
Anyone who requires an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a modification of policies or procedures to participate in a MPO program, service, or 
activity, should contact Hilary Hershner at (319) 286-5161 or email h.hershner@corridormpo.com as soon as possible, but no later than 48 hours before the event. 

This public announcement satisfies Section 5307 program of projects requirements for transit project public review and comment. 

MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 
Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization Executive Committee 

Wednesday, July 7th, 2021 at 8:30 AM 
Robins City Hall 

Roll Call  

Public Comment Period 

Action/Discussion Items 

1. Approve Minutes from June 9, 2021 Meeting  ATTACHED

2. FFY 2022 – 2025 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) – Liz Darnall  ATTACHED

 Recommended Action: Recommend approval of the final FFY22-25 TIP.

Next Scheduled Meetings 
 Policy Board: 1:30pm, Thursday, July 15, 2021 – Robins City Hall
 TTAC: 2:00PM, Thursday, August 1, 2021 – Time Check Hall, City Services Center, Cedar Rapids
 Exec. Comm.: 8:30 am, Wednesday, August 11, 2021 – Palo City Hall
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CORRIDOR MPO EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
Virtual Meeting 

Wednesday, June 9, 2021 at 8:30 AM 

MPO Staff Present: Liz Darnall, Hillary Hershner, & Bill Micheel 

Chairperson Olson called the meeting to order at 8:31AM.  

Roll Call was answered with six (6) members present. 

Public Comment Period 
None 

AGENDA 
Action/Discussion Items 

1. Approve Minutes from May 12, 2021 Meeting
Grant Harper motioned to approve the May 12, 2021 meeting minutes. Seconded by Eric Van Kerckhove. 
The motion carried. 

2. Draft FFY 2022 – 2025 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
Liz Darnall shared a presentation on the Draft FFY 2022 – 2025 Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP). She reviewed the process by stating that in September 2020 they did a call for projects and that in 
December 2020 project applications were due. In February of 2021, TTAC Small Groups met and discussed 
applications; additionally, public engagement was done via virtual open house and a survey. Darnall 
mentioned that in March of 2021 project funding recommendations went through Staff, TTAC, Executive 
Committee, and the Policy Board. She stated that the document was drafted with text and that the next steps 
are for Policy Board to approve the draft; then MPO would turn the draft in to the DOT for review by June 
15th; a 30-day public comment period and a 2nd round of public engagement via virtual open house and 
Facebook posts will be done. Darnall mentioned that the Final TIP will need to be approved and submitted 
to Iowa DOT by July 15th.  

Chairperson Olson asked if this is an annual process. Darnall replied that the MPO does do this process 
every year and has discussed moving this process to an every 2-years so the MPO could potentially fund 
larger scale projects instead of half-funding projects. Darnall stated that Staff would still have to submit to 
the DOT annually, but jurisdictions would only have to submit applications every 2-years.  

Member Present Not Present Notes 
Scott Olson – Chairperson X 
Chuck Hinz – Vice Chairperson X 
Bill Bennett 
Bernie Frieden X 
Grant Harper X 
Brent Oleson X 
Eric Van Kerckhove X 
Adam Thompson 
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Chairperson Olson also inquired about the virtual responses. Darnall stated that the MPO receives a lot of 
Facebook comments. Hilary Hershner mentioned that the survey received around 140 responses.  

Vice Chairperson Hinz motioned to recommend approval of the final FY22-25 TIP. Seconded by Grant 
Harper. The motion passed unanimously. 

Reports/Member Updates.  
Bill Micheel mentioned that the MPO will be posting the MPO Planner position. 

Hinz offered the City of Robins to host the first in-person meeting. 

Adjournment 
Hinz motioned for adjournment. Seconded by Bernie Frieden. The meeting adjourned at 8:44 am. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Amy Cannon, Administrative Assistant 
Community Development 
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Corridor MPO
Smarter Transportation, Better Community

Transportation Improvement Program 
FFY 2022 - FFY 2025

Adopted July XX, 2021

Corridor mpoCreating Sustainable Communities through Regional Planning & Civic Engagement
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FFY 2022 - FFY 2025
Final Transportation Improvement Program

For the Cedar Rapids Metropolitan Area

Prepared by
The Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization

The preparation of this report was financed through funding from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and in part through local matching funds of the Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) member 
governments.  These contents are the responsibility of the Corridor MPO.  The U.S. government and its agencies assume no liability for the contents of this 
report or the use of its contents.

Corridor mpo
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Resolution of approval of final TIP.
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Resolution of self certification.
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Introduction
The Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization, the metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO) for the Cedar Rapids metropolitan area, 
is responsible for the development of the Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP).  The Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2022 – 2025 TIP is a 
four-year program of transportation-related improvements within the 
metropolitan area.  The TIP is a programming document that includes 
transportation projects for all modes of surface transportation 
including street and highway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian.  

Agencies contributing to the preparation of the TIP include the 
cities of Cedar Rapids, Ely, Fairfax, Hiawatha, Linn County, Marion, 
Palo, Robins, and the Iowa DOT.  The Corridor MPO must approve 
any requests for federal transportation funding received from these 
agencies.  However, inclusion of a project in the TIP does not guarantee 
federal-aid eligibility.  Eligibility is determined on a case-by-case basis 
when project authorization is requested from the Federal Highway 
Administration or Federal Transit Administration. 

Since its inception, the major activity of the Corridor MPO has been 
the preparation of area-wide plans to help guide orderly growth 
and development within the region. Such plans include Land Use; 
Open Space and Outdoor Recreation; Transportation; Air Quality; 
Water and Sewer Systems; Solid Waste Management; and Housing 
and Community Development. Joint zoning ordinance studies 
have also been undertaken in order 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 Block Grant (STBG) and 
Transportation Alternatives Set Aside known as TAP, has become a 

major activity of the Corridor MPO.

Additionally, the Corridor MPO also allocates Federal Transportation 
Administration (FTA) grants including 5307 Urbanized Area Formula 
Grants. These funds come to the state on the basis of population and 
population densities in urbanized areas with populations between 
50,000 and 200,000 to support public transit activities. They go directly 
to areas with a population exceeding 200,000. Public transit systems may 
use up to 10 percent of these funds to pay for some of their Americans 
with Disabilities Act paratransit costs on an 80 percent federal and 20 
percent non-federal basis. In areas with populations less than 200,000, 
the funding can be used to support operating deficit. Funds used in this 
manner must be matched by non-federal funds (other than passenger 
revenues) on a dollar-for-dollar basis. The remainder can be used 
to fund capital improvements (including preventative maintenance 
activities) or planning activities on an 80 percent federal, 20 percent 
non-federal basis. Purchase of vehicles equipped for access by persons 
with disabilities can be funded at 85 percent federal participation, 
and purchase of special equipment required under the Clean Air Act 
Amendments can be funded at 90 percent federal participation. CR 
Transit uses its $3,000,000 in 5307 funds to cover its operations deficit. 

The Corridor MPO and CR Transit provide for public comment 
opportunity on the use of these 5307 funds through two Corridor 
MPO TIP open houses and through the first Transportation Advisory 
Group (TAG) meeting of the year held at the Cedar Rapids public 
library, free lunch is provided to attendees. The TAG is designed to 
collect public input from all transit interested parties, including 
private transportation providers and human services organizations, 
representing the employment–related transportation needs of welfare 
recipients and low-income individuals. Also all MPO public meetings 
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The Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) also meets 
monthly and exists to provide technical recommendations to the policy 
makers. This year an effort was made to create an improved gender 
balance on the TTAC. This resulted in two male TTAC members being 
replaced by women and the TTAC Chair is now a female.

Other functional advisory committees are established as needed for 
both policy and technical review purposes.  Advisory committees 
include representatives of the Corridor MPO, area-wide citizen 
interests, and technical personnel where applicable.

Jurisdiction 
2010 

Population** 
Members 

Authorized by 
Bylaws 

Cedar Rapids 126,323 9 

Ely 1,776 1 

Fairfax 2,123 1 

Hiawatha 7,024 1 

Linn County* 10,024 1 

Marion 38,023 3 

Palo 1,026 1 

Robins 3,442 1 

TOTALS 189,764 18 
* Unincorporated Area within Planning Boundary
** Or special census (Marion and Robins)

Corridor MPO Structure

The Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is an 
organization made up of the elected officials of governments within 
the Transportation Planning Area and their appointed representatives. 
Representation on the Corridor MPO Policy Board is on a per capita 
basis for participating cities and the county, and includes at least one 
elected official from each governing body. Each city or county may 
have one member for each 10% of the Planning Area population based 
on the latest official Federal Census. Any jurisdiction with over 50% 
of that population is limited to 50% of the voting representation.  The 
local cost of each program component of the Transportation Planning 
Work Program is shared by each benefiting city and the county based 
on their population. Next year it is anticipated that a better gender 
balance on the Policy Board will be achieved. This year a legitimate 
effort was made to this end, however, this change was not possible. 

One member of the Policy Board from each jurisdiction is a 
representative on the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee 
meets monthly. 

(TTAC, Executive Committee, and Policy Board) have an open public 
comment period for comments on the TIP through all stages of its 
development. This public input process satisfies the Section 5307 POP 
requirements of the FTA.

Finally, a complete and detailed accounting of all transit funding is 
available in the transit program of projects found in this document. 
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Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC)
Members Representation
Brenna Fall (Chair) Cedar Rapids
Tom Peffer (Vice Chair) Linn County Trails Association
Seth Gunnerson Cedar Rapids 
John Witt Cedar Rapids
Doug Wilson Cedar Rapids
Tim Mroch Cedar Rapids
Matt Myers Cedar Rapids
Ron Griffith Cedar Rapids
Caroline Pauli Cedar Rapids
Mary Beth Stevenson  Cedar Rapids
Scott Porttorff Ely
Shane Wicks Fairfax
Jon Fitch Hiawatha
Randy Burke Linn County Conservation
Brad Ketels Linn County
Kesha Billings Marion
Mike Barkalow Marion
Kelli Scott Robins
Jon Bogert Palo
Cathy Cutler (non-voting) Iowa DOT 
Darla Hugaboom (non-voting) FHWA
Eva Steinman (non-voting) FTA

Corridor MPO Staff
Bill Micheel MPO Manager
Brandon Whyte Multimodal Transportation Planner III 
Elizabeth Darnall Regional Transportation Planner II
Hilary Hershner Regional Transportation Planner II
Amy Cannon Administrative Assistant

Policy Board
Members Representation
Scott Olson (Chair) Cedar Rapids Council-member
Chuck Hinz (Vice Chair) Robins Mayor
Brad Hart Cedar Rapids Mayor
Ashley Vanorny Cedar Rapids Council-member
Scott Overland Cedar Rapids Council-member
Jeff Pomeranz Cedar Rapids Staff
Sandi Fowler Cedar Rapids Staff
Jen Winter Cedar Rapids Staff
Roy Heseman Cedar Rapids Staff
Ken DeKeyser Cedar Rapids Staff
Adam Thompson Ely Staff
Bernie Frieden Fairfax Mayor
Bill Bennett Hiawatha Mayor
Louis Zumbach Linn County Supervisor
Grant Harper Marion Council-member
Randy Strnad Marion Council-member
Lon Pluckhahn Marion Staff
Eric Van Kerckhove Palo Mayor

Executive Committee
Members Representation
Scott Olson (Chair)  Cedar Rapids
Chuck Hinz (Vice Chair) Robins
Adam Thompson Ely
Bernie Frieden Fairfax
Bill Bennett Hiawatha
Louis Zumbach Linn County
Grant Harper Marion 
Eric Van Kerckhove Palo
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TIP Financial Information

The Iowa Department of Transportation Office (DOT) of 
Program Management provides each MPO with estimated Surface 
Transportation Block Grant (STBG), Iowa’s Transportation Alternative 
Program (TAP), and STBG‐TAP‐Flex funding targets for each of the 
four years in the TIP. In addition, Program Management will provide 
city and county non-federal aid revenue information on an annual 
basis. This non-federal aid revenue information should be retained 
over time and can be used to produce estimates of available funding 
for the four‐year TIP period. Program Management will also provide 
DOT statewide revenue estimates that are included as part of each 
MPO’s fiscal constraint documentation that follows. 

Each year prior to development of the Iowa DOT’s Five‐Year Program 
and the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) both 
state and federal revenue forecasts are completed to determine the 
amount of funding available for programming. These forecasts are 
a critical component in the development of the Five‐Year Program 
and as such are reviewed with the Iowa Transportation Commission. 
The primary sources of state funding to the DOT are the Primary 
Road Fund and TIME‐21 Fund. These state funds are used for the 
operation, maintenance and construction of the Primary Road System. 
The amount of funding available for operations and maintenance 
are determined by legislative appropriations. Additional funding 
is set aside for statewide activities including engineering costs. The 
remaining funding is available for right of way and construction 
activities associated with the highway program.

Along with the state funds, the highway program utilizes a portion 
of the federal funds that are allocated to the state. A federal funding 
forecast is prepared each year based on the latest apportionment 
information available. This forecast includes the various federal 
programs and identifies which funds are allocated to the Iowa DOT 
for programming and which funds are directed to locals through the 
MPO/RPA planning process, Highway Bridge Program and various 
grant programs. Implementation of a federal aid swap will increase the 
amount of federal funds that are utilized by the Iowa DOT.

Iowa targets STBG funding to each of its 27 MPOs and RPAs on an 
annual basis for programming. Iowa has implemented a Swap program 
that allows MPOs and RPAs, at their discretion, to swap targeted 
federal funds including STBG funding for state Primary Road Funds. 
The Corridor MPO has opted into the Swap program for all eligible 
projects.

The following revenue information is used to demonstrate constraint 
of DOT projects programmed in MPO TIPs. Additional insight into 
the DOT’s programming process and can be found at:

https://iowadot.gov/program_management/five‐year‐program.

Finally, all project costs are calculated out to the “year of expenditure” 
(YOE), using a 5 percent annual rate of construction inflation. This 
YOE is applied by local project sponsors and verified by MPO planning 
agency staff. 
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FFY 22 - FFY25 TIP Fiscal Constraint Summary

FFY22 FFY23 FFY24 FFY25
Unobligated Balance (Carryover) $30,582,265 $12,508,087 $10,653,087 $7,845,087

STBG Target $5,098,822 $5,001,000 $5,001,000 $5,001,000
TAP Flex Target $197,814 $198,000 $198,000 $198,000

Subtotal $35,878,901 $17,707,087 $15,852,087 $13,044,087
Transfer to STBG TAP (Flex) $197,814 $198,000 $198,000 $198,000

Subtotal $35,681,087 $17,509,087 $15,654,087 $12,846,087
Programmed STBG $23,173,000 $6,856,000 $7,809,000 $4,804,000

Balance (Carryover) $12,508,087 $10,653,087 $7,845,087 $8,042,087

FFY22 FFY23 FFY24 FFY25
Unobligated Balance (Carryover) $1,089,158 -$95,332 $362,178 $736,178

TAP Target $259,696 $259,696 $260,000 $260,000
STBG TAP Flex Transfer Credit $197,814 $197,814 $198,000 $198,000

Subtotal $1,546,668 $362,178 $820,178 $1,194,178
Programmed TAP $1,642,000 $0 $84,000 $0

Balance (Carryover) -$95,332 $362,178 $736,178 $1,194,178

FFY22 - FFY25 TIP Fiscal Constraint Summary

Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Funds

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) Funds
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Revenues 2022 2023 2024 2025
Primary Road Fund $724.00 $726.30 $732.50 $737.00
TIME‐21 $135.00 $135.00 $135.00 $135.00
Miscellaneous $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00
Federal Aid $372.70 $372.70 $372.70 $372.70
Total $1,256.70 $1,259.00 $1,265.20 $1,269.70

Statewide Allocations
Operations & Maintenance $354.00 $364.80 $376.70 $388.50
Miscellaneous Programs $45.60 $45.80 $46.10 $46.30
Consultant Services $85.00 $85.00 $85.00 $85.00
Contract Maintenance $35.90 $36.40 $36.90 $37.40
Railroad Crossing Protection $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00
Total $525.50 $537.00 $549.70 $562.20

Funds Available For ROW/Construction $731.20 $722.00 $715.50 $707.50

Iowa DOT Five Year Program Funding
($ millions)

Iowa DOT Five Year Program Funding ($ millions)
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FY 22 - FY25 TIP Period Revenue and Operations and Maintenance (O & M)

MPO 2021 2022 2023 2024
AAMPO $718,852 $742,106 $765,973 $789,431
Bi State MPO $3,865,421 $3,990,466 $4,118,801 $4,244,943
Corridor MPO $3,081,219 $3,180,895 $3,283,194 $3,383,745
DMAMPO $7,656,921 $7,904,619 $8,158,836 $8,408,707
DMATS $1,283,276 $1,324,789 $1,367,395 $1,409,273
INRCOG $2,648,844 $2,734,533 $2,822,477 $2,908,918
MAPA $1,224,155 $1,263,756 $1,304,399 $1,344,347
MPOJC $1,798,379 $1,856,556 $1,916,264 $1,974,951
SIMPCO $1,931,857 $1,994,352 $2,058,491 $2,121,535

Estimated DOT Operations & Maintenance Costs by MPO

Fiscal Year
Forecasted Non Federal Aid 

Revenues 1
Forecasted Operations & Maintenance on 

Federal-Aid System 

2022 $108,265,791 $3,180,895
2023 $110,431,107 $3,283,194
2024 $112,639,729 $3,383,745

20252 $114,892,524 $3,451,420

1 Inflated 2% per year based on FY19 data . 2Inflated 2% based on FY24 from chart above.

FY22 - FY25 TIP Period Revenue and O & M
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FFY 22 - FFY 25 TIP Costs and Federal Aid Summary

Program Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs

CMAQ -$             157,000$      -$             197,000$      -$             -$             -$             -$             
HSIP -$             675,000$      -$             750,000$      -$             -$             -$             -$             
NHPP -$             18,006,100$  -$             20,529,000$  -$             -$             -$             -$             

PL -$             599,682$      -$             749,682$      -$             299,841$      -$             374,841$      
PRF -$             -$             -$             1,831,000$   -$             -$             -$             7,498,000$   

STBG -$             14,119,000$  14,119,000$  18,205,000$  -$             3,566,000$   3,566,000$   6,109,000$   
STBG-TAP -$             240,000$      240,000$      480,000$      -$             -$             -$             -$             

SWAP-STBG 10,456,000$  -$             10,456,000$  15,500,000$  3,290,000$   -$             3,290,000$   5,372,000$   
Grand Total 10,456,000$  33,796,782$  24,815,000$  58,241,682$  3,290,000$   3,865,841$   6,856,000$   19,353,841$  

FFY22 FFY23

Program Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs

CMAQ -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             
HSIP -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             
NHPP -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             18,541,800$  -$             20,602,000$  

PL -$             299,841$      -$             374,841$      -$             299,841$      -$             374,841$      
PRF -$             -$             -$             4,485,000$   -$             -$             -$             1,210,000$   

STBG -$             3,390,000$   3,390,000$   4,237,000$   -$             2,413,000$   2,413,000$   6,127,000$   
STBG-TAP -$             1,800,000$   1,800,000$   2,262,000$   -$             -$             -$             -$             

SWAP-STBG 903,000$      -$             903,000$      5,480,000$   2,391,000$   -$             2,391,000$   2,451,000$   
Grand Total 903,000$      5,489,841$   6,093,000$   16,838,841$  2,391,000$   21,254,641$  4,804,000$   30,764,841$  

FFY24 FFY25
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Status Report of FFY 21 Projects
Program TPMS Number Project Sponsor Total Cost Fed Aid Status

25525 Edgewood Trail Phase 3A Cedar Rapids $2,361,000 $1,686,000 Letting Nov. 2021.

29791 Indian Creek Trail Marion $2,643,000 $2,070,000 Letting July 2022.

36957 CR Transit Medium Duty Replacement Bus Cedar Rapids Transit $205,000 $164,000 Funding transferred to FTA. Purchase order issued.

36958 Marion Bus Stop Improvements Marion $394,000 $315,000 Project is in design. Rollover to FFY22.

36956
CR Transit (2) Heavy Duty Replacement 

Buses
Cedar Rapids Transit $1,032,000 $825,000 Funding transferred to FTA. Purchase order issued.

30992 CeMar Trail Cedar Rapids: Phase 4 Cedar Rapids $1,827,000 $1,457,000
Design is complete. Expected letting date is January

2022. Rollover to FFY22.
35691 Lindale Trail Extension Phase 1 Cedar Rapids $2,183,000 $1,663,000 Letting Nov. 2021.
35692 10th Ave Sidepaths Marion $3,537,000 $2,830,000 Letting June 2021.

36938 Highway 100 Trail East of the River
Linn County 

Conservation
$908,000 $726,000 Letting Dec. 2021.

36965 Cherokee Trail Phase 3 Cedar Rapids $2,052,000 $1,634,000 Letting Nov. 2022.

22208
CeMar Trail from Cedar Rapids CL near 33rd 

St SE to 7th St in Marion. Include bridges 
over Indian Creek and Marion Blvd

Marion $707,000 $565,000 Letting March 2022.

29791
from the to be built Tower Terrace Rd S 2.1 
mi over Indian Crk to Boyson Trail north of 

8th Ave.
Marion $2,643,000 $2,070,000 Letting July 2022.

36995 Lindale Trail Extension Phase 2 Cedar Rapids $1,190,000 $950,000 Letting Nov. 2021.

39557
From City Limits E under Hwy 100 Bridge 

over Indian Creek to Grand Ave spur 
Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bi

Marion $1,905,000 $1,209,000
City working on easement acquision MOU with 

property owner. Expected letting Nov. 2021.

37075 Cherokee Trail Phase 2B Cedar Rapids $2,200,000 $1,440,000 Letting Aug. 2021
Iowa Clean Air 

Attainment Program 
(ICAAP)

6695
Collins Rd. & C Ave. NE Intersection 

Improvements
Cedar Rapids $197,000 $157,000

City of Cedar Rapids will continue to use for right-of-
way acquisition in project area until funds are 

expended. Rollover to FFY22.

37860 US 30: CEDAR RIVER 0.5 MI W OF E JCT US 
151 (EB)

Iowa DOT $11,258,000 $9,006,400 Under construction.

38070
I-380: TOWER TERRACE INTERCHANGE IN 

HIAWATHA (STATE SHARE) Iowa DOT $17,545,000 $15,790,500 Letting in Aug. 2021.

National Highway 
Performance 

Program (NHPP)

Surface 
Transportation Block 

Grant Program 
(STBG)
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Status Report of FFY 21 Projects
Program TPMS Number Project Sponsor Total Cost Fed Aid Status

48682
In the City of Cedar Rapids, Rndabt at TT RD 
NW & C Ave NE, on C Ave from Sheffield Dr 

NE to N of St. Mark's Driveway

Cedar Rapids $1,263,000 $316,000
Separated into phases for paving and grading bids. 

Grading letting Oct. 2021.

48683
In the City of Cedar Rapids, Rndabt at TT RD 
NW & C Ave NE, on C Ave from Sheffield Dr 

NE to N of St. Mark's Driveway

Cedar Rapids $1,737,000 $435,000
Separated into phases for paving and grading bids. 

Paving letting 2022.

39462
Tower Terrace Rd aprx 300' E of Edgewood 

Rd to aprx 1,000' W of Miller Rd & all 
intersections.

Cedar Rapids $1,893,000 $1,514,000 Letting Aug. 2021.

36940
I-380: TOWER TERRACE INTERCHANGE IN 

HIAWATHA Grade and Pave, Bridge 
Replacement, Ped/Bike Structures

Hiawatha $5,000,000 $4,000,000 Letting Aug. 2021.

39463
Tower Terrace Rd aprx 300' E of N.Center 

Point Rd to aprx 75' E of Goldfinch Ln; 
roundabout at N.Center Point Rd

Hiawatha $1,514,000 $3,727,000 Letting Aug. 2021.

48678
In the City of Cedar Rapids and Marion, on 

Tower Terrace Road, from E of 
Meadowknolls Rd to Alburnett Rd

Cedar Rapids $5,475,000 $1,368,000
Separated into phases for paving and grading. 

Grading letting Oct. 2021.

48679
In the City of Cedar Rapids and Marion, on 

Tower Terrace Road, from E of 
Meadowknolls Rd to Alburnett Rd

Cedar Rapids $1,064,000 $266,000
Separated into phases for paving and grading. 

Paving letting 2022.

48680
In the City of Cedar Rapids and Marion, on 

Tower Terrace Road, from E of 
Meadowknolls Rd to Alburnett Rd

Cedar Rapids $846,000 $316,000
Separated into phases for paving and grading. 

Grading letting 2022.

48681
In the City of Cedar Rapids and Marion, on 

Tower Terrace Road, from E of 
Meadowknolls Rd to Alburnett Rd

Cedar Rapids $717,000 $180,000
Separated into phases for paving and grading. 

Paving letting 2023.

National Highway 
Freight Program

39426 In the City of Cedar Rapids, Air Cargo 
Logistics Facility at Eastern Iowa Airport

Cedar Rapids Airport 
Commission

$1,150,000 $925,000
Approximately 90% complete. Anticipating the 

project will be complete late in July 2021 or early 
August 2021.

Emergency Relief 
(ER)

45771
On 33RD AVE SW, Over RR bridges, ~600 ft 

E of 18th St SW, bridge ~850 ft W of 12TH ST 
SW, ER funds for permanent repair

Cedar Rapids $197,000 $157,000 Letting Oct. 2021.

38106
I-380: GLASS RD 1.1 MI S OF IA 100 IN CEDAR 

RAPIDS
Iowa DOT $808,000 $808,000 Under construction.

45288 US151: E JCT US 30 TO MT VERNON RD (SB) Iowa DOT $600,000 $600,000 Under construction.
45396 US151: IA 13 TO IA 1 (VAR LOC) Iowa DOT $2,100,000 $2,100,000 Under construction.

Primary Road Funds 
(PRF)

STBG - SWAP
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Corridor MPO

FFY 22 - FFY 25 Program of Projects

MPO 23 / CMPO
CMAQ

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

6695

Cedar Rapids

STP-A-1187(652)--22-57

In the City of Cedar Rapids, COLLINS RD: C AVE
INTERSECTION

Pavement Widening

In Prep

11/16/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$197,000
$157,000

$197,000
$157,000

PA Note: FA will be used for advanced right-of-way acquisition.

DOT Note: Total grant amount of $1,400,000. $1,243,078.57 already autnorized.

ER

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

45771

Cedar Rapids

ER-1187(815)--8R-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On 33RD AVE SW, Over RR
bridges, ~600 ft E of 18 St SW, bridge ~850 ft W of 12 ST
SW

Bridge Rehabilitation

In Prep

10/19/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$285,640
$228,512

$285,640
$228,512

HSIP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

48579

Iowa Department of
Transportation

HSIPX-30()--3L-57

US30: IN CEDAR RAPIDS, FROM CIC RR TO CEDAR
RIVER TRAIL

Guardrail

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$750,000
$675,000

$750,000
$675,000

NHFP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

39426

Cedar Rapids
Airport Commission

NHFP-CRAC(001)--2F-57

In the City of Cedar Rapids, Air Cargo Logistics Facility at
Eastern Iowa Airport

Buildings

In Prep

11/16/2020

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,150,000
$925,000

$1,150,000
$925,000
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Corridor MPO

NHPP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

38070

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IM-380()--13-57

I-380: TOWER TERRACE INTERCHANGE IN HIAWATHA
(STATE SHARE)

Grade and Pave, Bridge Replacement, Right of Way

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$15,779,000
$14,201,100

$15,779,000
$14,201,100

48523

Iowa Department of
Transportation

NHSX-30()--3H-57

US30: IN CEDAR RAPIDS FROM MORGAN CREEK TO
STONEY POINT RD

Pavement Rehab

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$3,600,000
$2,880,000

$3,600,000
$2,880,000

48531

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IM-380()--13-57

I-380: BOYSON RD INTERCHANGE IN HIAWATHA

Grade and Pave, Bridge Replacement, Traffic Signs

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$20,602,000
$18,541,800

$20,602,000
$18,541,800

PL

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

17107

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGPL-PA23()--PL-00

MPO: Planning Funds

Trans Planning

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$749,682
$599,682

$374,841
$299,841

$374,841
$299,841

$374,841
$299,841

$1,874,205
$1,499,205
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Corridor MPO

PRF

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

48603

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I-380: MITIGATION FOR TOWER TERRACE RD
INTERCHANGE, BOYSON RD INTERCHANGE AND
MAINLINE I-380

Wetland Mitigation

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$31,000 $31,000

48506

Iowa Department of
Transportation

NHSN-922()--2R-57

IA922: IN CEDAR RAPIDS, FROM 6TH ST W TO THE
CEDAR RIVER

Pavement Rehab

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,800,000 $1,800,000

39284

Iowa Department of
Transportation

BRFN-30()--39-57

US30: UP RR 1.6 MI W OF E JCT US 218 (WB)

Bridge Deck Overlay

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,762,000 $1,762,000

39286

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I-380: SB REST AREA 3.0 MI S OF CEDAR RAPIDS

Grade and Pave, Rest Area Improvement

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$4,336,000 $1,891,000 $6,227,000

39287

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I-380: CC RR AND ASH PIT 2.9 MI S OF IA 100 IN CEDAR
RAPIDS (NB & SB)

Bridge Rehabilitation

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,400,000 $1,400,000

45259

Iowa Department of
Transportation

BRFN-30()--39-57

US30: CIC RAILWAY 0.8 MI W OF I-380 IN CEDAR
RAPIDS (EB)

Bridge Deck Overlay

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,340,000 $1,340,000

45434

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I-380: BLAIRS FERRY RD 0.6 MI N OF IA 100

Bridge Deck Overlay

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$810,000 $810,000

45295

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I-380: 27TH AVE 1.7 MI N OF US 30

Bridge Deck Overlay

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$444,000 $444,000

48454

Iowa Department of
Transportation

BRFN-100()--39-57

IA100: CENTER POINT RD 0.2 MI E OF I-380

Bridge Deck Overlay

Submitted Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,210,000 $1,210,000
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Corridor MPO

STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

36958

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

In the City of Marion bus stop improvements located on
non-local roads.

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$394,000
$315,000

$315,000

$394,000
$315,000

$315,000

38373

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

Purchase 1 medium-duty 33' replacement ADA paratransit
service bus.

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$216,000
$172,000

$172,000

$216,000
$172,000

$172,000

PA Note: Replacing bus numbers 2403

38374

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

CR Transit Route 5 two Heavy-Duty (35' diesel) Bus
Replacements

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,084,000
$866,000

$866,000

$1,084,000
$866,000

$866,000

PA Note: Replacing bus numbers 2093 and 2094.

36995

Cedar Rapids

STP-U-1187(796)--70-57

Lindale Trail Ext ph2 from Council St NE along abandoned
railway to 51st St & the CVNT Trail near Hwy 100

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike
Miscellaneous

In Prep

11/16/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,190,000
$950,000

$950,000

$1,190,000
$950,000

$950,000

29791

Marion

STP-U-4775(631)--70-57

10TH ST, Over Indian Creek, from the to be built Tower
Terrace Rd South 2.1 M to Boyson Trail north of 8th Ave.

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike Structures,
Ped/Bike Development

In Prep

7/19/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,643,000
$2,070,000

$2,070,000

$2,643,000
$2,070,000

$2,070,000

PA Note: Project authorized for $223,479; total STIP limit 2,294,000.

38368

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187()--8I-57

On EDGEWOOD RD NE,from the north side of the
Edgewood Rd Bridge to the ext.trail aprox 1K' north.

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$200,000
$160,000

$160,000

$200,000
$160,000

$160,000

30992

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(786)--8I-57

CeMar Cedar Rapids Phase 4-Lindale Connector,Marion
City Limit N to Hwy100 and Lindale Mall Shopping Centers

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike
Structures

In Prep

1/19/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,827,000
$1,457,000

$1,457,000

$1,827,000
$1,457,000

$1,457,000

35691

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(792)--8I-57

Lindale Trl Ext from existing trail along &under Blairs Ferry
Rd. Along abandoned Rail to Council Street NE

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike
Structures

In Prep

11/16/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,183,000
$1,663,000

$1,663,000

$2,183,000
$1,663,000

$1,663,000
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Corridor MPO

STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

PA Note: Project authorized for $139,000 in STBG, total STBG STIP limit is $1,802,000; project authorized for $261,000 in TAP total STIP limit is $261,000.

DOT Note: Project eligible for FHWA TAP funding

25525

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(793)--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On EDGEWOOD RD NE, from
Glass Rd NE to approx 350' S of Blairs Ferry Rd NE

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike Structures

In Prep

11/16/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,240,000
$1,792,000

$1,792,000

$2,240,000
$1,792,000

$1,792,000

PA Note: Project has $1,317,000 in STBG and $475,000 in STBG-TAP

38370

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(811)--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On EDGEWOOD RD Bridge
NE, widen existing ped bridge to 8' for trail development.

Ped/Bike Structures

In Prep

1/19/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$825,000
$660,000

$660,000

$825,000
$660,000

$660,000

38371

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(813)--8I-57

W side of WILEY BLVD SW,from 16th Ave to Williams Blvd
SW incd all req intersection improvements.

Traffic Signals, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike
Miscellaneous

In Prep

12/21/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,715,000
$1,372,000

$1,372,000

$1,715,000
$1,372,000

$1,372,000

PA Note: Project has $227,000 in TAP and $1,145,000 in STBG

39557

Marion

TAP-U-4775(639)--8I-57

In the city of Marion, From City Limits E under Hwy 100
Bridge over Indian Creek to  Grand Ave spur

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike
Structures

In Prep

11/16/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,905,000
$1,216,000

$1,216,000

$1,905,000
$1,216,000

$1,216,000

39453

Linn County
Conservation Board

TAP-U-C057()--8I-57

Worcester Rd W to 80th St NW, then N until Ellis Rd then
along Hwy 100 and abandoned rail ROW to Covington Rd

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$875,000
$700,000

$700,000

$2,172,000
$709,000

$709,000

$3,047,000
$1,409,000

$1,409,000

PA Note: Project has $700,000 of TAP in FFY22 for advanced ROW. Project also has $709,000 of STBG in FFY23.

36938

Linn County
Conservation Board

TAP-U-C057(141)--8I-57

42nd ST N along Preserve Ln to Rock Island Preserve
along abandoned rail aprox 250' E of Cedar River

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike
Structures

In Prep

12/21/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$908,000
$726,000

$726,000

$908,000
$726,000

$726,000

38775

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

CR Transit Route 5 two Heavy-Duty (35' diesel) Bus
Replacements

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,116,000
$893,000

$893,000

$1,116,000
$893,000

$893,000

PA Note: Replacing bus numbers 2131 and 2132.
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Corridor MPO

STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

39454

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

Purchase 1 medium-duty 33' replacement ADA paratransit
service bus.

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

PA Note: Replacing bus numbers 875

39455

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187()--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Filling sw gaps b/w O & 16 Ave
& add bus pads at stops & 4 benches & 2 shelters  

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$554,000
$325,000

$325,000

$554,000
$325,000

$325,000

36965

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(801)--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Frm Midway Dr along Vinton
Ditch to E Ave alg E Ave to Vinton Dth, to & alg F Ave to 13
St

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike Structures

In Prep

11/15/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,052,000
$1,467,000

$1,467,000

$2,052,000
$1,467,000

$1,467,000

45503

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

CR Transit Route 5 two Heavy-Duty (35' diesel) Bus
Replacements

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,116,000
$893,000

$893,000

$1,116,000
$893,000

$893,000

PA Note: Replacing bus numbers 2133 and 2134

45504

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

Linn County LIFTS Bus 2024

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

PA Note: Replacing bus number 2876

29793

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187()--8I-57

Bowling St from 33rd Ave N to 21st Ave a 10' Trail. From 21
st Ave to A Ave on Bowling ST &21st Ave 6' sidewalk &on-
st.

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike Development

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$760,000
$608,000

$608,000

$760,000
$608,000

$608,000

PA Note: _

DOT Note: Project eligible for FHWA TAP funding

39452

Fairfax

TAP-U-2462()--8I-57

On E CEMETERY RD, from Driftwood Ln E to Fairfax City
Limits

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,071,000
$857,000

$857,000

$1,071,000
$857,000

$857,000
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Corridor MPO

STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

45506

Robins

TAP-U-6520()--8I-57

In the city of Robins, On W MAIN ST, from N. Center Point
Rd SE to the Cedar Valley Nature Trail

Ped/Bike Grading

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,075,000
$860,000

$860,000

$1,075,000
$860,000

$860,000

PA Note: Project has $28,000 TAP in FFY24 and $832,000 STBG in FFY24

48404

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

Purchase 1 medium-duty 33' replacement ADA paratransit
service bus.

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$220,000
$148,000

$148,000

$220,000
$148,000

$148,000

48405

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

CR Transit two Heavy-Duty (35' diesel) Bus Replacements

Transit Investments

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,149,000
$767,000

$767,000

$1,149,000
$767,000

$767,000

45505

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187()--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On Cottage Grove Ave SE,
from CeMar Trail SE to East Post Road

Ped/Bike ROW, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,828,000
$1,207,000

$1,207,000

$2,828,000
$1,207,000

$1,207,000

48390

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187()--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, 0.65 miles of 12’ paved trail
btwn 9th Ave SE and Cedar River Trail along old RR grade.

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,088,000
$164,000

$164,000

$1,088,000
$164,000

$164,000

48391

Marion

TAP-U-4775()--8I-57

In the city of Marion, Lucore Rd sidepath connection on E
side, build ped bridge over Indian Creek, to Indian Creek Rd

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Ped/Bike Structures

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$842,000
$127,000

$127,000

$842,000
$127,000

$127,000

STBG-TAP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

48392

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187()--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Sidewalk along Stoney Point
and crossing F Ave to connect to Jacolyn Dr

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$480,000
$240,000

$240,000

$480,000
$240,000

$240,000

36964

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187()--8I-57

F Ave NW from 13th St NW to the Cedar River;Along the
River N to I Ave NW & S to 1st Ave W

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,262,000
$1,800,000

$1,800,000

$2,262,000
$1,800,000

$1,800,000

PA Note: Project includes TAP $56K and STBG $1,744K

DOT Note: Project eligible for FHWA TAP funding
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Corridor MPO

SWAP-STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

48678

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187()--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Marion On Tower Terrace
Road, from E of Meadowknolls Rd to Alburnett Rd

Grade and Pave, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$6,843,000

$5,475,000

$5,475,000

$6,843,000

$5,475,000

$5,475,000
48679

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187()--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, and Marion, On Tower Terrace
Road, from E of Meadowknolls Rd to Alburnett Rd

Grade and Pave, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,330,000

$1,064,000

$1,064,000

$1,330,000

$1,064,000

$1,064,000
48680

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187()--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On Tower Terrace Road, from
E of C Ave to E of Meadowknolls Rd

Grade and Pave, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,058,000

$846,000

$846,000

$1,058,000

$846,000

$846,000
48682

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187()--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Rndabt at TT Rd NE & C Ave
NE, on C Ave from Sheffield Dr NE to N of St. Mark’s
Driveway

Grade and Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,579,000

$1,263,000

$1,263,000

$1,579,000

$1,263,000

$1,263,000

38366

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187(804)--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Connect 6th ST at B Ave NW to
Ellis Blvd and E Ave NW.

Grade and Pave, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep

12/21/2021

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$4,690,000

$1,808,000

$1,808,000

$4,690,000

$1,808,000

$1,808,000
48681

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187()--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On Tower Terrace Road, from
E of C Ave to E of Meadowknolls Rd

Grade and Pave, Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$897,000

$717,000

$717,000

$897,000

$717,000

$717,000
48683

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187()--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Rndabt at TT Rd NE & C Ave
NE, on C Ave from Sheffield Dr NE to N of St. Mark’s
Driveway

Grade and Pave

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,172,000

$1,737,000

$1,737,000

$2,172,000

$1,737,000

$1,737,000

34199

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187(785)--SG-57

On the proposed Tower Terrace rd, construct Tower
Terrace from C Ave to Sumerset Ave

Grade and Pave, Sanitary Sewer, Ped/Bike Grade &amp;
Pave

In Prep

10/18/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,303,000

$836,000

$836,000

$2,303,000

$836,000

$836,000

45508

Marion

STBG-SWAP-4775()--SG-57

In the city of Marion, On 7th Ave, from 12th ST E to 22nd St

Pavement Rehab/Widen, Right of Way

In Prep Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$5,480,000

$903,000

$903,000

$2,451,000

$2,391,000

$2,391,000

$7,931,000

$3,294,000

$3,294,000
SWAP-STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2022 2023 2024 2025 Totals

PA Note: Project has $903K STBG in FFY24 for design and $2,391K STBG in FFY25
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Public Participation
The Corridor MPO keeps the citizens of the Cedar Rapids metro 
area as informed as possible regarding its actions. Notices of all 
meetings of the Policy Board and Advisory Committees such as the 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) are posted on 
the Corridor MPO’s website, Facebook page, and sent electronically to 
all media providers in the metropolitan area. Additionally, notices are 
electronically sent to various social service agencies and members of 
the public who have requested notification of meetings.

The Corridor MPO has made contact with metro area social service 
providers to make them aware of the Corridor MPO’s existence and 
purpose.  Inquiries were made to find out if these agencies experienced 
gaps in the transportation network and if they had any suggestions 
to remedy identified gaps. The Corridor MPO plans to continue 
contact with these agencies as part of development of the Passenger 
Transportation Plan (PTP) to further discuss concerns or questions 
regarding the transportation network in the metro area.

The Corridor MPO encourages public comment at all times and 
collects public comment during the entire TIP review process prior 
to adoption of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The 
Corridor MPO normally holds two open houses during the TIP process 
(after receiving project requests and prior to adoption). However, due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic these public meetings have been replaced 
by a robust online survey and outreach campaign regarding each TIP 
project. Public comments are published with the final document and 
all comments are made available to the Corridor MPO Policy Board 
members.  All TIP amendments are subject to a public comment 
period that runs from the meeting date that the amendment is first 
discussed to the next scheduled meeting date (approximately a month) 
when the Policy Board takes formal action on the amendment. 

The website provides information on the Corridor MPO’s history, 
membership, meeting and event notices, publications, maps, TIP, 
member links, and contact information for staff.

The Corridor MPO and CR Transit provide for public comment 
opportunity for transit users and concerned citizens regarding transit 
funds, including but not limited to 5307 Urbanized Area Formula 
Grants, normally through two Corridor MPO TIP open houses and a 
Transportation Advisory Group (TAG) meeting. This year the process 
was brought online with a focused effort to receive feedback. TAG did 
review the proposed TIP project via virtual format. Normally, the first 
open house is held in March and followed by a second open house 
in June however, both of these events were replaced by robust online 
outreach. Normally both are held at the NewBo City Market during 
the evening. Additionally, the first TAG meeting of the year is held 
at the Cedar Rapids public library in February, free lunch is provided 
to attendees - this year the meeting was virtual. The TAG is designed 
to collect public input from all transit interested parties, including 
private transportation providers and human services organizations, 
representing the employment–related transportation needs of welfare 
recipients and low-income individuals. Also all MPO public meetings 
(TTAC, Executive Committee, and Policy Board) have an open public 
comment period for comments on the TIP through all stages of its 
development - these meetings were held virtually this year. This public 
input process satisfies the Section 5307 POP requirements of the FTA.

Also, in developing metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs, the 
MPO will consult with agencies and officials responsible for other 
planning activities within the metropolitan planning area affected 
by transportation and coordinate the planning process with them. 
Such groups include: State and local planning departments, economic 
development, environmental protection, airport operators, freight 
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operators, and anyone providing transportation assisted by federal 
sources. Metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs shall be developed 
with due consideration of the other related planning actives within the 
metropolitan area and the process shall provide for the design and 
delivery of transportation services within the area.

Finally, if the final metropolitan transportation plan or TIP differs 
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.

Summary of Online Outreach Round One for the FFY 22 - FFY 
25 TIP

A targeted survey was released online via CorridorMPO.com, our 
Facebook.com, and via email. This survey allowed for formal public 
comment and for people to directly weigh in on each project and what 
projects they preferred as compared to other projects seeking funding. 
This data is available in the Appendix.  

Also, all TIP applications were posted on Facebook for further comment. 
This process generated a lot of views and comments regarding all 
projects. MPO staff found this medium of communication to be very 
effective generating public input. 

All Facebook comments can be found at 
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 

Staff also hosted a virtual open house on Facebook Live to overview 
projects and solicit comments and questions. The event had 14 attendees 
and created good discussion about project design. A summary of this 

event can be found in the Appendix.

Summary of Online Outreach Round Two for the FFY 22 - FFY 
25 TIP

A second online effort to generate comments regarding TIP projects 
began on June 15th coinciding with the opening of the formal public 
comment period. A second virtual open house to review projects 
proposed for funding will take place on June 23rd. These efforts are 
to replace the second in-person open house that normally happens 
in June that is focused on letting citizens know what projects were 
selected for funding in the draft TIP. It is happening virtually due to 
the COVID-29 pandemic. These comments can also be found in the 
Appendix.
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Project Review & Selection Process

Process for programming of STBG, STBG Swap and Iowa’s TAP 
funds

The Corridor MPO begins the TIP development process in September 
by making a call for funding requests for Surface Transportation Block 
Grant Program (STBG).  This is followed by sending applications to 
TTAC members. All projects requesting funding must be in the LRTP 
Fiscally Constrained Project list to be considered. 

Regarding Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) funds, the Iowa 
DOT is now managing the TAP funding process. Iowa’s TAP funds 
may be used in any year of the TIP. Funding allocations of TAP are 
made on a competitive statewide basis and reviewed by the Iowa DOT.

The application (included in the Appendix) describes the purpose 

of the TIP, the requirements for requesting funding from the MPO, 
and the process that will be used to select projects.  The following 
information is required of every project submittal:

1. Project Name
2. Project Description
3. Location Map
4. Funding Amount Requested
5. Estimated Project Cost (inflated 5% per year to year of
expenditure by sponsor)
6. Project Sponsor
7. Contact Person
8. Purpose and Need Narrative
9. Fiscally Constrained Plan Rank
10. Project Readiness
11. Preliminary Design Plans
12. Project Schedule

All eligible entities within the MPO Planning Area Boundary 
(sponsors), regardless of dues paying status, are allowed to submit 
applications to the MPO. Sponsors complete the above mentioned 
application for projects, or portions of projects, that are included in 
the Fiscally Constrained Plan.  The applications are reviewed by MPO 
Staff for completeness and distributed to TTAC for their review.

Part of the TTAC review process is an in-depth review of each project 
from a small group of TTAC members with an expertise specific to 
the given travel mode being reviewed. Small group meetings do not 
supplant the normal TTAC process but are conducted to provide all 
TTAC, Executive, and Policy Board members with detailed comments 
from subject matter experts. In this way, project designs are improved 
via a more comprehensive review, allowing policy makers to make 
more informed decisions. All small group reports are in the Appendix.
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notifies the jurisdiction that it has received a certain amount of STBG 
or STBG Swap funds for a specific project and reminds the jurisdiction 
of its obligation to provide the following as a condition of receiving 
funding:

1. Annual Project Status Report
2. Show progress on the project within three years of funding
program year
3. Include the Corridor MPO on correspondence with the Iowa
DOT
4. Notify the Corridor MPO of any changes in project scope

TTAC reviews the project submittals and makes a funding 
recommendation to the Executive Committee that is based on the 
amount of available STBG funding for road, trail, transit, and Safe 
Routes to School (SRTS) projects as well as the project’s rank in the 
Fiscally Constrained Project list.  The Policy Board adopted a policy 
in 2020 that directs 47% of all funds to road projects, 30% to trail 
projects, and 18% to transit related projects, and 5% to SRTS for 
4 years (FFY22 to FFY25). The Executive Committee then makes a 
funding recommendation to the Policy Board, which is considered 
during approval of the draft TIP.

All projects identified in the Fiscally Constrained Plan have been 
ranked using scoring criteria (included in the Appendix) that is based 
on the goals of the 2045 LRTP.  Projects are scored, generally, off the 
seven goals of the 2045 LRTP (which are based on the ten federal 
planning factors):

1. Safety and security,
2. Economic vitality,
3. Sustainability and health,
4. Transportation choices,
5. System operations,
6. Maintenance, and
7. Stormwater and green features.

This method of scoring allows for applicants, MPO Staff, TTAC, the 
Policy Board, and the public to understand the relation between the 
submitted projects and the overall plan.  This method was fully vetted 
and understood by both TTAC and the Policy Board.

A notice of award is then sent to jurisdictions receiving MPO funding 
for projects (included in the Appendix).  This document formally 
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Process for Selecting Non-Locally Programmed Projects

There are numerous Iowa DOT administered funding programs that 
Corridor MPO member jurisdictions have received funding from.  The 
funding sources for these programs are either federal or state and are 
distributed through either a competitive grant program or by system 
evaluation.  These projects are amended into the TIP if not awarded 
during the TIP development period and are subject to the Corridor 
MPO’s public notice procedures.  Below is the list of programs that the 
metro area commonly receives funds from:

• Iowa Clean Air Attainment Program (ICAAP)
• State Transportation Alternatives Program
• Federal Recreational Trails Fund Program
• State Recreational Trails Fund Program
• Revitalize Iowa’s Sound Economy (RISE)
• Iowa Traffic Engineering Assistance Program (TEAP)
• Traffic Safety Improvement Program (TSIP)
• STBG Highway Bridge Program (STBG-HBP)
• City Bridge Program

MAP-21 eliminated the Highway Bridge Program so the funding of 
bridge projects is different compared to past federal transportation bills.  
The STBG-HBP program uses Surface Transportation Block Grant 
(STBG) funds and is dedicated to both on- and off-system bridges 
in counties.  The City Bridge Program is a competitive program that 
awards STBG funds to cities for bridges that are structurally deficient 
or functionally obsolete.  Project awards are limited to $1 million.  Of 
the STBG funds set aside for bridge projects, 79% is for the STBG-HBP 
and the remaining 21% for the City Bridge Program.

Performance Based Planning
The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP‐21) 
transportation bill, and continuing in the FAST‐Act, states and MPOs 
are required to use performance based transportation planning 
practices. MPO TIPs are required to document compliance with each 
of the following performance based planning categories.

PM1: Safety
Rather than setting its own safety targets, the Corridor MPO has 
chosen to support the Iowa DOT’s safety targets as published in the 
Iowa Highway Safety Improvement Program 2019 Annual Report. 
The MPO supports those targets by reviewing and programming all 
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) projects within the 
MPO boundary that are included in the DOT’s TIP.

Any Iowa DOT sponsored HSIP projects within the MPO area were 
selected based on the safety performance measures and were approved 
by the Iowa Transportation Commission. The Iowa DOT conferred 
with numerous stakeholder groups, including the Corridor MPO, 
as part of its target setting process. Working in partnership with 
local agencies, Iowa DOT safety investments were identified and 
programmed which will construct effective countermeasures to reduce 
traffic fatalities and serious injuries. The Iowa DOT projects chosen for 
HSIP investment are based on crash history, roadway characteristics, 
and the existence of infrastructure countermeasure that can address 
the types of crashes present. The Iowa DOT continues to utilize a 
systemic safety improvement process rather than relying on “hot spot” 
safety improvements.
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PM2: Pavement and Bridge
Rather than setting its own pavement and bridge targets, the Corridor 
MPO has chosen to support the Iowa DOT’s pavement and bridge 
targets as submitted in the most recent baseline period performance 
report.  The MPO supports those targets by reviewing and programming 
all Interstate and National Highway System projects within the MPO 
boundary that are included in the DOT’s TIP.  

Any Iowa DOT sponsored pavement and bridge projects within the 
MPO area were determined in alignment with the Iowa Transportation 
Asset Management Plan (TAMP) and the pavement and bridge 
performance measures.  The TAMP connects Iowa in Motion 2045 
and system/modal plans to Iowa DOT’s Five-Year Program and the 
STIP.  Iowa in Motion 2045 defines a vision for transportation over 
the next 20 years, while the Five-Year Program and STIP identify 
specific investments over the next four to five years.  The TAMP has 
a 10-year planning horizon and ensures that investments in the Five-
Year Program and STIP are consistent with Iowa DOT’s long-term 
vision.  In 2019, the TAMP will also integrate the pavement and bridge 
performance targets.

The Iowa DOT conferred with numerous stakeholder groups, including 
the Corridor MPO and local owners of NHS assets, as part of its target 
setting process.  The methodology used to set targets used current and 
historical data on condition and funding to forecast future condition.  
Asset management focuses on performing the right treatment at the 
right time to optimize investments and outcomes.  Management 
systems are utilized to predict bridge and pavement needs and help 
determine the amount of funding needed for stewardship of the 
system.  The TAMP discusses the major investment categories that 
the Commission allocates funding through.  Once the Commission 
approves the funding for these categories, Iowa DOT recommends the 
allocation of the funds to specific projects using the processes described 
in the TAMP.  Pavement and bridge projects are programmed to help 
meet the desired program outcomes in the TAMP.

PM3: System Performance and Freight 
The Corridor MPO has chosen to support the Iowa DOT’s system 
and freight reliability targets as submitted in the most recent baseline 
period performance report.  The MPO supports those targets by 
reviewing and programming all Interstate and National Highway 
System projects within the MPO boundary that are included in the 
DOT’s Transportation Improvement Program.
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The Iowa DOT conferred with numerous stakeholder groups, 
including the Corridor MPO as part of its target setting process.  
Variability within the existing travel time dataset was used to forecast 
future condition.  Projects focused on improving pavement and 
bridge condition also often help improve system reliability and freight 
movement.  Additional projects focused specifically on improving 
these areas of system performance are developed in alignment with 
the target-setting process for related performance measures, and the 
freight improvement strategies and freight investment plan included 
in the State Freight Plan.  This plan includes a detailed analysis and 
prioritization of freight bottlenecks, which are locations that should 
be considered for further study and possibly for future improvements.  
The process also involved extensive input from State, MPO, RPA, 
and industry representatives.  State projects identified in the freight 
investment plan and programmed in the STIP were highly-ranked 
freight bottlenecks.  

TAM: Transit Asset Management
Compliance with transit asset management (TAM) performance based 
planning requirements begin on October 1, 2018. To comply with 
the transit asset management performance, the Corridor MPO has 
adopted the standards as set by CR Transit.

Public transit capital projects included in the STIP align with the 
transit asset management (TAM) planning and target setting processes 
undertaken by the Iowa DOT, transit agencies, and MPOs. The Iowa 
DOT establishes a group TAM plan and group targets for all small urban 
and rural providers while large urban providers establish their own 
TAM plans and targets. Investments are made in alignment with TAM 
plans with the intent of keeping the state’s public transit vehicles and 
facilities in a state of good repair and meeting transit asset management 

targets. The Iowa DOT allocates funding for transit rolling stock in 
accordance with the Public Transit Management System process. In 
addition, the Iowa DOT awards public transit infrastructure grants in 
accordance with the project priorities established in Iowa Code chapter 
924. Additional state and federal funding sources that can be used by 
transit agencies for vehicle and facility improvements are outlined in 
the funding chapter of the Transit Manager’s Handbook. Individual 
transit agencies determine the use of these sources for capital and 
operating expenses based on their local needs.

Finally, CR Transit prioritizes capital and facility improvements first 
by ensuring that all rolling stock has not exceeded its useful life. Any 
buses that exceed this evaluation are the top priority for investment. 
A similar process is used to evaluate facilities. An evaluation is made 
yearly about the condition of all facilities and if they are in need of 
repair or replacement. However, facility improvements are of a 
secondary concern to rolling stock. CR Transit is focused on ensuring 
all of its buses are operating within their useful life before maintenance 
costs begin to increase rapidly. All of these items are evaluated with the 
update of the Passenger Transportation Plan, with many opportunities 
for public input. 
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Transit Safety
Public transit projects included in the STIP align with the transit 
safety planning and target setting processes undertaken by the transit 
agencies and MPOs. While the Iowa DOT provided assistance with 
the development of initial Public Transportation Agency Safety 
Plans (PTASPs), each large urban transit provider is responsible 
for implementing its PTASP, which includes transit safety targets. 
Investments are made in alignment with PTASPs with the intent of
keeping the state’s public transit operations, vehicles, and 
facilities safe and meeting transit safety targets. State and 
federal funding sources that can be used by transit agencies for 
operations, vehicles, and facility improvements are outlined 
in the funding chapter of the Transit Manager’s Handbook. 
Individual transit agencies determine the use of these  sources  
for capital and operating expenses based on their local needs.
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Changes to the Transportation Improvement Program
Often after development and subsequent adoption of the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), changes need to be made to the list of 
programmed projects.  Examples of changes are:

• Adding projects
• Deleting projects
• Moving a project between years in the TIP
• Adjusting project cost
• Changing the vehicle numbers of transit vehicles

A major requirement of a project receiving Federal transportation 
funds is for that project to be included in the TIP and Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  Once a project has 
received Federal Authorization for construction it does not need to 
be included in the TIP.  This is one of two major reasons for adding or 
deleting a project from the TIP.  The other major reason for adding a 
project is the awarding of a grant or earmark for a project, which can 
happen throughout the year.

Revisions to the TIP are classified as either “administrative 
modifications” or “amendments”.  Administrative modifications are 
minor changes involving the following:
• Project cost - changes that do not increase federal-aid by more

than 30% or do not increase total federal-aid by more than $2 
million from the original amount,

• Schedule changes – updates to the schedules for projects included
in the first four years of the TIP,

• Funding source - changes to funding from one source to another,
• Scope changes – all changes to the project’s scope require an

amendment.

Amendments are major changes involving the following:

• Project cost - changes that increase federal-aid by more than 30%
or increase total federal-aid by more than $2 million from the
original amount,

• Schedule changes - projects added or deleted from the TIP,
• Funding sources – projects receiving additional federal funding

sources, and
• Scope changes – changing the project termini, the amount of

through traffic lanes, type of work from an overlay to reconstruction, 
or a change to include widening of the roadway.

Administrative modifications and amendments are subject to 
different Corridor MPO Policy Board and public review procedures.  
Administrative modifications are processed internally and are 
shared with the Policy Board and the public as informational items.  
Amendments regarding providing funds to a new project or providing 
additional funds to a project are presented to the Policy Board and a 
public comment period is opened.  Public comments are shared with 
the Policy Board and action is taken to approve the amendment.  Due 
to recent changes in the Policy Board meeting schedule, the Corridor 
MPO Executive Committee (one representative from each member 
jurisdiction) has been given the authority to approve all amendments 
except those involving changing the funding of Corridor MPO funded 
projects.  The Executive Committee meets monthly.

Projects utilizing Iowa’s Swap funding will comply with the above 
amendment and modification processes.
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Transit Financial Forecasting
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CORRIDOR MPO
2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures Framework
Revised May 9, 2019

OBJECTIVES ROAD PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

Safety Features:
1 pt. – Project includes one Tier Two safety feature.
2 pts. – Project includes two Tier Two safety features.
3 pts. – Project includes three or more Tier Two safety features, or one Tier One safety feature.
4 pts. – Project includes one Tier Two safety feature and one Tier One safety feature.
5 pts. – Project includes two Tier Two safety features and one Tier One safety feature.
6 pts. – Project includes three or more Tier Two safety features and one Tier One safety features, or two or more Tier One safety features.
High Crash Areas:
0 pts. – Not located in a defined high crash area.
6 pts. – Located in a defined high crash area.
Multimodal Elements:
0 pts. - Project does not include multimodal features.
3 pts. - Project does includes improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit use.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 15

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

Connectivity to Major Destinations:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any major employers, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
3 pts. - Project connects to one major employer, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
6 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions or other regional activity center.
Enhanced Goods Movement:
0 pts. - Project does not improve movement of goods within the region and does not improve connectivity to freight or logistics centers.
3 pts. - Project improves movement of goods within the region, but does not improve connectivity to freight or logistics center.
6 pts. - Project improves movement of goods within the region and improves connectivity to freight or logistics center.
Supportive of Community Planning: 
0 pts. - Project is not part of an adopted plan.
2 pts. - Project is part of an adopted plan. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

SUSTAINABILITY & 
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources
for all populations

Active Transportation:
0 pts. - Project does not include any walking, biking or transit component.
2 pts. - Project contains one active transportation component.
5 pts. - Project contains two active transportation components.
8 pts. - Project contains more than two active transportation components.
Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
3 pts. - Project provides benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
Sustainability:
0 pts. - Project does not include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
2 pts. - Project does include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
3 pts. - Project includes elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improves air quality and supports in-fill development.
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on filling 
gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

Congestion Improvement:
0 pts. - Project does not impact congestion issue.
3 pts. - Project includes element to reduce or improve congestion issue (Defined by LOS or delay).
6 pts. - Project is substantially focused on improving congestion issue (Defined by LOS or delay).
System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not include element to reduce or fill a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network.
3 pts. - Project does not include element to reduce or fill a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
6 pts. - Project includes element that reduces a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network.
9 pts. - Project includes element that fills a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network. 
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 15

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special 
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

System Reliability Improvement:
0 pts. - Project includes no TSMO strategies, access management or ITS features.
2 pts. - Project includes one TSMO, access management strategies or ITS feature.
5 pts. - Project includes two TSMO, access management strategies or ITS features.
8 pts. - Project includes multiple TSMO, access management strategies or ITS features and addressed non-recurring congestion events.
System Redundancy:
0 pts. - Project does not improve system redundancy.
6 pts. - Project improves system redundancy. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

 MAINTENANCE • Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize system 
preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions

System Preservation:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new roadway facility.
2 pts. - Projects addresses physical deficiency in existing facility, but adds additional lane capacity.
5 pts. - Project addressed physical deficiency in existing facility and extends useful life of the asset.
8 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing facility, extends useful life of asset and include complete streets elements. 
Preservation of Regional Facility:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new roadway facility.
3 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified collector.
4 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified minor arterial.
5 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified major arterial.
6 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified National Highway System.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains one or less green design element.
2 pt. - Project contains two green design element.
5 pts. - Project contains three green design elements.
8 pts. - Project contains more than three green design elements.
Recurring Natural Hazards/Incidents:
0 pts. - Project does not address recurring natural hazards/incidents.
3 pts. - Project addresses recurring natural hazards/incidents.
Supportive of Stormwater Policies:
0 pts. Project is not supported by adopted stormwater plan or policy.
3 pts. - Project is supported by adopted stormwater plan or policy. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

GOAL
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CORRIDOR MPO
2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures Framework
Revised May 9, 2019

 OBJECTIVES  TRAILS PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes 
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include safety features and is not located in a defined high crash area.
3 pts. - Project does include at least one safety feature, but not located in a defined high crash area
6 pts. - Project includes two safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
13 pts. - Project includes three or more safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
Multimodal Elements:
0 pts. - Project does not include multimodal features.
4 pts. - Project does includes improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit use.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

Connectivity to Major Destinations:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any major employers, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
2 pts. - Project connects to one major employer, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
4 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions or other regional activity center.
10 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions, other regional activity center and is a tourist attraction itself.
Supportive of Community Planning: 
0 pts. - Project is not part of an adopted plan.
6 pts. - Project is part of an adopted plan. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

SUSTAINABILITY & 
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources 
for all populations

Active Transportation Connections:
0 pts. - Project does not provide new connection to neighborhood services.
6 pts. - Project provides connections to neighborhood services for bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or transit. 
Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide a benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
6 pts. - Project provides a benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
Environmental Impacts:
0 pts. - Project does not include elements that protects environmentally sensitive areas.
5 pts. - Project includes elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements 
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on 
filling gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any existing facility.
4 pts. - Project connects to existing system, does not reduce or fill a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
8 pts. - Project reduces a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.
13 pts. - Project fills a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network. 
Congestion Improvement:
0 pts. - Project does not impact congestion issue.
2 pts. - Project includes element to reduce or improve congestion.
4 pts. - Project is substantially focused on improving congestion issue.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special 
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

N/A

 MAINTENANCE • Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize system 
preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions

System Preservation:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new trail facility.
4 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail, but adds additional trail capacity.
6 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail and extends useful life of the asset.
9 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail, extends useful life of asset and improves trail surface materials.
Preservation of Regional Facility:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new trail.
4 pts. - Project is a local trail.
8 pts. - Project connects multiple jurisdictions.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains no green design elements.
4 pts. - Project contains one green design element.
8 pts. - Project contains two green design elements.16
16 pts. - Project contains more than two green design elements.
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

GOAL
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CORRIDOR MPO
2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures Framework
Revised May 9, 2019

 OBJECTIVES  TRAILS PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and
emergency management plans

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include safety features and is not located in a defined high crash area.
3 pts. - Project does include at least one safety feature, but not located in a defined high crash area
6 pts. - Project includes two safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
13 pts. - Project includes three or more safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
Multimodal Elements:
0 pts. - Project does not include multimodal features.
4 pts. - Project does includes improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit use.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

Connectivity to Major Destinations:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any major employers, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
2 pts. - Project connects to one major employer, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
4 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions or other regional activity center.
10 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions, other regional activity center and is a tourist attraction itself.
Supportive of Community Planning:
0 pts. - Project is not part of an adopted plan.
6 pts. - Project is part of an adopted plan.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

SUSTAINABILITY &
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources
for all populations

Active Transportation Connections:
0 pts. - Project does not provide new connection to neighborhood services.
6 pts. - Project provides connections to neighborhood services for bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or transit.
Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide a benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
6 pts. - Project provides a benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
Environmental Impacts:
0 pts. - Project does not include elements that protects environmentally sensitive areas.
5 pts. - Project includes elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

TRANSPORTATION
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on
filling gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any existing facility.
4 pts. - Project connects to existing system, does not reduce or fill a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
8 pts. - Project reduces a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.
13 pts. - Project fills a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.
Congestion Improvement:
0 pts. - Project does not impact congestion issue.
2 pts. - Project includes element to reduce or improve congestion.
4 pts. - Project is substantially focused on improving congestion issue.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special
events, weather, and construction
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

N/A

 MAINTENANCE • Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize system
preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions

System Preservation:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new trail facility.
4 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail, but adds additional trail capacity.
6 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail and extends useful life of the asset.
9 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail, extends useful life of asset and improves trail surface materials.
Preservation of Regional Facility:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new trail.
4 pts. - Project is a local trail.
8 pts. - Project connects multiple jurisdictions.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

STORMWATER & GREEN
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains no green design elements.
4 pts. - Project contains one green design element.
8 pts. - Project contains two green design elements.16
16 pts. - Project contains more than two green design elements.
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

GOAL

CORRIDOR MPO
2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures Framework
Revised May 9, 2019

 OBJECTIVES  TRANSIT PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include safety or security features.
4 pts. - Project does include some safety features.
10 pts. - Project includes both safety features and security features.
17 pts. - Project includes safety features, security features, and provides accommodations / improved facilities for multiple modes.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

Connectivity to Major Destinations:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any major employers, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
5 pts. - Project connects to one major employer, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
10 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions or other regional activity center.
Supportive of Community Planning: 
0 pts. - Project is not part of an adopted plan.
6 pts. - Project is part of an adopted plan. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

SUSTAINABILITY & 
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources
for all populations

Active Transportation:
0 pts. - Project does not include any biking or transit component.
5 pts. - Project contains  bicycle and transit components.
Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
6 pts. - Project provides benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
Sustainability:
0 pts. - Project does not include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
3 pts. - Project does include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
6 pts. - Project does include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality, and includes alternate fuel element.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on filling 
gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

System Connectivity:
6 pts. - Project improves access for pedestrians.
12 pts. - Project improves access for pedestrians and bicyclists.
17 pts. - Project improves access for pedestrians and bicyclists, and connections to intercity services.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special 
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

Transit System Information:
0 pts. - Project includes no technology features (APC, AVL, Wi-Fi on buses, real time bus information) 
2 pts. - Project includes one technology feature.
5 pts. - Project includes two technology features.
10 pts. - Project include three or more technology enhancements.
System Performance:
0 pts. - Project does not improve system performance.
7 pts. - Project improves system on-time performance or reliability. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

 MAINTENANCE • Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize system 
preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions

State of Good Repair:
0 pts. - Project does not address a SGR issue.
5 pts. - Project replaces transit rolling stock that has met its useful life.
10 pts. - Project replaces transit rolling stock that has exceeded its useful life by more than one year and less than five years.
16 pts. - Project replaces transit rolling stock that has exceeded its useful life by more than five years. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

N/A

GOAL
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CORRIDOR MPO
2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures Framework
May 9, 2019

 OBJECTIVES  SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes 
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include an infrastructure improvement and is not in a defined high crash area.
10pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, but is not located in a defined high crash area.
15 pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, and is located in a defined high crash area.
25 pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, is located in a defined high crash area, and provides accommodations / improved facilities for multiple 
modes.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs N/A

SUSTAINABILITY & HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources 
for all populations

Active Transportation:
0 pts. - Project does not include any walking, biking or transit component.
5 pts. - Project contains pedestrian or bicycle component.
10 pts. - Project contains pedestrian and bicycle components.

Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
10 pts. - Project provides benefit to an Environmental Justice area.

Distance from Schools:
0 pts. - Project is located between 1/2 and 2 miles from a school
3 pts. - Project is located within 1/2 mile of a school
5 pts. - Project is located within 1/4 mile of a school
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements 
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on 
filling gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any existing facility.
5 pts. - Project does not reduce or fill a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
15 pts. - Project reduces a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.
25 pts. - Project fills a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

N/A

 MAINTENANCE
• Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize
system preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge 
conditions

N/A

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains no green design elements.
5 pts. - Project contains one green design element.
15 pts. - Project contains two green design elements.
25 pts. - Project contains more than two green design elements.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

GOAL
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CORRIDOR MPO
2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures Framework
May 9, 2019

 OBJECTIVES  SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes 
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include an infrastructure improvement and is not in a defined high crash area.
10pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, but is not located in a defined high crash area.
15 pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, and is located in a defined high crash area.
25 pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, is located in a defined high crash area, and provides accommodations / improved facilities for multiple
modes.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs N/A

SUSTAINABILITY & HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources
for all populations

Active Transportation:
0 pts. - Project does not include any walking, biking or transit component.
5 pts. - Project contains pedestrian or bicycle component.
10 pts. - Project contains pedestrian and bicycle components.

Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
10 pts. - Project provides benefit to an Environmental Justice area.

Distance from Schools:
0 pts. - Project is located between 1/2 and 2 miles from a school
3 pts. - Project is located within 1/2 mile of a school
5 pts. - Project is located within 1/4 mile of a school
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

TRANSPORTATION CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on 
filling gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any existing facility.
5 pts. - Project does not reduce or fill a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
15 pts. - Project reduces a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.
25 pts. - Project fills a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

N/A

 MAINTENANCE
• Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize
system preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge
conditions

N/A

STORMWATER & GREEN
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains no green design elements.
5 pts. - Project contains one green design element.
15 pts. - Project contains two green design elements.
25 pts. - Project contains more than two green design elements.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

GOAL

Application for Surface Transportation Block Grant and 
Transportation Alternatives 
Due Wednesday, December 9th, 2020 (no exceptions) 

September 9st, 2020 
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Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this document is twofold. The first is to solicit requests from eligible member jurisdictions of the 
Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for project funding. The second is to provide the information 
necessary for review by Corridor MPO Staff, Advisory Committees, the public, and for a funding decision by the 
Corridor MPO Policy Board.  Projects that receive funding from the Corridor MPO will be listed in the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). 

The TIP is a four-year program of federally funded transportation projects in the metro area. The name is derived 
from the fiscal period that it covers. For example, the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY)12 – FFY15 TIP begins October of 
2011 and ends September of 2015. The projects in the TIP can be divided into four basic categories: 

• Locally decided projects (by the Corridor MPO)
• Grant/earmark recipient projects (state and federal)
• Transit funding requests to Iowa DOT
• Iowa DOT projects

The Corridor MPO receives three types of federal funding. Surface Transportation Block Grants (STBG) funds are 
the largest and can be used on road, bridge, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian projects. Transportation Alternatives 
Program (TAP) funds can only be used on non-motorized related projects.  Lastly, TAP Flex funds can be used 
for road, bridge, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian projects. TAP flex funds for FFY24 will be used as STBG - TAP 
funding. In FFY25, the Corridor MPO expects to receive $5,066,000 in new STBG funds, $261,000 in new STBG 
- TAP funds, and $199,000 in new TAP Flex funds. All estimates of funding are tentative until May of 2021. Based 
on the current funding policy, the amount of new and old funding for roads, trails, transit and Safe Routes 
to School (SRTS) is as follows: 

• FFY22 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY23 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY24 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY25 - $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS
• Total available: $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS

 Trail applicants please note that per Iowa DOT rules you may use TAP funding in any of the available
project years. This is made possible as the Iowa DOT, rather than the FHWA, manages all STBG - TAP
funds. There are $189,000 in STBG - TAP funds in FFY25 for trail use– TAP funds may be used in any
year. Please specify in what TIP year funds would be used.

 SRTS applicants per Iowa DOT request, all SRTS money will utilize STBG-TAP funds. This means SRTS
funding can be used in any year of the TIP. Please specify in what TIP year funds would be used.

TIP projects come from the fiscally constrained portion of the long-range transportation plan; requests for funding 
are submitted annually by jurisdictions. The funding is an 80/20 (federal/local) reimbursement program that is 
available in October of the previous year it is programmed. October is the beginning of the federal fiscal year. For 
example, Project X is programmed in FFY15, which means its funds become available in October of 2014. Please 
refer to Attachment C for the list of Fiscally Constrained Plan (FCP) projects. 
Per DOT STBG - TAP guidance, provided October 1st, 2017, all MPO funded projects that utilize STBG - TAP 
funds and have more than 50% MPO funding are eligible to receive up to 30% Statewide TAP funds (usually 
$1,000,000 per year) on a competitive basis. This 30% funding cannot be used to offset the local 20% matching 
funds. STBG - TAP projects must be located along a statewide byway or show a positive benefit for a local school. 
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This is an effort from the Iowa Transportation Commission to encourage Safe Routes to School and Iowa Byways 
projects.  

For a project to be included in the TIP, a resolution of support from the requesting jurisdiction(s) is required. This 
resolution of support is vital to show that the jurisdiction will commit itself to completing and maintaining the project. 
Additionally, the resolution will streamline the DOT authorization process. Please refer to Attachment H and I 
for DOT approved resolutions of support.  
Draft TIPs are due to the Iowa DOT by June 15th and the final is due by July 15th. The TIP is reviewed and approved 
by both the Iowa and US DOTs. Typically, two open houses are held to seek input from the public. 

The TIP is a living document that is subject to revisions and amendments throughout the year. These changes are 
due to newly received grants or changes in project timelines. 

Your application will formally be approved with the delivery of an Official Notice of Award from the Corridor MPO. 
Conditions of award include: providing the Corridor MPO with annual status reports on the progress of the 
project, demonstrating progress on the project within three years of the funding program year or risk 
revoking of funds, including the Corridor MPO on correspondence with the Iowa DOT, and notifying the Corridor 
MPO of any changes to the scope of the project, which may require approval by the Corridor MPO Policy Board. 
Demonstrating progress on a project is defined by having a signed agreement with the DOT. 

Required Information 
The following information is required to receive funding consideration from the Corridor MPO and must be included 
on the Funding Request Application Form (Attachment A): 

• Project Name – The Project Name should match what is identified in the LRTP FCP. If the project is only
a portion or phase of the identified project then it should include the larger name and the portion submitted
for funding consideration.

• Project Sponsor – The name of the eligible Corridor MPO member jurisdiction sponsoring the project and
providing the local match (minimum of 20% of the cost of the project). If more than one jurisdiction is
involved then please identify the lead jurisdiction that will be responsible for project development.

• Contact Person – Contact information (name, e-mail, phone number, address) for the project manager.

• Project Description – The Project Description should match what is identified in the LRTP FCP, or if it is
a portion or phase of the identified project, then it should clearly identify the limits of the project. The
improvements planned as part of the project should be clearly stated (ex: signalization, add travel lanes,
add X feet of turn lane, construct trail). It is important to note that projects submitted for funding in the TIP
need to match the project description as listed in the LRTP. Any part of the project outside of the project
limits listed in the LRTP will not be eligible for funding. Additionally, any projects authorized by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) that include federally funded work outside of the project limits as listed in
the TIP and the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) may be subject to losing all or some
of the federal funds for the project.(see Attachment E for more information)

• Purpose and Need Narrative – Provide a brief description of the problem the project will address (ex:
reduce rear-end collisions) or the goal of the project (support economic development or encourage
multimodal transportation) and why it should be funded now. This is also an opportunity to provide an
update on the project from when it was originally identified in the Fiscally Constrained Plan.

• Fiscally Constrained Plan Score – Identify the FCP score of the project. Please see Attachment C.
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• Project Readiness – Provide summary information on the following:
o ROW – Is Right-of-Way (ROW) required or has it already been acquired or is it not necessary.
o Environmental – Is environmental clearance required or has it already been acquired.
o Local Match (other funding secured) – Is the local match secured (minimum of 20% of the project

cost) or when is it anticipated to be secured. Identify other funding sources (state or federal)
that have been received for the project.

o Public Engagement – What type of public engagement has been used to date or what is the plan
to make sure the public is informed of the project and its impacts. Provide the feedback that has
been received to date.

• Project Schedule – Provide the anticipated project development schedule, please provide estimates by
month and year.

• Funding Requested – The amount of federal funding that is requested from the Corridor MPO.

• Estimated Project Cost – Estimated cost of the project at the level of detail required for the Iowa DOT’s
Revitalize Iowa’s Sound Economy (RISE) applications. This means providing a description, number of
units, unit cost, and total cost for each item related to the construction of the project including design and
a contingency (see Attachment F, which will also be provided electronically). Project costs and requests
should be inflated to the year that funding is requested at an inflation rate of 5% per year. Please
include this as a line item on Attachment F.

• Location Map – Attach a map showing the location of the project and its location in the metro area. Limit
map sizes to no larger than 8.5-by-11-inches.

• Sketch Plan – A sketch plan of the project, including cross sections. If the cross section of your facility
varies across the project (width, number of lanes, etc.) include a cross section for each situation and
identify its location.

• Resolution of Support – Provide the appropriate resolution of support. See Attachments H and I for
language guidance approved by the DOT. Member communities may develop their own resolutions
of support per Iowa DOT. Trail projects must state that trails will be maintained for at least 20 years.

• Digital photographs (minimum of one) – Please provide photos that will help to explain the existing site
conditions of the proposed facility. It is not necessary to include photographs of all aspects or the entire
route of a project. Photos submitted should be representative of the project as a whole or should support
any particularly compelling or complex project area.

• Iowa DOT form 240004 – All trail and SRTS projects must include Iowa DOT form 240004). This is a
requirement as of October 1, 2017 for all trail projects. All requirements of this application and form 240004
must be met. Iowa DOT form 240004 is to be turned into MPO staff along with this application. MPO staff
will provide reviewed 240004 forms to the Iowa DOT. Iowa DOT will provide review, comment, and
approval, prior to Policy Board review for funding. All final funding decisions are retained by the MPO
Policy Board. This form is a requirement from Iowa DOT and FHWA in order to maintain local control of
TAP funding and is enforced statewide. Iowa DOT from 240004 can be found here. Please contact MPO
staff if you have any questions.
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• Project Readiness – Provide summary information on the following:
o ROW – Is Right-of-Way (ROW) required or has it already been acquired or is it not necessary.
o Environmental – Is environmental clearance required or has it already been acquired.
o Local Match (other funding secured) – Is the local match secured (minimum of 20% of the project

cost) or when is it anticipated to be secured. Identify other funding sources (state or federal)
that have been received for the project.

o Public Engagement – What type of public engagement has been used to date or what is the plan
to make sure the public is informed of the project and its impacts. Provide the feedback that has
been received to date.

• Project Schedule – Provide the anticipated project development schedule, please provide estimates by
month and year.

• Funding Requested – The amount of federal funding that is requested from the Corridor MPO.

• Estimated Project Cost – Estimated cost of the project at the level of detail required for the Iowa DOT’s
Revitalize Iowa’s Sound Economy (RISE) applications. This means providing a description, number of
units, unit cost, and total cost for each item related to the construction of the project including design and
a contingency (see Attachment F, which will also be provided electronically). Project costs and requests
should be inflated to the year that funding is requested at an inflation rate of 5% per year. Please
include this as a line item on Attachment F.

• Location Map – Attach a map showing the location of the project and its location in the metro area. Limit 
map sizes to no larger than 8.5-by-11-inches.

• Sketch Plan – A sketch plan of the project, including cross sections. If the cross section of your facility
varies across the project (width, number of lanes, etc.) include a cross section for each situation and
identify its location.

• Resolution of Support – Provide the appropriate resolution of support. See Attachments H and I for
language guidance approved by the DOT. Member communities may develop their own resolutions
of support per Iowa DOT. Trail projects must state that trails will be maintained for at least 20 years.

• Digital photographs (minimum of one) – Please provide photos that will help to explain the existing site
conditions of the proposed facility. It is not necessary to include photographs of all aspects or the entire
route of a project. Photos submitted should be representative of the project as a whole or should support
any particularly compelling or complex project area.

• Iowa DOT form 240004 – All trail and SRTS projects must include Iowa DOT form 240004). This is a
requirement as of October 1, 2017 for all trail projects. All requirements of this application and form 240004
must be met. Iowa DOT form 240004 is to be turned into MPO staff along with this application. MPO staff
will provide reviewed 240004 forms to the Iowa DOT. Iowa DOT will provide review, comment, and
approval, prior to Policy Board review for funding. All final funding decisions are retained by the MPO
Policy Board. This form is a requirement from Iowa DOT and FHWA in order to maintain local control of
TAP funding and is enforced statewide. Iowa DOT from 240004 can be found here. Please contact MPO
staff if you have any questions.

5

Process 

The following process will be used to select projects for funding in the TIP: 

• Corridor MPO Policy Board calls for funding requests
• Projects are reviewed by Corridor MPO Staff to verify inclusion in the FCP.
• Projects are reviewed by the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) and Executive

Committee, which provide funding recommendations to the Policy Board.
• Policy Board approves funding the project in the draft TIP and solicits public feedback.
• Policy Board approves funding the project in the final TIP and issuance of notice of award.

Application Due Date 
Applications must be submitted by December 9th, 2020 (no exceptions) to Brandon Whyte at 
B.Whyte@CorridorMPO.com and Hilary Hershner at H.Hershner@CorridorMPO.com.  

Funding by Year Available 
Please select funding for projects from the earliest available funding year that you are actually able to begin 
planning and engineering (PE), right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, or construction. Please note, that if PE or ROW 
acquisition can be accomplished in advance of a project’s construction (highly encouraged), funding 
allocation should reflect that. For example, the CeMar Trail had PE allocated one year in advance of its 
construction year. Additionally, if any entire project including construction can be funded and accomplished 
within the allotted funding for a fiscal year, please select the earliest year with funding available. Selecting the 
earliest achievable funding source will expedite overall project construction.  

Increasing Funding for Existing Projects 
An increase in funding of an existing project can only be requested at this time. Please indicate the funding year 
that additional funding is requested. A single time for all funding requests is required to ensure a competitive 
allocation of funds.  

Advancing Design or Construction of an Existing Project – No Additional Funds Requested 
Funding can be reallocated to earlier years for an existing project to advance design or construction only if the 
desired FFY has funding available. Please indicate the new funding distribution requested by year and project 
cost. New total cost must match the originally allocated cost. Through this process no new funding will 
be awarded. Funding vacated in the original project year will be made competitively available in next year’s TIP 
cycle. For example if PE costs $30,000 in FFY18 and $700,000 is unallocated in FFY17 a request can be made 
to receive $30,000 in FFY17. If approved through the competitive evaluation process, $30,000 will be allocated 
in FFY17 and $30,000 will be removed from that project’s FFY18 allocation. This newly available FFY18 
allocation will be made competitively available in next year’s TIP. Money cannot be moved from a FFY to an 
earlier one. Earlier unallocated FFY money must be used and a competitive selection process must be applied to 
allocate funding.  
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Attachment A - Funding Requests
Please refer to the “Requirements” section on pages 3 – 4 for guidance.

Project Name 

Project Sponsor (If more than one, please list all and indicate lead sponsor) 

Contact Person 

Name  

E-mail  

City  

Phone #  

Street Address    
Project Description 

Purpose & Need Narrative 

Project Score (Please see Attachment J) 

Project Readiness 

ROW 

Environmental 

Local Match   

Public Engagement 

Project Schedule (MM/YYYY) 

Design 

ROW Acquisition 

Environmental 

Construction 

Start Date 

Start Date 

Start Date 

Start Date 

Completion Date  

Completion Date  

Completion Date  

Completion Date  

NOTE: All trail/SRTS projects require Iowa DOT from 240004  in addition to this application. 
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Attachment A - Funding Requests (Continued) 
Application Form for New Projects

Please refer to the “Requirements” section on pages 3 – 4 for guidance. 

Note: please round all funding request to the nearest $1,000.00 

Project Name 

Funding Requested for Planning and Engineering 

$       FFY Requested     

Funding Requested Right-of-Way 

$       FFY Requested     

Funding Requested for Construction 

$       FFY Requested     

Estimated Total Funding Requested (No more than 80% of Total Project Cost) 

$     

Estimated Total Project Cost (Includes the federal 80% requested above and the 20% local match) 

$     

Project costs and requests should be inflated to the year that funding is requested at a rate of 5% per year. 
Please document this inflation on your cost estimates indicated on Attachment F. 

Available Funding: 

• FFY22 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY23 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS 
• FFY24 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY25 - $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS
• Total available: $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS 

 SRTS applicants per Iowa DOT request all SRTS money will utilize STBG-TAP funds. This means SRTS funding can be used in
any year of the TIP. Please specify in what TIP year funds would be used.
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Attachment A - Funding Requests (Continued) 
Application Form for Increasing Funds to an Existing Project

Please refer to the “Requirements” section on pages 3 – 4 for guidance. 

Note: please round all funding request to the nearest $1,000.00 

Project Name 

Original Amount Awarded from the MPO 

$       FFY Awarded     

New Funding Requested for Planning and Engineering (Leave blank if no new funding is requested) 

$       FFY Requested     

New Funding Requested Right-of-Way (Leave blank if no new funding is requested) 

$       FFY Requested     

New Funding Requested for Construction (Leave blank if no new funding is requested) 

$       FFY Requested     

Total Additional Funding Requested 

$       FFY Requested     

New Estimated Total Project Cost (Includes the federal 80% requested above and the 20% local match) 

$     

Project costs and requests should be inflated to the year that funding is requested at a rate of 5% per year. 
Please document this inflation on your cost estimates indicated on Attachment F. 

Available Funding: 

• FFY22 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY23 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS 
• FFY24 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY25 - $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS 
• Total available: $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS 

 SRTS applicants per Iowa DOT request all SRTS money will utilize STBG-TAP funds. This means SRTS funding can be used in
any year of the TIP. Please specify in what TIP year funds would be used.
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Attachment A - Funding Requests (Continued) 
Application Form for Advancing Design, ROW or Construction 

of an Existing Project – No Additional Funds Requested
Please refer to the “Requirements” section on pages 3 – 4 for guidance. 

Note: please round all funding request to the nearest $1,000.00 

Project Name 

Original Amount of Funding Requested from the MPO 

$       FFY Requested     

Funding Requested for Advancement of Planning and Engineering (Will be deducted from currently funded year) 

$       FFY Requested     

Funding Requested Advancement of Right-of-Way (Will be deducted from currently funded year) 

$  FFY Requested 

Funding Requested for Advancement of Construction (Will be deducted from currently funded year) 

$  FFY Requested 

Total Funding Deducted from Currently Funded Year 

$       Currently Funded Year     

Estimated Total Project Cost (Both federal and local portions. Cannot be different than original estimated 
total project cost) 
$     
Project costs and requests should be inflated to the year that funding is requested at a rate of 5% per year. 
Please document this inflation on your cost estimates indicated on Attachment F. 

Available Funding: 

• FFY22 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY23 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS 
• FFY24 - $0 for roads; $0 for trails; $0 for transit; $0 for SRTS
• FFY25 - $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS
• Total available: $2,551,000 for roads; $1,628,000 for trails; $977,000 for transit; $271,000 for SRTS 

 SRTS applicants per Iowa DOT request all SRTS money will utilize STBG-TAP funds. This means SRTS funding can be used in
any year of the TIP. Please specify in what TIP year funds would be used.
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Attachment B 
2045 LRTP Design Factors 

Required Information (FOR ROAD PROJECTS ONLY) 

In compliance with the Corridor MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan, 2045 LRTP, design characteristics 
need to correspond with those listed in Chapter 8. Variances are allowed with the Transportation Technical 
Advisory Committee’s (TTAC) approval or an official design exception granted from the Iowa Department of 
Transportation (depending on the nature of the exact design specifications planned for the project). 

Please fill in the design factors that will be used for your project below. 

What basic set of design factors will be used for this project? (see page 99 of the 2045 LRTP for guidance) 

Base Design Factor Used (click for dropdown list):   Rural Road 

Please list the typical dimensions used in your project (deviations from the typical cross section do not need to be 
listed here): 

Posted Speed:  

Parking Width (If provided): 

Transit - Is the project on a bus route? If so what accommodations will be provided? 

Number and Width of Through Travel Lanes: 

Median Width (If provided): 

Sidewalk - Is this residential or commercial area? How wide will the sidewalks be? 

Bicycle - Is the project area designated for bikeways in a local plan?  

  What, if any, bikeways will be provided? 

Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb): 

Public Frontage Width: 

Curb Offset (All Curbs): 

Sidewalk Distance from Right of Way Line: 

Is this a Truck Route? 

Will an Integral Curb and Gutter be used? 

Will Durable Pavement Markings be used? 

Are any design exceptions required from Iowa DOT? 
Are any design variances required from TTAC? 
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Attachment C 
2045 LRTP Fiscally Constrained  

Roads, Trails, Transit, and SRTS Plans  
Please refer to the Long Range Transportation Plan chapter 12 for more details. Click below or point 
your browser to: 
https://cms.revize.com/revize/cedarrapids/Community%20Development/MPO/Corridor%202045%20LRTP_FINA
L.pdf
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Attachment E – Authorization Information Accuracy 
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Attachment F – Estimated Project Cost 
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Attachment G – Funding Policy 

Amendments to the Vision Plan & Fiscally Constrained Plan  
There currently are no existing amendments. The normal amendment 

process will begin with applications due July 1st, 2021. 
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Attachment H – DOT Approved Resolution of Support - Trails

City (or County) of __________ 
Linn County, Iowa 

Resolution No. ____________________ 
Authorizing application to Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization for regional transportation funds and 

committing to provide local matching funds contingent upon award and acceptance of transportation grant funds. 
(The above can be specific to whatever is currently used in your community) 

WHEREAS, the City (or County) of __________________, (your city/county) Iowa is applying to the Corridor 
Metropolitan Planning Organization for $_________________ (amount of money) of federal Surface 
Transportation Block Grant (STBG) or Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside (TA) funding to _________________ 
(what you are doing, i.e. construct the Hoover Nature Trail) from _________________ to ___________________ 
(list both termini of project).  

WHEREAS, the City (or County) has the legal jurisdiction and authority to construct, finance, operate and maintain 
the proposed recreational trail within ___________ (your community’s name, I.e. Ely) city (or county) limits for a 
minimum of twenty years. 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY (or County) OF ___________, 
IOWA, as follows: 

1. That the City (or County) of __________, Iowa agrees to conform with the regulations, statutes, terms,
and conditions described in the application and instructions. 

2. Comply with conditions of accepting transportation funding from the Corridor Metropolitan Planning
Organization. 

3. That the City (or County) commits to provide the matching funds of $___________________ (your
local match at least 20% of total project cost) proposed in the funding application contingent upon 
award, and acceptance, of federal STBG or TA funding for the above mentioned project. The City (or 
County) of __________ is under no obligation to perform said project if ___________’s (city/county 
name) application for funding is not approved. 

4. That if federal STBG or TA funds are approved for the above mentioned project, the required local
matching funds will be included in the future Capital Improvements Program, and the City (or County) 
will adequately maintain the project for its intended public use for a minimum of twenty years following 
completion. 

Aye: (Council members in support) 
Nay: (Council members against) 
Abstain: 
Absent: 

Passed and Approved this _______ day of ________, 20__ 

      ______________________________ 
(Name and position here) 

Attest:__________________________ 
(Name and position here)
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Attachment I – Resolution of Support for Non-trail Projects 

City (or County)  of __________ 
Linn County, Iowa 

Resolution No. ____________________ 
Authorizing application to Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization for regional transportation funds and 

committing to provide local matching funds contingent upon award and acceptance of transportation grant funds. 
(The above can be specific to whatever is currently used in your community) 

WHEREAS, the City (or County) of __________________, (your city/county) Iowa is applying to the Corridor 
Metropolitan Planning Organization for $_________________ (amount of money) of federal Surface 
Transportation Block Grant (STBG) to _________________ (what you are doing, i.e. construct Hwy 100) from 
_________________ to ___________________ (list both termini of project).  

WHEREAS, the City (or County) has the legal jurisdiction and authority to construct, finance, operate, and maintain 
the proposed facility within ___________ (your community’s name, I.e. Ely). 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY (or County) OF ___________, 
IOWA, as follows: 

1. That the City (or County) of __________, Iowa agrees to conform with the regulations, statutes, terms,
and conditions described in the application and instructions. 

2. Comply with conditions of accepting transportation funding from the Corridor Metropolitan Planning
Organization. 

3. That the City (or County) commits to provide the matching funds of $___________________ (your
local match at least 20% of total project cost) proposed in the funding application contingent upon 
award, and acceptance, of federal STBG funding for the above mentioned project. The City (or County) of 
__________ is under no obligation to perform said project if ___________’s (city/county name) 
application for funding is not approved. 

4. That if federal STBG or TA funds are approved for the above mentioned project, the required local
matching funds will be included in the future Capital Improvements Program, and the City (or County) 
will adequately maintain the project for its intended public use for a minimum of twenty years following 
completion. 

Aye: (Council members in support) 
Nay: (Council members against) 
Abstain: 
Absent: 

Passed and Approved this _______ day of ________, 20__ 

      ______________________________ 
(Name and position here) 

Attest: 
__________________________ 
(Name and position here) 
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Attachment J – Project Scores 
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Notice of Award for Receipt of Surface Transportation 
Block Grant (STBG) and/or Transportation 
Alternatives Program (TAP) Funding to [Jurisdiction]. 

XXXXX 

Adopted - January 2016 
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Congratulations, you have received funding from the Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the following 
project: 

XXXX in the amount of $ XXX in STBG funds, which will become available on October 1st of XXX. The total available for 
this project is now XXXX in STBG FFYXX funds. 

As a funding recipient, you will agree to the following: 

• Provide the Corridor MPO a status report on the progress of the project.

• Show progress on the project within three years of funding program year or risk revoking of funds.

• Include the Corridor MPO on all correspondence with the Iowa DOT

• Notify the Corridor MPO of any changes to the scope of the project, which will require approval by the Corridor
MPO Policy Board.

Status Report 

The purpose of the status report is to provide updates on the progress of a project to Policy Board members, MPO Staff, and 
the public.  This becomes especially important when the funding for the project becomes eligible.  The Corridor MPO is 
required to report on the progress of past year’s Accomplishment Year (first year of the TIP) projects.  For example, the 
status of FY13 projects will be reported on in the FY14 – FY17 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The Status 
Report consists of the following information (Attachment A and provided electronically): 

• Projected total cost when funded

• Estimated final total cost (or cost as submitted to Iowa DOT)

• Design Phase Start Date

• ROW Acquisition Phase Start Date

• Environmental Phase Start Date

• Project Letting Date

• Project Start Date (groundbreaking)

• Project Completion Date

• Progress of project – Is it on track?

o If not, why and what is solution to get it back on track?

• Identification of foreseeable delays

o If yes, what are they and what are the solutions?

• Identification of planned public engagement activities

The Status Report will be required annually (August 31st) or when significant changes occur.  
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Congratulations, you have received funding from the Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the following 
project: 

XXXX in the amount of $ XXX in STBG funds, which will become available on October 1st of XXX. The total available for 
this project is now XXXX in STBG FFYXX funds. 

As a funding recipient, you will agree to the following: 

• Provide the Corridor MPO a status report on the progress of the project.

• Show progress on the project within three years of funding program year or risk revoking of funds.

• Include the Corridor MPO on all correspondence with the Iowa DOT

• Notify the Corridor MPO of any changes to the scope of the project, which will require approval by the Corridor 
MPO Policy Board.

Status Report

The purpose of the status report is to provide updates on the progress of a project to Policy Board members, MPO Staff, and 
the public. This becomes especially important when the funding for the project becomes eligible. The Corridor MPO is 
required to report on the progress of past year’s Accomplishment Year (first year of the TIP) projects. For example, the 
status of FY13 projects will be reported on in the FY14 – FY17 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The Status 
Report consists of the following information (Attachment A and provided electronically): 

• Projected total cost when funded

• Estimated final total cost (or cost as submitted to Iowa DOT)

• Design Phase Start Date

• ROW Acquisition Phase Start Date

• Environmental Phase Start Date

• Project Letting Date

• Project Start Date (groundbreaking)

• Project Completion Date

• Progress of project – Is it on track?

o If not, why and what is solution to get it back on track?

• Identification of foreseeable delays

o If yes, what are they and what are the solutions?

• Identification of planned public engagement activities

The Status Report will be required annually (August 31st) or when significant changes occur.  

Project Progress 

The Corridor MPO believes in the timely use of its federal funds and the implementation of public improvement projects.  
This sends a strong message that the Policy Board is a wise steward of the public’s money.  Projects must show progress 
towards implementation within three years of the year the project is programmed.  If a project is receiving funds over 
multiple years, then the last year it receives funds will be the starting point for showing progress.  For example, a project 
that is programmed to receive funds in FY17, has until August 31st of 2020 to show progress.  A project that receives 
funding in FY17, FY18, and FY19 would have until August 31st of 2022 to show progress.  Progress is defined as having a 
signed agreement with the Iowa DOT.  Letters will be sent to funding recipients in February of the third year to provide a 
reminder that signed agreements with Iowa DOT must be in place or requests for extensions must be received by August 31st.  
If neither is received by August 31st, then the funding recipient is considered in default and the following will occur: 

1. The funding recipient will be notified of the default

2. The Policy Board will be notified of the default or request for extension

a. Request for extension will identify why the extension is needed and when a signed agreement with the
Iowa DOT is expected

3. The Policy Board will consider approving the extension or revoking the funds at its October meeting

a. Revoked funds will become available for programming during the next TIP funding cycle beginning in
November

Iowa DOT Correspondence 

The recipient will electronically notify the Corridor MPO of its progress through the Iowa DOT’s Project 
Development Process (Concept Statement, Preliminary Plans, Check Plans, Final Plans & Project Development Certification, 
Contracts Turn-In, Letting Date, and “Notice to Proceed” to expend federal funds). 

Changes in Scope 

If the recipient changes the scope of the project after it has been awarded funds, it must notify the Corridor MPO.  The 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) will review to determine if the changes would have impacted the 
original scoring of the project.  TTAC will then provide a recommendation to the Policy Board on whether the changes 
warrant revoking the funds.  The Policy Board will then either approve the changes or revoke the funding, which then will 
become available for programming during the next TIP cycle. 
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Smarter Transportation, Better Community

101 First Street SE
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52401

319.286.5041
corridormpo@corridormpo.com

www.corridormpo.comCorridor mpo

Page 1TTAC Project Report for 7th Avenue from 12th Street to 22nd Street (Marion)

Reconstruction of 7th Avenue between 12th Street and 22nd Street from a 4-lane cross section to a 
3-lane cross section with a center dual left turn lane. Includes additional infrastructure improvements: 
storm sewer, sanitary sewer, watermain, sidewalk, lighting and other improvements.

Project 
Description

Funding Requested $2,551,000 in FFY25 Project Score 242.15 (old LRTP) Construction 2026/2027

Design Variances: This projects meets all but two of the design factors for a major arterial roadway; 
however, these design variances have been approved each time this project has submitted an application 
for the TIP. Beyond these design variances, no other design changes were proposed by the Roads TTAC 

Small Group and therefore there are no designs that need to be discussed with the full TTAC.

Funding: Mr. Ketels has a question about funding previously awarded to the project and in what year was that 
funding programmed? Ms. Hershner responded that the $903,000 awarded to the project in the FFY21-24 TIP cycle 
was programmed in FFY24. Mr. Ketels asked Mr. Barkalow whether Marion intended on coming back and asking for 
additional funds after this year to get it closer to the 80% federal cap? Mr. Barkalow noted that if the funding came close 
to the 80%, they [the City of Marion] would likely not submit the application again for additional funds.

Project Costs: The group had no comment on the project cost.

Time-line: The roads small group had no comment on the project timeline.

Other Discussion by the Group:

Public Transit Rerouting during Construction: Mr. Barkalow noted that the Cedar Rapids Transit bus route currently on 

Project 
Discussion

The Roads TTAC Small Group did not approve the design variances as this project has been
reviewed before and the project did not make any design changes to applications received 

for the TIP previously.  The design variances, approved by the TTAC Roads Small Group and the Full TTAC in previous years, 
will be carried over into this year’s funding cycle. Those design variances are for the public frontage width (application 
has “5 ft to 6.5 ft” whereas Major Arterial Street Typology calls for 8 ft minimum) and curb offset (application has “1.5 ft 
to 2 ft” whereas Major Arterial Street Typology calls for 2 ft.). Those two design variances carry over to this year’s project 
even without approval by the group this year.

TTAC Recommendation

TTAC Road Project Report for 7th Avenue from 12th St to 22nd St (Marion)

Roads Small 
Group 2021

Matt Myers, Karin Kee, Doug Wilson, John Witt (Cedar Rapids); Brad Ketels (Linn County); Mike 
Barkalow (Marion); Jon Fitch (Hiawatha); Shane Wicks (Fairfax); Kelli Scott, Dax Suntken (Robins); 
Scott Pottorf (Ely); Hilary Hershner, Liz Darnall (Corridor MPO Staff)

At the full TTAC’s meeting on 3/4/21, they provided the following recommendation for 
funding road projects in the FFY22-25 TIP.

Motion: Support staff’s funding recommendation. Motion made by Kesha Billings, 
seconded by John Witt. The motion passed unanimously.

Staff Road Funding Recommendation: fund Marion’s 7th Avenue Reconstruction project at $2,391,000 in 
FFY25. Marion’s project will be 65% funded of the allowable 80% federal fund cap

Full TTAC’s Funding 
Recommendation

Funded $903,000 in FFY24
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Page 2TTAC Project Report for 7th Avenue from 12th Street to 22nd Street (Marion)

7th Avenue will be diverted to 6th Avenue during construction of the 7th Avenue project. Once the project is finished, 
the bus route will return to 7th Ave.

Native Plantings: Ms. Hershner noted that in this project’s application for the LRTP, it noted there would be native 
plantings. When asked at the meeting, Mr. Barkalow responded that native plantings would be applied to the project 
where appropriate.

Daily Traffic impacts of 6th Avenue when constructed: Mr. Witt asked Mr. Barkalow about the traffic counts included 
in the project application, specifically what would the volumes be on 7th Avenue once 6th Avenue was open [through 
traffic will be encouraged/diverted to 6th Ave instead of continuing on 7th Ave], as he assumes 7th Ave traffic is expected 
to decrease. Mr. Barkalow did not have the engineer’s report in front of him for the projected future volumes on 7th Ave, 
but knows that traffic is expected to decrease with 6th Avenue opening up. 
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Page 1TTAC Project Report for Sac & Fox Trail Extension – Segment 1

This project is Phase 1 of the proposed Sac & Fox Trail Extension. The trail will connect to the Cottage
Grove Rd SE bikeway, the 34th St SE bikeway, and the trail along East Post Rd SE. The trail will access the
Sac & Fox Greenway, Bever Park, Bever Park Zoo, the Bever Park pool.

Project 
Description

Funding Requested $1,399,000 FFY25
Funded $425,000 in FFY24 Project Score 133.75 Construction 10/1/2025

Tree Removal and Right of Way (ROW) Costs: Peffer inquired if the tree removal and ROW costs were 
too high. Peffer was concerned that with the storm damage of August 10th, less tree removal would 
be necessary. Fall indicated that she did not believe the costs to be overinflated. That tree removal and 
replacement would still be required. Regarding ROW costs, Peffer understood that much of the ROW 

had already been purchased. Fall stated that some of the properties had not been purchased yet and that the costs are 
justified. Peffer was satisfied with these responses. 

Project 
Discussion

None.TTAC Trail Small Group 
Recommendation

TTAC Trails Small Group Project Report for Sac & Fox Trail Extension – Segment 1 for Cedar Rapids

Mike Barkalow (Marion);  Ron Griffith, Brenna Fall, Mary Beth Stevenson (Cedar Rapids); 
Tom Peffer (Linn County Trails Association); Hilary Hershner, Brandon Whyte, Liz Darnall (MPO Staff). 
Trails Small Group 2020

No design changes made.Full TTAC 
Recommendation on 

Design Changes

Fund $1,235,000 in FFY 2025. This will bring the project to 59 percent of the total project 
cost. The upper limit on MPO funding in a project is 80 percent. 

Full TTAC 
Recommendation on TIP 

Funding

Fund to full request. This is the highest scoring project of the two additional funding 
requests. Staff recommends funding additional funding requests over new projects 
to ensure projects already funded can complete on time. The additional funding 
request is being made because the project did not receive full funding in the previous 

Transportation Improvement Program, not due to any problems with the project. 

Corridor MPO Staff 
Recommendation for 

Funding
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Page 1TTAC Project Report for West Main Street Trail 

Construction of a 10-foot wide, multi-use trail along West Main Street in Robins, from North Center 
Point Road to the Cedar Valley Nature Trail.

Project 
Description

Funding Requested $453,000 FFY24 
Funded $407,000 in FFY24

Project Score 76.5 Construction 11/1/2024

Public Comment: Whyte indicated that last year this project received public comment with concern 
regarding the speed at which cyclists might be crossing the roadway intersections of the trail. Asking for 
an engineering solution to slow cyclists travel speeds. The City of Robins has indicated that they agree 

this is a problem but would like to review this issue more during the detailed stages of designs later during the project 
development process. 

Project 
Discussion

NoneTTAC Trails Small Group 
Recommendation

TTAC Trails Small Group Project Report for West Main Street Trail for Robins

Mike Barkalow (Marion);  Ron Griffith, Brenna Fall, Mary Beth Stevenson (Cedar Rapids); 
Tom Peffer (Linn County Trails Association); Hilary Hershner, Brandon Whyte, Liz Darnall 

(MPO Staff). 

Trails Small Group 2020

No design changes made.Full TTAC 
Recommendation on 

Design Changes

Fund $127,000 in FFY 2025. This will bring the project to 50 percent of the total project 
cost. The upper limit on MPO funding in a project is 80 percent. 

Full TTAC 
Recommendation on TIP 

Funding

Fund with all remaining funds. Fund with Transportation Alternative Program funds in 
FFY24. This is the second highest scoring project of the two additional funding requests. 
Staff recommends funding additional funding requests over new projects to ensure 
projects already funded can complete on time. The additional funding request is being 

made because the project did not receive full funding in the previous Transportation Improvement Program, not due 
to any problems with the project. 

Corridor MPO Staff 
Recommendation for 

Funding
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Page 1TTAC Small Group Report for 4th St Trail Segment 1

Construction of 0.65 miles of new 12’ wide paved trail between 9th Avenue SE and the Cedar River Trail on 
the east side of the Cedar River. The trail will follow abandoned railroad grade where available starting at 
9th Avenue SE towards 12th Avenue SE. The trail will connect to existing sidepaths along 12th Avenue SE, 

around the roundabout at 5th Street SE and 16th Avenue SE, then continue on available railroad grade to connect to the
existing trail at the levee along the east/north side of the Cedar River.

Project 
Description

Funding Requested $870,000 FFY25 Project Score 67/100 Construction 08/1/2025

Native Plants: Whyte asked if there was any intention to use native plants with the project as this project 
indicted in the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The use of native plants increases project score. 
Fall stated that this was included in item five of the cost opinion but would change the item’s name to 

make it clearer. 

Project 
Discussion

NoneTTAC Trails Small Group 
Recommendation

TTAC Trails Small Group Project Report for 4th St Trail Segment 1 in Cedar Rapids

Mike Barkalow (Marion);  Ron Griffith, Brenna Fall, Mary Beth Stevenson (Cedar Rapids); 
Tom Peffer (Linn County Trails Association); Hilary Hershner, Brandon Whyte, Liz Darnall 

(MPO Staff). 

Trails Small Group 2020

No design changes made.Full TTAC 
Recommendation on 

Design Changes

Fund $164,000 in FFY 2025. This will bring the project to 15 percent of the total project 
cost. The upper limit on MPO funding in a project is 80 percent. The lower limit is 15 
percent. 

Full TTAC 
Recommendation on TIP 

Funding

Consider funding in another Transportation Improvement Program cycle.Corridor MPO Staff 
Recommendation for 

Funding
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Page 1TTAC Small Group Report for Lucore Sidepath and Bridge

The construction of a sidepath gap, including a pedestrian bridge over Indian Creek, along Lucore Road.Project 
Description

Funding Requested $616,000 FFY25 Project Score 47/100 Construction 12/1/2026

Native Plants: Whyte asked if there was any intention to use native plants with the project as this project 
indicted in the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The use of native plants increases project score. 
Barkalow stated that this would be included with the project.

Citizen Petition: Marion citizens have generated a petition requesting a pedestrian connection across the creek. 
Barkalow indicated they are currently walking in the street on a fairly narrow bridge. He also indicated that half of the 
bridge is in Marion and half in Linn County. Linn County will be paying for half of the local match. The trail to the north 
is used often. 

Project 
Discussion

NoneTTAC Trails Small Group 
Recommendation

TTAC Trails Small Group Project Report for Lucore Sidepath and Bridge in Marion

Mike Barkalow (Marion);  Ron Griffith, Brenna Fall, Mary Beth Stevenson (Cedar Rapids); 
Tom Peffer (Linn County Trails Association); Hilary Hershner, Brandon Whyte, Liz Darnall 

(MPO Staff). 

Trails Small Group 2020

No design changes made.Full TTAC 
Recommendation on 

Design Changes

No funding recommended. Full TTAC 
Recommendation on TIP 

Funding

Consider funding in another Transportation Improvement Program cycle.Corridor MPO Staff 
Recommendation for 

Funding
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Page 1TTAC Project Report for Fixed-route Replacement Buses

Construction of sidewalks along various streets to continue and expand the existing sidewalk network and 
provide connections where gaps are present. The project is designed to provide continual safe walking 
and biking paths for students and other pedestrians through and around the Coolidge Elementary and 
Taft Middle School neighborhoods.

Project 
Description

Funding Requested $240,000 FFY22 Project Score 85 Construction 6/2023

TTAC SRTS Project Report for Coolidge Elementary and Taft Middle School for City of Cedar Rapids

TTAC Project Report for Coolidge Elementary and Taft Middle School

No design changes made.Full TTAC 
Recommendation on 

Design Changes

Fund $240,000 in FFY22. This funds the project to the maximum allowed by MPO policy for 
SRTS projects of 50 percent. 

Full TTAC 
Recommendation on TIP 

Funding

Fully fund this request. Project is tied with the highest score. The applicant is indicating 
early 2022 project development and 2023 construction, a faster timeline than any other 
project. 

Corridor MPO Staff 
Recommendation for 

Funding

Coolidge: There was discussion about how the LRTP application stated the project would include native 
plantings. The project applicant agreed after the meeting in emails to staff that they would include native 
plantings.

There was some discussion about whether pedestrians are already crossing at Crestridge Ave. A motion was made 
to consider adding a sidewalk connection to Crestridge Ave. Discussion included that there did not appear to be any 
informal crossings occurring currently. Pauli was concerned that a new mid-block crossing would encourage crossing 
there rather than at the intersections. The motion passed with one opposed, Pauli. Pauli, of the City of Cedar Rapids, 
wanted to point out that she encourages more access to schools but wanted to weigh the safety of the connection, plus 
the number of homes that would benefit, would not outweigh the safety concern of a mid-block crossing.

Taft: There was some discussion about considering a cost-share with the County. There was also discussion about an 
enhanced crossing. There was a motion to require a study looking at the need for an enhanced crossing; it passed 
with no opposed. The City of Cedar Rapids has since updated their application to include a Rapid Rectangular Flashing 
Beacon across F Ave to facilitate safer pedestrian crossings; project cost has been increased by $20,000 to accommodate.

Project 
Discussion

Coolidge: A motion was made to consider adding a sidewalk connection to Crestridge Ave. 
The motion passed with one opposed, Cari Pauli. 

Taft: There was a motion to require a study looking at the need for an enhanced crossing, it passed with no opposed.

Small Group 
Recommendation

Kesha Billings (Marion);  Cari Pauli (Cedar Rapids); Jon Finch (Hiawatha); Hilary Hershner, 
Brandon Whyte, Liz Darnall (MPO Staff). SRTS Small Group 2020

83



81

Smarter Transportation, Better Community

101 First Street SE
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52401

319.286.5041
corridormpo@corridormpo.com

www.corridormpo.comCorridor mpo

Page 1TTAC Project Report for Fixed-route Replacement Buses

This project will include the purchase of two (2) heavy-duty, ADA-accessible, fixed-route buses to 
replace buses that exceed their 12-year useful life threshold. The purchase of these replacement 
buses will provide improved reliability, passenger and driver safety and comfort, and operating and 

maintenance efficiencies. 

Project 
Description

Funding Requested $919,000 FFY25 Project Score 67 Construction FY26

 No discussion on this project.Project 
Discussion

There were no recommended technical changes to this project. The TTAC recommended 
funding this project at 67%.

TTAC Recommendation

TTAC  Transit Project Report for Fixed-Route Replacement Buses for Cedar Rapids Transit

TTAC Project Report for Fixed-Route Replacement Buses 84



82

Smarter Transportation, Better Community

101 First Street SE
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52401

319.286.5041
corridormpo@corridormpo.com

www.corridormpo.comCorridor mpo

Page 1TTAC Project Report for Fixed-route Replacement Buses

This project will include the purchase of one (1) medium-duty, ADA-accessible, paratransit bus to 
replace a bus that exceeds its useful life threshold. The purchase of these replacement buses will 
provide improved reliability, passenger and driver safety comfort, and operating and maintenance 

efficiencies.

Project 
Description

Funding Requested $177,000 FFY25 Project Score 67 Construction FY26

 No discussion on this project.Project 
Discussion

There were no recommended technical changes to this project. The TTAC recommended 
funding this project at 67%.

TTAC Recommendation

TTAC  Transit Project Report for Paratransit Replacement Bus for Cedar Rapids Transit

TTAC Project Report for Fixed Route Replacement Bus 85
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ Victoria Bauman __________     Email: ____ dancedivavb@gmail.com___________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
My name is Vicki Bauman. Back in August of 2020, I submitted a petition with signatures, to ask the City Council to 
consider making a pedestrian bridge on Lucore road over Indian Creek a top priority. I was pleased to see this discussed 
several times at the Council meetings and am equally pleased to see it being considered as one of six trail projects. I still 
believe strongly that there should be a safer way to cross the bridge. I am a frequent user of the walking paths close to 
my home in Camden Farms. On several occasions I have been almost hit by cars going 30-40 mph over the bridge on 
Lucore Road. We have nice walking trails leading up to the bridge on the north. The bridge must be crossed over to 
reach the walking trails on the south side of the bridge. I know the bridge is not wide enough or safe for pedestrians. 
However, many people use it daily to get to the other side. I would hope that someone would not have to be injured, 
before something is done to make this safer not only for walkers, but bikers as well. 

Respectfully submitted, Vicki Bauman 

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_______ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ __ Sue Kosek ________     Email: ____ __ sus1013@aol.com_________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
I too am a walker crossing the bridge on Lucore Road. My husband and I have both had close calls with cars not seeing 
us and having to jump to safety. I know others in the area have also requested attention be made to providing a safe 
solution before someone is killed.   

Thank you for your consideration . 

Sincerely, 
Ernie & Susan Kosek 

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages. Please either leave this form at the meeting or
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ __ Sue Kosek ________ Email: ____ __ sus1013@aol.com_________

Where do you live?
(Highlight or circle one)

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area:
I too am a walker crossing the bridge on Lucore Road. My husband and I have both had close calls with cars not seeing 
us and having to jump to safety. I know others in the area have also requested attention be made to providing a safe
solution before someone is killed.

Thank you for your consideration .

Sincerely,
Ernie & Susan Kosek

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle: NO

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha

Linn County Marion Palo Robins

COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ __ Roxanne Erdahl ________     Email: ____ __ rmerdahl@gmail.com _________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
I live on Silver Oak Trails. I would encourage the City to look at the improvements needed to the bridge. From a 
safety perspective it is both dangerous as a walker  and as a driver. I walk my dog twice a day in that area and basically 
have to go to the end and stop, as it is really not safe to cross. As a driver I have deep concerns, due to the curve at that 
bridge and that so many people walk in the street to get to the other side.  It is a serious accident waiting to happen.  

I hope the City of Marion will make the appropriations necessary to add walkways on both sides.  

Respectfully, 

Roxanne Erdahl 

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ Rob Engelbart __________     Email: ____ <robengelbart@yahoo.com>___________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
My wife and I also live at Camden Farms and we walk often on Lucore rd. crossing the Indian Creek bridge. 
We have experienced many close calls With traffic when cars come from the South going North, the road 
curves and has tree/brush coverage that BLINDS the drivers when approaching this bridge. We have been 
LUCKY so far but think it’s just a matter of time before there’s an accident. We feel there needs to be a 
pedestrian bridge. Please put us at the top of your list to resolve.  

Rob and Sue Engelbart  

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_______ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ __ Robert Bauman ________     Email: ____ __ shlockrb@hotmail.com_________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
My wife and I live on Silver Oak Traill and walk frequently on Lucore Road.  We often see others enjoying the walking 
paths both north and south of the Indian Creek bridge.  I understand that there is a funding proposal to provide walkers 
and joggers a safer way across the creek.  I wish to express my support for that project. 

I feel that, with paths both north and south of the bridge, it is natural for people to cross the bridge while walking or 
jogging, even though regulations have determined the bridge is not wide enough to accommodate a designated 
lane.  The fact that the road curves and trees sometimes partially block the view further decreases the safety of anyone 
on or close to the bridge.  

I know that there is no simple answer to this problem which, in my mind, increases the necessity to fund this project. 

Furthermore, funding this project would allow a safe route for families north of the bridge to reach both Indian Creek 
School and Boulder Peak school.  I understand that this in itself does not significantly increase the scoring on this 
project, but it is an ancillary (and to me, significant) outcome of funding this project. 

Thank you for allowing me to express my support for this very necessary project. 

Bob Bauman 

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ Janice Tirzmalis __________     Email: ____ ajtirzmalis@hotmail.com ___________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
I am writing to express my support for the construction of sidepaths and a pedestrian bridge along Lucore Road.  The 
city has developed a path along Lucore Road and it abruptly ends at the bridge-where it becomes a hazard to 
pedestrians to cross. Traffic goes by fast and there is limited visibility. making it dangerous, yet this is the only way to 
connect to other trails/paths in the area. To get to the wonderful side path on 35th St.  or to the new Indian Creek Trail, 
pedestrians need to cross this bridge. It would be wonderful to connect the 35th Street path to the Lucore path, by 
constructing sidepaths and a pedestrian bridge. This investment in safety and connecting paths would enhance the 
walkability of the area. The trails are used often, there are always people walking, yet they feel unsafe when they get to 
this part of the trail. This area is growing, with increased new construction, which mean more people using the paths. I 
am hoping that the Corridor Metroplitan Planning Organization makes this project a priority. 

Thank you for your consideration.  

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_______ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ James Schmitz__     Email: ____ JSCHM1950@msn.com___________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
I live at Canden Farms and our group of 50 homes walks often on Lucore rd. crossing Indian Creek bridge. 
Also, many people from Hunter Ridge and Champion Estates do the same. We have attended several Marion 
council meetings voicing our concern for the safety for all of us when walking back/forth on this bridge. 
Numerous times, all of us have experienced VERY close calls to being hit. When cars come from the South 
going North, the road curves and has tree/brush coverage that BLINDS the drivers when approaching this 
bridge. I promise you someone/several will be killed at this bridge without a walkway/tree/brush adjustments. 
We have been LUCKY so far. Please, put us at the top of your list to resolve.

James Schmitz

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ __ Linda George ________     Email: ____ __ linda.k.george46@gmail.com_________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
I join many of my neighbors in expressing deep concern for the danger to pedestrians imposed by the narrow Indian 
Creek bridge on Lucore. 

We would love to walk our dogs south on Lucore, but the bridge affords no easement for pedestrians, and I have 
witnessed many high speed vehicles along Lucore near and on the bridge. 

If a walkway cannot be incorporated into the bridge, I would suggest road bumps on each end of the bridge with 
pedestrian alert signs. 

Thank you. 

Linda George and Steve Hardman 
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ Doug Bowers __________     Email: ____ dougbowers1@yahoo.com___________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
Hello,

I am writing as a citizen of Marion concerned regarding the safety of the Lucore bridge crossing Indian Creek. I 
frequently walk across the bridge to gain access to the wonderful trail system along Lucore and the branching 
trails on Tower Terrace and 35th avenue. Unfortunately, the trail ends at the bridge and I am forced to cross 
the bridge on the traveled portion plus another quarter mile of Lucore Road. Most drivers are very courteous 
and allow space for me to walk. But all too often, I encounter traffic from both directions forcing traffic to slow or 
move over to avoid hitting me.

I am requesting that funding be made available for a project to improve the safety of the bridge including a 
walkway across the bridge and continuing south along Lucore to Indian Creek Road.

Thanks,

Doug Bowers

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_______ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _ Emily Emonin __________     Email: ____ emily.emonin@gmail.com ___________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
I'm Emily Emonin and I live in Marion. I enjoying walking on Lucore Rd. sidewalk, but when I walk across the bridge or try 
to cross Lucore at the bridge it is quite dangerous.  The angle (slight curve) is such that it is difficult to see an oncoming 
car.  Also many of the cars are going quite fast, which increases the danger. 

It will be wonderful if pedestrians can manipulate the bridge or cross the road in a manner that is safe. 

There are many possible options to help accomplish this, but I don't know which one is feasible.  

Maybe speed bumps on either side of the bridge. 

Maybe a sidepath for pedestrians.  

Maybe an enlargement of the bridge. 

Etc. 

I'm sure the Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization group can/will make the best possible decision how to make 
this area safe for all pedestrians.  

Thank you, 

Emily Emonin  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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COMMENT FORM 

Please use the space provided below, and if necessary, attach additional pages.  Please either leave this form at the meeting or 
submit comments by emailing h.hershner@CorridorMPO.com or b.whyte@CorridorMPO.com with public comment in the subject 
line or body of the email.  We appreciate your interest and value your input! 

NAME: _Dan Biechler____________     Email: ____dbiechler@mchsi.com___________ 

Where do you live? 
 (Highlight or circle one) 

Please provide any comments you have about public transportation services in the metropolitan area: 
___ Rename the Highway 100 Trail to the Milwaukee Road Recreational Trail in recognition of the railroad history and
culture of this corridor. Please make the Highway 100 Trail a priority. 
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

If you do not want to receive updates about the Corridor MPO please circle:   NO 

Cedar Rapids Ely Fairfax Hiawatha 

Linn County Marion Palo Robins 
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FFY22-25 TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

(TIP) SURVEY RESULTS 
Overview 

The Corridor MPO asked the public to participate in a FFY22-25 Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) Survey, hosted on SurveyMonkey.com. The public was asked about the projects seeking funding in 
each mode. For each mode, respondents were able to provide general comments about each project, 
then they were asked to rank each project. On the next several pages, the results of the survey are 
included. 

First, a summary of the open-ended comments is provided for each mode. Then, the responses to each 
open-ended are provided for each mode. Then after the open-ended comments, there is a table 
showing how the public ranked each project within a mode. The order in which the modes are 
commented upon and ranked are as follows: trails, roads, Safe Routes to School, and then transit. The 
very last page shows where each respondent lives. 

The survey was released on February 11th, 2021 and closed at 11:45 pm on Wednesday, February 24th, 
2021. A total of 141 responses was collected. The chart below shows the number of respondents each 
day the survey was open. The days with the most surveys taken were February 12th, February 19th, and 
February 24th. It should be noted that MPO staff hosted a Virtual TIP Open House on Facebook Live the 
24th from 6:00 pm to 7:00 pm. After that event, there were about 10 people took the survey before it 
closed. 
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Background on Ranking Question 

For the question where respondents were asked to rank their favorite projects, respondents were to 
place a “1” next to the project in that mode they would most like to see funded. The answer choice with 
the largest average ranking is the most preferred choice.  

The average ranking is calculated as following, where: 
• W = weight of ranked position
• X = response count for each choice.

𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 =
𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋1𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊1 + 𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋2𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊2 + 𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋3𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊3 + ⋯𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅

Weights are applied in reverse. In other words, the most preferred choice (which is ranked as 1) as the 
largest weight, and their lease preferred choice (which they rank in the last position) has a weight of 1. 
Default weights cannot be changed. 

For example, if a Ranking question has 4 choices, the weights are as follows: 
• #1 choice has a weight of 4
• #2 choice has a weight of 3
• #3 choice has a weight of 2
• #4 choice has a weight of 1
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Please review the six trail projects. After reviewing the trail projects, 
what comments do you have? 
Answered: 36  Skipped: 105 

1.) SAC AND FOX TRAIL – CEDAR RAPIDS 

SAC AND FOX TRAIL - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

For the Sac and Fox Trail, respondents seemed mixed on their level of support for the project. Some 
respondents were unsupportive of the project for either it being a “waste of money” or they would 
not like to see the trail paved through Bever Park. Supportive comments included responses from 
individuals who liked the project and felt it would get good usage. Several commenters stated some 
ideas for the project, including renaming it to Lincoln-Interurban Trail and keeping a gravel path for 
cyclists in the right of way. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Trail project #1 [Sac and Fox Trail] is a waste of tax payers dollars.   All monies should go to any
other project other than trail project #1

• While the property owner’s issues should be addressed, I would hate to see NIMBYism derail the
Sac Fox Extension. Should also address the missing sidewalk link on the northside of Cottage
Grove between Washington HS and Country Club parkway. This gets used A LOT by the
neighborhood to the north and it is not safe to have to walk on Cottage Grove Drive given the
traffic speeds even for that short distance.

• I agree with all trail projects described EXCEPT for the Sac and Fox Trail extension (red).  I do
agree with the proposed Safe Routes to School (purple) segment of that project (from the
CEMAR trail east to Forest) but NOT the section that extends farther eastward and cuts through
William B Quarton Park. I also do not agree with the sections going into Bever Park or to East
Post Road.  Mr. Quarton lived in this neighborhood until his death at 104 and he bequeathed
that land as a park not a thoroughfare.

• Really excited by Sac and Fox Trail Extension. This is in or near dense population areas and will
be heavily used. Likewise, the Fourth Street Trail Segment 1 is an important part of new trail
development to link downtown with the Sleeping Giant Bridge. The Lucore and Palo Connector
projects are good to get done now, because those may be areas of growth in the future.

• Sac and Fox is the most beloved trail in the area. It makes sense to add to it.
• Sac & Fox trail - when designing this trail, please leave room for a future soft-bed trail path in

the right-of-way that can be used similar to the current trail through Bever Park. I hear from a
lot of gravel-loving bicyclists who love using this trail in its present format, and it would be nice
to provide a non-paved path between the Sac & Fox trail and Bever Park. Rename the paved
trail "Lincoln-Interurban Trail".

• Please don’t pave the Sac & Fox trail extension. I love the trail through Bever as it is currently
and paving it would be sad

• Does this mean that the Sac and Fox single track extensions are already approved?
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2.) WEST MAIN STREET TRAIL - ROBINS 

WEST MAIN STREET TRAIL - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Respondents to the question noted this was a low priority project given the current density of the 
area and existing connections, and that this project would function more as a “feeder” rather than a 
link on a longer trail segment. Other respondents noted that penetrations should be limited and that 
a future trail connection should be planned. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Still not thrilled by West Main Street Trail--don't see that it will get the same usage as the other
projects, as this is a "feeder" rather than a link on a longer trail segment, either now or in the
future.

• West Main Street Trail - the plan for this road segment should maintain limited road
penetrations and a plan for a future trail connection in this area - however, current density and
existing connections make this trail a low priority in my mind.

3.) 4TH STREET TRAIL – CEDAR RAPIDS 

4TH STREET TRAIL - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Respondents to the question noted that the presentation of this project was confusing. Another 
respondent felt this trail was redundant and that this trail will get you to places you could already 
reach before. Another respondent felt the name for this trail should be changed. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• 4th Street Trail, Segment 1 - rename this the Cedar Valley Nature Trail. It is a disservice to the
NewBo area not to include a direct connection to the Market along 4th Street SE between 12th
and 16th Avenue. A simple 500-foot trail connection to the market should be added before this
trail segment is funded.

• If I could make heads or tails of that "4th Street Trail - Segment 1" presentation, it could be my
#1 or my #6. No idea what's going on there?

• 4th st trail seems somewhat redundant, it doesn’t get me anywhere new on a trail that I
couldn’t go before.

4.) LUCORE ROAD SIDEPATH AND BRIDGE 

LUCORE ROAD SIDEPATH AND BRIDGE - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Many respondents noted that this project will improve the safety of pedestrians and cyclists using 
Lucore Road. Many comments noted that adding a new bridge, one for just pedestrians and cyclists, 
will be much safer than utilizing the existing, narrow road bridge. One respondent noted that they 
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did not feel this will have the “biggest bang for the buck” due to the fact that this project does not 
add significant mileage to the trail system in the region and that this trail will not be used by many. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Lucore Sidepath & Bridge - Nice idea, but this trail should have been included in the planning for
that development area. The planned trail serves a very limited number of low-density, high-
income housing units and an exclusive golf club. We can put our limited funding to better use
for MPO residents than this.

• I emailed comments to Brandon. I definitely consider the Lucore side path and bridge a high
priority to assure the safety of pedestrians and bikers!!!

• The Lucore project provides a great deal of safety.  Even though the bridge is not rated for
pedestrians, the fact that the city of Marion has recently built trails that stop on both sides
makes it very attractive to walk, run or bike across it and it is used frequently.  It would provide
safety, outdoor exercise and a path to two schools.  For these reason, it should be the highest
priority.

• The Lucore project is important. It may prevent someone's death. The other projects are good.
But the Lucore project is a matter of safety.

• Marion projects are needed
• Project 4 - Lucore Rd, should be done urgently as it is a matter if safety when crossing that

bridge there. Someone will be hurt.
• All trails are good.  The lucore one addresses a safety concern, it is a narrow bridge with a lot of

traffic, including big trucks going to landfill.
• Lucore seems very expensive to build for something that will not be used by many and doesn’t

add any additional mileage (least bang for the buck) due to bridge.

5.) PALO CONNECTOR TRAIL - PALO 

PALO CONNECTOR TRAIL - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Respondents to this question noted that this trail would be an “awesome idea” and that they are 
excited for this project and want to see it funded once the Biechler Bridge (a part of the Highway 
100 Trail) is constructed. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Palo Connector Trail - Love it. Want to see it funded as soon as the Grant Wood Trail/Biechler
Bridge over Cedar River is completed.

• I think the Palo Connector Trail would be an awesome idea!

6.) HIGHWAY 100 TRAIL – LINN COUNTY 

HIGHWAY 100 TRAIL - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Respondents to this question noted that this was their highest priority trail project and feel this on 
should be funded. Other respondents noted the project will provide future connections to many 
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places, including Xavier and Kennedy High Schools and Fairfax, and felt the name of this trail should 
be changed. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Hwy. 100 Trail - rename the east/west portion of this trail to Grant Wood Trail. The future Grant
Wood Trail could link Vinton (where the Old Creamery Trail picks up) to the current planned end
of the Grant Wood Trail (connection to Cedar Valley Nature Trail). A future bridge over (or
tunnel under) I-380 could connect trail users from Marion, through to Kennedy High School,
Xavier High School, on to Palo, Shellsburg, and Vinton. The North/South portion of the Hwy. 100
Trail could be renamed something suitable -- but should not be named the Covington Trail. This
trail is planned to connect users from the Grant Wood Trail to Covington, but also onward to the
Cherokee Trail through Morgan Creek Park. A future southward connection will likely link users
to Fairfax and beyond. Naming this trail the Covington Trail seems too narrow in focus.

• Highest project priority should be #6, the Highway 100 trail.
• Trail project 6
• Highway 100 trail is my 1-4th with sac and fox and robins west Main Street being 5th and 6th.

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT TRAILS PROJECTS 

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT TRAIL PROJECTS - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Several respondents noted that they thought all of the trail projects included in this year’s TIP 
program were “great” or “awesome”. While many respondents felt all of the projects were worthy 
of funding, several others differed in their opinion. One respondent noted that the funds for trail 
projects should be spent elsewhere, as only a few citizens utilize trails and felt there were plenty of 
trail options existing. Another respondent noted that they were disappointed the construction for all 
projects was several years in the future. Lastly, some respondents had questions and comments 
regarding other or nearby trails.  

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• In general, too much money is spent on these trails.  A very small percentage of taxpaying
citizens use these trails.  The funds could be well spent elsewhere.  We have plenty of trails.

• Rather than use almost the entirety of available funds on one project, apply those funds to as
many projects as possible.

• Disappointed that construction on all of them is so far out in the future.
• Seems far off in time.
• All good projects
• These are awesome options! Thanks for putting them together.
• They all seem like good projects.
• All are needed
• Do them all
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• I may be uninformed regarding this issue, but it would be nice to see CEMAR trail development
eligible for this funding

• Its always good to have more trails.  What is the status on the Cemar trail connection into
Marion?

• I love them all. More trails the better. Will the county be looking to extend the CVNT to Brandon
by paving or extending the grant wood trail?

• Would love to see off-street or wide shoulders bicycle route from Cedar Rapids, past the College
Community campus on down to Swisher/Shueyville.

• What is happening south of O Ave NW?
• We need a sidewalk or bike path along Boyson Rd between Council & CVNT.
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Please review the road projects. After reviewing the road projects, 
what comments do you have?
Answered: 22  Skipped: 119 

1.) 7TH AVENUE RECONSTRUCTION – MARION 

7th AVENUE RECONSTRUCTION- COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Respondents noted that this they are supportive of this project, would like to see it funded, and that 
this project is “long overdue”. Several noted that the sidewalks included in this project’s boundary 
were rough. However, one respondent felt differently in that they view Uptown Marion as “messed 
up” and this project would only exacerbate that. Another felt that through traffic should be diverted 
to 6th Avenue as a business district bypass. [Note: The City of Marion is pursuing improvements to 
6th Avenue for this very purpose.] 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Marion has increased in population and 7th Avenue definitely needs to be wider as does Boyson
Road.

• Marion is a lost cause.  They have messed up their downtown economic district so badly it isn't
worth trying to fix it up.  I know!  Add more traffic circles!

• Marion needs a faster, less congested route to get through town. Maybe make 6th Ave into a
business district bypass.

• 7th Avenue - Add bike lanes. Then FUND IT.    Marion 7th Ave is long overdue!
• That stretch of 7th Ave in Marion is really rough and could use a rebuild.  The sidewalks are in

bad shape too - fix those while you are at it!
• Photos/images/pictures are too small to read. Guess I'll have to assume the Marion 7th Avenue

is more high-priced brick paving.

2.) EDGEWOOD ROAD RECONSTRUCTION – CEDAR RAPIDS 

EDGEWOOD ROAD RECONSTRUCTION - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Respondents noted that this project is needed as Edgewood Road is “heavily traveled” and in poor 
condition. Another noted that, if this project must be built, that there need to be multi-modal 
accommodations included in the projects, but they also felt that this project would result in the road 
being “overbuilt”. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Edgewood Road NW is a heavily traveled street that is in poor condition, and also needs left
hand turning lanes.

• Edgewood Road - IF the project must be built, room should be made for a multi-use, trail-width
sidepath on the west side of Edgewood road, that would connect users between F Avenue and
O Avenue NW. Future plans for an E Avenue Trail make the continuation of the Edgewood Trail a
great idea for this stretch of road. There are few enough road penetrations along this stretch. 104
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Similar sidepaths have been constructed in our region. This would be a major improvement to 
the plans for this project.    Overall, these plans for Edgewood Road would be an unnecessary 
overbuild that would likely increase the traveling speeds for drivers in this stretch and reduce 
vehicle/pedestrian safety along the corridor. It should be fought hard against by residents who 
understand the value of not building endless stroads and un-walkable urban development in our 
great City. 

• Project 2

3.) BOYSON ROAD RECONSTRUCTION – CEDAR RAPIDS 

BOYSON ROAD RECONSTRUCTION - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

One respondent noted they were in favor of the project (“Love it”) and another noted that this is 
project is long overdue, as is the project on Boyson Road from Robins Road to Center Point Road. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Boyson - Love it. FUND IT!
• Boyson is the area with the most need. This is a major artery in an area of increasing density,

and its reconstruction is about 10 years overdue. Boyson reconstruction from Robins Road to
Center Point Road also is way overdue.

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT ROADS PROJECTS 

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT ROAD PROJECTS - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Several respondents were supportive of the three road projects seeking funding in this year’s TIP, 
but several others had concerns. For instance, a respondent noted they were worried about the 
“road widening projects” [Edgewood Road and Boyson Road] and that this is short-sighted and will 
ultimately result in the stretch of those two roadways unfriendly towards cyclists and pedestrians. 
Another couple individuals had comments regarding the funding, stating that “all [road projects] are 
a waste of money” and another sharing their opinion that trails funding should be diverted to roads. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• All are a waste of money.
• Money allocated to trails would be much better spent on roads.
• I agree with all three road projects.
• Will the improvements include bike lanes/sidewalks?
• All needed
• sure looks like these projects are to serve northwest side
• I am concerned with road widening projects. I think it is short-sighted and undermines the

livability of neighborhoods making them significantly less pedestrian and bike friendly.
• I don’t have much invested in road stuff.
• Fix E ave please!!!!! These are nice but man that road is rough between Edgewood road and

Wiley
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Please review the Safe Routes to School projects. After reviewing the 
Safe Routes to School projects, what comments do you have? 
Answered: 12  Skipped: 129 

1.) COOLIDGE AND TAFT SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL – CEDAR RAPIDS 

• No comments

2.) CLEVELAND SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL – CEDAR RAPIDS 

• No comments

3.) MARION INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAIL – MARION 

MARION INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT TRAIL - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

One respondent noted that this project is a “highlight” while another noted that, if the district can 
build lots of projects, then they should pay for the trail. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Marion has a whole new school building planned and lots of projects at the high school. If they
can afford all of that, than they can pay to have a trail!

• Marion's project is a highlight.

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL (SRTS) 

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT SRTS PROJECTS - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Some respondents were supportive of the project, noting that these three SRTS projects were long 
overdue and that safe routes for children to get to and from school was of the “utmost” importance. 
Some respondents had questions about other trail aspects or trails in the region. Two people had 
questions regarding funding and SRTS: one questioned why doesn’t SRTS include having sidewalks 
cleared in the winter and other questioned why Cedar Rapids funding is being put towards a Marion 
project. [Note: Corridor MPO’s funds are regional and split into four modes for allocation; there is 
no allocation for funding by jurisdiction of the MPO’s eight members: Cedar Rapids, Ely, Hiawatha, 
Palo, Linn County, Robins, Fairfax, and Marion.] 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• I'd like to know why Safe Routes to School don't include having school and neighborhood
sidewalks cleared of snow and ice in winter, or even having sidewalks at all.

• I agree with all three Safe Routes to School projects.
• Why is Cedar Rapids funding used to improve Marion? Dont they have their own budgets?
• It's of utmost importance with a new school to be able to have safe routes for children!
• I hate to have to rank these, because all three are needed.
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• My kids don’t go to these schools.
• All of these are long overdue
• honestly, I have no investment in any of these
• How about Indian Creek in Marion?
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Answered: 120      Skipped: 21
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Please review the transit projects. After reviewing the transit projects, 
what comments do you have? 
Answered: 16  Skipped: 125 

1.) TWO FIXED-ROUTE REPLACEMENT BUSES – CEDAR RAPIDS TRANSIT 

TWO FIXED-ROUTE REPLACEMENT BUSES - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

One respondent questioned whether a full bus was needed, but if it was, they were supportive of 
the project. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Do we need a full size bus?  If so, then that is what I vote for.

2.) ONE PARATRANSIT REPLACEMENT BUSES – CEDAR RAPIDS TRANSIT 

ONE PARATRANSIT REPLACEMENT BUS - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

One respondent noted the project was small [with regard to cost] and that this bus would go 
towards a service “that is needed”. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• The LIFTS bus project is relatively small and provides a service that is needed.

COMMENTS REGARDING BOTH OF THE TRANSIT PROJECTS 

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT TRANSIT PROJECTS - COMMENTS SUMMARY 

Respondents were generally supportive of the two transit projects. Several people stated they were 
supportive and were in favor of projects that supported public transportation. One respondent 
disagreed and stated that they did not favor funding either transit project. Several other comments 
were received not tied directly to funding or ranking the two transit projects. Several individuals 
noted improvements to the public transit system they would like to see (bus stop infrastructure 
improvements, winter accessibility at bus stops, and weekend/evening bus service). Lastly, 
respondents had comments and questions regarding bus ridership, able bodied people and 
dependence on public transportation, and a couple others noted they either felt they were 
uneducated enough or had no strong feelings about these projects to give a meaningful response. 

DETAILED COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

• Can you do one transit bus, along with the paratransit bus replacement and some bus stop
infrastructure improvements (i.e. bus shelters)

• How about we just get one of each??
• I do not agree with funding either TIP project.
• Both projects are good.
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• What does bus ridership even look like these days?  I know we buy bus passes for the homeless
people and riding the bus is expensive and inconvenient.

• We need evening and weekend bus service.  We need winter accessibility at bus stops.  I have
had to walk through snow up to my knees to wait for the bus at a stop.

• Able bodied people should be less dependent on public transportation, I feel that transportation
for disabled people should be a higher priority.

• Improve current bus system to make useful to community.
• I am very much in favor of improvements to our public transportation system.
• It would be helpful if the title of the two options below matched the titles above.
• Mobility for people with physical challenges is important
• again, I have no horse in this race  .
• Not educated enough on cr public transit to have a meaningful opinion
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Comments Received at Virtual TIP Open House 
Wednesday, February 24th from 6:00 – 7:00 pm on Facebook Live 

OVERVIEW OF EVENT

The comments received during the Corridor MPO’s Virtual TIP Open House, for FFY22-25 Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP), have been compiled into this document. First, a summary of all comments 

is provided. Then, the comments received on the Facebook Live event itself are shown. These comments 

fall into three main categories: Sac and Fox Trail, Lucore Road Sidepath and Bridge, and General 

Comments about the MPO (non-TIP specific). Any comments provided by the same person regarding the 

same subject have been grouped together. Additionally, any responses to comments are included 

underneath the original comment. 

The event itself was a presentation of all fourteen (14) projects seeking funding in the Corridor MPO’s 

FFY22-25 TIP. There was approximately 14-17 people on average viewing the event live with MPO staff. 

MPO staff presented a slide of each project and discussed the main aspects of each project. After each 

project, a moment was provided to attendees to ask any questions about the project that was just 

presented. Time was also provided at the very end for any comments or questions individuals did not 

get to ask earlier in the event or have questions about now.  

COMMENTS RECEIVED AT EVENT 

Respondents had questions primarily regarding two projects (Sac and Fox Trail and Lucore Road 

Sidepath and Bridge) and then a few other comments about the MPO in general.  

SAC AND FOX TRAIL 

COMMENT SUMMARY 

The comments regarding the Sac and Fox Trail extension include inquiries about a buffer 

between the trail and peoples’ backyards and privacy measures in place for residents next to the 

trail. Another commenter was curious about the eastward expansion of the trail, and how far 
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would it go? At the event, it was noted that this project has the ability to go all the way to 

Mount Vernon on abandoned rail lines. One respondent had a concern about the Sac and Fox 

Trail and its proposed path through William B. Quarton Park, who the commenter noted 

bequeathed this land as a park and “not a thoroughfare”. Another respondent had a question 

about extending the sidewalk, on the north side of Cottage Grove Rd SE, from Washington High 

School to Country Club Parkway, approximately one block further east. One other respondent 

had a question about Alliant Energy’s commitment to cleaning up the woods after the derecho 

on August 10th, and since the City of Cedar Rapids purchased this land from Alliant Energy, 

would they honor that same promise? Another resident nearby had concerns about those 

accessing the trail parking their vehicles if the trail went to Indian Road SE. Lastly, one 

commenter wondered if the appropriate wildlife studies have been conducted to note impacts 

of the trail extension on wildlife.  

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

• B. Van Weelden: Who do we speak with to understand the type of fence and plants that would be used as

a buffer? 

o Liz Darnall [As Corridor MPO]: b.whyte@corridormpo.com

• M. Coleman: What is the intended eastward continuation of this part of the trail? The proximity to the

Sac and Fox trailhead (1-2 blocks away) sure jumps off the page

• D. Hahn: I agree with all trail projects described EXCEPT for the Sac and Fox Trail extension (red). I do

agree with the proposed Safe Routes to School (purple) segment of that project (from the CEMAR trail east

to Forest) but NOT the section that extends farther eastward and cuts through William B Quarton Park. I

also do not agree with the sections going into Bever Park or to East Post Road. Mr. Quarton lived in this

neighborhood until his death at 104 and he bequeathed that land as a park not a thoroughfare.

o G. Januska: Many jurisdictions rightfully consider a trail a linear park.
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• K. Kurt: Big fan of Sac and Fox Trail connection but would like to see missing sidewalk connection

between Washington HS and Country Club Parkway on Cottage Grove to imprive access to trail and

school. Not sure who should get this feedback...

o K. Kurt: Extend pink section to Country Club Parkway?

o K. Kurt: This is a missing section of about 1 block

• S. Coleman: Since the land was sold to the city from Alliant, will the city honor Alliant's promise to clean

up the woods impacted by the derecho?

• B. Klinger: Would there be funding in the project for providing privacy to the residence that this trail runs

by? 

• B. Van Weelden: What is the buffer plan between the trail and the property lines of the backyards the

proposed trail will go through?

• J. Paul: To be clear, the "abandoned rail trail" runs in residents' backyards, in some cases, feet from their

backdoors.

• D. Hahn: Assuming the general project goes forward, my further concern is regarding the spur to Indian

Road SE. I live in the neighborhood and I am very concerned about the possibility for increased

neighborhood parking and traffic as people try to access the trail via the spur in question. Is the spur to

Indian Road SE required?

o D. Hahn: No parking signs have been added.

• S. Coleman: Is there appropriate wildlife studies on the impact of these trails on wildlife?

LUCORE ROAD SIDEPATH AND BRIDGE

COMMENT SUMMARY 

A question was asked about project scoring, and whether connections to schools were considered. 

MPO staff noted in the meeting that this was a small component of how each trail project was scored 

based upon how well each meets our long-term goals, in this case connecting destinations. A 

responder to that comment noted they think this project should be fully funded.  114
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COMMENTS RECEIVED 

• B. Bauman: The Lucore project provides a safe route from several housing subdivisions to both Indian

Creek school and Boulder Peak school. Was that considered in the scoring?

o G. Januska: [reply to Bob] I agree that the Lucore Road project should be fully funded.

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT MPO (non-TIP specific), EVENT, ETC.

COMMENT SUMMARY 

Several respondents appreciated MPO staff’s hard work in getting all of this together [for the 

event], the information provided, and their work on these things. A commenter asked whether 

this video would be available to view later and MPO staff noted that it would be available on the 

Corridor MPO’s Facebook Page under the “Videos” tab. Lastly, a commenter had questions 

regarding project scoring. MPO staff noted in the meeting that the appendix in the long-range 

transportation plan, available on our website, would be the place to view the criteria for scoring 

each project. 

COMMENT SUMMARY 

• T. Thayer: Thanks for all your hard work in pulling this all together

• M. Morken: Thanks for all your work on these things. My family really enjoy the trails.

• D. Hahn: A few of my neighbors were not available tonight, so is this meeting avalable for later viewing?

o Hilary Hershner [As Corridor MPO]: David Hahn Yes. You can find in on the Corridor MPO’s

Facebook page in “Videos”.

• D. Hahn: Thank you for the information. Great job!!

• B. Bauman: Is there an explanation somewhere of the scoring parameters? And is there a explanation of

how the scoring for each of these projects was calculated?
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101 First Street SE
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52401

319-286-5041   PH
corridormpo@cedar-rapids.org Email

Public Input – Grant Wood Trails Meetings

On February 9th, 16th, and March 2nd, the Grant Wood Trails Group of Linn County met to review 
trail projects considered by the MPO Policy Board for funding during the federal fiscal year 
2022-25 Transportation Improvement Program cycle.  

A summary of the discussion regarding each project is provided below. 

Highway 100 Trail
Rename Highway 100 Trail to Covington Trail or something else.  
They prefer the alignment away from the road in the wooded space owned by Cedar Rapids.

Sac and Fox Trail Ext
Ensure space for single track all along the route. People use the soft-surface trails there now.
Runners don't like singletrack but prefer double track.
Rename this trail.

City of Palo Connector Trail
None. 

Lucore Road Sidepath and Bridge
None. 

West Main Street Trail
Provide wide shoulders or bike lanes instead of sharrows for the non-participatory roadway
portion of the project.  

4th Street Trail
Some people found the trail redundant, and some people liked it. 

Coolidge and Taft Safe Routes to School project
Concern about speeds on F Ave. Advanced RRFB warning lights should be used due to speeds.

Cleveland Safe Routes to School project
Don't remove trees along 1st Ave for the sidewalk. Conversely, don't have kids cross the street
twice to get from the church to the school. Two differing opinions here.  
Add sidewalk from Cleveland to 21st on 8th Ave. to better connect the network.  

Marion Independent School District Trail
The trail makes sense to them and will likely get used. Good project. 

Overall the Grant Wood Trails Group supports funding the below projects:

1. Sac and Fox Connector
2. Highway 100 Trail
3. Even support for Coolidge/Taft and Marion Independent School District Trail
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Public Input – Facebook

Comments are transcribed per project with some exceptions, in the details comments 
section. A summary is provided below for each project where comments were received. 
An exception is nearly all projects had several comments about the poor quality of 
sidewalks along Ellis Harbor. These comments were unrelated to the projects being 
commented on. MPO staff responded to these comments by informing the citizen that the 
MPO does not fund sidewalks unless part of a safe routes to school or road project.  

Summary of Project Comments

1. Highway 100 Trail Phase 3
Some citizens were in favor of the connections the trail makes, some were against the
trail because of concerns of being so close to the highway.

2. City of Palo Connector Trail
Citizens feel it is too close to the busy roads and that the Highway 100 Trail should be
completed first.

3. Lucore Road Sidepath and Bridge
Citizens like the project as the area sees a lot of use now and they expect more growth.
They’d like to see the project completed as soon as possible.

4. 4th Street Trail Segment 1
Some citizens like the trail concept. Some think the existing trail network is enough
unless a solid plan is in place to cross 8th Ave.

5. West Main Street Trail
Some citizens feel the trail has too steep of hills. Some find the trail redundant and are
generally not supportive.

6. Coolidge and Taft Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Project
A citizen commented in support if the project is constructed properly.

7. Sac and Fox Trail Ext Segment 1
Several citizen comments about supporting the trail and noting that people already use
it now. Further some wanted to make sure soft-surface trails are still provided. Some
people took this as an opportunity to ask for a bridge connecting Prairie Park Fishery to
the Cedar Valley Nature Trail.
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Detailed Comments
1. Linn County LIFTS Bus

None

2. CR Transit Buses
None

3. Highway 100 Trail Phase 3
A. Trails along-side busy/noisy streets have no charm. NOW if the reason is to

encourage commuter biking for work, that is a worthwhile reason. [But I'd much 
prefer paving the Sac and Fox Trail along the river and Indian Creek!] 

B. Please give this the highest priority. Please fully fund. This "Milwaukee Road 
Recreational Trail"will hve major connections with Morgan Creek Park, Rock Island 
Preserve, Xavier High School and the Cedar Valley Nature Trail. Lots of connections 
and benefits. 

4. Edgewood Rd NW Improvements
None

5. MISD Trail (SRTS)
None

6. City of Palo Connector Trail
A. No, because trails that closely parallel highways or major streets are noisy and

distinctly UN-scenic, so I would not favor an extension along Blairs Ferry Road. 

B. The Highway 100 trail needs to be a higher priority, in my opinion. 

7. 7th Ave Reconstruction in Marion
None
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8. Lucore Road Sidepath and Bridge
A. The residential areas are growing very quickly. The traffic has increased on this

bridge & made it very dangerous to try to walk or bike across the bridge to connect 
to the sidewalk on the other side. It's scary to drive through here for fear that 
someone will be walking or biking on the bridge & another vehicle approaching 
from the other direction. Pleas seriously consider supporting this project before we 
have a serious accident or fatality. Thank you!! 

B. This will positively serve the growth in that part of Marion. It was needed, 
yesterday! 

9. 4th Street Trail Segment 1
A. I like it, it's a logical extension of the existing 4th St trail, which will give an

additional, more direct route to the Southern CVNT/Hoover Trail...once the new 
bridge is in place... 

B. I was never a fan of the future bridge. That being said, there is already a trail along 
the river which goes there. The trail along the river also provides an excellent option 
for crossing 8th Ave.  

C. I would want to know the plan for this trail to go from 9th Ave to 7th Ave. If there is 
no plan for a safe crossing of 8th Ave then this trail simply goes from a place I didn’t 
want and goes to nowhere. However, if there is an awesome plan to cross 8th Ave 
I’d be a fan. 

10. Cleveland SRTS
None

11. West Main Street Trail
A. Has anyone in the Robins hierarchy ever tried riding up that hill? Maybe they

should.  

B. Hmmm, missing the point of this connector. Can you elaborate on the future "Kings 
Way" trail, would that make the W Main side trail redundant? 

C. It’s a no for me. 
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12. Boyson Rd NE Improvements
None

13. Coolidge and Taft SRTS
A. Taft school connection makes sense if constructed properly.

14. Sac and Fox Trail Ext Segment 1
A. What are the rules on bikes in Bever Park? Seems like they'd need to establish some

better practices in there. I've seen people riding essentially "off-trail" and I worry 
that this would encourage that. That said I'd love to have a solid connection 
between CEMAR and Sac-Fox! This is a great idea. 

B. This trail (the orange part) already exists in a way. It’s not a gravel or paved path but 
I’m guessing they will use the alliant easements that run that same path and have 
been cleared out from the derecho so it’s make creating a trail easy. I grew up on 
red fox road and walked/biked/ran on those easements to bever park a lot. I like the 
idea of the connectivity. 

C. Love it, but I think it needs it's own name. Maybe something honoring the history of 
this railbed. 

D. I’ve been trying to figure out the right place to ask this question, but has there ever 
been any talk or consideration about joining the Cedar Valley trail by Tait Cummins 
park across the river to the fishery? Seems like a perfect spot, better than the bridge 
being planned to connect Newbo. But also probably a lot more expensive. 

Two other people commented in support of this comment. 

E. Great plan but please safely connect country club parkway to the sidewalk by 
Washington High School. I don’t find the existing bike lanes on cottage grove to be 
safe given the speed of the adjacent traffic. 

F. How about some $$$ to continue the sac/fox single-track.  but seriously happy to 
see this connection and more safe to school routes. 
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