Cedar Rapids
550,000

$          
709,708

$          
2025-2029

59
8

1
1

2
3

0
1

12
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
645,189

$          
2025-2029

58
8

0
1

0
2

2
3

13
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
645,189

$          
2025-2029

58
8

0
1

0
2

2
3

14
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
645,189

$          
2025-2029

58
8

0
1

0
2

2
3

15
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
645,189

$          
2025-2029

58
8

0
1

0
2

2
3

16
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
645,189

$          
2025-2029

58
8

0
1

0
2

2
3

8
Bus Pads and Sidew

alk Gaps - W
ilson Ave - 12th 

St to 6th St
Cedar Rapids

550,000
$          

709,708
$          

2025-2029
49

7
1

0
2

3
0

1

69
CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
258,075

$          
2025-2029

42
6

0
0

1
2

3
0

70
CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
258,075

$          
2025-2029

42
6

0
0

1
2

3
0

71
CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
258,075

$          
2025-2029

42
6

0
0

1
2

3
0

72
CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
258,075

$          
2025-2029

42
6

0
0

1
2

3
0

73
CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (25-29)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
258,075

$          
2025-2029

42
6

0
0

1
2

3
0
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Table 10-8: Transit Project Prioritization 2030-2040 
 

 

Project 
ID

Project Nam
e

Jurisdiction Applying 
for Funding

 Total Cost 
(2016) 

 Year of 
Construction 

Cost 

 Year of 
Construction 

Total 
Score

Total Un-
W

eighted 
Score

Goal 1: 
M

aintain our 
existing 

transportation 
system

 
(W

eighted 
Value = 9)

Goal 2:       
M

axim
ize 

efficiency of 
existing 

transportation 
system

 (W
eighted 

Value = 10)

Goal 3: 
M

inim
ize cost 

of 
transportation 

(W
eighted 

Value = 5)

Goal 5: 
Provide safe 
and secure 

transportation 
(W

eighted 
Value = 8)

Goal 6: 
Support 

econom
ic 

vitality 
(W

eighted 
Value = 7)

Goal 7: 
M

inim
ize 

travel tim
e 

(W
eighted 

Value = 6)

38
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,677,672
$      

2030-2040
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0
39

CRT Fixed-Route Replacem
ent Buses (2) (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,677,672

$      
2030-2040

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

40
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,677,672
$      

2030-2040
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0
41

CRT Fixed-Route Replacem
ent Buses (2) (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,677,672

$      
2030-2040

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

42
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,677,672
$      

2030-2040
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0
43

CRT Fixed-Route Replacem
ent Buses (2) (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,677,672

$      
2030-2040

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

44
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,677,672
$      

2030-2040
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0
45

CRT Fixed-Route Replacem
ent Buses (2) (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,677,672

$      
2030-2040

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

46
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,677,672
$      

2030-2040
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0
47

CRT Fixed-Route Replacem
ent Buses (2) (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
950,000

$          
1,677,672

$      
2030-2040

82
11

3
1

3
2

2
0

48
CRT Fixed-Route Replacem

ent Buses (2) (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

950,000
$          

1,677,672
$      

2030-2040
82

11
3

1
3

2
2

0
58

CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
332,002

$          
2030-2040

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

59
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

332,002
$          

2030-2040
74

10
3

0
2

2
3

0
60

CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
332,002

$          
2030-2040

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

61
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

332,002
$          

2030-2040
74

10
3

0
2

2
3

0
62

CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
332,002

$          
2030-2040

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

63
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

332,002
$          

2030-2040
74

10
3

0
2

2
3

0
64

CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
332,002

$          
2030-2040

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

65
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

332,002
$          

2030-2040
74

10
3

0
2

2
3

0
66

CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
332,002

$          
2030-2040

74
10

3
0

2
2

3
0

67
CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem

ent (30-40)
Cedar Rapids Transit

188,000
$          

332,002
$          

2030-2040
74
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3

0
2

2
3

0
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CRT Paratransit Bus Replacem
ent (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
188,000

$          
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$          
2030-2040
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3
0

2
2

3
0

2
Bus Pads and Sidew

alk Gaps - C St SW
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M

t M
ercy NE

Cedar Rapids
500,000

$          
882,985

$          
2030-2040

59
8

1
1

2
3

0
1

17
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
882,985

$          
2030-2040

58
8

0
1

0
2

2
3

18
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
882,985

$          
2030-2040

58
8

0
1

0
2

2
3

19
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
882,985

$          
2030-2040
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8

0
1

0
2

2
3

20
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
882,985

$          
2030-2040
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8

0
1

0
2

2
3

21
CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
882,985

$          
2030-2040
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8

0
1

0
2

2
3
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CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
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$          
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8

0
1

0
2

2
3
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CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
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$          
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1
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2

2
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CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
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$          
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2
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CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
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0
2

2
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CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
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$          
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1

0
2
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CRT Fixed-Route Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
500,000

$          
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$          
2030-2040
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8
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0
2

2
3

7
Bus Pads and Sidew

alk Gaps - Route 3 Project 2
Cedar Rapids

950,000
$          

1,677,672
$      

2030-2040
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8
1

0
2

3
1

1

28
CRT Garage Expansion

Cedar Rapids Transit
10,000,000

$    
17,659,704

$    
2030-2040

42
6

2
0

2
0

2
0
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CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
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$          
2030-2040
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6

0
0

1
2

3
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CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
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$          
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6

0
0

1
2

3
0
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CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
353,194

$          
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6

0
0

1
2

3
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CRT Paratransit Expansion Bus (30-40)

Cedar Rapids Transit
200,000

$          
353,194

$          
2030-2040

42
6

0
0

1
2

3
0
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Fiscally Constrained Plan Revenues by Category 
 
Mentioned under STP in the Federal Funding Programs section, the Corridor 
MPO adopted a policy that allocated 80% of that funding source to trail 
projects.  As the 2015 update to Connections 2040 was developed, the Policy 
Board discussed utilizing funding allocations that would help it achieve the plan 
goals for a multimodal transportation system.  Feedback during the public 
outreach process indicated the need to provide more transportation options 
such as bicycle, pedestrian, and transit.  The Corridor MPO also considered the 
changing demographics of the planning area and determined the best way to 
achieve the plan goals and to respond to public desires was to utilize a funding 
allocation method to develop the Fiscally Constrained Plan. 
 
Based on these goals, the Fiscally Constrained Plan budget is allocated into 
three categories as described below and in Table 10-4. 

• Road – 50%: Complete Streets projects (projects 
that are primarily road projects but incorporate 
sidewalks, trails, bike paths, and/or transit related 
improvements) that may include resurfacing, 
reconstruction, increasing capacity, signalization, 
new construction, and bridge improvements. 

• Trail – 30%: Projects that are primarily separated, 
off-street, multi-use trails for bicyclists and 
pedestrians but may also include on-street facilities 
such as bike lanes and sharrows. 

• Transit – 20%: Capital expenditures such as vehicles, 
improvements to bus stops (shelters, pads, etc.), 
park and rides, rider amenities, or structures such 
as mini-hubs to improve service.  Eligible entities 
include Corridor MPO member jurisdictions and 
Iowa DOT identified public transit providers. 

  
These funding allocations would also be used during the development of the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) as that is where the Corridor MPO’s funding is implemented.  The Corridor MPO believes this to be a key 
method to address the Eight Planning Factors required to be addressed by SAFETEA-LU and MAP-21.  Although the 
Corridor MPO believes this is the best method to achieve plan goals, respond to public feedback, and address 
changing demographics, it also believes maintaining flexibility during the TIP process is important.  As such, there are 
two exceptions to the funding allocations.  
 
The first is if the requests made during a given year are less than the allocation.  If this happens, the Policy Board 
may decide to shift funds to another transportation mode’s funding allocation or roll that amount over to the next 
year for that same mode.  This decision would be made by a majority vote of the Policy Board and would be 
immediately followed by a second competitive call for project requests. 
 

F E D E R A L  C O D E  O F  R E G U L A T I O N S  
T I T L E  2 3 ,  4 5 0 . 3 2 4  ( J )  

 
 
Procedures or agreements that distribute suballocated 
Surface Transportation Program funds or funds under 49 
U.S.C. 5307 to individual jurisdictions or modes within the 
MPA by pre-determined percentages or formulas are 
inconsistent with the legislative provisions that require the 
MPO, in cooperation with the State and the public 
transportation operator, to develop a prioritized and 
financially constrained TIP and shall not be used unless 
they can be clearly shown to be based on 
considerations required to be addressed as part of 
the metropolitan transportation planning process. 
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Table 10-10: Fiscally Constrained Plan Funding Allocations by Category 

The second would be if an unforeseen transportation issue arises that the Policy Board believes is important enough 
to modify the allocations.  This would require a majority vote by the Policy Board. 

 
 

Transportation Category Fiscally Constrained Plan Budget 
Fiscally Constrained Plan 

Budget Funding 
Allocations 

Road 
$193,914,000 

$94,836,700 (50%) 
Trail $61,628,300 (30%) 

Transit $37,449,000 (20%) 
Total $193,914,000 $193,914,000 

 

 
Fiscally Constrained Plan Road, Trail, and Transit Projects 
 
The fiscally constrained road projects are shown in Table 10-5 and in Figure 10-3.  Trail projects are shown in Table 
10-6 and Figure 10-5.  Transit projects are shown in Table 10-7 and Figure 10-6. SAFETEA-LU requires that projects 
be allocated by year of expenditure costs.  This means that each project has an inflation rate applied depending on 
the time period it is funded in.  Two steps are used to achieve these future costs.  First, each project is inflated 4% a 
year using a straight line method from 2015 to 2019.  Then the 2019 project costs are inflated again using a straight 
line method as follows: 

• 2020 – 2024: 4% a year for 2.5 years 
• 2025 – 2029: 4% a year for 7.5 years 
• 2030 – 2040: 4% a year for 16 years 

 
The footnote in Table 10-5 indicates three projects that are included in the Fiscally Constrained Plan with Iowa DOT 
funding only.  This means that if the Corridor MPO wanted to contribute funding to any of these projects, it would 
need to be accounted for in the budget.  For example, if the Corridor MPO decided to fund $2 million of one of the I-
380 expansion projects in the first time period of the Fiscally Constrained Plan, it would need to remove the same 
dollar value of projects from that time period.  
 
The forecasted 2040 traffic volume and congestion level map with the Road Fiscally Constrained Plan improvements 
are shown in Figure 10-4. This shows the impact those projects have on the overall network. 
 
Projects funded in the TIP for the years 2015 to 2019 are shown in Table 10-8 and Figures 10-7 and 10-8 at the end 
of this chapter. 
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Table 10-11: Fiscally Constrained Plan Road Projects 
  

Project 
ID

Project Name Jurisdiction Applying for Funding Total Cost 
 Year of 

Construction Cost 
Year of 

Construction
Score

46 Marion Blvd/7th Ave/10th Ave Marion 6,000,000$     7,795,201$              2020-2024 242.15
35 Tower Terrace Road from I-380 to 700 feet E of North Center Point Rd Hiawatha 3,360,000$     4,365,313$              2020-2024 218.85
2 Council Street NE at 60th Street Traffic Signal Cedar Rapids 250,000$         324,800$                  2020-2024 195.55
45 County Home Road (E34) - Roundabout Linn County 1,000,000$     1,299,200$              2020-2024 168.85
41 Interstate 380 Interchange at Tower Terrace Road* Hiawatha/Cedar Rapids/Iowa DOT 26,033,000$  33,822,078$            2020-2024 165.35
43 I-380 six lane US 30 to MPO boundary in Johnson County* Iowa DOT 60,000,000$  77,952,009$            2020-2024 110.15
42 I-380 six lane from County Home Road through Blairs Ferry Road* Iowa DOT 28,000,000$  36,377,604$            2020-2024 100.9

FFY20-24 Projects** 161,936,205$          
Iowa DOT funding* 148,151,691$         

FFY20-24 Budget 15,834,700$            
FFY20-24 Budget + Iowa DOT Funds 163,986,391$          

FFY20-24 Budget Carry Over 2,050,186                 
* Indicates Iowa DOT funding only. None of the Corridor MPO's STBG Fiscally Constrained Plan Budget is impacted by these projects

Project 
ID

Project Name Jurisdiction Applying for Funding Total Cost 
 Year of 

Construction Cost 
Year of 

Construction
Score

13 C Street SW Improvements from Wilson Ave to south of Old Ely Rd Cedar Rapids 3,500,000$     5,521,600$              2020-2024 222.05
24 Edgewood Road Improvements from F Avenue to O Avenue Cedar Rapids 4,000,000$     6,310,400$              2020-2024 218.35
21 Ellis Boulevard & 6th Street NW Connector Cedar Rapids 4,700,000$     7,414,720$              2020-2024 184.7

FFY25-29 Projects** 19,246,720$            
FFY25-29 Budget 21,161,250$            

FFY20-24 Carry Over 2,050,186$              
23,211,436$            

FFY25-29 Carry Over 3,964,716                 

Project 
ID

Project Name Jurisdiction Applying for Funding Total Cost 
 Year of 

Construction Cost 
Year of 

Construction
Score

49 Tower Terrace Road 2 (New Winslow Rd to Old Winslow Rd) Marion 11,287,000$   22,519,822$            2020-2024 209.85
62 Tower Terrace Road Project West of I-380 Interchange Cedar Rapids 2,700,000$     5,387,040$              2020-2024 191.27
41 Interstate 380 Interchange at Tower Terrace Road Hiawatha/Cedar Rapids/Iowa DOT 4,000,000$     7,980,800$              2020-2024 165.35
5 16th Ave SW Resurfacing from Wiley Blvd to Rockford Rd Cedar Rapids 4,000,000$     7,980,800$              2020-2024 158.75
44 Highway 100 and US 30/218 Interchange at 80th Street SW Iowa DOT/Cedar Rapids 7,500,000$     14,964,000$            2025-2029 74.45

FFY30-40 Projects** 58,832,462$            
FFY30-40 Budget 57,840,750$            

FFY25-29 Carry Over 3,964,716$              
61,805,466$            

2,973,004                 FFY30-40 Carry Over (Total Unspent in Road FCP)
FFY30-40 Budget (with FFY25-29 Carry Over)

FFY25-29 Budget (with FFY20-24 Carry Over)

    

Year of Available Funding (2020-2024)

Year of Available Funding (2025-2029)

Year of Available Funding (2030-2040)
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Figure 10-3: Fiscally Constrained Road Projects 
 
  

*Map corresponds to Table 10-11 
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Figure 10-4: 2040 Forecast Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Congestion with Fiscally Constrained Road Projects 
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Table 10-12: Fiscally Constrained Plan Trail Projects 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Applying for 

Funding
Total Cost

Year of 
Construction 

Cost

Year of 
Construction

Score

1-11 Wiley Blvd Sidepath Cedar Rapids 2,765,000$                3,592,288$          2020-2024 162.05
1-16 Lindale Trail Ext Cedar Rapids 1,750,000$                2,273,600$          2020-2024 150.8
6-01 10th Ave Sidepaths Marion 1,816,000$                2,359,347$          2020-2024 142.7
1-15 Sac and Fox Trail Ext Cedar Rapids 3,427,000$                4,452,358$          2020-2024 133.75
4-01 Dry Creek Tucker Park Connector Hiawatha 250,000$                   324,800$             2020-2024 87.6

FY20-24 Projects 13,002,393$       
FY20-24 Budget 14,227,100$       

FY20-24 Carry Over 1,224,707$          

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Applying for 

Funding
Total Cost

Year of 
Construction 

Cost

Year of 
Construction

Score

6-05 Squaw Creek Trail Marion/Linn County 2,312,900$                3,648,831$          2020-2024 126.65
1-01 4th Street Trail Cedar Rapids 1,250,000$                1,972,000$          2020-2024 100.2
3-02 Fairfax - Cedar Rapids Trail Connection Fairfax 3,385,000$                6,753,716$          2020-2024 100.05
1-08 Edgewood Road South Segment 1 Cedar Rapids 103,000$                   162,493$             2025-2029 123.35
7-01 West Main Street Trail Robins 530,000$                   836,128$             2025-2029 76.5

FY25-29 Projects 13,373,168$       
FY25-29 Budget 12,696,750$       

FY20-24 Carry Over 1,224,707$          
13,921,457$       

FY25-29 Carry Over 548,289$             

Project 
ID

Project Name
Jurisdiction Applying for 

Funding
Total Cost

Year of 
Construction 

Cost

Year of 
Construction

Score

5-06 Highway 100 Cedar River Crossing Linn County/Cedar Rapids 8,500,000$                16,959,230$       2020-2024 110.05
6-04 10th Street Sidepaths Marion 1,035,100$                2,065,232$          2020-2024 96.45
5-08 Highway 100 Segment 4 Linn County/Cedar Rapids 4,000,000$                7,980,757$          2020-2024 16.35
1-02 Cedar River Trail Ext and Bridge* Cedar Rapids 3,200,000$                6,384,640$          2025-2029 128.1
1-09 Edgewood Road South Segment 3 Cedar Rapids 860,000$                   1,715,872$          2025-2029 74.9

FY30-40 Projects 35,105,731$       
FY30-40 Budget 34,704,450$       

FY25-29 Carry Over 548,289$             
35,252,739$       

Total Unspent in FCP 147,009$             
FY30-40 Budget with FY25-29 Carry Over

FY25-29 Budget with FY20-24 Carry Over

Year of Available Funding (2020-2024)

Year of Available Funding (2025-2029)

Year of Available Funding (2030-2040)
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Figure 10-5: Fiscally Constrained Trail Projects 
  

*Map corresponds to Table 10-12 
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Table 10-7: Fiscally Constrained Plan Transit Projects 
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Table 10-7: Fiscally Constrained Plan Transit Projects Continued 
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Figure 10-6: Fiscally Constrained Transit Projects   

*Map corresponds to Table 10-7 

Individual bus improvement, replacement, and expansion projects 
are not mapped because they have not been assigned a route. 
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Table 10-14: Transportation Improvement Program Projects 2015-2019 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Projects 
 
All TIP projects for the years 2015 to 2019 are shown in Table 10-8 (a-c) and Figure 10-6 (Corridor MPO funded) and 
Figure 10-7 (non-Corridor MPO funded).  Non-Corridor MPO funded projects are Iowa DOT or grant awarded 
projects not involving Corridor MPO funds.  More specific information related to the TIP can be found on the 
Corridor MPO’s website at www.corridormpo.com under Publications/Maps. 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.corridormpo.com/
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Table 10-14: Transportation Improvement Program Projects 2015-2019  
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Table 10-14: Transportation Improvement Program Projects 2015-2019  
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Figure 10-7: Corridor MPO Funded TIP Projects 2015 - 2019  
 
 

 

*Map corresponds to Tables 10-8 
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Figure 10-8: Non-Corridor MPO Funded TIP Projects 2015 - 2019  
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1: Implementation 
Introduction 
 
The Connections 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan provides the framework 
for regional growth and transportation for the next 25 years. This Plan promotes 
many new directions that local jurisdictions will need to explore and act on in 
creating a sustainable future for the region. Potential changes include adopting 
land use planning implementation strategies, promoting multi-modal planning 
and context sensitive designs, and implementing best practices for integrating 
land use and transportation planning. 
 
In order to promote a sustainable and integrated land use and transportation 
plan, this Chapter outlines a variety of possible local action strategies that 
member jurisdictions may consider to adopt. Many of these local action 
strategies are consistent with smart growth planning principles and Iowa’s 
smart planning legislation. Taking these actions will help to achieve the regional 
goals identified in this LRTP related to developing a comprehensive multimodal 
transportation system that meets the needs of all users, coordinating land use 
and transportation planning, and improving quality of life throughout the 
region.  
 
The ultimate success of the Plan will be contingent upon achieving the Plan’s 
goals and objectives. This Plan identifies specific performance measures to 
monitor the Plan’s success and make adjustments in decision-making between 
now and the next update to the Long Range Transportation Plan. The concept of 
performance measures has been of particular interest to the Federal 
government in its effort to create a more livable environment, while being good 
stewards of limited funds.  
 
This chapter also outlines the process for updating this Plan, which includes the 
process for plan amendments.  
 
Lastly, additional resources including guidelines for multi-modal transportation 
impact analysis and roundabouts are introduced. When developing 
transportation projects, project proponents must assess the potential 
environmental impacts of those projects. These environmental requirements 
are also presented. 
 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
• Introduction 
• Local Action Strategies 
• Performance Measures 
• Transit Criteria & the 

Development of a Transit 
Fiscally Constrained Plan 

• Updating the Plan & Plan 
Amendments 

• Additional Implementation  
Resources 
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Local Action Strategies 
 

Compact, Mixed-Use Development 
  
The realization of a more compact region will not be a self-fulfilling prophecy, nor will “trend growth” patterns be 
shifted toward the Vision Plan simply with the adoption of the Long Range Transportation Plan. Rather, the 
realization of this vision of the future form and mobility within the region will only come about with the concerted 
and coordinated actions of all regional governmental entities to alter policies and associated regulations and other 
actions to shift from present trends toward the future vision. Related to compact, mixed-use development, local 
jurisdictions should consider the following strategies:   
 

• Reduce the land area designated for development, particularly the 
expanse of remote areas which remain in viable agricultural use, but 
which are presently designated for growth, but with land uses 
undefined.  
 

• Provide for an appropriate density, intensity, and mix of land uses to 
support multi-modal transportation. Specifically, encourage more 
medium and high-density residential and mixed-use. 

 
• Incorporate provisions to stage growth over time and avoid premature 

development of remote areas and land that is not needed to 
accommodate projected growth. One technique recommended for 
consideration is the establishment of a regional Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB), surrounding the land area necessary to support 
growth through 2040. Development outside the UGB should be limited 
to agriculture and rural residential uses, with provisions to avoid 
extension of infrastructure or the location of schools or other public 
facilities that would stimulate premature growth at suburban densities. 
 

• Encourage mixed-use development, walkability, sidewalks, bikeways, 
and bike parking in private development and provisions to apply 
complete street principles in the design and construction of new roads.  
 

• Ensure that new developments or re-development projects contribute 
to providing a safe, convenient, comfortable, and aesthetically pleasing 
transportation environment that promotes walking, bicycling, and 
transit use. Appropriate improvements or enhancements to the multi-
modal network may be required as a condition of development 
approval. 

 
• Orient buildings to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with easy access 

and a visually interesting environment that reduces perceived travel 
distances and increases the understanding of the bicycle and pedestrian 
network. 
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Parking Management 
 
Parking policies can help to support compact, mixed-use 
development, while also encouraging walking, taking transit, and 
bicycling. In conjunction with the aforementioned land use actions, 
local jurisdictions can also consider the following actions related to 
parking management:  
 

• Reduce requirements for off-street parking and consider the 
establishment of parking maximums. 
 

• Increase and encourage shared parking within commercial, 
retail, and entertainment areas.  
 

• Explore the cost of parking and promote pricing strategies, 
such as variable market rates for on-street, metered parking                                      
or variable pricing based on the time of day (e.g. peak 
periods). 
 

• Require adequate and secure bicycling parking.  
 

• Promote employer-based programs that provide incentives to carpool 
or take transit to work, instead of offering free parking.  
 

Transit 
 
The 2015 Passenger Transportation Plan outlines the increasing need 
for transit service in the region. Specifically, increased frequency of 
service, longer evening night service, and improved bus stop 
conditions were three main needs identified. Exploring the following 
action strategies can help to achieve the region’s transit vision:   
 

• Promote a mix of land uses (e.g. residential, commercial, 
office) along transit corridors. 
 

• Provide transit payment options (e.g. electronic fare) to 
increase convenience.  
 

• Continue to improve upon the provision of traveler 
information, such as schedule and route information. 
Continue to enhance the use of smartphone applications to 
provide convenient, real-time traveler information. 
 

•  

Bike parking, Cedar Rapids 

New bus with bike rack, CR Transit 
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• Explore ways to fund the transit system, such as a transit operations 

fee, that can be added to individual utility bills.  
 

• Connect transit to parking standards. For example, reduce parking 
requirements and/or increase parking rates in areas served by transit. 

 

Complete Streets 
 
Although all future roadways should be complete streets with sidewalks, bicycle 
lanes or paths, and transit accessibility, there should be some consistency as to 
how each jurisdiction provides these facilities. Residents of the region often do 
not know when they cross between one jurisdiction to another.  
 
Establishing a regional complete street approach will be important. The street 
typology standards outlined in Chapter 7 should be considered for all projects 
within the region, not just those funded by the MPO, as well as the following 
strategies:   
 

• Utilize the street typology standards outlined in Chapter 7 to help 
ensure streets are safe, convenient, and appealing for all modes of 
travel including transit, automobiles, trucks, bicycles, and pedestrians. 

 
• Provide direct bicycle and pedestrian connections within and between 

residential areas and supporting community facilities and services, 
such as shopping areas, employment centers, transit stops, 
neighborhood parks, and schools. 

 
• Promote bicycle sharing and bicycle parking programs. 

 
• Invest in signage for bicyclists and pedestrians, lighted paths, striping, 

and other features designed to promote a sense of safety.  
 

• Give special consideration to schools and their multi-modal needs to 
provide a safe, accessible environment for students by giving high 
priority to bicycle and pedestrian facilities within a two-mile radius of all 
schools in both new development and re-development. 

 
• Give special consideration to areas with concentrations of students, 

seniors, low-income families, or others that are more dependent on 
modes other than the automobile to provide a safe, accessible 
environment. 

 

 
 

Pedestrian crossing and multi-use trail 
on Center Point Road in Hiawatha 
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Green Streets 
 

In addition to encouraging complete streets, the MPO encourages local 
jurisdictions to adopt green street principles. Green streets is a storm water 
management concept that replaces concrete and impervious materials with 
permeable surfaces and vegetation.  By managing storm water at the source, 
green streets helps to improve water quality while also incorporating 
aesthetically pleasing facilities that enhance the pedestrian experience and 
promote complete streets through traffic calming. Some examples of green 
infrastructure include storm water curb extensions, storm water street planers, 
rain gardens, bio-swales, and street trees. 
 

Freight 
 

Freight is a key economic driver of the region. The following strategies promote 
the safe and efficient movement of goods:    
 

• Consider freight in planning for complete streets and avoid and address 
any potential conflicts.  
 

• Address bottlenecks and consider infrastructure improvements to 
alleviate congestion. 
 

• Support railroad grade separation projects in key corridors to allow for 
longer trains and reduced disruption to other travel modes. 
 

• Explore industrial land use strategies, such as incentivizing industrial 
development in efficient locations (e.g. along rail/water lines, near 
other major industrial sites). 
 

• Plan for the movement of freight, especially in key transportation 
corridors that serve major industrial uses, and minimize cross traffic 
impacts. 
 

Planning for the Future of Transportation 
 

Improvements in technologies are greatly changing transportation. As the 
region moves toward 2040, technologies will continue to advance and the 
region must be prepared to adapt to new unforeseen opportunities. 
 

With this evolution in mind, the region and local jurisdictions must explore 
current opportunities, especially related to the widespread adoption of cleaner 
and more efficient vehicles.  
 

• Identify opportunities to incentivize and encourage the use of 
alternative fuel vehicles, such as electric and locally-produced biofuel.  
 

• Address alternative fuel vehicles in comprehensive planning efforts. 



CHAPTER 11 
IMPLEMENTATION 

 
11-6 

• Explore ways to incorporate electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, 
natural gas, biogas, and other alternative fueling facilities, as primary 
and/or accessory land uses, in development codes and consider ways to 
incorporate EV charging stations into new developments. 
 

Performance Measures 
 
Performance measures provide a better understanding of how well the 
transportation system is performing. With the focus on performance measures 
at the U.S. DOT, the Corridor MPO will be required to incorporate performance-
based planning into its planning process.  
 
Performance measures:  

• Address the public’s demand for increased accountability, 
• Inform decision-makers on the effectiveness of the plan, 
• Enhance accountability, 
• Demonstrate prudent investments, 
• Align long-range transportation plans and transportation improvement 

programs with strategic direction, 
• Integrate intermodal system plans, 
• Help communicate, cooperate, and build consensus, and 
• Ensure good stewardship of limited funds.  

 

This Plan outlines the following 2-step approach to performance measures: 
 

1. Identify specific measures, which are outlined in Table 11-1.  
2. After Plan adoption, the MPO will: 

a. Establish the baseline year, 
b. Collaborate on target setting,  
c. Develop a performance tracking system, and  
d. Explore project-specific performance measures that allow for 

the review of transportation projects post-construction. 
 

Many of these measures will require the collection of data that has not been 
collected in the past and will require coordination between the U.S. and Iowa 
DOTs, member jurisdictions, and the MPO. The first round of measurements will 
take jurisdictional coordination to determine and refine the data collection 
methodology. Once the baseline is established, it can be used to inform the 
target setting process. In certain cases, a specific measurement may be used to 
address more than one goal or objective. Throughout this process the MPO will 
need to coordinate closely with the U.S. and Iowa DOTs.  
  
The performance measures are directly related to the Connections 2040 goals. 
As presented in Chapter 4, the Connections 2040 goals are generalized 
statements which broadly relate the physical environment to values and 
objectives that are specific and measurable statements related to the 
attainment of goals. 
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Goal Performance Measure Baseline° Target° 

Maintain our Existing 
Transportation System % of Pavement on the Interstate System in Good Condition  4-year 

 % of Pavement on the Interstate System in Poor Condition  4-year 

 % of Pavement on the National Highway System (NHS) 
(excluding Interstate System) in Good Condition 

 4-year 

 % of Pavement on the NHS (excluding Interstate System) in 
Poor Condition 

 4-year 

 % of NHS Bridges in Good Condition  4-year 

 % of NHS Bridges in Poor Condition  4-year 

 Average Sufficiency Rating (Iowa Bridge Assessment)   

 Trail Condition   

 Sidewalk Condition   

 Average Age of Transit Fleet   

Maximize Efficiency of Existing 
Transportation System Total Transit Ridership   

 Passenger per Transit Revenue Mile*   

 Level of Service (motor vehicles)   

Minimize Cost of 
Transportation Total Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT)   

 Total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)   

 Per  Capita VMT   

 Freight VMT   

 Fare Box Recovery Ratio (i.e. Fare box Revenue / Total 
Operational Costs) 

  

Gray highlight: The Iowa DOT will set statewide targets for these measures. The MPO 
will have the option to adopt the statewide targets or set its own. 
 

° Baseline and targets to be developed as part of Connections 2040 implementation. 
 

*Baseline and target will be set for the entire system; individual lines may also be 
tracked, but will not have individual targets. 

 

Table 11-1: Performance Measures 
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Goal Performance Measure Baseline° Target° 

Offer Travel Choices Miles of On-Street Bicycle Facilities   

 Miles of Off-Street Bicycle Facilities   

 Transit Revenue Miles    

 Populated Area not within 1/2 mile of Bicycle Facility   

 Populated Area not within 1/2 mile of Transit Facility   

 Population Living within 1/4 mile of Transit Stop   

 Population Density within 1/4 mile of new/expanded Transit, 
Bike, & Pedestrian Facilities 

  

 % Change in Cyclists (MPO counts)   

 % Change in Pedestrian (MPO counts)   

 % Single Occupancy Vehicle Commuters   

 % Transit Commuters   

 % Carpool Commuters   

 % Bike Commuters   

 % Walk Commuters   

 % Work from Home / Telecommute   

° Baseline and targets to be developed as part of Connections 2040 implementation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 11-1: Performance Measures (continued) 
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Goal Performance Measure Baseline° Target° 

Provide Safe & Secure 
Transportation Number of Fatalities  Annual 

 Rate of Fatalities  Annual 

 Number of Serious Injury Crashes  Annual 

 Rate of Serious Injury Crashes  Annual 

 % Change in Miles of Gaps in Trail System   

 % Change in Miles of Gaps in On-Street Bike System   

 % Change in Miles of Gaps in Sidewalk System   

 Bicycle / Pedestrian Level of Service   

Support Economic Vitality Return on Investment   

 Freight Bottlenecks (Length of Delay)   

 Employment Density within 1/4 mile of new/expanded Transit, 
Bike, & Pedestrian Facilities 

  

 % Change in Miles of Trails   

Minimize Travel Time Travel Delay   

 Mode Shift   

Protect the Environment and 
Conserve Resources Particulate Matter   

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions   

Gray highlight: The Iowa DOT will set statewide targets for these measures. The MPO 
will have the option to adopt the statewide targets or set its own. 
 

° Baseline and targets to be developed as part of Connections 2040 implementation. 
  

Table 11-1: Performance Measures (continued) 
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Transit Criteria and the Development of the Transit 
Fiscally Constrained Plan 
Chapter 4 of this Plan outlines the evaluation criteria used to evaluate the road 
and trail projects. With the inclusion of a specific funding allocation for transit, 
another implementation action for the MPO will be the development of Transit 
Project Criteria. As part of the development of these criteria, the MPO staff will 
coordinate with member jurisdictions, the transit agency, and other 
stakeholders.  
 
Furthermore, at the time of this Plan’s development a list of transit projects 
have not been identified.  A Transit Vision Plan will be developed and subjected 
to the six step process, outlined in Chapter 10, used to develop the Fiscally 
Constrained Plan.  The MPO is also moving forward with the development of a 
comprehensive transit study. The results of this study will help inform the 
transit needs in the region. The Fiscally Constrained Plan brings together the 
Transportation Vision Plan with the realities of limited funding. Chapter 10 
outlines the Fiscally Constrained Transportation Plan, specifically for road and 
trail projects.  

 
Amendments to the Vision Plan & Fiscally 
Constrained Plan 
 
Per Federal regulations, the MPO is required to update its Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP) every five years. These regular updates allow the 
plan to stay current and address new and changing transportation and land use 
needs.  
 
Despite these regular updates, changes may occur within these five years that 
require the MPO to review and possibly amend the LRTP.   Amendments to this 
Plan necessary for project funding requests through the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) will follow the following process and schedule:  
 

• July Policy Board meeting: Requests to amend the Fiscally Constrained 
Plan or Vision Plan in the LRTP are made to the Policy Board for 
consideration. 
 

• August and September TTAC and Executive Committee meetings: The 
proposed amendments will go to TTAC and Executive Committee for 
discussion about which projects, if any, should be amended into the 
LRTP’s Fiscally Constrained Plan and/or Vision Plan. At the September 
meeting, the Executive Committee will open a public comment period 
for 30 days. 
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• October TTAC and Executive Committee meetings: A recommendation 
to the Policy Board on the proposed Fiscally Constrained Plan or Vision 
Plan amendments will be made by TTAC and the Executive Committee 
(if a motion was not made at previous meetings in August or 
September.)  
 

• October Policy Board meeting: The Policy Board will vote on the 
proposed Fiscally Constrained Plan and Vision Plan additions to the 
LRTP. 

 
This Policy only applies to plan amendments related to projects and funding 
requests, not to other amendments to plan, such as amendments related to 
performance measures. 
 
Iowa Clean Air Attainment Program (ICAAP) projects need to be included into 
the Fiscally Constrained Plan (FCP) in the LRTP per a requirement of receiving 
ICCAP funding.  If an ICAAP project is seeking inclusion into the FCP and would 
like to be eligible for MPO funds, then the normal process to amend the FCP 
would apply.   
 
If an ICAAP project is not seeking MPO funds, but still needs to be included in 
the FCP in order to be eligible for ICAAP funds, then the ICAAP project sponsors, 
or member jurisdictions, may seek inclusion into the FCP outside of the normal 
process with an affirmative vote of the Policy Board. 
 
Upon adoption by the MPO Policy Board of any plan amendments, the staff will 
work to incorporate the changes, and provide the updated plan online.  

 
Additional Implementation Resources 
 
Transportation Impact Studies 
 
Because of severe funding limitations, coupled with the inability to implement 
transportation impact fees in the State of Iowa, it is imperative that all 
jurisdictions have clear and defined transportation impact study guidelines and 
requirements that assess the true impact of new development and appropriate 
mitigation to reduce this impact. 
 
The transportation impact studies should include all travel modes, including 
automobile congestion, access to transit, and availability of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. 
 
Both on- and off-site impacts should be measured and described. As an 
example, if a proposed residential development will have children attending a 
local school within reasonable proximity of the development, the study should 
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include off-site issues such as the safe route to school, parks, or other 
destinations and any appropriate mitigation to offset impacts and provide safe 
and secure mobility.  
 

Modern Roundabouts 
 
The modern roundabout has become increasingly popular for addressing 
transportation needs for jurisdictions throughout the United States. 
 
One of the major reasons cited by those apprehensive about modern 
roundabouts is a bad experience driving an older traffic circle, such as those 
common in New Jersey and elsewhere in the east.  
 
Although there are a number of detailed differences, the major differences can 
be summarized into three general categories, as compiled from several sources, 
including the FHWA publication Roundabouts: An Informational Guide. 
 
 
Traff ic Circles 

 
• Entering traffic has the right-of-way over 

circulating traffic. 
• Entering traffic aims at center of island. 
• Traffic enters at speed. 
 

Modern Roundabout 
 

• Entering traffic yields to circulating traffic. 
• Entering traffic aims to the right of the central 

island. 
• Traffic is deflected slowly around splitter 

island. 
 
 
 
There are a number of traffic operation considerations when determining which 
intersection design and control strategy is appropriate. These would include: 
 

• For a given approach width, roundabouts are capable of handling a 
higher volume of vehicles than other types of intersection controls.  

 
• Roundabouts can often have lower average vehicle delays and better 

Levels of Service than conventional intersections.  
 

• The ability to make U-turns is relatively easy and safe at roundabout-
controlled intersections. This can facilitate parking circulation, and can 
improve access from driveways along adjacent driveway segments 
where left turns are difficult.  

 
• Roundabouts regulate vehicle speeds and can be useful tools where 

lower traffic speeds are desired. 
 

• Roundabouts tend to have lower operating costs because there is no 
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signalization. 
 

• According to the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, roundabouts 
reduce total crashes and injury-producing crashes. They also decrease 
fatalities. Some of the most serious types of collisions, including head-
on and broadside collisions, cannot occur at roundabouts. 

 
An important safety factor is that the only movement at both the entry and exit 
of a roundabout is a right turn. This reduces the potential frequency and 
severity of accidents typically occurring during left turns and when traffic 
crosses an intersection in perpendicular directions. Roundabouts have 75% 
fewer vehicle “conflict points” or locations where vehicles cross paths, than 
conventional intersections. 
 
A critical question in these economic times is whether roundabouts are good for 
business. Based on studies from around the United States, the aesthetic 
improvements of a roundabout, including wider sidewalks and landscaping, 
contribute to a vibrant business community. The 
traffic and safety improvements are also more 
significant in the revitalization of an area. Faster travel 
times, better access control, fewer accidents, and 
lower delay at business access points have 
contributed to an increase in economic activity. Many 
retail developments served by roundabouts have seen 
growth in sales tax revenues along the corridor. 
 
A recommended policy for the Corridor MPO 
jurisdictions would be to include the roundabout in 
alternative analysis when an intersection signal 
warrant is met. 
 

Environmental Requirements 
 
When developing transportation projects, project proponents must assess the 
potential impacts of those projects. Projects funded with federal monies are 
required to comply with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) of 1969. NEPA established a mandate for Federal agencies to 
consider the potential environmental consequences of their proposals, 
document the analysis, and make this information available to the public for 
comment prior to implementation. State-funded projects may also require 
consideration of alternatives and impacts.  
 
Transportation projects vary in type, size, and complexity and their potential 
effects can vary from minor to significant impacts on the environment. To 
account for the variability of project impacts, three basic “classes of action” 
determine how compliance with NEPA is carried out and documented: 

Roundabout at Tower Terrace and 35th Street in Marion 
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• An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared for projects 

where it is known that the action will have a significant effect on the 
environment. An EIS is typically required for new access controlled 
freeways, four or more lane highways on a new alignment, new fixed 
rail transit facilities, new separate roadways for busses or high 
occupancy vehicle lanes, new intercity railroad on new rights-of-way, 
and new intermodal facilities requiring any of the previous actions. 
 

• An Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared for actions in which the 
significance of the environmental impact is not clearly established. If the 
environmental analysis and interagency review find that the project 
would have no significant impacts on the environment, a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) is issued.  

 
• Categorical Exclusions (CEs) are issued for actions that do not 

individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the 
environment. CEs may apply to activities such as: highway resurfacing, 
routine maintenance, incorporation of ITS into existing transportation 
facilities, highway safety activities, transit operating assistance, transit 
vehicle acquisition and rehabilitation, bicycle accommodations within 
an existing transportation right-of-way, fencing, signs, signals, lighting, 
streetscaping, noise barriers, and habitat conservation.  

 
In relation to the projects identified in this Plan, the following would likely be 
CE’s: maintenance of the existing transportation system, such as reconstruction 
of existing roadways, transportation system management (TSM) and ITS 
deployment, fleet replacement, continued operation of transit and use of 
existing rail lines for freight and passenger. Projects that include paving of 
existing gravel or sealcoat facilities would also fall into this category. Major 
federally funded new projects on new alignments generally require an EIS. The 
construction of a new roadway on a new alignment or the construction of new 
rail lines on a new right-of-way would likely fall into this category. Projects that 
require environmental assessments are those that increase the number of lanes 
on existing roadways utilizing existing rights-of-way and the construction of new 
separate trail facilities.  
 
A number of environmental, cultural and social factors should be considered 
when planning and implementing the transportation projects identified in the 
Plan. These factors are described below. 
 
Water Resources 
The project area is rich in water resources, including rivers, streams, 
sloughs, and wetlands. Significant floodplain and wetland areas are 
located along the Cedar River and its tributaries. The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers regulates navigable waterways and should be consulted 
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as transportation projects are implemented. Wetlands in the planning area can 
be identified using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife National Water Inventory Maps.  
 
The implementation of specific transportation projects outlined in the 
Plan has the potential to impact water resources. The largest wetland in 
the planning area is the Cedar River. Several roadway improvements 
are proposed to cross the Cedar River and could result in the placement 
of fill (i.e., bridge abutments, piers) in the river. In addition, several 
other projects are located in close proximity to wetlands and could 
have direct (i.e., placement of fill) and indirect (i.e., contribution of 
pollutants and sediment) impacts on these water resources.  
 
Mitigation for wetland impacts may include restoration, creation, enhancement 
or preservation of wetlands either on- or off-site. The Iowa Department of 
Transportation has a policy to replace wetlands at a ratio of 1.5 to 1 and to 
apply a 30% safety factor based on a right-of-way to right-of-way project 
footprint. Typically, mitigation can be accomplished in three ways: 
 

1. Mitigation Banks: The project applicant purchases mitigation credits for 
the restoration, creation, enhancement and preservation of wetlands 
within an established mitigation bank, as approved by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers.  
 

2. In-Lieu Fees: The project applicant contributes a specified fee to a 
regulatory agency in lieu of compensation for wetland losses. The fees 
are used for future mitigation projects by the agency. 

 
3. Conventional Mitigation: The project applicant conducts on- or off-site 

mitigation in which wetlands are restored, created, enhanced, or 
preserved in the amount specified in the permit approval.  
 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped numerous 
special flood hazard areas within the planning area. Areas within the 100 to 500 
year floodplain are least likely to be developed; however, roads are needed to 
cross floodplain areas in order to provide efficient movement of goods and 
services. In such cases, transportation infrastructure should be designed to 
avoid flooding during significant storm events.  
 
Historical  and Cultural  Resources 
Numerous records of above and below ground cultural resources exist within 
the planning area and the State. Historic and pre-settlement land use patterns 
relied heavily on water resources, such as rivers and streams. As such, 
potentially significant archaeological and pre-historic/historical resources have 
been identified along the Cedar River and other creeks within the planning area. 
Bridges, steamboat/ferry landings, mills, farmsteads, quarries, levees, railroads 
and roads are all part of the historic resources in the project area. Historic areas 
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have been identified in Cedar Rapids, including Usher’s Ferry Historic Village and 
other historic areas between Ellis and Van Vechten Parks.  
 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires that any 
federally funded or permitted projects must consider the potential impacts to 
historic properties. Historic properties are sites, buildings, districts, structures, 
or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places.  
 
The National Register is used as the standard for defining those historic places 
worthy of preservation and protection. These historic places include 
archeological sites, bridges and roads, buildings, designed landscapes such as 
parks, and places of religious and cultural significance to Native American tribes, 
Native Hawaiian organizations, and other traditional communities. 
 
Under Section 106, cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) 
should be assessed. Contact with the Iowa State Historic Preservation Office, 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources, and other State or federal agencies 
should be conducted to identify potential resources within the project area. 
Agencies should also consult with federally-recognized American Indian Tribes 
or Nations in order to avoid or minimize project impacts to cultural resources 
that a tribe considers significant, including prehistoric human burials or 
mortuary sites.  
 
If it is determined that a project will have an adverse effect on a historic 
property, efforts should be made to redesign the project in order to eliminate 
or minimize its adverse effects. If an adverse effect cannot be avoided, a 
Memorandum of Agreement would be negotiated outlining specific measures 
that should be undertaken to mitigate the project’s effects. Mitigation 
measures may include: site excavation and recordation; archival photography; 
detailed floor plan and site plan drawings, which show the relationship of the 
building with its associated features; archival documentation of the property’s 
history; and/or a detailed written description of the property. 
 
Endangered Species 
Within the planning area, rivers, streams and wetlands and their adjacent 
uplands provide habitat for a diversity of wildlife species, including wood duck, 
kingfisher, great blue heron, warblers, songbirds, beaver, deer, raccoon, and 
fox. According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), two 
federally threatened species are known to occur in the planning area - the 
western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara) and the prairie bush 
clover (Lespedeza leptostachya). The Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
identifies 77 animal and plant species within the planning area that are 
considered Endangered, Threatened or a Species of Special Concern by the 
State.  
 
The Plan promotes a more compact form of land development, which minimizes 
the conversion of native habitat to urbanization and limits the potential impact 
on areas where special status species may occur. However, construction of new 
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roads in areas that are not already developed may impact endangered species 
and/or sensitive habitat for these species.  
 
When projects are undertaken, areas subject to surface disturbance should be 
evaluated for the presence of threatened, endangered or candidate animal or 
plant species. Impacts to these species, in particular, must be avoided or 
minimized and such impacts may require permits from the USFWS, the Iowa 
Department of Natural Resources or other state or federal agencies prior to 
construction. If federally threatened, endangered or candidate species may be 
affected by the proposed project, a Section 7 consultation with USFWS would be 
required and a biological assessment would be prepared to recommend actions 
to protect the species or its habitat.  
 
Air Qual i ty/Global Cl imate Change 
As described in Chapter 5, the Plan includes specific objectives to reduce air 
pollution and minimize vehicle miles traveled. The Plan promotes compact 
development, infill development, redevelopment of existing areas, and 
expansion of alternative modes of travel as a substitute for the single occupancy 
vehicle. Redevelopment would be targeted along major transit corridors and the 
transit system would be expanded to provide greater access via this mode of 
travel.  
 
By encouraging alternative modes and compact development, the Plan attempts 
to limit increases in vehicle trips and/or vehicle miles traveled, thereby reducing 
air emissions that impact regional air quality and contribute to global climate 
change.  
 
Noise 
Noise is defined as unwanted or excessive sound. Noise consists of any sound 
that may produce physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with 
communication, work, rest, recreation, and sleep. Primary noise sources in the 
planning area are associated with transportation, including vehicular traffic on 
local streets, airplanes flying overhead, construction, and railroad traffic. Certain 
land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others. Examples of these 
sensitive receptors include: residential areas, educational facilities, hospitals, 
childcare facilities, and senior housing. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 
requires that all federally-aided highway projects provide adequate noise 
abatement measures to comply with noise level standards.  
 
Prior to construction of projects that may have noise impacts, noise modeling 
should be conducted to identify potential noise levels before and after project 
construction. Mitigation, such as installation of sound walls, may be required if 
noise levels increase substantially.  
 
Environmental  Justice 
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As described in Chapter 5, Environmental Justice 
(EJ) addresses human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income populations.  
 
The development of the Plan included a focused 
review of where EJ populations such 
as minority, low income, disabled, and elderly 
(over 65) population groups were concentrated 

from which land use and transportation decisions could be made to: 1) not 
negatively impact these areas and 2) provide transportation improvements that 
would increase mobility and access for these population groups.  These EJ 
populations were considered during the scoring of Vision Plan projects and 
bonus points were assigned to projects located in these areas.   
 
With an increased focused on multiple modes, especially transit, the Plan 
illustrates greater transportation opportunities for lower income populations 
near the urban core and around the urban centers and multimodal 
transportation corridors.  
 
Under the Plan, the transit system needs to be evaluated through a 
comprehensive transit study that would identify needed improvements related 
to frequency of service and possible geographic expansion. These needed 
improvement identified as part of the study may provide increased frequency 
and hours of service within lower income areas. In addition, service could be 
expanded to provide access from these lower income areas to industrial areas 
and employment centers (e.g., Hiawatha, Marion), providing greater access to 
employment for those people who do not have access to a private automobile.  
 
The Business 151 corridor, which is a primary artery to these neighborhoods, 
has been designated as a high-level transit corridor with intense development of 
jobs and services. The regional trail network proposed as part of the Plan 
provides new opportunities for bicycle access to areas throughout the region. By 
targeting transportation improvements in these areas, the Plan will greatly 
expand mobility opportunities for minority and low-income populations. 
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