
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  
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

Tuesday, January 12, 2021 at 2:00 PM 

Roll Call  

Public Comment Period 

Action/Discussion Items 

1. Approve Minutes from Special March 4, 2020 Meeting and March 5, 2020 Meeting.   ATTACHED

2. Elect Chairperson/Vice Chairperson – Bill Micheel

3. 2017-2020 Safety Performance Measure Targets – Liz Darnall    ATTACHED

• Action Required: Recommend to Policy Board to support the Iowa DOT targets

4. 2018-2021 Adjusted Reliability and Freight Performance Measure Targets – Liz Darnall   ATTACHED

• Action Required: Recommend to Policy Board to support the Iowa DOT’s adjusted targets

5. Project Status Report Review – Brandon Whyte  ATTACHED

• Report item.

Next Scheduled Meetings 
• Exec. Comm.: 8:30 am, Wednesday, January 13, 2021 – Virtual Meeting
• Policy Board: 1:30pm, Thursday, January 21, 2021 – Virtual Meeting

VIRTUAL MEETING: 
• Public must register to attend using this link.  Only register if you plan on speaking on a specific

agenda item during public comment.  Registration will be cut-off 2 hours prior to the meeting start
time.  Information on how to join will be sent to your email address. Joining the meeting can be done
on many devices with internet access or via phone.

• If you do not plan on speaking on a specific agenda item, please watch the meeting on Facebook Live
at https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/

• TTAC members will be emailed separate meeting invites to join the virtual meeting.

https://cedar-rapids.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_gjvWY2jNSuigolecoE-ivw
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/


TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TTAC) 
SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 

Time Check Hall, First Floor – City Services Center 
500 15th Ave SW, Cedar Rapids 

Wednesday, March 4, 2020 at 8:30 a.m.  

Member Present Absent Alternate 
Brenna Fall – Chairperson X – Arrived at 9:10 am 
Tom Peffer – Vice Chairperson X 
Seth Gunnerson X 
Nate Kampman X – Arrived at 9:13 am 
John Witt X 
Ron Griffith X – Arrived at 8:34 am 
Mary Beth Stevenson X 
Carrie Pauli X 
Matt Myers X 
Doug Wilson X Lee Tippe 
Jennifer Selby X 
Scott Pottorff X – Arrived at 8:35 am 
Shane Wicks X 
Matt Johnson X 
Randy Burke X 
Brad Ketels X 
Kesha Billings X 
Mike Barkalow X – Arrived at 9:10 am 
Jon Bogert X 
Kelli Scott X 
Cathy Cutler (NV) X 
Darla Hugaboom (NV) X 
Eva Steinman (NV) X 

Staff Present: Bill Micheel, Brandon Whyte, Hilary Hershner, Liz Darnall 
Non-MPO Staff Present: Brad DeBrower 

Vice Chairperson Tom Peffer called the meeting to order at 8:31 a.m. 

Public Comment 
There were no public comments.  

Action/Discussion Items 
1. 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Transit Fiscally Constrained Project (FCP) List
Staff Recommendation
Liz Darnall reviewed the federal regulations of the fiscal constraint requirements for LRTP. Darnall stated
that they estimate the funds that are expected to be available, inflate the project costs to year of expenditure
dollar, group the projects into timeframes, illustrative projects (vision projects) are to be shown separately,
and then anytime that we amend them plan we have to show that it is fiscally constraint.  Darnall reviewed 2



 

the anticipated project completion timeframes. She shared that the scoring criteria was approved by the 
MPO Policy board based on the recommendations provided by the Executive Committee and TTAC. She 
indicated that the scoring criteria was based off of the seven adopted goals for the plan which include; 
economic vitality; safety and security; sustainable development, public health, preservation and 
enhancement of the environment; accessibility, mobility, and connectivity for both people and freight; 
resiliency, efficiency, energy conversation; preservation of the transportation system; and lastly, mitigate 
stormwater, resiliency and reliability of the transportation system. Darnall reviewed how funding was 
determined and how projects were assigned. There was a question inquiring about the inflation amounts 
and rate followed by brief discussion regarding the inflation rate. 

Darnall shared the list of Transit Fiscally Constrained Projects (FCP) and the list of Transit Vision Projects. 
She mentioned that they received no public comments regarding the Transit projects. She stated that the 
Transit fiscally constrained projects list are staff’s recommendation based off of available funding. 

John Witt moved to recommend Policy Board approve staff’s recommendation for the Transit FCP. 
Seconded by Seth Gunnerson. There was a question regarding the passenger shelters and funding of non-
rolling stock; Darnall stated that the funding of non-rolling stock needs to go back to Executive Committee 
to be further discussed. The motion carried.   

2. 2045 LRTP Safe Routes to School (SRTS) FCP List Staff Recommendation
Brandon Whyte shared the list of Safe Routes to School fiscally constrained projects and the list of SRTS
vision projects. Whyte mentioned that this is the newest funding source. He stated that MPO Staff has
received one public comment regarding the Coolidge Elementary School and Taft Middle School project.
He noted that there was a tie between seven projects who had a score of 75; five of those projects are being
funded and two are not due to available funding. He explained why those five projects were selected over
the other two and it was due to the least amount of funding carry over. There was questions among the
Committee about “what if” scenarios; switching the Saint Joseph School project with the Pierce School
project or switching out Nixon School with either Starry School or Vernon School. MPO Staff explained
that due to the construction costs and the carry over amount that this list had the least amount of carry over.
There was discussion regarding the types of projects that are on the FCP list and the vision list; sidewalk
gaps and trail projects; Whyte replied that both types of projects are allowed. There was a question regarding 
what happens to the carry over funding; Whyte replied, nothing it just stays available. Committee members
wanted to know if the list every gets revisited; Whyte replied, yes every five years they review the list.
There was brief discussion regarding the inflation rate and design costs.

Witt moved to recommend Policy Board approve staff’s recommendation for the SRTS FCP. Seconded by 
Jennifer Selby. The motion carried.  

3. 2045 LRTP Trails FCP List Staff Recommendation
Brandon Whyte shared the list of Trail fiscally constrained projects and the lists of Trail vision projects.
Whyte mentioned that there was a lot of public comment that was received for a variety of different projects.
Public Comments were identified to specific project ID numbers that are listed on the 2045 Trail FCP list
and the 2045 Trails Vision Projects list in the agenda packet. Public Comments were received on project id
number 20. Additionally, several comments were received from the Grant Wood Trails Meeting; comments
on removing project id numbers 40 and 67; comments were made both for an against project id numbers 2
and 16; comments on liking project id numbers 63, 41, 55, 49, and 11; and lastly one comment question on
project id number 4.
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Whyte further went on to explain the MPO Staff suggestions of removal of specific projects on the FCP to 
the Vision list; those project id numbers are as follows 9, 20, and 52. Whyte specifically discussed project 
id number 47 (Highway 100 Trail North). Project 47 was submitted by Linn County. He discussed the 
specifics as it related to the project score of a 22; he mentioned that this project scored low for connectivity 
because neither ends has connections, and scored low due to less green features. Linn County made the 
comment that it seems like they will always score low on population and that this specific trail will 
connective the entire SW to the Cedar Valley Nature Trail.  

There was a question on project id number 20 and why MPO Staff are suggesting removal of that specific 
project. Whyte shared that project id number 20 (Sac & Fox Trial Extension – Segment 1) is currently 
applying for the TIP and if awarded will be able to receive additional funds, so it is best to move this project 
to the vision plan. 

There was a question concerning the negative public comments associated with project 2 and 16. Whyte 
shared that for both projects that the concerns were that there was not a lot of development out there and it 
was not a priority at this time. There were comments in favor of the two projects; that local schools students 
would be able to utilize those projects. He shared that specifically for project id number 2 there was a 
serious accident involving a mother and her son were rear-ended on the road. 

There was discussion about the scoring that was used. Darnall reviewed that projects that had major 
destinations received more points; projects that connected to existing systems also received more points; 
and lastly projects had were longer due to more connections scored higher. 

Randy Burke mentioned that Linn County has other priorities above project id number 52 (Prairie Creek 
Trail West) and requests that it be removed from the FCP and added to the Vision Plan list.  

MPO Staff suggested that Committee members remove the following projects from the FCP and add them 
to the Vision plan; project id numbers, 9, 20, 28, 40, and 52. MPO Staff also suggest that project id number 
47 be removed from the Vision plan list and be added to the FCP list. Whyte pointed out that MPO Staff’s 
recommendation is to always go by the scoring of projects; however, they did want to provide a suggestion 
to the Committee in which that project id number 47 was included for Linn County. 

There was discussion among Committee members regarding project id number 20 and project id number 
47. Committee members who are associated with those projects provided insight into those questions related 
to the projects. There was additional questions regarding project id number 1.

Lee Tippe moved to recommend Policy Board approve staff’s suggestions for the Trail FCP. Seconded by 
Mary Beth Stevenson. The motion carried.  

4. 2045 LRTP Road FCP List Staff Recommendation
Hilary Hershner shared the list of Roads Fiscally Constrained Projects and the list of Roads Vision Projects.
She mentioned that one public comment was received and that it covered project id numbers 36 and 37,
both of which are on the Roads Vision Plan. The public comment indicated that they feel that these two
projects are a high priority as the road is terrible on vehicles and very unsafe for bicycle traffic. There
suggestion is to add a bike lane or preferably a side path. Hershner went on to mention that currently these
two projects are not in the Roads FCP plan.
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She quickly reviewed the Roads FCP and how the list was determined. She stated that the FCP is based on 
3 things: 1) Year of Construction, then 2) Score, and 3) least amount of carry over in FFY35-45 timeband. 
She asked the Committee for their input on the lists.  
 
A Committee member asked to review the scoring criteria and asked if the scoring has slightly changed 
recently. Hershner replied that the consultants scored these so the MPO could remain unbiased. She 
reviewed some of the categories of the scoring; safety features, maintenance, road network, and green 
design features etc. There was additional questions regarding project id number 83, as to why they were not 
included in the FCP but are on the Vision plan; and when could they possibly be moved to the FCP; and 
what happens if they do not get money from the TIP; and what funding sources would be available. MPO 
Staff reassured that there would be an opportunity in 2021 to apply for an amendment and that this project 
is guaranteed to receive $823,000. 
 
Witt moved to recommend Policy Board approve staff’s recommendation for the Road FCP. Seconded by 
Selby. There was a question regarding project id number 48 and whether or not that this project would still 
be able to get additional outside funding that is being requested. MPO Staff stated yes, it would be able to 
do so. The motion carried.  
 
Report Items/Member Updates 
There were no items to report or member updates. 
 
Adjournment 
Tom Peffer adjourned the meeting at 9:53 a.m.   
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Amy Cannon 
Administrative Assistant II 
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TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TTAC)  
MEETING MINUTES 

Time Check Hall, First Floor – City Services Center 
500 15th Ave SW, Cedar Rapids 

Thursday, March 5, 2020 at 2:00 p.m.  
 

Member Present Absent Alternate 
Brenna Fall – Chairperson  X   
Tom Peffer – Vice Chairperson X   
Seth Gunnerson X – Arrived 2:02   
Nate Kampman X   
John Witt X   
Ron Griffith X   
Mary Beth Stevenson X   
Carrie Pauli X   
Matt Myers X   
Doug Wilson X   
Jennifer Selby X  Gary Petersen 
Scott Pottorff X   
Shane Wicks X  Jon Larson 
Matt Johnson X   
Randy Burke  X   
Brad Ketels  X  
Kesha Billings X   
Mike Barkalow X   
Jon Bogert  X  
Kelli Scott X  Dax Suntken 
Cathy Cutler (NV) X   
Darla Hugaboom (NV)  X  
Eva Steinman (NV)  X  

 
Staff Present: Bill Micheel, Brandon Whyte, Hilary Hershner, Liz Darnall, & Amy Cannon  
Others Present: Kelli Scott on behalf of Snyder; Brad DeBower 
 
Chairperson Brenna Fall called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 
 
Public Comment 
There were 38 public comments that were received all were Trails related.  
 
Action/Discussion Items 
1. Approve Minutes from February 6th meeting 
Committee member moved to approve the minutes from February 6, 2020. Seconded by Committee 
Member. The motion carried.  
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2. Transit Projects Review and Funding Recommendation 
Liz Darnall shared the FFY21-24 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Funding Requests for 
Transit. She indicated that the Iowa DOT had changed the funding targets and there will be no surplus for 
Transit. The reason for the change; funding distribution will vary to equalize funding growth between 
planning agency and bridge allocations. Darnall briefly reviewed the three project requests. She stated that 
at the TTAC Small Group meeting there were no recommended technical changes to any of the three 
projects. Based on the new funding targets, Darnall shared the Staff Recommendations for the three Transit 
TIP requests. She mentioned that all three requests will still receive funding; however, two projects will be 
fully funded and one project will be partially funded. Cedar Rapids Transit’s two projects (2-Fixed-Route 
Replacement Buses and a Paratransit Bus Replacement) will be fully-funded which brings both of those 
projects up to 80% funded. The City of Cedar Rapids project (Edgewood Road Stops and Sidewalks – 16th 
Avenue SW to O Ave NW) will receive the remaining of available funds and will bring that project up to 
59% funded. Darnall asked if there were any questions concerning the Transit TIP allocations. 
 
Seth Gunnerson motioned to recommend to the Policy Board MPO staff’s recommendations of the FFY21-
24 TIP Transit projects to fund. John Witt seconded the motion. The motion carried. 
 
3. Trail Projects Review and Funding Recommendation 
Brandon Whyte shared the FFY21-24 TIP Funding Requests for Trails. He reviewed the six project 
applications. Whyte discussed the details of the Wiley Boulevard Sidepath Phase 1 for Cedar Rapids 
project. He indicated that the TTAC Trails Small Group did make a recommendation for this project that 
the full TTAC needed to make a motion regarding their recommendation. The Trails Small Group 
recommendation was to allow for the bus pads to be included in the trail project with trail funds.  
 
Kesha Billings moved to approve TTAC Trails Small Group’s recommendation to allow the bus pads to be 
included in the trail project with trail funds. Seconded by Ron Griffith. The motion carried. 
 
Whyte went on further to discuss the Sac & Fox Trail Extension – Segment 1 for Cedar Rapids. He 
mentioned that the City of Cedar Rapids had agreed prior to today’s meeting to make all the changes that 
were discussed in the Small Group Meeting, so no motion would be required on this project. The changes 
that the City of Cedar Rapids made are the following: adding a spur of the trail south to the park; having a 
northern connection to Cottage Grove, which was extremely popular via the public comments; adding a 
spur of the trail to the east straight through the park to Indian Road; the pink line is a non-participatory part 
of the project that was added and will be completed by Paving for Progress; adding trail from 1st Avenue to 
the CeMar Trail, the project will be applying for funds from the State Iowa Safe Routes to School. 
Additional changes that were added were to grant Cedar Rapids flexibility of trail width between 10’ and 
12’. There were discussion regarding the Paving for Progress portion of the proposed trail. Whyte again 
mentioned, since the City of Cedar Rapids already changed their project there are no motions for this 
project. 
 
Whyte reviewed the details of the Edgewood Road Trail – Glass Road to Blairs Ferry Road for Cedar 
Rapids. He mentioned that TTAC Trails Small Group had no recommendations for this project.  
 
Whyte reviewed the details of the West Prairie Creek Trail Phase One for Fairfax. He stated that the TTAC 
Trails Small Group had no recommendations for this project as well. However he did mention that the City 
of Fairfax is coming back for an additional funding request because they found forested wetlands that 
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greatly increased their litigation costs. Ultimately the change of the project due to the findings has made it 
cheaper to use an alternative route along East Cemetery Road. 
 
Whyte reviewed the details of the West Main Street Trail project for the City of Robins. He stated that the 
TTAC Trails Small group had no recommendations for this project. He also reviewed the details of the 
Highway 100 Trail Segment 4 Phase 2 for Linn County. Again, TTAC Trails Small group had no 
recommendations for this project.  
 
Whyte shared the public comment that was received by Linn County Trails Association; which recommends 
approval of funding for the following projects: 

• $469,000 towards the Wiley Blvd. Sidepath Phase 1 Project 
• $1,272,000 towards the Sac & Fox Trail Extension – Segment 1 
• $721,000 towards the Highway 100 Trail 

 
Whyte stated that Staff’s recommendation is to fund the projects based off of the scoring, which means that 
the projects submitted by Robins and Linn County do not get funded. He also mentions that Trails has the 
ability to allocate funds for TAP and STBG. 
 
Doug Wilson motioned to recommend to the Policy Board MPO staff’s recommendation of the FFY21-24 
TIP trail projects to fund. Seconded by Ron Griffith.  
 
Brenna Fall asked if there was any discussion. Dax Suntken wanted to comment on the Robins project. He 
wanted to add that the City of Robins is allocating funding to a Capital Improvement planning budget to 
improve the road and the main purpose of pushing to get the trail funded and constructed is to get cyclists 
off the road due to unsafe road conditions. Randy Burke wanted to make some comments regarding the 
Highway 100 Trail. He stated that this trail is a major component of the Highway 100 Development and 
this trail is a primary trail connection for the SW side of town to get over to Edgewood Road and ultimately 
to the Cedar Valley Nature Trail (CVNT). The trail makes a loop and connects downtown and goes out to 
Morgan Creek Park and through and back over to the CVNT. It is also a primary project for the 
Conservation Boards Program; bidding phase 1 will begin in June 22, 2020 and began construction right 
after that. Phase 2 will come in the next couple of years and they’d like to get the funding for phase 3 out 
of the 25 allocation. It is important to get through property prior to it being developed. Whyte mentioned 
that the Grant Wood Trails Association also supported the Linn Count Trails Association suggestion of 
funding allocation. Kesha Billings asked if the Highway 100 Land Use Plan consider trail connections. Seth 
Gunnerson replied that yes it did; Gunnerson did mention that they will need to know exactly where the 
trail is going to go. Griffith mentioned that the Highway 100 trail is in fact in the Comprehensive Trail Plan 
and that they did work with adjacent cities within the county when developing their plan. Gunnerson asked 
about the funding and discussed his concerns. Burke replied that the extra monies is to get the project to 
65% funded. Burke also wanted to point out that the project scores are 7 years old and that this trail is the 
most connective trail on this side of the town. Whyte mentioned that the County will start construction prior 
to 80%. Burke stated that the goal is 65% funding and that they have hired an engineer and will know exact 
cost estimates soon. Mike Barkalow asked how the project scored on the new scoring system. Whyte replied 
that it got a 22 out of 100. Suntken asked if they have current scores for the rest of the projects; Whyte 
replied that no because some of them did not request them. Billings asked about the original request for Sac 
& Fox; Whyte replied that the original request was for 1.272 million.  
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Falls mentioned that there is a motion on the floor; a 1st and a 2nd to approve the recommendation of staff’s 
suggestions of funding allocations; she asked if there was any additional discussion. 
 
Billings had a question regarding additional funding request for the Sac & Fox project, would the project 
still be put through or would it be cut back; Falls replied that the project would come back in FFY25 for 
additional funding.  Billings also asked the same question for Fairfax and Linn County; if the funding isn’t 
allocated to the project, is it still a go. The representatives for each project replied. Gunnerson had concerns 
about outstanding project requests with projects coming back for additional funding requests or having one 
project being fully funded to be completed sooner. Matt Johnson had a question about the funding for the 
Edgewood Trail project; if the request was due to a shortfall; Falls replied, yes.  
 
Falls stated that the Committee can either vote or amend the motion if anyone suggestions changes. No 
changes to amend the motion. The Committee votes. Burke opposed the motion. The motion carried.  
 
4. Road Projects Review and Funding Recommendation 
Hilary Hershner shared the FFY21-24 TIP Funding Requests for Roads. She reviewed the three project 
applications. Hershner discussed the project form the City of Hiawatha. That project is located on Tower 
Terrace Road east from I-380 to 700 ft. east of N. Center Point Road. This project is to reconstruct an 
existing 2-lane rural pavement to an urban 4-lane divided roadway section. The project is requesting 
$2,954,000 for FFY23; if approved this project would be 66% funded with construction expected to be 
completed by September 2022. Hershner stated that the TTAC Roads Small Group did have some 
recommendations to the project which were to approve the design variance for 6 ft. public frontage instead 
of 8ft.; consider installing 5 ft. sidewalk on the north side of Tower Terrace Road and a mid-block crossing; 
and to install a single-lane roundabout that can be expanded in the future. Hershner opened up the discussion 
to the Committee. Kelli Scott wanted to make note that the Right of Way (ROW) on the north side of Tower 
Terrace Road (TTR) is an issue due to the fact that the trailers in the mobile home park are right there and 
would require them to be relocated in order to comply with the 5ft sidewalk request. Hershner reminded 
the Committee that the Roads Small Group recommendation was to consider the 5ft. sidewalk. There was 
discussion of the ROW and its exact location on the diagrams. Scott also mentioned that they would also 
have to get temporary easement to sections of the mobile home park. There was discussion regarding 
wheelchair access from the mobile home park to the roundabout and how there is no access. John Witt 
suggested that the project be built as a single lane roundabout which the forecasted volumes can easily be 
handled by a single lane roundabout. There was discussion on where the placement of the midblock crossing 
would be and discussion of the corridor management plan in relation to the project. Griffith asked about 
possibly shifting the project more to the south to accommodate some concerns. Johnson and Scott 
mentioned that the project has already been shifted to the south and that there are existing features that will 
require relocation. Scott also discussed future sidewalk placement. There was concerns regarding the lack 
of sidewalk access with relation to the current sizable population; Scott mentioned that the City anticipates 
that the mobile home park may be redeveloped. Hershner stated that the City of Hiawatha has the mobile 
home park in their current future land use plan; Scott and Johnson stated that the City is hesitant suggest 
any redevelopment of the mobile home park. There was discussion of what the roads will look like to the 
east and west of the project and where the DOT project ends and the City of Hiawatha project starts. There 
was further discussion on what size the roundabout should be built; two lane verse a one lane. Hershner 
clarified that the 2045 predications are from the new model. She also explained why certain sections of 
Tower Terrace were ‘turned off’ in the data that was given because one section is the most expensive to 
build and is planned at a later date, past 2045. There was discussion regarding funding sources. Scott 
indicated that they are looking at other possible funding sources for this project. Witt again mentioned that 
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the roundabout be built as a single-lane based on the data forecasting model. It was asked what the other 
roundabouts on Tower Terrace are built as or going to be built as a single lane. Burke asked what data 
would Hershner provide if asked for data for outside funding for this project. Hershner replied that she 
would give them the 2045 data as the socioeconomic data is more realistic. Burke also mentioned that 
currently 3 out of 4 corners of the interchange are not developed and that it should be built as a single lane. 
Fall had a question regarding connecting the sidewalk from the dead end to the roundabout so people can 
at least walk to the roundabout. Scott replied that they could probably accomplish that. Gary Peterson had 
a concern about the 6ft public frontage and why can’t it be 14ft like the Corridor Management Plan states. 
Scott replied that it is due to power poles and power lines placement. There was further discussion of 
sidewalk place and if it would be possible. Falls calls for a motion.  

Witt motioned that the intersection of Tower Terrace and N. Center Point Rd be built as a single lane and 
shall be built as a single lane roundabout about with no right turn lanes on any approaches. Single lane 
approaches with single circulatory lane. Tower Terrace Rd from the DOT interchange project eastern limit 
to Center Point Rd shall be built with one lane in each direction to match the rest of the Corridor that is 
being built everywhere else. The intersection of Tower Terrace and Morningdove lane shall be built as a ¾ 
intersection with no lefts off of Morningdove or whatever would get built to the south of that area to be in 
align with the Corridor Management Plan. The sidewalk on the north side should be extended to get to a 
midblock crossing near Morningdove which should be an enhanced crossing with a RRFB or a pedestrian 
beacon.  

Wilson would like to amend the motion and add the design variance of 6ft public frontage instead of 8ft. 

Gunnerson would like to further amend the motion to include that if there’s any other thing that has be done 
with adjusting things to avoid purchasing or relocating homes. We want the sidewalk in there and it still 
needs to be designed which might require further accommodation.  

Hershner recapped and combined everyone’s motion; you shall install a single lane roundabout with no 
right turns, one lane in each direction, the intersection of Tower Terrace and Morningdove shall not be full 
access it shall be ¾ access, lefts in with no rights out; sidewalks to a midblock crossing with an enhances 
crossing; and we also approve the 6ft instead of 8ft public frontage, and it should also built in a way that it 
be accommodating to the existing things that are already there. 

Scott asked why are we considering the reduction of the 4 lane to a single lane that was not a consideration 
of the small groups meeting. Witt responded that with the further information that was provided with the 
forecasts it is necessary. There was further discussion on if the reduction is pushing the limits with the 
single lane. There was discussion if the project costs would need to be updated. Scott replied that the project 
is estimated at the high end.  

Fall states that there is a motion on the floor and asks if there is a second. Carrie Pauli seconded the motion. 
Fall asks for a Roll Call Vote. 

Voting Member Vote 
Key: Y: Yea (in favor of motion);  N: Nay (not in favor of motion);  A: Absent (member absent)

Brenna Fall Y 
Tom Peffer Y 
Seth Gunnerson Y 10



Nate Kampman Y 
John Witt Y 
Ron Griffith Y 
Mary Beth Stevenson Y 
Carrie Pauli Y 
Matt Myers Y 
Doug Wilson Y 
Jennifer Selby – Alternate: Gary Peterson Y 
Scott Pottorff Y 
Shane Wicks – Alternate: Jon Larson Y 
Matt Johnson N 
Randy Burke Y 
Brad Ketels A 
Kesha Billings Y 
Mike Barkalow Y 
Jon Bogert A 
Kelli Scott – Alternate: Dax Suntken Y 

Totals: Y (yea) 
N (nay) 

A (absent) 

17 
1
2

The motion carried. 

Hershner reviewed the City of Cedar Rapids project. The project is to construct Tower Terrace Road NE 
from the proposed I-380 interchange (approximately 300 ft. E of Edgewood Rd), to a tie in point 
approximately 1,000 feet west of Miller Road. The project is requesting $1,126,500 for FFY24. It received 
$388,000 in last year’s TIP process. If the project gets funded it will be funded at 80%. The project is 
expected to be completed in November of 2022. Hershner stated that there were no design changes and that 
the motion made at the Small Groups meeting to move forward with the way it is designed. Hershner opened 
it up for discussion. There were no comments from the Committee. 

Hershner reviewed the City of Marion’s project. The project is a 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. 
This project includes additional infrastructure improvements: storm sewer, sanitary sewer, water main, 
sidewalk, lighting, and other improvements. The project is requesting $3,173,000 total; $184,000 for 
FFY21, $213,000 for FFY23, and $2,776,000 for FFY24. If funded, it will be 58% funded. The project is 
expected to be completed in December 2024. This project did have a design change at the Small Group; 
which was to move forward with the project and to take out the ineligible items (sanitary sewer).  

Hershner stated that the Staff recommendation is to fund projects based on scoring which would give the 
Marion project the money. Hershner noted that Staff has a suggested for funding; which is to fund the City 
of Cedar Rapids’ project to 80%, and then fund the City of Hiawatha’s project to 30%, and then the City of 
Marion to 15%. Whyte explained why the Staff Suggestion funding is the way it is and some projects had 
to be reprioritized. All of Cedar Rapids’ projects had to be reprioritized. Whyte explained the allocation for 
the three projects. There was a lengthy discussion about the left over funding that would be available if the 
Committee was to fully fund the City of Cedar Rapids’ project. After allocating monies to projects there 
was a remaining $80,000 that needed to be allocated. 11



 

 

 
Wilson motioned to allocate the remaining $80,000 to the City of Marion’s project. Seconded by Barkalow. 
The motion carried. 
 
Whyte mentioned his concerns regarding the possibility of not getting enough money in the correct year. 
Whyte will further check the numbers to ensure that everything is correct. 
 
Report Items/Member Updates 
There were no items to report or member updates. 
 
Adjournment 
Wilson moved to adjourn the meeting at 4:01 p.m. Seconded by Gunnerson. The motion carried.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Amy Cannon 
Administrative Assistant 
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3. Performance Measures for Safety Targets for the 2017-2020 Performance Period

Background 
The Iowa DOT has submitted its draft 2020 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) annual report to FHWA.  This 
report includes the State’s 2017-2021 safety targets for the performance measures established in 23 § 490.207.  The targets 
are shown in the table below. The 2017-2021 safety targets are an update to the 2015-2019 safety targets approved two 
years ago by the Policy Board. 

Each MPO must establish 2017-2021 safety targets for the five performance measures within 180 days of the State.  Since 
the HSIP report was submitted on August 31, 2020, the MPO deadline to establish safety targets is February 27, 2021.  By 
that date, each MPO will need to choose one of two options for each performance measure: 

1. Support the State’s target by agreeing to plan and program projects so that they contribute toward the
accomplishment of the State DOT target for that performance measure, or

2. Set a quantifiable target for that performance measure for the MPO.

MPO targets would be for all public roadways within the MPO’s planning area boundary, regardless of functional 
classification or ownership.  MPO’s that establish their own targets for fatality rate or serious injury rate will need to report 
the VMT methodology and estimate used in developing the rate for the target. 

Details 
The Iowa DOT’s safety targets and performance measures are outlined in the table below. 

Performance Measure 
Five-year Rolling Averages 
2015-2019 Baseline 2017-2021 Target 

Number of Fatalities  342.0 336.8 

Fatality Rate*  1.019 0.983 

Number of Serious Injuries  1,420.0 1,370.8 

Serious Injury Rate*  4.230 4.002 
Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries  132.6 131.0 

*Rates are per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT)

Staff Recommendation/Next Steps 
Staff recommends adopting the Iowa DOT’s safety targets and performance measures. 
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4. Adjusted Performance Measures for System Reliability and Freight for the 2018-
2021 Performance Period

Background 
Iowa DOT submitted its Mid-Performance Period Progress Report to FHWA in October 2020.  This report provides updates 
on the State’s progress towards 2-year targets for pavement and bridge measures (PM2) and system and freight reliability 
measures (PM3). It also provided the Iowa DOT an opportunity to adjust 4-year targets, which was done only for PM3. The 
following table shows our 2-year status for PM2 and PM3 targets, as well as the two adjusted 4-year targets for PM3. 

In 2018, Corridor MPO supported the Iowa DOT’s original targets. Iowa MPOs who supported the State’s PM3 targets in 
2018 will need to take one of the following actions for the highlighted performance measures by March 29, 2021: 

1) Support the State’s adjusted target by agreeing to plan and program projects so that they contribute toward the
accomplishment of the State DOT adjusted target for that performance measure, or

2) Commit to a new quantifiable target for that performance measure for the MPO.

MPO targets are for all roadways on the applicable system within the MPO’s planning area boundary, regardless of 
ownership. MPOs that establish their own targets will need to report methodology for their calculations. 

Details 
The PM2 targets for pavement and bridge condition are shown below in the first six rows. The PM3 targets are shown in the 
last three rows. Only the rows highlighted in gray are the adjusted 4-year targets that must be re-supported. 

Performance measure 
2017 
Baseline 

2-year
target

2-year
actual

Original 
4-year
target

Adjusted 
4-year
target

Interstate pavements in Good condition* N/A N/A 66.4% 49.4% 
 

Interstate pavements in Poor condition* N/A N/A 0.4% 2.7% 
Non-Interstate NHS pavements in Good condition 50.9% 48.8% 55.4% 46.9% 
Non-Interstate NHS pavements in Poor condition 10.6% 13.2% 9.3% 14.5% 
NHS bridges classified as in Good condition 48.9% 45.7% 48.7% 44.6% 
NHS bridges classified as in Poor condition 2.3% 3.7% 2.2% 3.2% 
Person-miles traveled on the Interstate that are reliable 100.0% 99.5% 99.3% 99.5% 98.5% 
Person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that 
are reliable* 

N/A N/A 96.3% 95.0% 

Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) Index 1.12 1.14 1.19 1.14 1.21 
*2-year target not required for the first performance period

Staff Recommendation/Next Steps 
Staff recommends adopting the Iowa DOT’s updated performance measures. 
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5. Status Report Review

Background 
Every August, the MPO requests Status Reports for all MPO funded projects – projects receiving Surface 
Transportation Block Grants (STBG) or Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) funds. This year due to the 
Derecho, the deadline was pushed back to November (FFY21). However, status reports reflect FFY20, not FFY21. 
The Iowa DOT and the MPO Policy Board require status reports as a condition of awarding funds. Status Reports 
allow Policy Board members and the Iowa DOT to track project development, ensuring a timely expenditure of 
funding. 

Currently, the Corridor MPO has one of the highest STBG balances in the state. In a previous review, the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Iowa DOT review recommended that the MPO cut this balance. The FHWA 
and DOT also recommended that project development complete in three years or less for STBG projects and two 
years or less for TAP projects. FHWA and Iowa DOT recommended that the Policy Board act to defund any 
project exceeding these time limits. The MPO Policy Board has opted to review these projects. MPO staff with 
local jurisdictions' corporation has worked to reprioritize projects where possible or defund projects that no 
longer seem viable. Before the MPO Policy Board review, the TTAC should review the current status of projects 
generally. 

Finally, In April of 2018, the Iowa DOT established a new balance accrual rule putting a cap on TAP balances 
carried by MPO's. This rule is in conjunction with the shift from the more conventional federal management of 
TAP funding to TAP funds management by the state. The "TAP Balance Accrual Rule" is as follows: 

"TAP balance accrual, as tracked on the quarterly reports, will be limited to a maximum 
of 4 years of funding starting at the end of FFY2020."   

In practice, this means if the Corridor MPO has a balance in excess of the sum of four years of TAP funding, this 
excess funding should be awarded to a project before October 1, 2020, so that the TAP balance does not exceed 
$1,454,000, which is the sum of 4 years of TAP funding for our region. If the Corridor MPO's TAP balance were 
out of conformance with this rule, new TAP funds would be withheld from our Corridor MPO and made available 
to other MPOs or RPAs.  The MPO's TAP balance is currently in accordance with this rule. 

Additionally, MPO staff has also applied the TAP Balance Accrual Rule to STBG projects for illustrative purposes 
only. This is an effort to motivate project completion, better comply with Iowa DOT and FHWA 
recommendations, and if the Iowa DOT applies a similar rule to STBG balances, the MPO will be better prepared. 
The Iowa DOT has considered applying the TAP Balance Accrual Rule to STBG funds but is not doing so at this 
time. The MPO's STBG balance is currently not in accordance with this rule.  
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MPO Project Status Report Review 
The review at the TTAC meeting will focus on aggregate trends and issues rather than looking at issues unique to 
individual projects.   

Items that will be reviewed include: 

• Current project duration for FFY20 vs. FFY19 by mode and overall
• Completed project duration by mode and overall
• Current project over/underruns for FFY20 vs. FFY19 by mode and overall
• Completed project over/underruns by mode and overall
• General trends in project duration and cost over/underruns
• What is an acceptable cost over/underrun?

16


	TTAC Agenda 2021.01.12
	2020.03.04_Special.TTAC.Meeting.Minutes_Draft
	2020.03.05_TTAC.Meeting.Minutes_Draft
	Item 2 Safety Performance Measures
	Item 3 Reliability and Freight Performance Measures
	StatusReportReview



