
Transportation Improvement Program
FFY 2023 - FFY 2026

Final Approval July 21, 2022

Corridor MPO
Smarter Transportation, Better Community

Creating Sustainable Communities through Regional Planning & Civic Engagement Corridor Corridor mpompo



Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26 Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26

2 3

Corridor MPO Corridor MPO

FFY 2023 - FFY 2026
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 Corridor mpompo



Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26 Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26

4 5

Corridor MPO Corridor MPO

Table of Contents

Introduction       6
Corridor MPO Structure  7
TIP Financial Information   10
Status Report of FFY22 Projects  15
FFY23 - FFY26 Program of Projects   16
Transit Program of Projects   29
Public Participation        30
Project Review and Selection Process    31
Performance Based Planning           33
Changes to the Transportation Improvement Program 36
Transit Financial Forecasting   37
Appendix       38
 Corridor MPO 2045 LRTP Scoring Criteria 39
 Corridor MPO TIP Applications 43
 Corridor MPO Notice of Award 59
 TTAC Small Group Reports 63
 TIP Public Comments 79
 TIP Survey Results   82



Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26 Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26

6 7

Corridor MPO Corridor MPO

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) 2023 – 2026 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, Marion, Palo, Robins, 
Linn County 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. 
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. This public input process satisfies the Section 
5307 POP requirements of the FTA.

 
Jurisdiction 

2010 
Population** 

Members 
Authorized by 

Bylaws 

CCeeddaarr  RRaappiiddss  126,323 9 

EEllyy  1,776 1 

FFaaiirrffaaxx    2,123 1 

HHiiaawwaatthhaa  7,024 1 

LLiinnnn  CCoouunnttyy**  10,024 1 

MMaarriioonn  38,023 3 

PPaalloo  1,026 1 

RRoobbiinnss  3,442 1 

TTOOTTAALLSS  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.

One member of the Policy Board from each jurisdiction is a 
representative on the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee 
meets monthly. The Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
(TTAC) also meets monthly and exists to provide technical 
recommendations to the policy makers. 

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.

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
Tom Peffer (Chair) Linn County Trails Association
John Witt (Vice Chair) Cedar Rapids
Mike Barkalow Marion 
Kesha Billings Marion
Jon Bogert Palo
Randy Burke Linn County Conservation
Brad Ketels Linn County
John Fitch Hiawatha
Scott Pottorff Ely
Shane Wicks Fairfax
Kelli Scott Robins
Brenna Fall Cedar Rapids
Tim Mroch Cedar Rapids
Ron Griffith Cedar Rapids
Mary Beth Stevenson Cedar Rapids
Caroline Pauli Cedar Rapids
Brad DeBrower Cedar Rapids
Doug Wilson Cedar Rapids
Karin Kee Cedar Rapids
Haley Sevening Cedar Rapids
Cathy Cutler (non-voting) Iowa DOT 
Darla Hugaboom (non-voting)  FHWA
Eva Steinman (non-voting) FTA

Corridor MPO Staff
Elizabeth Burke MPO Manager
Hilary Hershner Regional Transportation Planner 
Roman Kiefer Regional Transportation Planner 
Amy Cannon Administrative Assistant

Policy Board
Members  Representation
Bernie Frieden (Chair) Fairfax Mayor
Eric Van Kerckhove (Vice Chair)  Palo Mayor
Adam Thompson Ely
Bill Bennett Hiawatha Mayor
Louis Zumbach Linn County Supervisor
Grant Harper Marion Council-Member
Randy Strnad Marion Council-Member
Tom Treharne Marion
Chuck Hinz Robins Mayor
Tiffany O’Donnell Cedar Rapids Mayor
Scott Olson Cedar Rapids Council-Member
Ashley Vanorny Cedar Rapids Council-Member
Scott Overland Cedar Rapids Council-Member
Jeff Pomeranz Cedar Rapids
Sandi Fowler Cedar Rapids
Bob Hammond Cedar Rapids
Ken Dekeyser Cedar Rapids
Roy Hesemann Cedar Rapids

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

Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organizations Planning Boundaries with Member Jurisdictions
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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. 

FFY 23 - FFY 26 TIP Fiscal Constraint Summary

FFY23 FFY24 FFY25 FFY26
Unobligated Balance 

(Carryover) $21,510,071 $12,907,071 $14,519,071 $17,147,071
STBG Target $5,592,000 $5,701,000 $5,811,000 $5,923,000

Subtotal $27,102,071 $18,608,071 $20,330,071 $23,070,071
Programmed STBG $14,195,000 $4,089,000 $3,183,000 $4,964,000

Balance (Carryover) $12,907,071 $14,519,071 $17,147,071 $18,106,071

FFY23 FFY24 FFY25 FFY26
Unobligated Balance 

(Carryover) $350,709 $538,709 -$1,036,291 -$482,291
TAP Target $530,000 $542,000 $554,000 $554,000

Subtotal $880,709 $1,080,709 -$482,291 $71,709
Programmed TAP $342,000 $2,117,000 $0 $0

Balance (Carryover) $538,709 -$1,036,291 -$482,291 $71,709

FFY23 - FFY26 TIP Fiscal Constraint Summary

Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Funds

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) Funds

https://iowadot.gov/program_management/five‐year‐program.
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Iowa DOT Five Year Program Funding ($ millions)

Revenues 2023 2024 2025 2026
Primary Road Fund $747.30 $753.10 $758.00 $764.90
TIME‐21 $135.00 $135.00 $135.00 $135.00
Miscellaneous $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00
Federal Aid $487.80 $496.10 $504.70 $513.40
Total $1,395.10 $1,409.20 $1,422.70 $1,438.30

Statewide Allocations
Operations & Maintenance $367.90 $379.60 $391.90 $404.20
Miscellaneous Programs $46.30 $47.10 $47.80 $48.30
Consultant Services $76.00 $76.00 $76.00 $76.00
Statewide Operations $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $9.00
Contract Maintenance $36.40 $36.90 $37.40 $37.90
Railroad Crossing Protection $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00
Total $540.60 $553.60 $567.10 $580.40

Funds Available For ROW/Construction $854.50 $855.60 $855.60 $857.90

Iowa DOT Five Year Program Funding
($ millions)

FY 23 - FY26 TIP Period Revenue and Operations and Maintenance (O & M)

MPO 2023 2024 2025 2026
AAMPO $749,138 $772,962 $798,008 $823,054
Bi State MPO $4,021,190 $4,149,072 $4,283,512 $4,417,953
Corridor MPO $3,396,474 $3,504,489 $3,618,043 $3,731,597
DMAMPO $7,768,451 $8,015,504 $8,275,227 $8,534,950
DMATS $1,269,638 $1,310,016 $1,352,463 $1,394,911
INRCOG $2,788,907 $2,877,600 $2,970,842 $3,064,083
MAPA $1,467,574 $1,514,246 $1,563,311 $1,612,377
MPOJC $1,874,189 $1,933,792 $1,996,452 $2,059,111
SIMPCO $1,956,545 $2,018,767 $2,084,180 $2,149,593

Estimated DOT Operations & Maintenance Costs by MPO

Fiscal Year
Forecasted Non Federal Aid 

Revenues 1
Forecasted Operations & Maintenance 

on Federal-Aid System 
2023 $110,431,107 $3,396,474
2024 $112,639,729 $3,504,489
2025 $114,892,524 $3,618,043
2026 $117,190,374 $3,731,597

1 Inflated 2% per year based on FY19 data.

FY23 - FY26 TIP Period Revenue and O & M



Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26 Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26

14 15

Corridor MPO Corridor MPO

FFY 23 - FFY 26 TIP Costs and Federal Aid Summary
Status Report of FFY 22 Projects

Program ID Name Sponsor Federal  Aid/SWAP Total  Cost Status
CMAQ 6695 Cedar Rapids 157,000$                       197,000$       Will continue to use for right-of-way acquisition in project area until funds are expended. Rollover to FFY23.

48579 Iowa DOT 1,080,000$                   1,200,000$   June 2022 letting
50935 Iowa DOT 2,025,000$                   2,250,000$   June 2022 letting

NHFP 39426 Air Cargo Logistics Facility at Eastern Iowa Airport CR Airport Commission 925,000$                       1,150,000$   Approximately 90% complete. Anticipated the project will be complete late in July 2021 or early August 2021.
38070 Iowa DOT 14,201,100$                 15,779,000$ Under construction
48523 Iowa DOT 2,880,000$                   3,600,000$   Let, Work this year
39287 Iowa DOT 1,260,000$                   1,400,000$   Let, Work this year

PL 17107 Planning Funds CMPO 1,199,364$                   1,574,364$   Funded transportation planning work program activities through June 30th, 2022
48506 Iowa DOT -$                                  1,800,000$   Let, Work this year
48603 Iowa DOT -$                                  31,000$          Let, Work this year
30992 CeMar Trail Cedar Rapids: Phase 4 Cedar Rapids 1,457,000$                   1,827,000$   Letting November 2022.
38370 Edgewood Trail Phase 2B Cedar Rapids 660,000$                       825,000$       Under construction
25525 Edgewood Trail Phase 3 Cedar Rapids 1,792,000$                   2,240,000$   Letting December 2022.
38371 Wiley Blvd Sidepath Cedar Rapids 1,372,000$                   1,715,000$   Letting November 2022.
35691 Lindale Trail Extension Phase 1 Cedar Rapids 1,663,000$                   2,183,000$   Under construction
36995 Lindale Trail Extension Phase 2 Cedar Rapids 950,000$                       1,190,000$   Letting November 2022.
38368 Edgewood Trail Phase 2C Cedar Rapids 160,000$                       200,000$       Letting December 2022.
36938 Morgan Creek Trail East of the River Linn Co. Conservation Board 726,000$                       908,000$       Letting October 2022.
39453 Morgan Creek Trail Phase 3 Linn Co. Conservation Board 1,409,000$                   3,047,000$   Letting October 2022.
39557 CeMar Marion Phase 5 Marion 1,216,000$                   1,905,000$   Letting December 2022.
36958 Marion Bus Stops MPO 23 / CMPO 315,000$                       394,000$       Project is in design. Rollover to FFY23.
38373 Linn County LIFTS Bus FFY22 MPO 23 / CMPO 172,000$                       216,000$       Funding transferred to FTA. Purchase order issued.
29791 Indian Creek Trail Marion 1,999,267$                   2,572,267$   Under construction
38374 CR Transit 2 Bus Replacement FFY22 MPO 23 / CMPO 866,000$                       1,084,000$   Funding transferred to FTA. Purchase order issued.

STBG-TAP 48392 Coolidge and Taft Safe Routes Cedar Rapids 384,000$                       480,000$       Project is in design. Rollover to FFY23.
SWAP-HBP 48715 8th Avenue Bridge Cedar Rapids 1,000,000$                   1,000,000$   Project is still seeking funding sources. Rollover to FFY23.

38366 6th St to Ellis Blvd NW Cedar Rapids 1,808,000$                   4,690,000$   Under construction
48679 Tower Terrace Road Phase A Paving Cedar Rapids 1,064,000$                   1,330,000$   Separated into phases for paving and grading. Letting 2022. Rollover to FFY23.
48680 Tower Terrace Road Phase A Grading Cedar Rapids 846,000$                       1,058,000$   Separated into phases for paving and grading. Letting 2022. Rollover to FFY23.
48682 Tower Terrace Road Phase B Grading Cedar Rapids 1,263,000$                   1,579,000$   Separated into phases for paving and grading. Letting 2023. Rollover to FFY23.

HSIP

NHPP

PRF

STBG

STBG-SWAP

Program

CMAQ
HSIP
NHFP
NHPP

PL
PRF

STBG
STBG-TAP

SWAP-STBG
HBP

SWAP-HBP
Grand Total

Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs 

-$             -$               -$             -$               -$             -$             -$             -$             
-$             -$               -$             -$               -$             -$             -$             -$             
-$             -$               -$             -$               -$             -$             -$             -$             
-$             102,162,550$ -$             119,021,000$ -$             101,150$      -$             119,000$      
-$             299,841$        -$             374,841$        -$             -$             -$             -$             
-$             -$               -$             1,345,000$     -$             -$             -$             -$             
-$             3,183,000$     3,183,000$   6,285,000$     -$             4,964,000$   4,131,000$   6,509,000$   
-$             -$               -$             -$               -$             -$             -$             218,000$      

2,391,000$   -$               2,391,000$   2,451,000$     -$             -$             -$             -$             
-$             -$               -$             -$               -$             -$             -$             -$             
-$             -$               -$             -$               -$             -$             -$             -$             

2,391,000$   105,645,391$ 5,574,000$   129,476,841$ -$             5,065,150$   4,131,000$   6,846,000$   

FFY25 FFY26

Program Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs Swap Federal Aid 
Regional 

Federal Aid Project Costs 

CMAQ -$             157,000$      -$             197,000$      -$             -$             -$             -$             
HSIP -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             -$             
NHFP -$             925,000$      -$             1,150,000$   -$             -$             -$             -$             
NHPP -$             1,850,000$   -$             2,300,000$   -$             232,050$      -$             273,000$      

PL -$             599,682$      -$             824,682$      -$             299,841$      -$             374,841$      
PRF -$             -$             -$             5,568,000$   -$             -$             -$             3,390,000$   

STBG -$             10,559,000$  10,559,000$  15,139,000$  -$             3,465,000$   3,465,000$   4,160,000$   
STBG-TAP -$             486,000$      486,000$      582,000$      -$             2,117,000$   2,117,000$   2,579,000$   

SWAP-STBG 8,280,000$   -$             8,280,000$   11,156,000$  903,000$      -$             903,000$      5,480,000$   
HBP -$             3,442,400$   -$             4,303,000$   -$             -$             -$             -$             

SWAP-HBP 1,000,000$   -$             -$             1,000,000$   -$             -$             -$             -$             
Grand Total 8,280,000$   14,576,682$  19,325,000$  36,916,682$  903,000$      6,113,891$   6,485,000$   16,256,841$  

FFY23 FFY24
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FFY 23 - FFY 26 Program of Projects
MPO 23 / CMPO
CMAQ

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

6695

Cedar Rapids

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

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

Pavement Widening

TIP Approved

2/21/2023

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.

HBP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

45259

Iowa Department of
Transportation

BRF-30()--38-57

US30: CIC Railway 0.8 mi W of I-380 in Cedar Rapids (EB)

Bridge Deck Overlay

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,340,000
$1,072,000

$1,340,000
$1,072,000

48447

Iowa Department of
Transportation

BRF-30()--38-57

US30: CIC RR Spur 0.8 mi W of E Jct US 218 (EB)

Bridge Deck Overlay

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,721,000
$1,376,800

$1,721,000
$1,376,800

39284

Iowa Department of
Transportation

BRF-30()--38-57

US30: UP RR 1.6 mi W of E Jct US 218 (WB)

Bridge Deck Overlay

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,242,000
$993,600

$1,242,000
$993,600

NHFP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 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

TIP Approved

11/16/2020

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,150,000
$925,000

$1,150,000
$925,000

NHPP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

52610

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IM-NHS-380()--03-52

I380: N of Co Rd F12/120th St to S of US 30

Bridge New, Traffic Signs

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$273,000
$232,050

$99,127,000
$84,257,950

$119,000
$101,150

$99,519,000
$84,591,150

48531

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IM-380()--13-57

I380: Boyson Rd Interchange in Hiawatha

Bridge New, Traffic Signals

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$19,894,000
$17,904,600

$19,894,000
$17,904,600

PL

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

17107

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGPL-PA23()--PL-00

MPO: Planning Funds

Trans Planning

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$824,682
$599,682

$374,841
$299,841

$374,841
$299,841

$1,574,364
$1,199,364
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PRF

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

39286

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I380: SB REST AREA 3.0 mi S of Cedar Rapids

Rest Area Improvement

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$4,336,000 $4,336,000

52575

Iowa Department of
Transportation

NHSN-922()--2R-57

IA922: In Cedar Rapids, from 18th St W to 10th St W

Pavement Rehab

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,232,000 $1,232,000

52627

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I380: Southbound Rest Area approx 1.4 mi N of Co Rd F12

Pave, Lighting, Traffic Signs

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,136,000 $2,136,000

45295

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I380: 27th Ave 1.7 mi N of US 30

Bridge Deck Overlay

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$444,000 $444,000

45434

Iowa Department of
Transportation

IMN-380()--0E-57

I380: Blairs Ferry Rd 0.6 mi N of IA 100

Bridge Deck Overlay

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$810,000 $810,000

48454

Iowa Department of
Transportation

BRFN-100()--39-57

IA100: Center Point Rd 0.2 mi E of I-380

Bridge Deck Overlay

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,345,000 $1,345,000

STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

36958

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

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

Transit Investments

TIP Approved 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

TIP Approved 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

TIP Approved 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.

39454

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

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

Transit Investments

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

38775

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

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

Transit Investments

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,116,000
$893,000

$893,000

$1,116,000
$893,000

$893,000

52738

MPO 23 / CMPO

STP-1187()--2C-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On 6TH ST SW Between
Capitol DR SW and Commerce Park DR SW

PCC Pavement - Grade and Replace

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$312,000
$312,000

$312,000

$368,000
$368,000

$368,000

$425,000
$425,000

$425,000

$3,104,000
$2,262,000

$2,262,000

$4,209,000
$3,367,000

$3,367,000

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

TIP Approved

12/20/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,190,000
$950,000

$950,000

$1,190,000
$950,000

$950,000

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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$200,000
$160,000

$160,000

$200,000
$160,000

$160,000
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STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$833,000
$833,000

$833,000

$476,000
$164,000

$164,000

$1,309,000
$997,000

$997,000

30992

Cedar Rapids

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Marion City Limit N to Hwy100
and Lindale Mall Shopping Centers

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

TIP Approved

12/20/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$994,000
$624,000

$624,000

$833,000
$833,000

$833,000

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

$1,457,000

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

TIP Approved

2/21/2023

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

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

$1,467,000

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

$1,467,000

39455

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(823)--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Sidewalk, transit improvements
west side of Edgewood Road NW from 12th Ave NW to O
Ave NW

Ped/Bike Grade &amp; Pave, Transit Investments

TIP Approved

12/20/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$554,000
$325,000

$325,000

$554,000
$325,000

$325,000

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

TIP Approved

2/21/2023

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

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

$1,216,000

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

$1,216,000

52739

MPO 23 / CMPO

TAP-U-5887()--8I-57

In the city of Palo, S Palo Marsh Rd frm Marsh Prkng to
Blairs Ferry RD, E on Blairs Ferry RD, S thrgh Palo

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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$119,000
$119,000

$119,000

$315,000
$315,000

$315,000

$345,000
$345,000

$345,000

$662,000
$226,000

$226,000

$1,441,000
$1,005,000

$1,005,000

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

TIP Approved

10/18/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$908,000
$726,000

$726,000

$908,000
$726,000

$726,000

39453

Linn County
Conservation Board

TAP-U-C057(159)--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

TIP Approved

11/15/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

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

$1,409,000

$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.

STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

45503

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

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

Transit Investments

TIP Approved 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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

PA Note: Replacing bus number 2876

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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,071,000
$857,000

$857,000

$1,071,000
$857,000

$857,000

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

TIP Approved 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

TIP Approved 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

TIP Approved 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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

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

$1,207,000

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

$1,207,000

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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$842,000
$127,000

$127,000

$579,000
$579,000

$579,000

$1,421,000
$706,000

$706,000
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STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

52744

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

2 Heavy Duty Buses (35-39 ft.) Replace buses 2443 &
2444

Transit Investments

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,116,000
$892,000

$892,000

$1,116,000
$892,000

$892,000

52745

MPO 23 / CMPO

RGTR-PA23()--ST-57

Medium Duty Bus (29-32 ft.) replace bus #2879

Transit Investments

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

$215,000
$172,000

$172,000

STBG-TAP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$480,000
$384,000

$384,000

$480,000
$384,000

$384,000

DOT Note: Per email from Deb Arp on 2/26/22, the MPO will be adding $144,000 in Statewide TAP as SRTS funding

52740

MPO 23 / CMPO

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Sdwlk on Burch Ave, 1st Ave
SW, Cleveland St SW, 10th St SW, 10th Ave SW, 8th Ave
SW

PCC Sidewalk/Trail

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$102,000
$102,000

$102,000

$317,000
$317,000

$317,000

$218,000 $637,000
$419,000

$419,000

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

TIP Approved

2/21/2023

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

38371

Cedar Rapids

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, W side of WILEY BLVD SW,16th
Ave to Wllms Blvd SW incd all req intersect improvements

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

TIP Approved

11/15/2022

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

29793

Cedar Rapids

TAP-U-1187(819)--8I-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, BwlngSt-10' trail-33rd AveN to
21stAve. 21stAve -A Ave on BwlngST. 21stAve 6' sdwlk
&on-st

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

TIP Approved

2/21/2023

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$472,000
$472,000

$472,000

$1,382,000
$624,000

$624,000

$1,854,000
$1,096,000

$1,096,000

PA Note: Project has $624,000 in STBG and $472,000 in TAP.

DOT Note: Project eligible for FHWA TAP funding

36964

Cedar Rapids

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, 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

TIP Approved 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

SWAP-HBP

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

48715

Cedar Rapids

BHM-SWAP-1187(818)--SD-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, On 8TH AVE SW, Over CEDAR
RIVER, S28 T83 R07

Bridge Replacement - Other

TIP Approved

1/18/2023

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000
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FFY 23 - FFY 26 Program of Projects Maps

SWAP-STBG

Project ID
Sponsor

STIP ID

Project Number
Location

Work Codes

Approval Level
Letting Date

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$3,252,000

$2,986,000

$2,986,000

$3,252,000

$2,986,000

$2,986,000
PA Note: Previously TPMS #25545

48682

Cedar Rapids

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Grading project in the City of
Cedar Rapids from C Ave to E of Meadowknolls Road

Grade and Pave

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,579,000

$1,263,000

$1,263,000

$1,579,000

$1,263,000

$1,263,000
PA Note: Previously TPMS #25544

48683

Cedar Rapids

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Paving project in the City of
Cedar Rapids from C Ave to E of Meadowknolls Road

Grade and Pave

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,172,000

$1,737,000

$1,737,000

$2,172,000

$1,737,000

$1,737,000
48681

Cedar Rapids

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Paving project in the City of
Cedar Rapids from C Ave to E of Meadowknolls Road

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

TIP Approved Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$1,058,000

$878,000

$878,000

$1,058,000

$878,000

$878,000
34199

Cedar Rapids

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

In the city of Cedar Rapids, 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

TIP Approved

12/20/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$2,303,000

$836,000

$836,000

$2,303,000

$836,000

$836,000

48680

Cedar Rapids

STBG-SWAP-1187(824)--SG-57

In the city of Cedar Rapids, Grading project in the City of
Cedar Rapids from C Ave to E of Meadowknolls Road

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

TIP Approved

12/20/2022

Total
Federal Aid

Regional
Swap

$792,000

$580,000

$580,000

$792,000

$580,000

$580,000
PA Note: Previously TPMS #25545

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

TIP Approved 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
PA Note: Project has $903K STBG in FFY24 for design and $2,391K STBG in FFY25
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Density of Households Below Poverty in Corridor MPO
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Corridor MPO Corridor MPO

Density of Vulnerable Populations in the Means of Housing/ Transportation in the Corridor MPO Transit Program of Projects

TPMS Transit • 6/8/22, 1:05 PM

TPMS Transit • 2023 • Page 2 of 2

MPO 23 / CMPO

Project ID 
 Sponsor

Funds 
 Approval

Level

Project Type Description 
 Options

 Vehicle Unit Number

2023 2024 2025 2026 Totals

5322

Cedar Rapids
Transit

STP

Submitted

Capital CR Transit - Purchase 2 Heavy-duty
buses Replacing bus #s 2131 & 2132

Total $1,116,000 $1,116,000

FA $893,000 $893,000

DOT

5323

Cedar Rapids
Transit

STP

Submitted

Capital CR Transit - Purchase 1 medium-duty
bus; Replacing bus#2875

Total $215,000 $215,000

FA $172,000 $172,000

DOT

5639

MPO 23 / CMPO

STP

In Prep

Capital Edgewood Road Transit Stops and
Sidewalk

Total $554,000 $554,000

FA $325,000 $325,000

DOT

960

Cedar Rapids
Transit

5307,5310,STA

Submitted

Operations General Ops./Maint./Admin. Total $11,397,860 $11,650,000 $11,900,000 $11,900,000 $46,847,860

FA $3,947,860 $3,950,000 $3,950,000 $3,950,000 $15,797,860

DOT $700,000 $700,000 $700,000 $700,000 $2,800,000

5872

Cedar Rapids
Transit

STP

Submitted

Capital CR Transit - 1 medium-duty 32' ADA
paratransit bus - Replacing bus#2876

Total $215,000 $215,000

FA $172,000 $172,000

DOT

5873

Cedar Rapids
Transit

STP

Submitted

Capital CR Transit - Purchase 2 Heavy-duty
replacement buses - bus #s 2133 & 2134

Total $1,116,000 $1,116,000

FA $893,000 $893,000

DOT

6228

Cedar Rapids
Transit

5307

Submitted

Capital Medium Duty Bus (29-32 ft.) Replacing
bus #2877

Unit # 2877

Total $215,000 $215,000

FA $172,000 $172,000

DOT

6229

Cedar Rapids
Transit

5307

Submitted

Capital 2 Heavy Duty Buses (35-39 ft.) Replacing
buses 2441 & 2442

Unit # 2441

Total $1,116,000 $1,116,000

FA $893,000 $893,000

DOT

9958

Cedar Rapids
Transit

STBG

Submitted

Capital Medium Duty Bus (29-32 ft.) replace bus
#2879

Unit # 2879

Total $215,000 $215,000

FA $172,000 $172,000

DOT

9960

Cedar Rapids
Transit

STBG

Submitted

Capital 2 Heavy Duty Buses (35-39 ft.) Replace
buses 2443 & 2444

Total $1,116,000 $1,116,000

FA $892,000 $892,000

DOT
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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 the first open house was replaced by a robust 
online survey, virtual open house, 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 first 
open house was brought online, and the second open house was held 
in person. Due to TAG’s responsibilities being transferred from Linn 
County to the Corridor MPO, the group was unable to review the 
proposed TIP projects. 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 
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 23 - FFY 
26 TIP

A targeted survey was released online via CorridorMPO.com,  
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.  

The survey and first open house was posted on Facebook for further 
comment as well. This process generated views from the community 
and comments regarding some projects. MPO staff found this medium 
of communication to be 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 several 
attendees during the event, and many reviewed the virtual open house 
at a later time as well. There was good discussion about project design, 
and tranpsortation needs within the comments of the virtual event. 

Summary of Public Engagement Round Two for the FFY 23 - 
FFY 26 TIP

A second open house to review projects proposed for funding took place 
on June 2nd. During the open house, participants were able to view 
each project that was proposed to receive funding and ask questions.  
After the open house, and the draft TIP was curated, a second online 
effort to generate comments regarding TIP projects began on June 
15th with the opening of the formal public comment period. These 
efforts focused on letting citizens know what projects were selected 
for funding in the draft TIP. Therer were no formal public comments 
received during the open house and the formalcommencts from the 
public comment period can be found in the appendix.

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 that will be distributed 
amongst the different MPO’s and RPA’s throughout the state to 
administer to local jurisdictions. TAP funds may be used in any year 
of the TIP. Funding allocations of TAP are made on a competitive basis 
and reviewed by the Iowa DOT.

https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 
https://www.facebook.com/CorridorMPO/ 


Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26 Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26

32 33

Corridor MPO Corridor MPO

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 

A notice of award is then sent to jurisdictions receiving MPO funding 
for projects (included in the Appendix).  This document formally 
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

more informed decisions. All small group reports are in the Appendix.

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 (FFY23 to FFY26). 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.

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)

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 

• 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.



Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26 Transportation Improvement Program FFY 23 - FFY 26

34 35

Corridor MPO Corridor MPO

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.

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 

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.

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.  

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. 

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.

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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 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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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

CORRIDOR METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
CEDAR RAPIDS   ELY   FAIRFAX   HIAWATHA   LINN COUNTY   MARION   PALO   ROBINS 

FFY 2023-2026 STBG and TAP Funding Application

Application for Federal Fiscal Year 2023 - 2026
 Surface Transportation Block Grant and 

Transportation Alternatives Program Funding

Due Friday, December 10th, 2021
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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)23 – FFY26 TIP begins October of 2022 and 
ends September of 2025. 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 FFY26 will be used as STBG - TAP funding. In FFY26, the 
Corridor MPO expects to receive $4,655,000 in new STBG funds, $188,000 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: 

FFFFYY  22002233  FFFFYY  22002244  FFFFYY  22002255  FFFFYY  22002266  

RRooaadd   $          -    $          -    $          -    $2,370,000.00 

TTrraaiill   $          -    $          -    $          -    $1,513,000.00 

TTrraannssiitt   $          -    $          -    $          -    $907,000.00 

SSRRTTSS   $          -    $          -    $          -    $252,000.00 

• TTrraaiill  aapppplliiccaannttss  pplleeaassee  nnoottee 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 $188,000 in STBG - TAP funds in FFY26 for trail use– TAP funds may be used in any year. Please specify
in what TIP year funds would be used.

• SSRRTTSS  aapppplliiccaannttss  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 FFY25, which means its funds become available in October of 2024. Please refer 
to the 2045 LRTP 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. This is an effort from the Iowa 
Transportation Commission to encourage Safe Routes to School and Iowa Byways projects.  
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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 F and G 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 (defined by having a signed agreement with the DOT),
• 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.

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): 

• PPrroojjeecctt  NNaammee – 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.

• PPrroojjeecctt  SSppoonnssoorr – 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.

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

• PPrroojjeecctt  DDeessccrriippttiioonn  – 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 C for more information)

• PPuurrppoossee  aanndd  NNeeeedd  NNaarrrraattiivvee – 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.

• FFiissccaallllyy  CCoonnssttrraaiinneedd  PPllaann  SSccoorree – Identify the FCP score of the project. Please see the 2045 LRTP.

• PPrroojjeecctt  RReeaaddiinneessss – 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.
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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.

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

• FFuunnddiinngg  RReeqquueesstteedd – The amount of federal funding that is requested from the Corridor MPO.

• EEssttiimmaatteedd  PPrroojjeecctt  CCoosstt – 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 D, 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 D.

• LLooccaattiioonn  MMaapp – 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.

• SSkkeettcchh  PPllaann – 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.

• RReessoolluuttiioonn  ooff  SSuuppppoorrtt  ––  Provide the appropriate resolution of support. See Attachments F and G 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.

• DDiiggiittaall  pphhoottooggrraapphhss  ((mmiinniimmuumm  ooff  oonnee))  ––  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.

• IIoowwaa  DDOOTT  ffoorrmm  224400000044 – 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.

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.
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AApppplliiccaattiioonn  DDuuee  DDaattee  
Applications must be submitted by December 10th, 2021 (no exceptions) to Elizabeth Darnall at 
e.darnall@corridor.com and Hilary Hershner at h.hershner@corridormpo.com.

FFuunnddiinngg  bbyy  YYeeaarr  AAvvaaiillaabbllee  
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.  

IInnccrreeaassiinngg  FFuunnddiinngg  ffoorr  EExxiissttiinngg  PPrroojjeeccttss  
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.  

AAddvvaanncciinngg  DDeessiiggnn  oorr  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  ooff  aann  EExxiissttiinngg  PPrroojjeecctt  ––  NNoo  AAddddiittiioonnaall  FFuunnddss  RReeqquueesstteedd  
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 2 – 3 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 the 2045 LRTP) 

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 2 – 3 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 D. 

• 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.



50 51
7 

Attachment A - Funding Requests (Continued) 

Application Form for Increasing Funds to an Existing Project 
Please refer to the “Requirements” section on pages 2 – 3 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 D. 
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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 D. 

• 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 (double 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? 

Major Arterial
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Attachment C – Authorization Information Accuracy 
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Attachment D – Estimated Project Cost 
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Attachment E – Funding Policy 

Amendments to the Vision Plan & Fiscally Constrained Plan of the Long Range Transportation Plan 

There currently are no existing approved amendments. The normal amendment process will begin 
with applications due July 1st, 2022. 



58 59

15 

Attachment F – 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 G – 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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Notice of Award for Receipt of Surface Transportation 
Block Grant (STBG) and/or Transportation 
Alternatives Program (TAP) Funding to [Jurisdiction]. 

XXXXX 

Adopted - January 2016 

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

XXXXXXXX  in the amount of $ XXXXXX in SSTTBBGG funds, which will become available on October 1st of XXXXXX. 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.

SSttaattuuss  RReeppoorrtt  

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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PPrroojjeecctt  PPrrooggrreessss  

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

IIoowwaa  DDOOTT  CCoorrrreessppoonnddeennccee  

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). 

CChhaannggeess  iinn  SSccooppee  

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. 

Project Description
Reconstruction and improvements of Boyson Road NE from Council Street NE to C Avenue NE. Boyson Road 
will become a 3-lane street and have a 10-foot shared use path and 6-foot sidewalk to accommodate multimodal 
users.  Intersection improvements at Council Street NE and C Avenue NE will include the addition of turn lanes 
and traffic signal and median modifications. Enhanced pedestrian signals will be included to provide safe crossing 
of Boyson Road NE between the two major intersections of Council Street NE and C Avenue NE.

Project Discussion with Roads Small Group
Ms. Hershner shared the details of the Boyson Road project with the roads small group. Mike Barkalow of Marion 
asked how east-bound trail users on the north side of Boyson Road will get to the south side, crossing the C 
Avenue intersection. Ms. Hershner stated that this project went to the trails group the day prior to this meeting, 
and that Ron Griffith and Tim Mroch, both of the City of Cedar Rapids, stated at that meeting that they expect trail 
users to use the cross walks at the C Ave/Boyson Road intersection (Ms. Hershner described it as “essentially 
using it like a pedestrian”). Mr. Barkalow questioned whether cyclists would actually get off their bikes to cross 
the roadway. Ms. Hershner asked the Cedar Rapids staff present whether there would be any sharrows/signs 
noting that cyclists can continue through the intersection on the road, or are they planning on having cyclists 
use the cross walks at the intersection. John Witt of Cedar Rapids noted that is their expectation, and that the 
crossings are expected to be trail-width [10 ft or wider]. Mr. Barkalow noted that the south side of Boyson Road, 
on the east side of the intersection, would need to be trail-width until the on-street bike lanes. Mr. Witt agreed, 
and noted that it should be trail-width on both the north and south sides of Boyson Road, east of the C Avenue 
intersection. Mr. Witt also noted that this project would tie-in with the existing on-street bicycle facilities (on 
east bound Boyson Road from C Avenue) and that there would be on- and off-ramps for cyclists to get on and 
off the roadway once they reach the Boyson Road/C Avenue intersection. Figure 1 on the next page displays 
the recommendation from Mr. Barkalow and Mr. Witt regarding the improvements at the C Ave/Boyson Road 
intersection. Ms. Hershner asked whether they [the road small group] would like to formally recommend that 
these design changes occur to the full TTAC. Mr. Barkalow agreed and made the following motion: “Ensure 
sidewalk on both sides of Boyson Road are 10 foot and the east north/west crossing at the intersection 
is also 10 foot”. Jon Fitch of Hiawatha seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Barkalow also noted that in previous discussions, that this was not going to be a full reconstruction. Mr. Witt 
stated that is his understanding and that the portion of the project between the two intersections is an overlay. 

TTAC Project Report for Boyson Road NE Reconstruction and 
Improvements from Council St NE to C Ave NE for Cedar Rapids

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction
$5,289,000 38 2026
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Project Discussion with Trails/SRTS Small Group
Ms. Hershner provided a summary of the Boyson Road project to the trails/SRTS small group, due to the fact that 
the project included a trail and the challenges of getting trail users across the Boyson Road/C Avenue intersection. 
Ms. Hershner asked Cedar Rapids staff about the “enhanced pedestrian connections” at the intersections and 
how trail users will be crossing that intersection. Ron Griffith responded and said that cyclists could cross the 
intersection on the trail on the north side. Going east bound on Boyson Road, you would use crosswalks to 
cross the intersection and then ride along the roadway on [trail-width] sidewalk until the “on-ramp” for east bound 
Boyson Road bike lanes. West bound on Boyson Road would have an “off-ramp” from the bike lane on to the 
[trail-width] sidewalk at the north, and then continue west bound on the trail on the north side of Boyson Road. 
Cyclists are also able to stay in the [driving/through] lanes as you are going through the intersection. Ms. Hershner 
asked for clarification on whether there would be on-street accommodations for cyclists; Mr. Griffith stated that 
there would not be on-street cyclist accommodations included in this project; there will still be accommodations 
for cyclists with the trail to the north side. 

Mr. Witt noted that the intersection of C Avenue and Boyson will be a reconstruction. Mr. Wilson noted that at 
the Council intersection will not be a full reconstruction. Mr. Wilson further clarified that they would take out the 
old median, take out the red cross walks, but the whole intersection will not need to be updated, and that the 
sidewalk ramps will be redone as well. Ms. Scott had a question about the segment east of C Ave and whether 
the overhead lines would be affecting by going from 6 foot to a 10 foot sidewalk, and whether there was sufficient 
right of way. Mr. Wilson stated that there will likely need to be acquisition to get the space for those improvements.

Expand sidewalk to 10 ft on north side of Boyson Rd from the C 
Ave/Boyson intersection to the west bound bike lane “off ramp”

Expand sidewalk to 10 ft on south side of Boyson Rd from the C 
Ave/Boyson intersection to the east bound bike lane “on ramp”

Expand the east side, north-south 
crosswalk width to 10 ft at the Boyson 
Rd/C Ave intersection

TTAC Recommendation
Not recommended for funding.

Project Discussion with Transit Small Group
Corridor MPO Staff brought the Boyson Road application to the Transit Small Group due to this application being 
discussed by the Transit Small Group during last years TIP cycle.  This year, the discussion focused around the 
importance of new bus stop pads in this area due to new housing developments, and for the projects current 
scope to expand to include bus stop amenities.  The location of the bus stop pads is still to be determined.  Once 
these details were discussed, no more discussion was had. 

Jon Bogert asked about the existing sidewalks that cross the entrances to businesses and whether those 
sidewalks on the north side would go away with the project, because there is a good amount of traffic on those 
entrances that trail users would have to cross. Mr. Griffith stated that those will be reconstructed with 10 foot 
[trail-width] sidepath.

Kesha Billings asked about the curb offset for the project. Ms. Hershner looked at the application and found that 
the curb offset will be 1.5 feet [2 feet minimum but will request design variance from TTAC]. 
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Project Description
Complete reconstruction of 6th Street SW from Capital Drive to Commerce Park Dr to create a five lane street.  
Includes storm sewer and water main improvements, sidewalk extensions, and 10’ trail.  The existing street is a 
two-lane rural section with ditches and will be reconstructed as an urban boulevard.

Project Discussion with Roads Small Group
Ms. Hershner shared the details of the 6th Street project. Ms. Hershner started the project discussion by asking 
Cedar Rapids staff why a 10 foot trail was going in with this project and why a trail here (trail currently seems to 
“connect to nothing”). Ms. Fall noted that Cedar Rapids is anticipating extreme growth on the southwest side of 
town. There are plans to urbanize 6th Street through the south side of town. As Cedar Rapids has been talking 
to developers and businesses looking to locate here, they are very freight-oriented and want to know what 
amenities their employees will be near (trails, restaurants, etc.). As the City looks to improve transportation in the 
area, they felt this was a good opportunity for a future commuter bicycle route, so that is why this project will be 
included in the forthcoming Comprehensive Trails Master Plan update.

Ms. Hershner then asked Cedar Rapids staff present about the plans for transit in the area; the application 
included the bus stops in the cost however currently there is not a transit route that goes along that part of 6th 
Street SW. Ms. Hershner asked whether bus routes were going to change and why bus pads were a part of the 
project. Mr. Witt stated that with the large amount of growth and jobs expected to take place in the area that they 
anticipate a potential bus route change to provide transit access to these jobs. FedEx is going in near the area 
(by Commerce Drive) and that they are just trying to get ahead of development.

TTAC Project Report for 6th St SW from Highway 30 to Walford Rd 
Reconstruction for Cedar Rapids

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction
$3,367,000 44 2026

TTAC Recommendation

Recommended for funding.

Project Discussion with Transit Small Group
The transit small group focused their discussion on the implementation of new bus stops on 6th Street SW.  One 
major aspect of this discussion was that the current bus route goes along Wright Blvd, and not 6th St SW.  Brad 
DeBrower said further research was needed to determine if bus routes will go down 6th St or not.  Once these 
details were discussed, no more discussion was had. 

Project Discussion with Trails/SRTS Small Group
Project was not discussed with the Trails/SRTS small group
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TTAC Small Groups Project Report for 4th Street Trail for Cedar Rapids

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction

Project Description
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. This segment of trail is also considered an extension of the Cedar Valley Nature Trail, as labeled 
on the attached concept drawings.

Project Discussion
There was some discussion about how the project end point will connect with the Cedar Valley Nature Trail at 7th 
Avenue. Ron Griffith mentioned it would be on-street accommodations along 3rd Street. Fifth Street is another 
possibility the City is considering.

TTAC Recommendaton
Recommend for funding.

$833,000 67 8/2026

TTAC Small Groups Project Report for Bowling Street Trail for Cedar Rapids

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction

Project Description
Construct a 10 foot wide trail along Bowling Street SW from 33rd Ave SW to 21st Ave SW. From 21st Ave to C Street along 
Bowling Street construct 6 food sidewalks on both sides of street with on-street bicycle accommodations.

Project Discussion
There was some discussion about the portion of the project where there is not room for 10’ trail. Ron Griffith 
mentioned that there is not enough right-of-way and the City of Cedar Rapids could consider a bike lane on the 
uphill section and sharrows on the downhill section. However, he mentioned that would not change the cost 
estimate, it would just be a matter of the final striping done on the roadway.

Tim Mroch shared that Cedar Rapids applied for a TSIP grant at the intersection of Bowling and Wilson and that 
a mini roundabout will be going in, which will serve as on- and off-ramps for the bike lanes.

TTAC Recommendaton
Recommend for funding.

$608,000 55 11/23
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TTAC Small Groups Project Report for Lucore Road Sidepath and Bridge for Marion 
and Linn County

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction

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

Project Discussion
The was some discussion between Tim Mroch and Kesha Billings about the cost estimate regarding construction 
engineering costs and the project applicant revised their cost estimate and funding application.

TTAC Recommendaton
Recommend for partial funding with the opportunity to receive more funding upon receival of final Transportation 
Improvement Program Targets from the Iowa Department of Transportation.

$579,000 47 12/2026

TTAC Small Groups Project Report for Connector Trail Phase 1 for Palo

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction

Project Description
1.9 miles of new 12’ wide paved trail, 3’ shoulders, a new pedestrian bridge crossing Dry Creek, drainage improvements, 
surface restoration, and other miscellaneous work. 

Project Discussion
There was discussion about how the trail would connect with the rest of the metro in the future because the 
bridge on Blairs Ferry Road over the Cedar River currently only has 5’ sidewalk. This project is proposing 12’ 
wide trail, which would connect to the 5’ sidewalk on the bridge. Jon Bogert shared that in the future, in order to 
have wider accommodations on the bridge, either the bridge would need to be widened or a pedestrian bridge 
would need to be built. Ron Griffith mentioned that maybe the portion of the project along Blairs Ferry could be 
removed. Jon Bogert shared that the intention with this phase was to get the portions within Palo city limits built. 
Randy Burke mentioned the County does not have immediate plans to connect to the Blairs Ferry portion.

TTAC Recommendation
Do not recommend for funding at this time with the opportunity to receive funding upon receival of final 
Transportation Improvement Program Targets from the Iowa Department of Transportation.

$1,742,000 39 10/27
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TTAC Small Groups Project Report for Morgan Creek Trail Phase 3 for Linn County

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction

Project Description
Third and final 1.7 mile segment of the 4.5 mile section of Morgan Creek Trail (formerly referred to as Hwy 100 Trail), west 
of Cedar River. Morgan Creek Trail connects Cherokee Trail on E Ave at Morgan Creek Park to the 42nd Street NE Trail at 
Xavier High School

Project Discussion
There was discussion about Cedar Rapids’ future connections to this trail via Edgewood Road, rather than along 
42nd Street.

Randy Burke share that the alignment is not yet determined but the yellow line (on the map) is the cheaper, 
shorter, and more flat alignment, which is the preferred alignment, and was used for the cost estimate.

TTAC Recommendation
Not recommend for funding at this time with the opportunity to receive funding upon receival of final Transportation 
Improvement Program Targets from the Iowa Department of Transportation.

$1,000,000 22 11/26

Project Description
Construction of bike trail connections and sidewalk infill. Provides important connections for students walking 
and/or biking to Wright Elementary School, Arthur Elementary School, and Franklin Middle School.

TTAC Project Report for Arthur/Wright Elementary Schools and 
Franklin Middle School SRTS Project for Cedar Rapids

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction
$442,000 80 10/2025

Project Discussion with Trails/SRTS Small Group

Ms. Hershner provided a summary of the Arthur, Wright, and Franklin Safe Routes to School project. Ms. Hershner 
started the discussion on the project by noting that there are no marked crossings at the intersection of Council 
Street and Hollywood Blvd NE by Wright Elementary School and whether there have been any considerations 
for improvements there. Ms. Pauli noted that there is a crossing guard at Council Street and Council Street; 
anyone on the east side of Council Street will be able to continue on the east side up to the crossing guard. The 
intersection of Council and Hollywood is a full stop intersection. 

Ms. Hershner showed the portion of the project near Arthur Elementary School. She opened up the discussion 
to the group as she did not have anything in particular to mention on the project. The group did not have any 
comments or questions on this part of the project.

Ms. Hershner then showed and described the portion of the project nearby Franklin Middle School. Again, Ms. 
Hershner did not have any particular comments she wanted to bring up with the group. The group also did not 
have any more discussion about the portion of this SRTS project by Franklin Middle School. 



TTAC Small Group Project Report Page 74 TTAC Small Group Project Report Page 75

Project Description
Construction of 2 miles of sidewalks to continue and expand the existing sidewalk network and provide connections 
where gaps are present. The project is designed to provide continual safe walking paths for students and other 
pedestrians through and around the Cleveland Elementary neighborhood.

TTAC Project Report for Cleveland Elementary School SRTS Project 
for Cedar Rapids

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction
$545,000 85 10/2024

Project Discussion with Trails/SRTS Small Group

Ms. Hershner provided a summary of the Cleveland Elementary Safe Routes to School project. Ms. Hershner 
got the discussion started by asking about the steep gradients along the part of the project on 1st Avenue SW 
(west of Cleveland St SW) and how that would be addressed in the project; would there need to be retaining 
walls installed? Tim Mroch noted that the red lines in the project image [along the north side of 1st Ave SW 
between Cleveland St SW and Hillside Wesleyan Church and along the west side of 18th Street NW from Maple 
Drive to 1st Ave West] are the most expensive parts of the project. Mr. Mroch also stated that instead of doing 
two different bids on this project (one for the green, easier to construct lines and the red, more challenging and 
expensive lines) they combined them into one. He stated that getting the sidewalk in along 1st Avenue would 
be challenging and would likely need a retaining wall of some sort; however at this time they are unsure how tall 
or where exactly the wall would need to be located. Mr. Mroch noted that they broke the request out to request 
funding prior to construction [in FY23] for right of way acquisition costs. 

Ms. Hershner then brought up the intersections of 8th Avenue and 10th Avenue with Williams Blvd SW. She noted 
that the intersection of Williams Blvd and 10th Avenue do not have a lighted intersection and that the intersection 
of Williams Blvd and 8th Avenue does have a lighted intersection. Ms. Hershner asked how children were going 
to cross Williams Blvd safely if one of these intersections is not light-controlled and asked how children would 
cross given the roadways leading into the intersections are not 90 degrees (the intersections are skewed and do 
not line up in an “X”). Cari Pauli noted that there is an adult crossing guard at Williams Blvd and 8th Avenue and 
that children would likely be directed on the east side to go the 8th Avenue/Williams Blvd intersection to cross 
with the crossing guard. 

Ms. Hershner had another question about a lack of marked cross walks closer to the school site (specifically 
at 1st Avenue SW and 21st St NW). Ms. Pauli stated that there is a mid-block crossing of 1st Avenue between 
Cleveland St SW and 21st St SW and there is an approved adult crossing guard there, as well. She noted they 

TTAC Recommendation
Not recommended for funding with the opportunity to receive more funding upon receival of final Transportation 
Improvement Program Targets from the Iowa Department of Transportation.

Project Discussion with Transit Small Group
Project was not taken to the Transit small group

are approved and it is up to the school to fill those positions, so they can be hard to fill given our current times, 
but they are approved to be there.

Project Discussion with Roads Small Group
Project was not shared with the Roads small group
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TTAC Recommendation
Reommended for funding.

Project Discussion with Transit Small Group
Project was not taken to the Transit small group

Project Discussion with Roads Small Group
Project was not shared with the Roads small group

Project Description
Fill in approximately 10 blocks worth of sidewalk gaps within 1/4 mile of Vernon Middle School

TTAC Project Report for Marion Independent School District’s Vernon 
Middle School SRTS Project for Marion

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction
$252,000 75 10/2026

Project Discussion with Trails/SRTS Small Group

Ms. Hershner provided a summary of the MISD Vernon Middle School project to the Trail/SRTS small group. 
Ms. Hershner noted that the City of Marion still needs to work with the Marion Independent School District to 
determine which sidewalks within the quarter mile that they would like to prioritize for construction. Ms. Hershner 
noted that in discussions about the project, that the area south of Vernon Middle School (between 3rd Ave to the 
north, 13th Street to the east, 1st Ave to the south, and 11th Street to the west) has industrial uses and sidewalks 
are not desired in that area to prevent conflicts between students and the vehicles coming in and out of those 
industrial type businesses. Ron Griffith mentioned the four foot sidewalk concrete line item in the project’s cost 
estimate and asked if four foot sidewalks could be considered accessible. Kesha Billings stated that Marion does 
not require five foot sidewalks. Mr. Griffith noted that five foot sidewalks may not be the standard but recommend 
that there be five foot sidewalks nearby schools because students cannot comfortably walk side-by-side on four 
foot sidewalks. He also noted that if people do not maintain their sidewalks well (for example, letting grass grow 
into the sidewalk, thereby narrowing the width of the sidewalk) that there would be even less than four foot of 
sidewalk space if four foot sidewalks were constructed, and per ADA, that would not be compliant. Mr. Griffith 
stated he would be worried that the sidewalks may not be appropriately accessible if people do not maintain their 
grass. Tim Mroch noted that the City of Marion has five foot sidewalks on driveways in new subdivisions and 
four foot sidewalks everywhere else. Mr. Mroch also noted that Marion requires 5 foot sidewalks in driveways 
to ensure they meet the requirements of an ADA accessible route [If an accessible route has less than 60 in 
(1525 mm) clear width, then passing spaces at least 60 in by 60 in (1525 mm by 1525 mm) shall be located 
at reasonable intervals not to exceed 200 ft (61 m). A T-intersection of two corridors or walks is an acceptable 
passing place.] Mr. Griffith asked whether Marion had four or five foot sidewalk ramps; Mr. Mroch stated they 
are four. Mr. Griffith further stated that with four foot sidewalks you are not giving yourself much “room for error”. 

Jon Bogert asked whether the cost estimate was for all of the sidewalks shown in the image (sidewalk gaps 
within a quarter mile of Vernon Middle School) and what percentage of the sidewalks are in the cost estimate. 

https://www.ada-compliance.com/ada-accessible-route
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TTAC Recommendation
Not recommended for funding with the opportunity to receive more funding upon receival of final Transportation 
Improvement Program Targets from the Iowa Department of Transportation.

Project Discussion with Transit Small Group
Project was not taken to the Transit small group

Ms. Billings stated that she counted this out and figured that with their request they could build approximately 
10 blocks [long] of sidewalk within that area, and that the cost estimate does not include all of the sidewalks 
just about enough for 10 blocks worth. The project image shows all of the gaps within a quarter mile of the 
school and not all of these gaps can be filled in with the requested funds. Ms. Billings stated that in initial talks 
between Marion staff and MISD staff that 3rd Avenue (north side west of 11th Street) and 15th Street are two 
ideal connections once you get closer to the school. Ms. Billings noted there is a concentration of sidewalk gaps 
south of the school, in the commercial/industrial pocket there and that we need to be cognizant of not placing 
sidewalks there to not encourage students to walk there [and be vulnerable to the traffic coming in and out of 
those businesses]. Tom Peffer noted that it might be easier to just determine which 10 blocks worth of sidewalks 
gaps they would like to construct. Ms. Billings noted that the map within the project’s application does make it 
appear Marion is requesting to fill in all of the sidewalk gaps within a quarter mile, whoever this takes a little more 
explanation because the cost estimate is only for about 10 blocks worth and not all of the gaps within a quarter 
mile. 

Project Discussion with Roads Small Group
Project was not shared with the Roads small group

TTAC Transit Small Group Project Report for Replacement of one 
Paratransit Bus for Cedar Rapids Transit

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction

Project Description
Replacement of one paratransit bus for the LIFTS service.  The bus that will be replaced has reached its life 
expectancy.

Project Discussion
DeBrower provided insight about how he is trying to keep the current bus fleet up to date.  Once these details 
were provided, no more discussion was had. 

TTAC Recommendaton
Recommended for partial funding with the opportunity to receive more funding upon receival of final Transportation 
Improvement Program Targets from the Iowa Department of Transportation.

$183,000 16 2027

TTAC Small Group Project Report Page 1
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Project Description
Replacement of two heavy duty buses that are part of the Cedar Rapids Fixed-Route Transit system.  The buses 
that will be replaced have reached their life expectancy.

Project Discussion
Brad DeBrower provided more details about this project in the discussion.  DeBrower stated he is trying to keep 
the current bus fleet up to date.  He addressed how the proposed buses are diesel and Cedar Rapids transit 
will be conducting a study to understand how to transition the transit system more towards elecrtic buses in an 
efficient manner.  Cedar Rapids Transit has been waiting to see how the electric buses within the DART and 
Iowa City Transit systems function in the winter.  Once these details were provided, no more discussion was had. 

TTAC Recommendaton
Recommended for partial funding with the opportunity to receive more funding upon receival of final Transportation 
Improvement Program Targets from the Iowa Department of Transportation.

TTAC Transit Small Group Project Report for Replacement of one 
Paratransit Bus for Cedar Rapids Transit

Funding Requested LRTP Project Score Construction
$183,000 16 2027
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Item 5: FY 23 - 26 Transportation Improvement Program 
First Round Public Engagement Results 

Overview 
On March 22nd, Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (Corridor MPO) held a virtual open house for this 
year’s applications for the Transportation Improvement Program.  This virtual open house lasted for 
approximately an hour with approximately 10 joining via Facebook Live or Zoom.  Immediately following the 
open house, a survey opened to the public.  The survey’s intent was to gather feedback from the public about 
which projects should receive the Corridor MPO’s funding.  Upon closing, the survey had 202 responses from 
community members across the metropolitan area.  All figures and tables discussed in the following sections will 
be in the appendix. 

Virtual Open House 
While conducting the virtual house, Corridor MPO staff allowed time for comments and questions after 
presenting each project, mode, and at the end of the presentation.  During these comment periods, there were 
two individuals that asked questions about MPO projects.  MPO Staff responded to both questions.  These 
comments are as follows: 
 

1. How will the Morgan Creek Trail cross the Cedar River? 
2. What’s the timeline on extending the CEMAR Trail into Marion? 

Survey 
Demographics 
From March 22nd to April 5th, 2022, the public was invited to complete a survey of the Transportation 
Improvement Applications that the Corridor MPO received for this funding cycle.  As seen in Figure 1, there was 
representation from each Corridor MPO member jurisdiction.  This figure also showcases that the overall survey 
respondents have similar representation of the population within the Corridor MPO boundaries.  Figures 2 and 3 
showcase the participants age (Figure 2), and race/ ethnicity (Figure 3).  These questions were to allow the 
Corridor MPO to understand if the survey responses are representative of the metropolitan area’s population.  
In the metropolitan area, 6.3% of the population is 20 – 24 years old, 13% is 25 – 34 years old, 25% is 35 – 54 
years old, 13% is 55 – 64 years old, and 16.5% are 65+ (United States of America Census Bureau, 2020).  This 
approximate age distribution can be similarly seen in Figure 2 of survey participants.  The racial/ ethnic make-up 
for the metropolitan area is ~89% white, 4.8% black/ African American, ~3.4% two or more races, and ~2% Asian 
(United States of America Census Bureau, 2020).  In Figure 3, the respondents were ~88% white, ~1.5% black/ 
African American, ~1 % Asian, ~8% chose not to answer, and ~1.5% responded with other.  The respondents 

 

racial/ ethnic and age makeup have a very strong relationship to the overall population in the Corridor MPO but 
are not truly representative. 
 

Roads Projects Survey Results 
Of the 202 participants in the overall survey, 186 ranked the two road applications by which they would like to 
be funded.  Seen in Figure 4, 135 respondents ranked the Boyson Road NE Reconstruction and Improvements 
from Council Street NE to C Avenue NE project as the priority to receive funding.  This is compared to the 51 
respondents that ranked the 6th Street SW from Highway 30 to Walford Rd Reconstruction - Phase 1 project.  
Making the Boyson Rd project ranked the highest. 

 

Trail Projects Survey Results 
Of the 202 participants in the overall survey, 191 ranked the five trail applications by which they would like to be 
funded.  From the 191 responses gathered from the survey, the trail projects were ranked in the following 
descending order: 

1. 4th Street Trail – Segment 1 – 9th Ave SE to the Cedar River Trail, 
2. Morgan Creek Park Trail Phase 4, 
3. Lucore Road Pedestrian Bridge and Sidepath Project, 
4. City of Palo Connector Trail System, and 
5. Bowling Street Trail. 

This ranking can be seen in Figure 5.  To see the further breakdown of how each of these project’s rank, see 
Table 1. 

 

Safe Routes to School Survey Results 
Of the 202 participants in the overall survey, 179 ranked the Safe Routes to School project applications by which 
they would like to be funded.  From the 179 responses gathered from the survey, the Safe Routes to School 
projects were ranked in the following descending order:   

1. Wright/ Arthur Elementary School & Franklin Middle School Bike Trail & Sidewalk project,  
2. Cleveland Elementary School Sidewalk project, and  
3. MISD Sidewalk Gap Infill within ¼ mile of Vernon Middle School.   

This ranking can be seen in Figure 6.  To see the further breakdown of how each of these project’s rank, see 
Table 2. 
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Transit Survey Results 
Of the 202 participants in the overall survey, 156 ranked the two road applications by which they would like to 
be funded.  Seen in Figure 7, 94 respondents ranked the Two Fixed-Route Bus Replacement project as the 
priority to receive funding.  Compared to the 62 respondents that ranked the Paratransit Bus Replacement 
project as there most desired for funding. 

 

Areas of Concern Survey Results 
At the end of the survey, participants were asked if there were any areas of concern that they would like to relay 
to the Corridor MPO.  The primary reasoning for this question was to gather information for the areas around 
the project applications, but respondents have entered comments about other areas around the metropolitan 
area as well.  For the ease of the reader, the responses have been split up between Tables 3, 4, and 5.  This will 
allow the viewer to see what comments were made about the projects (Table 3), what comments are within the 
Corridor MPO’s ability to address (Table 4), and what comments were relayed to local jurisdictions (Table 5).  

 

Additional Materials 

Project Report Booklet 
Another important resource that is recommended to be referenced when the Corridor MPO’s governing bodies 
make their funding recommendation is the project report booklet.  This booklet provides general information 
about each project, and the discussions from Transportation Technical Advisory Small Groups and 
Transportation Advisory Committee for when they analyzed each project.  By utilizing the project booklet, 
decision makers can make well informed decisions for their funding recommendations.  

Funding Scenarios 
As the governing bodies of the Corridor MPO make their recommendation for which projects to fund, it is 
recommended to reference the funding scenarios provided by Corridor MPO Staff.  These scenarios provide how 
much funding is available for each mode of transportation, insight into previous funding, and how this project 
scored within the Corridor MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan.  By utilizing the public’s feedback and the 
funding scenarios, decision makers able to make a well justified reason for their funding recommendations. 

  

 

Appendix 

Demographics Figures and Tables 
 

 

Figure 1: Percentage of Applicants from Member Jurisdictions 

 

 

Figure 2: Percentage of Participants within Identified Age Ranges 
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Figure 3: Percentage of Participants within Identified Race/ Ethnicity Groups 

 

 

  

 

Road Project Figures and Tables 
 

 

Figure 4: Ranking Results of Road Projects 
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Trail Project Figures and Tables 
 

 

Figure 5: Ranking Results of Trail Projects 

 

 

Table 1: Breakdown of Ranking Results of Trail Projects 

  

 

Safe Routes to School Projects Figures and Tables 
 

 

Figure 6: Ranking Results of Safe Routes to School Projects 

 

 

Table 2: Breakdown of Ranking Results for Safe Routes to School Projects 
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Transit Projects Figures and Tables 
 

 

Figure 7: Ranking Results of Transit Projects 

  

 

Areas of Concern Comments 
 

 

Table 3: Comments Gathered from the Survey About TIP Projects 

 

Table 4: Comments Gathered from the Survey for Corridor MPO Consideration 

Location of Area of Concern Description of Area of Concern

The 4th Street Trail project

The geography of this trail is counterintuitive and poorly designed. It seems apparent that trail 
users were not consulted when the trail was laid out, zigzagging about several roads and 
roundabouts when using the former railroad right of way makes for a much more obvious 
connection. Please reconsider.

Lucore rd bridge No pedestrian sidewalk
it is unsafe that the Lucore Road trail is not connected-crossing the bridge to connect 
the trails is dangerous. the bridge narrows and cars do not slow down. unsafe to cross the bridge connecting the Lucore Road

Pedestrian accommodation for lucite rd to cross Indian creek

Without a pedestrian accommodation, walkers on both  sides of the bridge are exposed to 
vehicles traveling at or above the posted speed. Vehicles are often traveling at speeds greater 
than 50 mph while crossing this bridge. In addition the north bound traffic is also partially 
obscured by foliage as well as the curve in the road. Any pedestrian/vehicle accident on this 
bridge is going to have horrific consequences.

Bridge over Indian Creek on Lucore Road

There are 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 have been almost hit by cars 
coming from the south because they can’t see me when I am crossing the bridge. These cars 
are typically going between 35-40 mph so this is a very dangerous situation!!! A pedestrian 
bridge would be a wonderful improvement and would make this area much safer for 
pedestrians and bikers!! Thank you.

Lucore street bridge

The Lucore street bridge is an accident wating to happen due to lack of sidepaths and 
pedestrian bridge. The pedestrian bridge is key to linking the heavily used trail systems within 
Marion.

Lucor Road over Indian Creek No sidewalks very dangerous for walking over bridge 

Comments for FY 23-26 TIP Projects

Location of Area of Concern Description of Area of Concern

The CRCSD plans to replace and consolidate numerous schools, including some of 
those slated for walkable-access improvements.

The CRCSD plans to replace and consolidate numerous schools, including some of those slated 
for walkable-access improvements. Consolidating to larger schools increases dependence on 
driving and busing to school and also increases risks of vehicle impact to students who still 
walk or bike to school. I'd ask that funding from this and the CRCSD's identified sources go 
instead toward maintaining walkable neighborhood schools where currently located and at 
sizes presently comprised (~300 ES students per school).

Comments for Corridor MPO
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Table 5: Comments Gathered from the Survey for Member Jurisdictions Consideration 

  

Location of Area of Concern Description of Area of Concern
People and kids specially crossing the road from boyson park and the neighborhood 
around. This is a big problem when kids are heading to bomanwood swimming pool 
during summer and are crossing boyson Rd to get to park sidewalk.
This is also a big problem and dangerous when over flow parking is used on timber 
Creek drive by the park visitor. The closes safe crossing is on the intersection of 
boyson and albernet
No sidewalk between Rolling Glen- Connection Rd on 10th st in Marion. Pedestrians 
walk this to get to Lowe park. Also need crosswalk, pedestrian signal. Also need 
sidewalk along Winslow rd. Pedestrians always walking in street. There has been 
much growth in north  marion Unsafe for pedestrians 
Trail along Cedar Lake southeast end especially Terrible breaks in pavement for cyclists, walkers, strollers and people in wheelchairs

Eastbound 42nd St bike lane, East of Center Point Rd, 
The storm grate is inside the bike lane, which is OK, but the grate opening is in the direction of 
traffic, instead of at a right angle. Bike tires could get wedged in the grate. Injuring the rider.

42nd street to Edgewood road needs to be fixed now!!!!
Terrible to drive on. Spend money on road improvement !!!!! Dangerous and an 
embarrassment to live with crappy roads. Spend money on roads!!!!

Twin Pines Park

I would love to see a crosswalk on 42nd St NE by the splashpad and park. I know it's a busy 
street, and I don't want to hold up traffic, this neighborhood just has a ton of foot traffic and I 
see a lot of people crossing 42nd unsafely. 

North side of Blair’s Ferry West of 380
Blair’s Ferry needs sidewalks, saw a handicap man in the snow dragging himself and his chair 
across the snow, no sidewalks 

15th st ; Johnson ave NW 

these roads are absolutely OUTRAGEOUS, instead of working about trails maybe we can fix the 
ever-growing potholes that seem to always be half-fixed causing even more damage to the 
road,  both roads are so bad you almost are required to ride right on the middle lines so you 
don’t blow a tire. These roads have been terrible ever since i began living on that side of town 
3 YEARS ago, and i have only seen them be fixed maybe once. please for once focus on fixing 
roads that us lower/middle class live on and drive on rather than all the areas where the upper 
class live. we pay taxes too. Matter of fact, i just replaced my front suspension and guess what 
needs to be replaced again! My auto shop attributes that to the roads :) 

Comments for Member Jurisdictions
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