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Introduction
This document is a Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) that 
provides a 25-year blueprint for transportation investments in the 
greater Cedar Rapids region to the year 2045.  It is multimodal, 
addressing the movement of people and goods by private auto 
and truck, ridesharing, public transportation, bicycling and 
walking, rail, and air.

This region has been notably successful in retaining and attracting 
jobs at a time when many other parts of the country are finding 
it challenging to maintain the vitality of their local economies. 
Continued success depends on the region’s ability to plan and 
adapt to the changing demands on its transportation system – 
not only its infrastructure such as roads, sidewalks, rail, ports and 
airport, but also its services, such as public transportation.

Regional leaders recognize the importance of a comprehensive 
strategy to actively manage the future, and have adopted a 
vision, goals, and objectives for this plan. As discussed further 
in this chapter, that planning framework has provided guidance 
for the development of the 2045 LRTP so that its proposed 
transportation investments will support the implementation of 
other community goals.

What is the Corridor MPO?
Corridor MPO (CMPO) is the organization responsible for transportation 
planning for the Cedar Rapids metropolitan area. It includes members 
from Cedar Rapids, Ely, Fairfax, Hiawatha, Marion, Robins, and Linn 
County. It is one of more than 400 similar agencies across the U.S. 
which each serve as a forum for cooperative transportation decision-
making for a metropolitan planning area. 

MPOs are responsible for overseeing a federally-directed 
transportation planning process to ensure that existing and future 
spending for transportation projects and programs is based on 
a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive (“3-C”) planning 
process. The specific planning requirements are set out by Congress 
as part of the federal act authorizing funds for surface transportation, 
updated periodically.  The current legislation, Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation Act, was passed by Congress in 2015.   

CMPO is responsible for carrying out the 3-C transportation planning 
process and producing key documents that reflect the region’s 
transportation goals, plans, and services.  Its core functions, 
shown in Figure 1 (facing page), address both short-term and 
long-term planning that is based on ongoing analysis of regional 
conditions and trends.  CMPO is also responsible for transportation 
programming, i.e. the decisions about which projects from the LRTP 

1 Introduction
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will be selected for near-term funding. The selected projects make 
up the region’s adopted Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
for implementation during a four-year period. The current TIP covers 
federal fiscal years 2021 through 2024.

How CMPO is Organized

Policy Board
The Policy Board is the top-level policy making body for CMPO. Its 18 
members are tasked with:
• Approving and adopting all core planning documents
• Preparing studies and plans needed to meet current and long-term 

community needs
• Communicating and delivering those plans to member jurisdictions
• Facilitating harmonious and effective planning for the CMPO region
• Preparing annual work plans and budgets to comply with federal 

and state requirements

Executive Committee
An Executive Committee, comprised of eight members of the 
Policy Board representing each jurisdiction, reviews and provides 
recommendations to the Policy Board on planning documents and 
funding decisions. They also provide supervision to CMPO staff, 

Adopt a Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) with
recommended improvements

and services

Conduct planning analysis
needed by CMPO member

agencies

Approve a short-range
Transportation improvement
Program (TIP) with projects 
to be implemented during a 

four-year period

Table 1 - CMPO Policy Board Members, 2020
Member Jurisdiction
Councilperson Scott Olson (Chair)* Cedar Rapids
Mayor Chuck Hinz (Vice-Chair)* Robins
Ken DeKeyser Cedar Rapids
Sandi Fowler Cedar Rapids
Mayor Brad Hart Cedar Rapids
Roy Hesemann Cedar Rapids
Councilperson Scott Overland Cedar Rapids
City Manager Jeff Pomeranz Cedar Rapids
Jen Winter Cedar Rapids
Mayor Bernie Frieden* Fairfax
Mayor Bill Bennett* Hiawatha
Supervisor Brent Oleson* Linn County
Mayor Nicolas AbouAssaly* Marion
City Manager Lon Pluckhahn Marion
Councilperson Randy Strnad Marion
Mayor Eric Van Kerckhove Palo
Adam Thompson* Ely

* Also an Executive Committee Member

subcommittees, and advisory committees, and are authorized to 
approve amendments to the TIP for projects that do not involve 
CMPO-managed funding.

Transportation Technical Advisory Committee
The Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) reports 
directly to the Policy Board. Members are appointed by the 
CMPO chair based on technical ability needed to carry out CMPO 
transportation planning activities, and are appointed by office, or 
upon recommendation by a member jurisdiction.

The TTAC’s responsibilities include:
• Providing technical support in the preparation of the LRTP
• Reviewing and providing technical recommendations on projects 

proposed for the TIP 
• Reviewing transportation related studies and transportation 

system issues
• Providing recommendations to the Policy Board on technical 

matters

Figure 1 - Core Functions of Corridor MPO
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CMPO Staff
CMPO is also served by professional staff including the MPO 
Manager, regional transportation planners and a multimodal planner. 
Although they are formally housed within the City of Cedar Rapids’ 
Community Development Department to facilitate resource sharing 
and economize the agency’s operations, they are physically located 
in a separate office within Cedar Rapids City Hall and maintain an 
independent website. Staff works closely with the Policy Board and 
TTAC and perform many of the CMPO’s day-to-day planning duties 
and functions.

MPO Transportation Planning Process
As noted, CMPO is responsible for preparing, adopting and 
maintaining five core documents, described below.

Transportation Planning Work Program 
The Transportation Planning Work Program (TPWP) is an annual plan 
containing work tasks and planning studies that will be carried out by 
CMPO to ensure that the region meets all federal and state mandates 
pertaining to transportation planning and programming. 

Passenger Transportation Plan
The Passenger Transportation Plan (PTP) provides needs-based 
justification for passenger transportation projects while incorporating 
federal requirements for coordinated planning. The PTP serves as 
a resource on the existing transportation system in the Corridor 
MPO planning area and is designed to promote joint, coordinated 
passenger transportation planning to develop the local and regional 
public transit systems further.

Transportation Improvement Program
The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a programming 
document that details a four-year budget of transportation projects. 
The TIP provides the opportunity to select projects from the LRTP that 
are most suitable to the region’s current or short-term needs. The 
various agencies that are represented on the TTAC and Policy Board 
work through a cooperative process, including public involvement, to 
create the TIP document.

Long Range Transportation Plan
The Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is a long range (20+ years) 
multimodal program of strategies, capital projects and programs 
to guide the effective investment of public funds in transportation 
facilities in order to maintain and improve regional safety and mobility 
options so as to promote community and economic development. The 
LRTP is updated at least every five years and may be amended as a 
result of changes in projected federal, state, and local funding, major 
study findings, or significant changes in federal or state legislation. 

Table 2 - Transportation Technical Advisory Committee Members, 
2020
Member Jurisdiction
Brenna Fall (Chair) Cedar Rapids
Tom Peffer (Vice Chair) Linn County Trails Association
Ron Griffith Cedar Rapids
Seth Gunnerson Cedar Rapids
Nate Kampman Cedar Rapids
Caroline Pauli Cedar Rapids
Matt Myers Cedar Rapids
Jennifer Selby Cedar Rapids
Mary Beth Stevenson Cedar Rapids
Doug Wilson Cedar Rapids
John Witt Cedar Rapids
Scott Pottorff Ely
Shane Wicks Fairfax
Matt Johnson Hiawatha
Brad Ketels Linn County
Randy Burke Linn County Conservation
Mike Barkalow Marion
Kesha Billings Marion
Jon Bogert Palo
Kelli Scott Robins
Cathy Cutler* Iowa DOT
Darla Hugaboom* Federal Highway Administration
Eva Steinman* Federal Highway Administration

* Non-voting member

Public Participation Plan
The Public Participation Plan (PPP) outlines the process methods 
by which CMPO provides interested parties with reasonable 
opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan transportation 
planning process. It describes explicit procedures, strategies, and 
desired outcomes for conducting public outreach, scheduling public 
meetings, and incorporating public input into the transportation 
planning process.

CMPO is committed to a comprehensive transportation planning 
approach and has developed the 2045 Regional Long Range 
Transportation Plan in compliance with all applicable federal and 
state requirements for metropolitan transportation planning.
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Plan Goals, Objectives, and 
Performance Measures
This chapter outlines the factors which must be considered in the 
2045 LRTP, the goals and objectives on which the LRTP is structured, 
and the performance-based planning framework used to track 
whether the LRTP’s investments are helping to meet federal, state 
and CMPO targets.

Performance-Based Planning Framework
MAP-21 initiated a federal requirement for MPOs to incorporate 
the use of performance measures in their planning processes, 
including the LRTP.  Following the passage of the FAST Act, the 
current federal transportation legislation, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) finalized the federal rules which explain 
how state DOTs and MPOs will use performance measurement.
  
The terms “goals” and “objectives” are used in many settings 
but have a very specific meaning in the planning profession:  

Goals
Goals are broad statements which tend to be qualitative or 
descriptive in nature, indicating a general direction for a plan.    

Objectives
Objectives are intermediate steps that will be taken to reach a 
goal, and are more focused on specific actions. Goals typically 
have multiple objectives, each of which helps to define its intent 
and how the goal can be attained.

Performance Measures
Performance measures help to further refine or “operationalize” 
objectives by providing a quantifiable way to track their progress.  
In long-range planning they are also used to compare current 
performance to the projected future.  Performance measures 
have been used for many years in transportation planning.  
Examples include common measures such as roadway level of 
service (a measure of how freely traffic is flowing) and volume 
to capacity ratio (which measures the volume of traffic relative 
to the number of roadway lanes). 
 
Performance Targets
Performance targets can also be set to indicate the maximum 
or minimum value desired.  For example, a city may aim to have 
sidewalks along at least 75% of its roads, or a transit system may 
set a target to have at least 90% of its buses arrive within 2 minutes 
of their scheduled time.

2 Goals, Objectives, and 
Performance Measures
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The 2045 Plan includes a set of performance measures that have been established by USDOT to monitor transportation safety, mobility and system 
condition. As further described in this chapter, Iowa DOT, CMPO and Cedar Rapids Transit have adopted targets to be met for each of these items 
and are working together to plan and program transportation funds in ways that achieve the targeted performance related to transit.

Federal Planning Factors Included in the LRTP 
Transportation investments that use federal funds – which includes the majority of investments in the CMPO area – must be guided by a 
long range plan that addresses multiple modes of transportation and specific factors such as mobility, safety, and others.  These factors, 
shown in Figure 2, are outlined in the FAST Act. 

Other laws that shape the LRTP include Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.  Each of these laws in some way has an impact on the type, location, and design of transportation 
facilities and services contained in the LRTP.
Figure 2 - Federal Metropolitan Planning Factors

LRTP Goals and Objectives
The goals adopted by the CMPO Policy Board for the 2045 LRTP, shown in Figure 3, address all of the federal planning factors discussed above.  
Each goal is also accompanied by a set of objectives, many of which are oriented to key issues that have been identified through the analysis 
of transportation system needs, public and stakeholder input, and other local and regional plans.

Figure 3 - Goals of the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

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

Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized users

Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized users

Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight

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

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

Promote efficient system management and operations

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system

Improve transportation system resiliency and reliability

Reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of the surface transportation system

Enhance travel and tourism 

1.  Increase the safety and security of the transportation system for all users

2.  Support the economic vitality of the region by enhancing global competitiveness, travel, and tourism

3.  Prioritize transportation investments that result in sustainable development, increased public health, and preservation/enhancement of the
      environment

4.  Increase the accessibility, mobility, and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and freight

5.  Invest in resilient, efficient system management and operations that also promotes energy conservation

6.  Maximize preservation of the existing transportation system

7.  Mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system
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Figure 4 demonstrates the relationship between the goals and objectives of the 2045 LRTP and the federally required transportation planning 
factors. For example, carrying out Goal 5 is associated with multiple FAST Act planning factors, including those related to promoting system 
efficiency, resiliency, and environmental and energy conservation. 

Many of the 2045 Plan goals also reinforce each other. For example, a transportation system that operates efficiently (Goal 5) will enable 
people and goods to move at lower cost – which in turn supports the region’s economic vitality and competitiveness (Goal 2).  As another 
example, a transportation system that is resilient (Goal 5) is one that has multiple routes to get to the same destination, or has been designed 
to recover more quickly from an unexpected delay – which in turn is safer and more secure for its users (Goal 1).

Figure 5 (facing page) shows specific objectives representing action steps to be taken to implement each goal of the 2045 LRTP. These 
objectives do not represent every possible action that could be taken; rather, they are focused to correspond to the issues most relevant to the 
CMPO region based on analysis, input and other local/regional plans.

Figure 4 - Relationship of FAST Act Planning Factors to 2045 LRTP Goals

2045 LRTP Goals

Im
pr

ov
e s

afe
ty 

an
d s

ec
ur

ity
 fo

r a
ll 

tra
ns

po
rta

tio
n u

se
rs

Su
pp

or
t e

co
no

m
ic 

vit
ali

ty 
by

 en
ha

nc
ing

 
glo

ba
l c

om
pe

tit
ive

ne
ss

, tr
av

el,
 to

ur
ism

Pr
ior

itiz
e i

nv
es

tm
en

ts 
th

at 
re

su
lt i

n 
su

sta
ina

ble
 de

ve
lop

m
en

t, i
nc

re
as

ed
 

pu
bli

c h
ea

lth

In
cre

as
e a

cc
es

sib
ilit

y, 
m

ob
ilit

y, 
co

nn
ec

tiv
ity

 fo
r p

eo
pl

e a
nd

 fr
eig

ht

Inv
es

t in
 re

sil
ien

t, e
ffic

ien
t s

yst
em

 
ma

na
ge

me
nt 

& o
pe

ra
tio

ns

M
ax

im
ize

 pr
es

erv
ati

on
 of

 ex
ist

ing
 sy

ste
m

M
itig

ate
 st

or
m

wa
ter

 im
pa

cts

FA
ST

 A
ct

 T
en

 P
la

nn
in

g 
Fa

ct
or

s 
fo

r M
et

ro
po

lit
an

 A
re

as

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

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

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

Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight

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

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

Promote efficient system management and operation

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system

Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system 

Reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation

Enhance travel and tourism
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Figure 5 -  2045 LRTP Goals and Linked Objectives

Goal 1: Increase the safety and security of the transportation system for all users.
OBJECTIVES
          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

Goal 2: Support the economic vitality of the region by enhancing global competitiveness, travel and tourism.
OBJECTIVES
          Improve access to, and mobility within, activity centers and regional destinations
          Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

Goal 3: Prioritize transportation investments that result in sustainable development, increased 
            public health, and preservation and enhancement of the environment.

OBJECTIVES
          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 fueled vehicles, and other strategies that support improvement in air quality
          Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources for all populations

Goal 4: Increase the accessibility, mobility, and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between              
             modes, for people and freight.
OBJECTIVES
          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 housing and transportation costs
          Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

Goal 5: Invest in resilient, efficient system management and operations that also promote energy conservation.

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

Goal 6: Maximize preservation of the existing transportation system.
OBJECTIVES

          Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair
          Prioritize system preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions
Goal 7: Mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation to improve the resiliency and
            reliability of the transportation system.
OBJECTIVES
          Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design features and sustainable construction methods.

          Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation infrastructure and stormwater runoff
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Each of the transportation investments recommended in the 2045 LRTP contributes to the achievement of the goals and objectives outlined 
here. In many cases a proposed project or service will accomplish multiple goals and objectives. For example:
• Purchasing additional transit vehicles helps to maintain or expand the availability of transportation choices, it has environmental benefits, 

and it helps to maintain economic vitality by providing more people with access to jobs. 
• Intersection improvements can help improve both safety and efficiency of traffic movements.
• Expanding bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure can promote public health, conserve energy, and attract tourism to the region.

Performance Measures
Requirements for a performance-based framework were first introduced into federal legislation with the enactment of the 2012 surface 
transportation funding authorization bill called Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). The FAST Act continues that approach, 
directing that state and MPO transportation decisions should support the National Goals for the country’s transportation system established 
by Congress.

Figure 6 -  National Goals for the Transportation System

National Goal Description

Safety To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public 
roads

Infrastructure Condition To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in a state of good repair

Congestion Reduction To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the National Highway System (NHS)

System Reliability To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system

Freight Movement and 
Economic Vitality

To improve the national freight network, strengthen the ability of rural communities to access 
national and international trade markets, and support regional economic development

Environmental Sustainability To enhance the performance of the transportation system while protecting and enhancing 
the natural environment

Reduced Project Delivery Dates

To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the economy, and expedite the movement of 
people and goods by accelerating project completion through eliminating delays in the 
project delivery process, including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies’ 
work practices.

To implement the new federal requirements, CMPO and Iowa DOT now monitor and report performance on several measures established by 
USDOT that correspond to the National Goals.  Both CMPO’s and Iowa DOT’s transportation decision-making process will be guided by the level 
of progress being made toward the numeric targets set for system performance.  Figure 7 (facing page) shows the official measures established 
by the  Federal Highway Administration to track progress toward the National Goals for the surface transportation system, and their category 
in the USDOT rulemaking process.
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Figure 7 -  Federally Required Performance Measures*

National Goal Description

Safety               =
(PM 1) 

• Number of fatalities
• Fatality rate per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled
• Number of serious injuries
• Serious injury rate per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled
• Number of non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries

Infrastructure
Condition              =
(PM 2) 

PAVEMENT CONDITION
• Percentage of pavement on the Interstate system in good condition
• Percentage of pavement on the Interstate system in poor condition
• Percentage of pavement on the non-Interstate NHS in good condition
• Percentage of pavement on the non-Interstate NHS in poor condition 
BRIDGE CONDITION
• Percentage of NHS bridges classified in good condition
• Percentage of NHS bridges classified in poor condition

System
Reliability              =
(PM 3) 

Percentage of person-miles traveled on the Interstate system that are reliable
Percentage of person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable

Freight Movement 
& Econ. Vitality          =
(PM 3)

• Truck Travel Time Reliability Index

* Performance measure for congestion reduction not shown, since it does not currently apply to the CMPO region.

The Federal Transit Administration has also established performance measures, shown in Figure 8 to track progress toward the national 
goal of safety and infrastructure condition for public transit systems.  Operators of public transit systems must set targets for these measures 
in coordination with the MPO and state DOT so that their transportation decision-making processes can incorporate these considerations.  
Targets for transit infrastructure condition are set as part of an agency transit asset management (TAM) plan, while transit safety targets for 
small providers (less than 100 vehicles in peak revenue service) may be set through a state-level safety plan.

Figure 8 -  Federally Required Performance Measures Specific to Transit

National Goal Description

Transit Safety

• Number of reportable fatalities
• Fatality rate per total vehicle-revenue miles by mode
• Number of reportable injuries
• Injury rate per total vehicle-revenue miles by mode
• Reportable safety events
• Rate of safety events per total vehicle-revenue miles by mode
• Average revenue-miles between major mechanical failures, by mode

Transit Infrastructure
Condition

• Percentage of vehicles that have met or exceeded their useful life benchmark (ULB)
• Percentage of revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have met or exceeded 

their ULB
• Percentage of facilities within an asset class rated below 3.0 on the FTA Transit Economic 

Requirements Model scale.
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Safety Performance
The FAST Act continues the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious 
injuries on all public roads, including non-State-owned public roads and roads on tribal lands. The HSIP requires a data-driven, strategic 
approach to improving highway safety on all public roads that focuses on performance.

As of June 2020, CMPO has agreed to adopt and support the Iowa DOT targets shown in Table 3. These targets are updated annually, at which 
time CMPO may choose either to adopt Iowa DOT’s latest targets or establish its own targets specific to the CMPO planning area. For more 
discussion of safety in the region, see Chapter 9.

Table 3  -  Safety Performance Targets Adopted by Iowa DOT and CMPO

Performance Measure
(Five-Year Rolling Statewide Averages)

2014-2018 Baseline 2016-2020 Targets
Total number of fatalities on all public roads 337.4 345.8

Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled 1.046 1.011

Total number of serious injuries on all public roads 1,499.1 1.396.2

Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled 4.497 4.083

Number of non-motorized user fatalities and serious injuries 134.2 138.1

Infrastructure Condition
Highway and Bridge Infrastructure Condition
The National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) provides support for the condition and performance of the Interstate and non-Interstate 
National Highway System (NHS), for the construction of new facilities, for assessing freight movement, and to ensure Federal-aid funds are 
invested in a way that helps achieve the performance targets in Iowa DOT’s Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) for the NHS.

As of June 2020, CMPO has agreed to adopt and support the Iowa DOT targets shown in Table 4. As with the safety performance targets, CMPO 
may choose either to adopt Iowa DOT’s latest targets or establish its own targets specific to the CMPO planning area. More discussion of the 
region’s highway and bridge condition can be found in Chapter 8 (Roadways).

Table 4  -  Pavement and Bridge Performance Targets Adopted by Iowa DOT and CMPO

Performance Measure
(Five-Year Rolling Statewide Averages)

2014-2018 Baseline 2016-2020 Targets
Percentage of Interstate pavement in Good condition N/A * 49.4

Percentage of Interstate pavement in Poor condition N/A * 2.7

Percentage of non-Interstate NHS pavement in Good condition 48.8 46.9

Percentage of non-Interstate NHS pavement in Poor condition 13.2 14.5

Percentage of NHS bridges in Good condition 45.7 44.6

Percentage of NHS bridges in Poor condition 3.7 3.2

* Not required for the first performance period

Transit Infrastructure Condition
The Federal Transit Administration has established minimum requirements for transit asset management, to help achieve and maintain a state 
of good repair (SGR) for rolling stock and facilities. As of June 2020, the CMPO Policy Board has adopted the targets shown in Table 5, set by 
CR Transit. More about this topic is found in Chapter 6 (Public Transit).
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Table 5  -  Transit Infrastructure Condition Performance Targets adopted by CMPO and CR Transit

Performance Measure Asset Type Totals Baseline Target Note

Rolling Stock Heavy duty buses 30 74% 100% Pct rated 2.5 or above on 
TERM scale*

Medium duty buses 4 75% 100% “  “

Light duty buses 100% 100% “  “

Minivans 2 100% 100% “  “

Facilities Admin / Maintenance 
Facility 1 100% 100% Pct rated 3 or above on 

TERM scale
GTC 1 100% 100% “  “

* TERM is FTA’s Transit Economic Requirements Model

System Reliability and Freight Movement
The performance measures selected by FHWA to determine transportation system efficiency that are relevant to the CMPO region are based 
on travel time reliability. Travel time reliability is defined as a single number describing the predictability of travel times on a roadway. Lower 
numbers show less predictable travel times, with higher numbers being more favorable for trip planning.

Freight movement is assessed using the truck travel time reliability (TTTR) index. It is calculated by dividing the time it takes 95 percent of trucks 
to travel a given roadway segment by the average expected time for each segment.

As of June 2020, CMPO has agreed to adopt and support the Iowa DOT’s system performance targets, shown in Table 6. Additional discussion 
of system reliability is found in Chapter 8 (Roadways) and Chapter 10 (Freight).

Table 6  -  System Reliability and Freight Performance Targets Adopted by Iowa DOT and CMPO

Performance Measure 2017 
Baseline

2020 
Target

2022 
Target

Percent of person-miles traveled on Interstates that are reliable 100% 99.5% 99.5%

Percent of person-miles traveled on non-Interstate NHS that are reliable 95.6% * 95.0%

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index 1.12 1.14 1.14

* Not required for the first performance period

Summary
The 2045 LRTP contributes to the CMPO region’s ability to meet the performance targets described above through the transportation 
investments recommended in the fiscally constrained portion of the plan. The recommended investments will move the region toward its goals 
through the following actions:  
• Improve safety for motorized users through a variety of intersection improvement and reconstruction projects
• Improve safety for non-motorized users by expanding the network of active transportation facilities available in the region, including Safe 

Routes to School projects
• Maintain and/or improve travel time reliability for both passenger and freight travelers by adding capacity to portions of Interstate 380 and 

its interchanges that serve growing volumes of auto and truck traffic
• Maintain a state of good repair for transit by replacing vehicles that have reached the end of their useful life

The following chapters outline the growth that these investments are intended to meet, public engagement in the plan, key issues associated 
with each mode of transportation, and the recommended projects and programs to implement with the revenue projected to be available in 
the next 25 years.  
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Regional Growth and Demographics
This section outlines current growth trends and demographics in 
the Corridor MPO region, including projected changes in population 
and employment based on the expected development patterns 
during the next 25 years. This information provides a foundation for 
understanding and anticipating the nature of travel needs for people 
using the region’s transportation system.

Planning Area and Growth Trends
The Corridor MPO planning area encompasses almost 326 square 
miles centered in the southwest corner of Linn County. While much of 
the area’s population and major employers are focused in downtown 
Cedar Rapids, significant suburban growth has occurred over the past 
several decades in the cities of Cedar Rapids, Ely, Fairfax, Hiawatha, 
Marion, Palo, and Robins. In addition to these cities, the CMPO planning 
area (Figure 9) also includes surrounding areas of unincorporated Linn 
County that are either urbanized or expected to urbanize during the 
period covered by this plan, as well as a small portion of unincorporated 
Johnson County connected along Interstate 380. 

Over the next 25 years, nearly 22,000 new housing units are projected 
to be built in the region, representing more than 25 percent growth 
and bringing the total number of housing units to just under 110,000. 
Employment is projected to grow by 31 percent, based on a continuing 
trend in which metropolitan areas have attracted the majority of the 
nation’s new jobs. By 2045, regional employment is anticipated to top 
207,000.

Figures 10 and 11 (following pages) illustrate the anticipated distribution 
of housing units and employment throughout the planning area by the 
year 2045, based on local land use plans and development trends.1  
As shown, growth is expected to be particularly strong in Robins, 
Hiawatha, Marion, Fairfax, and Ely, where demand for new housing is 
spurring development. On the east side of the planning area, Bertram 
is also expected to see a notable increase in population over the next 
25 years. These shifts will likely generate additional demand for travel 
within the region on major arterial highways and collector roads such 
as Lindale Drive, Marion Boulevard, and C Avenue NE.

Within the City of Cedar Rapids, some of the most significant growth is 
projected to occur on the city’s west side along or near F Avenue, 16th 
Avenue, and 1st Avenue, due in part to the completion of Highway 100 
which increases access to those neighborhoods. Marion is expected 
to see continued growth on its northeast side, while Robins will grow 
northward along Center Point Road.

Employment distribution is expected to remain more in line with 
existing patterns, with a few exceptions. In Marion, total employment 
is projected to increase on the northeast and far east sides of the city. 
In Cedar Rapids, significant job growth is anticipated to continue south 
of US 30, in the emerging business and light industrial area served by 
Edgewood Road, 6th Street SW, Wright Brothers Boulevard and I-380. 

3 Regional Growth & 
Demographics

Pictures behind each color block

1 Figures 10 and 11 present housing unit and employment growth in traffic analysis 
zones, which are a set of district boundaries used in CMPO’s travel demand model. 
For more details, see Chapter 8 (Roadways).
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Figure 9 - Corridor MPO Planning Area
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Figure 10 - Total Housing Units, 2045, by Traffic Analysis Zones
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Figure 11 - Total Employment, 2045, by Traffic Analysis Zone
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Demographics and Travel Needs
Understanding who lives in the region, and their current travel patterns, helps to inform planning decisions about the types of travel that the 
transportation system needs to serve, both now and in the future.

Although people travel daily for many reasons, including school, shopping, medical appointments, leisure activities, etc., one of the more 
predictable types of trips is the journey to work. The majority of people living in the region currently drive to work alone in a personal vehicle, 
although more than 8,000 report that they carpool. Working from home is a growing trend, but still makes up fewer than 5 percent of the 
population in an economy where most of the largest employers are in the manufacturing and distribution sectors.

Table 7  -  Mode of Transportation to Work, 2018

Mode People Percentage
Car, truck or van, drove alone 90,780 85.6%
Car, truck or van, carpooled 8,523 8.0%
Public transportation (other than taxi) 756 0.7%
Taxi 62 0.1%
Motorcycle 94 0.1%
Bicycle 379 0.4%
Walk 1,525 1.4%
Other 619 0.6%
Work at Home 3,320 3.1%
TOTAL 106,058 100.0%

Source: US Bureau of Census, 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

A significant number of people who provided public input for this plan said they would like to be able to walk, bike or take public transit to 
work. Creating an environment where this is possible will take continued investment in those modes of transportation and – more importantly 
– requires the region to continue focusing on development patterns that result in a higher number of housing units and jobs per acre. (Chapter 
5, Transportation/Land Use Connection, describes this further and provides examples where this is already happening in the region.) 

More than 85% of the region’s residents commute to work in less than 30 minutes. The average travel time is much less, at 19 minutes. This 
compares very favorably to the national average of 27 minutes, and puts the CMPO region among the best commute times among other large 
urban areas as shown in Figure 12 (facing page). This reflects that the majority of residents are able to find employment relatively close to their 
homes, and that for the most part the transportation system currently functions efficiently. With the continued expansion of the Cedar Rapids 
metropolitan area and its growing role in the state and national economy, both commuters and freight shippers are expected to experience 
longer trips by the year 2045, as further discussed in Chapter 8.

Table 8  -  Travel Time to Work, 2018

Travel Time People Percentage
Less than 5 minutes 2,656 2.6%
5 to 9 minutes 13,713 13.3%
10 to 14 minutes 24,403 23.8%
15 to 19 minutes 24,918 24.3%
20 to 29 minutes 22,569 22.0%
30 to 39 minutes 8,108 7.9%
40 to 59 minutes 1,525 1.4%
60 to 89 minutes 619 0.6%
More than 90 minutes 3,320 3.1%
TOTAL 106,058 100.0%

Source: US Bureau of Census, 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Figure 12 - Average Travel Time to Work by Metro Area

Transportation-Disadvantaged Persons
Certain groups of people may have more limited access to transportation, including older people and children, persons with low income, disabled 
persons, and persons who are members of a minority group. Persons with limited English proficiency may also face different challenges with 
transportation than other residents of the area. Figures 13 through 17 (following pages) show locations where these groups are more prevalent 
within the CMPO planning area. In many cases, these transportation-disadvantaged individuals either have limited or no access to a personal 
vehicle, or may be legally unable to drive. As discussed in subsequent chapters of this plan, many of the transportation improvements proposed 
by the plan will provide additional options to address the needs of those who may rely on public transit, walking, and bicycling in lieu of driving a 
personal vehicle.

About 39 percent of the Corridor MPO’s population falls within age groups who may have limited access or ability to drive. As shown in Figures 
13 and 14, areas with the largest concentration of residents under age 18 or over age 65 are in Cedar Rapids and parts of Hiawatha and Marion. 
Without a driver’s license or consistent access to a vehicle, these groups may have limited mobility unless they are traveling to and from areas 
where other transportation options are available.

Table 9  -  Percent of Regional Population by Age Group, 2018

Age Group People Percentage
Under 18 years 47,025 23.5%
Age 19 to 64 years 123,122 61.4%
Age 65 years and older 200,415 100.0%
TOTAL 200,415 100.0%

Source: US Bureau of Census, 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

While the majority of the CMPO region’s residents reported their race/ethnicity as white alone, and English-speaking, there are key pockets of 
diversity in the area which may indicate additional mobility needs. Figures 15 and 16 show percentage of non-white populations and households 
with limited English proficiency by Census block group. Many of these areas are in southwest Cedar Rapids near Fairfax, downtown Cedar 
Rapids, and the area north of Highway 100 in Hiawatha. Areas with the highest levels of diversity also seem to have some correlation with 
high percentages of households without access to a vehicle, as shown in Figure 17. Households with these characteristics may face additional 
hurdles to car ownership/maintenance and challenges in navigating English-only directional signage.

Low income is another factor that influences mobility. Figure 18 shows the geographic distribution of persons living below the poverty level 
within the region. The highest concentrations of low-income persons are in the urban core of Cedar Rapids, where public transit service has 
better coverage.  Other areas with high levels of people at or below the poverty level include the areas south of downtown Cedar Rapids, 
southwest Cedar Rapids, the area near the I-380/US 30 interchange, and the area north of Highway 100 near Hiawatha. Low-income persons 
may not have consistent access to a vehicle and may struggle to afford fuel, insurance, and auto maintenance. This makes it more difficult to 
find and keep stable employment in order to improve one’s circumstances. All of these factors, both demographics and growth trends, have 
been used to shape the findings and recommendations of subsequent chapters of this plan.

Source: US Bureau of Census, 2018 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates
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Figure 13 - Total Population Under Age 18 Per Square Mile, 2018
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Figure 14 - Total Population Over Age 65 Per Square Mile, 2018
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Figure 15 - Percentage of Non-White Persons by Census Block Group, 2018
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Figure 16 - Percentage of Households with Limited English Proficiency by Census Block Group, 2018
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Figure 17 - Percentage of Households Without Access to a Vehicle by Census Block Group, 2018
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Figure 18 - Percentage of Households Below the Poverty Level by Census Block Group, 2018
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Figure 18: Percentage of Households Below the Poverty Level by Census Block Group, 2018 

 

Source: US Bureau of the Census, 2014‐2018 American Community Survey 5‐Year EstimatesSource: US Bureau of the Census, 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Public and Stakeholder Engagement
This chapter outlines CMPO’s adopted procedures for involving the 
public and stakeholders in the development of each Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP).  It also describes the process used to 
seek involvement in the 2045 LRTP and summarizes the input and 
comments received from other agencies, stakeholders, the freight 
community, and the community at large.

Public Participation Plan
CMPO’s formal public participation process for the LRTP begins with 
the release of the draft plan for public review. This initiates a 30-day 
public comment period prior to the Policy Board meeting to adopt 
the LRTP. If, at the end of the 30-day public comment period, the 
Policy Board believes that there are substantial unresolved issues, 
the public comment period is extended. 

Public comments received – whether in person, by phone, letter, e-mail 
or at an open house – are shared at the beginning of all meetings of 
the Policy Board, Executive Committee, and Transportation Technical 
Advisory Committee. Public comments may also be made directly to 
the Policy Board during a period set aside for that purpose at the 
beginning of each meeting. 

Notice of public comment periods is provided on the front page of 
the CMPO website (corridormpo.com) and via press release. Special 
efforts are made to host meetings at locations accessible by transit. 
Efforts are also made to reach out to traditionally underserved or 
disadvantaged populations, including minority persons, low-income 
persons, persons with disabilities, those 65 years of age or older, 
and persons with limited English proficiency.

CMPO uses e-mail to directly contact local news media and other 
interested parties including neighborhood associations, regional and 
local economic development agencies, health and human services 
providers, bicycling and trails associations, religious groups, and 
universities to invite them to contribute input, notify members, and 
engage in public meetings. In addition, CMPO maintains a presence 
on social media through Facebook, providing notice of upcoming 
events, including the open houses hosted for receiving input on the 
LRTP.

Revisions to the Adopted LRTP
Revisions to the adopted LRTP may be made by following the 
processes specified in CMPO’s Public Participation Plan. Depending 
on the nature of the revision, it may be considered either an 
administrative modification or an amendment to the plan. 

4 Public & Stakeholder
Engagement
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Plan Amendments
A revision is considered to be an amendment if it makes a major change to a project, or adds or removes a project from the fiscally 
constrained portion of the LRTP. Amendments require Policy Board approval, public review and comment, and a demonstration that the 
plan if amended will still be fiscally constrained.

Examples of a major change to a project include:
• Change in project cost which increases federal-aid funding by more than 30 percent, or which increases total federal-aid funding by more 

than $2 million from the original amount
• Changing the project termini, the amount of through traffic lanes, or type of work (for example, from overlay to reconstruction, or a change to 

include widening of the roadway)
• Reduction in available funding that results in the LRTP no longer being fiscally constrained, i.e. there is no longer a reasonable expectation of 

sufficient funds to carry out the projects and programs in the adopted plan.

While the LRTP document itself can be amended at any time of the calendar year, the CMPO has set a rule that changes may only occur in July 
of each calendar year. Requests to amend projects by project sponsors or member jurisdictions should be submitted to CMPO staff in writing by 
July 1st.

Administrative Modifications
A minor revision to the plan is considered to be an administrative modification and can be carried out by CMPO staff. It does not require formal 
Policy Board approval; rather, the Policy Board is informed of the change at its next meeting following the revision. Revisions that would qualify 
as an administrative modification include:
• Change in project cost which increases federal-aid funding by less than 30 percent, or which increases total federal-aid funding by less than 

$2 million from the original amount
• Change from one funding source to a different funding source
• Change in project schedule, if the project is within the first four years

Stakeholder and Public Participation in the 2045 LRTP
Consultation with Local, State and Federal Agencies
CMPO actively engages local, regional and state agencies responsible for planned growth, economic development, environmental 
protection, airport operations, freight movement, land use management, natural resources, conservation, and historic preservation.  
Many of these partners are members of either the CMPO’s Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) or Policy Board. 
In coordination with local chambers of commerce, a number of freight-intensive businesses in the region were invited during the 
development of this plan to share input on their transportation concerns. Agencies responsible for resource management have also 
been engaged in the 2045 LRTP through the environmental consultation process described in Chapter 13.

CMPO staff also made presentations in early 2019 to local land use experts in each of the member jurisdictions to seek feedback on 
expected household and employment growth through the life of the LRTP. This information was incorporated into the predictions used 
for the LRTP and the CMPO’s Travel Demand Model (TDM). 

General Public
Citizens were invited to open house-style public meetings on February 23, 2019 from 10:00 AM until 2:00 PM at NewBo City Market 
and the same day before the RiverKings indoor football game from 6:00 PM until 7:30 PM at the US Cellular Center. Citizens were 
given an overview of the LRTP process, followed by an interactive activity in which their input was sought on relative transportation 
priorities. Those who were not at the event or wanted to participate later could do so by completing the same exercise via an online 
survey. The survey was open for over two weeks and was also promoted via Facebook, radio, and press release. Staff engaged in the 
activity with over 40 attendees at the open houses and many more were directed to take the online survey. In total, over 600 people 
provided feedback on regional goals and ways to spend transportation dollars in the metro area.
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Citizens were asked to assign priority ranking to the following regional goals for the transportation system:
• Maintain the existing system
• Provide transportation options
• Conserve/enhance the environment
• Improve transportation safety and security
• Promote economic vitality through transportation
• Improve system efficiency
• Improve system resiliency and reliability

The results indicate that those participating in the activity value all of these goals nearly equally, with slight emphasis on the first four listed above.
Citizens were also asked to indicate their perspectives on tradeoffs in spending for certain modal categories: roads, transit, trails and Safe Routes 
to School. The responses showed a clear preference for building active transportation facilities as off-street, rather than on-street facilities, and for 
increased investment in Safe Routes to School infrastructure. With regard to transit investment, a greater number of responders said they would 
like to see a balance between replacing/adding new vehicles and implementing amenities such as bus shelters and technology. Opinion was 
divided among those who ranked the tradeoff between spending on new roads and resurfacing existing roads, with a slightly larger number saying 
that preservation of the existing system is more important.

Citizens were also asked to weigh in on projects submitted by local jurisdictions for inclusion in the plan. Projects are either included in the fiscally 
constrained LRTP or in the Vision Projects list. Fiscally constrained projects are ones that can be funded through expected revenues anticipated 
through the life of the plan. Vision projects are illustrative—there are more projects to do than available funding. Hundreds of road, trail, transit, 
and Safe Routes to School projects were submitted, so to make it easier for citizens to digest, CMPO staff first organized them into potential fiscally 
constrained LRTP or Vision Project lists based on score, available funding, and year of expected completion. Projects were posted on the CMPO 
website and citizens were asked to comment over the last two weeks of February 2020. The comments received from the public on the projects 
were shared with the TTAC and Policy Board as the projects were considered and approved. Citizens were also welcome to share comments 
directly with the TTAC and Policy Board during a dedicated agenda item at the beginning of all meetings.

An invitation to comment on the final draft plan, and the draft document itself, was posted on the CMPO website and social media accounts in 
June 2020. Notices were also sent to the CMPO mailing list of interested parties, and a press release was sent to local news media and area 
organizations. Comments were received from AARP of Iowa, which are included in Appendix B along with other detailed comments  received in 
earlier stages of plan development.
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Comments
Below is a summary of comments received during the development of the 2045 LRTP, organized by topic. For detailed citizen comments, see 
Appendix B.

Maintenance
In addition to completing the survey, numerous citizens provided specific comments sharing their concerns about the current condition of 
the area’s transportation system.  Although a few referred to keeping the transit system in a state of good repair, the overwhelming majority 
expressed dissatisfaction with the maintenance of area roadways. A large percentage also emphasized that maintaining existing roads should 
be prioritized over construction of new facilities, and some said road maintenance was their top priority among all types of transportation 
investments.

Most comments were regarding pavement conditions, but citizens also identified signs and markings (striping) as items of concern. Some 
commenters pointed out that poor maintenance can present safety hazards for travelers, in terms of potholes, visibility of road markings, and 
timely clearance of snow from sidewalks. One suggestion was to prioritize maintenance on roads used for major bus routes in order to reduce 
wear and tear on these publicly-owned vehicles.

Traffic and Safety
Interstate 380 was the only route identified through public comment as having congestion problems. Some comments indicated lack of support 
for roundabouts, while another expressed concern about the removal of traffic signals in downtown Cedar Rapids.

Several citizens had suggestions related to traffic safety laws, including increased emphasis on ticketing red-light runners. Somewhat conflicting 
opinions were expressed regarding rules of the road for bicycling, with some emphasizing equal enforcement while others advocated for 
broader latitude for bicyclists at signals and stop signs. 

Transit
Multiple people commented on the need for expanded hours of service for the public transit system. Increased frequency and weekend service 
were also mentioned, along with improved stop and shelter infrastructure. Commenters referred to the importance of transit to support people’s 
access to jobs. Several people indicated they would like to be able to travel around the area without the need to own a vehicle. Interest was 
also expressed in applying new technology, including the use of credit/debit cards for fare payment and the potential for using electric buses.

Some identified intercity transit needs, specifically between Cedar Rapids and Iowa City, providing positive feedback on the 380 Express 
service and expressing hope that the two metropolitan areas might eventually be linked by light or passenger rail service. Additional park and 
ride locations and free parking for 380 Express riders were suggested as ways to improve and expand the service.

Active Transportation
Many citizens mentioned their support for expanding the regional active transportation network. While some mentioned the desire to have 
sidewalks in neighborhoods, others suggested emphasizing the completion of sidewalks on major roads first. A number of people complimented 
the region’s efforts in adding new bicycling facilities and reported biking to work. Several commenters expressed concern about the safety of 
bicycle and pedestrian safety, citing distracted drivers and the need for more focus on pedestrian crossings. Opinions were mixed on whether 
on-street or off-street facilities were preferable in the comments. Comments in the final stages of the plan also reflected an awareness that 
many citizens have turned increasingly to active transportation due to various factors associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, whose effects 
were evident during the final months of LRTP development.

Coordinating Transportation and Growth
A number of people who completed the survey also provided comments on the interaction between regional development patterns and 
transportation decisions. Several people expressed support for continuing infill development in existing urban areas, specifically mixed use 
developments with a higher density of residents and jobs that would make it easier to walk, bike, or ride transit to get between destinations. 
Some raised the issue of students no longer being able to walk or bike to class, or questioned the value of building sidewalks near schools if 
area schools are in the process of being consolidated. Concern was also expressed about potential incompatibilities of having development 
occur in proximity to busy rail lines. Comments were offered regarding the importance of promoting affordable housing opportunities as part 
of an integrated land use/transportation planning approach, and making the benefits of comprehensive transportation planning available to 
diverse communities.
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OVERVIEW
In addition to the accessibility that transportation offers, its public 
rights-of-way constitute the largest percentage of public space in our 
communities. A region’s transportation system affects the character 
of its cities and towns through its design and function, like all forms of 
development. It can contribute to the quality of life, improve the economy, 
shape development patterns, and affect the natural environment. 

Land use planning is a process by which a community manages the 
development of land within its jurisdiction with the goals of reducing land-
use conflicts, conserving natural resources, optimizing transportation, 
utilities, and other public services, and defining community character. 

The fundamental relationship between land use and transportation is 
reciprocal. Where land use intensity increases, so too does the demand for 
transportation facilities and services. Furthermore, where transportation 
system improvements provide access, and increase connectivity 
and safety throughout the community, those same improvements 
increase opportunities for land development and economic growth. It 
is a continuous and repeating cycle that, when well-understood and 
managed, is central to the long-term health of our cities and our citizens 
and directly contributes to our overall quality of life. 

This chapter discusses the three D’s: Density, Diversity, and Design 
and their importance in developing a high-quality and convenient 
transportation system which provides the public with an equitable 
number of choices.

Integrating Transportation Choices
Transportation choice refers to the availability of transportation 
options when deciding how to get to and from work, to and from 
the store, and to places for recreation and entertainment. An ideal 
mix of options would include walking, riding a bicycle, taking public 
transit, or driving a personal automobile.

When a community offers transportation choices, such as walking, 
riding a bike, or taking a bus, access to goods, services, and 
recreation increases for all.  Immigrants, though they may be able 
to drive, often come to the area from countries where driving is 
not the cultural norm and, once here, simply choose not to drive.2  

5 Land Use and Transportation:
A Reciprocal Relationship

Figure 19 - The Transportation/Land Use Cycle

2 Why do immigrants drive less? Confirmations, complications, and new hypotheses 
from a qualitative study in New Jersey, USA (Transport Policy, Nov. 2013)
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And they are not alone. Increasingly, more and more people are 
choosing not to drive because they prefer to get outside more often; 
to improve health through increased physical activity; to get some 
work done while commuting to the office; or because they find the 
alternate mode of transportation is simply less stressful and more 
enjoyable. 

Though the car is a convenient choice for many people, not everyone 
has access to one. Some simply cannot afford the cost to own, 
operate, and maintain a vehicle. For others, access is limited by age 
or mobility or both. Children under the driving age cannot legally 
operate a vehicle. For older citizens, driving a personal vehicle 
may not be an option due to declining health. Without additional 
transportation choices, all of these citizens may face significant 
limitations and may have to rely on others to meet their daily travel 
needs. Transportation choices are vital to an individual’s quality of 
life.

When our transportation system is planned, designed, and built 
to offer a variety of transportation options, our cities and towns 
become more accessible for all people, not as a matter of necessity 
but as a matter of choice. 

Density, Diversity, and Design
Providing transportation choices is greatly influenced by the patterns 
in which a community develops – specifically, by density, diversity, 
and design. These are fundamental components in land use planning, 
and thus are integral to understand the present and future nature of 
the corridor’s transportation system.

• Density is critical for transportation choice because it concentrates 
trip origins or destinations so that alternate mode use becomes 
practical as well as economical, both in terms of time and dollars 
spent. 

• A diversity of land uses at destinations (and origins) means 
that, regardless of transport mode, each trip can serve multiple 
purposes (employment, shopping, and recreation), increasing 
efficiency and convenience. 

• Finally, the design and orientation of buildings and public spaces 
effects whether walking and riding are not only safe but rewarding. 

The three D’s must be considered together in order to achieve 
quality growth and increase transportation choice. 

Quality growth, sometimes referred to as smart growth, is 
focused on building strong community and improving quality of 
life by providing a choice between different types of housing and 
transportation, increasing density, and reducing vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT). From a transportation perspective, a key element 
is a development pattern that clusters origins and destinations 
close together to achieve good walkability and transit service 
that is frequent and cost-effective. Noted author Dan Buettner 
has proposed the concept of a “life radius,” the area close to 
home where the majority of our lives are spent. For most people, 
a desirable life radius would include home, work, shopping and 
services that provide access to healthy food and basic medical 
care, and social gathering places. Ideally, communities are 
designed so that people can move within their entire life radius 
without needing a car. 

Figure 20 - Mixed housing and business types in Cedar Rapids’ Oakhill Jackson Neighborhood
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The practical application of the “density, diversity, design” path 
to increased transportation choice is best achieved through 
the development of well-designed, mixed-use, walkable 
neighborhoods. 

The practical application of the “density, diversity, design” path 
to increased transportation choice is best achieved through the 
development of well-designed, mixed-use, walkable neighborhoods. 

Density and Diversity
Older cities constructed prior to the advent of the automobile were built 
for people to walk. They were typically compact, densely developed, 
and very diverse in terms of their mix of building types. Housing, retail, 
office, restaurants, hotels, warehouses, and even industry were all 
mixed together in a relatively small land area. Today, as modern cities 
have grown up around these historic city centers, we often refer to 
these centers as mixed-use neighborhoods.

Throughout America, and in the Cedar Rapids metropolitan area, new 
mixed-use development is creating opportunities to provide people 
with more options to access the goods and services required to satisfy 
their daily needs. Mixed-use development can strengthen existing 
neighborhoods and is a sustainable solution that can reduce vehicle 

miles traveled, traffic congestion, energy usage, and greenhouse gas 
emissions while simultaneously improving public health. Similarly, 
using mixed-use principles when developing new retail and business 
centers is not only desirable, it also increases their chances for long-
term success. Residents represent a near-immediate customer base, 
giving store owners and operators an early boost in business that they 
might not otherwise have if located outside of a mixed-use center. 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) shares many, if not all, of the 
same characteristics as mixed-use development but is strategically 
centered around or located adjacent to a transit center. This type of 
development is common in larger metropolitan areas where several 
transit modes and lines intersect. In the Cedar Rapids metro area, 
mixed-use development on and adjacent to transit routes is, by 
definition, transit oriented development.

Regardless of location, the characteristics of good mixed-use 
development are the same. Mixed-use developments:
• Integrate retail, office, service, entertainment, education, and 

residential land uses, including parks and recreation where feasible;
• Provide for a variety and mix of housing types, ownership patterns, 

and price ranges;
• Promote development intensity and higher densities; and
• Create community focal points and centers of activity.

Figure 21 - Proposed new mixed-use development in Johnston, Iowa, showing perimeter development enclosing a central public space. The 
fountain, oriented to a major intersection creates a focal point that captures the attention of passersby while providing framed views into the 
interior public space. Rooftop restaurants and ground floor retail/commercial, coupled with multi-family residential properties and good vehicle 
access, encourage all-day use.

Source: Confluence, Inc
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According to Walk Score3, the characteristics of a walkable 
neighborhood are:
1. A center: Walkable neighborhoods have a center, whether it is a 

main street or a public space.
2. People: Enough people for businesses to flourish and for public 

transit to run frequently. 
3. Mixed-income, mixed-use: Affordable housing located near 

businesses. 
4. Parks and public space: Plenty of public space to gather and play.
5. Pedestrian design: Buildings are close to the street; parking lots 

are relegated to the back.
6. Schools and workplaces: Close enough that most residents can 

walk from their homes.
7. Complete streets: Streets designed for bicyclists, pedestrians, & 

transit.

Figure 22 - An “urban” complete street designed for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders and motorists

Source: Confluence, Inc

The Importance of Design
Understanding the principles of quality growth and the characteristics 
of good mixed-use development and walkable neighborhoods is 
vital to sustainable, long-term growth in our communities. Equally 
important is the quality of design and materials of the constituent 
parts. Well-designed cities incorporate both. 

3 https://www.walkscore.com/walkable-neighborhoods.shtml

Figure 21 (facing page) shows a proposed mixed-use development 
which incorporates several of the characteristics of good mixed-use 
development identified above. Note in the image how the fountain at 
the corner of a major intersection creates an attractive focal point for 
the community. Mixed-use neighborhoods are, by design, walkable. 
Walkability is a measure of how friendly an area or neighborhood is to 
walking. Walking, in general, has numerous benefits including improved 
health and reduced reliance on fossil fuels.

Walkable neighborhoods are characterized by complete streets, as 
highlighted above. A complete street is, quite simply, a street for 
everyone. As described by the organization called Smart Growth 
America, complete streets “are designed (and operated) to enable 
safe access for all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists 
and transit riders of all ages and abilities.” Figure 22 illustrates 
the basic functional components of an urban complete street and 
their relationship to one another. Note how every user has a clearly 
defined space within the right-of-way.
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Complete Streets
Complete streets offer transportation choice; they connect neighborhoods and communities and are vital to a healthy local and regional 
transportation system. As described by Ben Plowden, Director of Surface Transport at Transport for London: 

“Streets are valuable because of the services that they provide for the economy and society. Those services fall into two main 
categories: moving and living. This moving function is vital. Successful cities are where people stop, not where they keep moving. City 
streets are also public spaces in which civic life is played out. They are where people live and shop, where they sit in sidewalk cafes 
and watch passersby, the site of public gatherings and chance encounters. There is growing recognition that the social and economic 
health of a city depends on streets that allow moving and living, efficiently and equitably, for all citizens.”

The USDOT’s policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and bicycling facilities into transportation projects that use federal funding.  
The design of complete streets can vary: a complete street in a rural area may include different features from a complete street in an urban 
area. Regardless of the context, however, each street is designed to balance safety and convenience for everyone using the road.  

Ideally, complete streets will include spacious sidewalks for pedestrians separated from moving traffic by trees and other plant material. They 
will include bicycling facilities such as protected bike lanes buffered from vehicle traffic by on-street parking. They will also include transit stops 
with dedicated space for passenger loading and unloading. Complete streets are designed with the number and width of lanes appropriate for 
the anticipated traffic volume. Complete streets may also integrate stormwater management features to better move stormwater from paved 
surfaces, ensuring all users have clear paths of travel regardless of the weather. Complete streets should also include safety features such 
as curb extensions at intersections and mid-block crossings to shorten crossing distance and slow traffic which helps to protect pedestrians 
and motorists entering/exiting their vehicles. In high pedestrian traffic areas, complete streets may also include defined seating and gathering 
areas, additional vegetation, wayfinding signage, and various other amenities.

Figure 23 - A proposed complete street in the Des Moines area includes protected bike lanes, transit islands, wide sidewalks, ample on-street 
parking and reduced lane quantity and width. 

Source: Confluence, Inc

Site Design and Location
Communities that focus attention on adaptive reuse and new building opportunities within established neighborhoods understand that this type 
of development increases density and builds a critical mass of residents, workers, and shoppers while capitalizing on existing infrastructure, 
transit service and, most importantly, sense of place. Existing neighborhood centers have character and history that cannot be designed 
and built new. When communities invest in those established neighborhood centers, they are not only practicing quality growth; they are 
celebrating the unique culture of their city while expanding opportunities for new and old residents alike.  This, in turn, limits the spread of 
urban sprawl, lowers VMT, and furthers other previously mentioned benefits.

As new development occurs – whether as infill or outside of traditional city centers – site design is also important. For example, decisions 
about where new buildings are placed in relation to the street can significantly affect the perception of a development and whether it is easily 
accessible by car, bus, bike, or on foot. There has been much discussion among planners, designers, and developers about the pros and cons 
of placing parking lots behind buildings rather than having parking occupy the area between the street and the building. As Figure 25 (facing 
page) illustrates, there are often ways to accommodate the safety and comfort of multiple groups.
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Figure 24 - New row house development in the NewBo district is an 
example of infill development that fits well into the existing community, 
incorporating quality building materials and having a scale appropriate 
to its context.

Source: Confluence, Inc

Figure 25 - A new retail center, even if built in a suburban 
environment, can be designed in a way that caters to both drivers 
and pedestrians, including those who use transit to get to the 
store.

As shown here, a new center located at an intersection can be 
designed so that the building is located very close to one of the 
streets, allowing transit riders to be dropped off right at the door 
without having to cross a large parking lot.  On the side that faces the 
other street, the building is located farther back to leave space for 
the large, visible parking lot that some shoppers expect.

Source: Confluence, Inc

When new large-scale development is necessary or desirable, it too 
should endeavor to incorporate quality growth principles and good 
design.  Master planning large tracts of land can be a daunting task for 
even the biggest developers. When the municipality takes a strong role 
in these efforts and helps establish the goals and vision – integrating 
a diversity of land uses and transportation choices – the resulting 
projects benefit the whole community.  It is especially important 
that these large scale developments get the street system design 
right from the outset. Figure 26 (following page) shows a large-tract 
development that connects multiple neighborhoods and land uses 
with a gridded street system that contours to the rolling topography. 
As discussed in Chapter 8, Roadways, a grid street system is more 
easily navigated than the suburban-style street systems characterized 
by unconnected curvilinear streets and cul-de-sacs.
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Bringing It All Together
Many communities in our area are already finding a productive balance in the relationship between land use and transportation. Complete 
street design coupled with quality growth principles in all projects is a recipe for success. Quality growth principles are being promoted 
throughout the metropolitan area by public and private partners involved in planning, design, and development.

The region is seeing development of a number of mixed-use activity centers. Squaw Creek Crossing, a new mixed-use center on the east 
side of Marion, is under construction beginning in 2019. On the northwest side of the metro, Edgewood Town Center begins construction 
in 2019 as well.  In Hiawatha, the City created the Town Village Center Urban Revitalization Area and adopted a revitalization plan that 
incentivizes rehabilitation and new construction to improve economic conditions and attractiveness of the area.  The NewBo district 
in Cedar Rapids has experienced substantial reinvestment following recovery from the 2008 flood including several new mixed-use 
projects. Numerous on-going and recently completed projects in Kingston Village, on the west side of the river near downtown Cedar 
Rapids, have dramatically changed the character of the area and there are more projects coming. Continued infill development in 
core districts such as downtown Cedar Rapids, Uptown Marion, and Czech Village is bringing more residents into those areas, which 
activates downtown streets throughout the day, not just during business hours.
 
Smaller CMPO member jurisdictions such as Palo and Ely have the potential to grow and develop into mixed-use activity centers in their 
own right, as both have established Main Street areas that could accommodate mixed-use buildings.  Vanderbilt Street, in Fairfax, is 
the historic center of the community and home to city services, banks, and restaurants. It too is a mixed-use center ready for additional 
investment.  

Figure 26 - Large-tract, master planned community that incorporates several key principles of quality growth. The master plan, coupled with a 
robust building design guideline, will ensure that as development occurs, it will remain consistent with the vision and goals of the municipality 
and be aesthetically compatible.

Source: Confluence, Inc
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 Moving Forward – Key Considerations
Our streets offer much more than surfaces on which to drive cars and trucks from one place to another –  they are economic drivers 
within our community and within our smaller neighborhoods. The transportation system connects land uses; mixed land uses are a 
critical component of quality growth connected by complete streets which provide transportation choice. CMPO communities can apply 
the following policies to help attain the goals of this Long Range Transportation Plan:
• Develop local land-use policies and regulations that allow and encourage quality growth, including mixed-use development; 
• Continue to promote mixed-use development that contributes to walkability and public health, transportation choices, and improved 

efficiency in terms of shorter trips, lower energy consumption, and more people served per unit of infrastructure; and 
• Continue to apply a complete streets approach for all new street projects, as well for reconstruction projects. (More detail about 

street design is presented in Chapter 8, Roadways.) 
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PUBLIC TRANSIT OVERVIEW
 Public transit is a critical piece of the total transportation 
network in the Corridor MPO planning region. Transit provides 
several benefits to the communities served including improved 
air quality by lowering overall vehicle miles traveled, providing 
connectivity to employment, education, healthcare, social, and 
other amenities available in the greater Cedar Rapids metro 
region. Public transit also provides an alternative to driving and 
is a lifeline for those without access to an automobile or unable 
to drive.

This chapter provides details on the current state of public 
transit in the metro region, defines major challenges facing 
transit looking into the future, and outlines key opportunities 
to improve the transit system, making mobility and connectivity 
more reliable and convenient. 

CURRENT TRANSIT SERVICES
Fixed Route Transit
Cedar Rapids Transit
Cedar Rapids Transit (CR Transit) is directly operated by the City 
of Cedar Rapids and provides fixed route transit service to the 
cities of Cedar Rapids, Marion, and Hiawatha. In 2017, CR Transit 
implemented several route and transit system operational 
enhancements meant to grow ridership, improve frequency of 
bus service in key areas, and make public transit more reliable. 
In 2018, the year after CR Transit implemented the system 
improvements, ridership grew by 6.7 percent, at a time where 
many national and regional systems saw a decline in transit 
usage. The Corridor MPO frequently partners with CR Transit for 
system planning as well as supporting public outreach efforts.

CR Transit’s network of routes can be seen in Figure 27 (facing 
page). The service area is roughly eighty square miles and 
covers nearly 159,000 residents of the metro area.4

6 Public Transit

4 National Transit Database. Cedar Rapids Transit, 2017 Annual Agency Profile.
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Figure 27 - CR Transit System Map, 2019

12

1

12

10

11

7

6
5

4

3

30 20

2

30

22

W8E
380

380

E44

151

151

100

30

30

100

100

Mt Vernon Rd

F Ave

16th Ave SW

1st
 Ave

Ed
ge

w
oo

d 
Rd

 S
W Ely Rd SW

Wright Brothers Blvd

Blairs Ferry Rd

16th Ave SW

Boyson Rd

E Post Rd SE

29th Ave

County Home Rd

C Ave NE

Covington Rd

Fe
at

he
r R

id
ge

 R
d

W58

N Center Point Rd

7th Ave

Mario
n Blvd

100

151

Ellis Rd

6t
h 

St
 S

W

120th St

Blairs Ferry Rd

13

151

BUS

151
E66

W42

PALO

MARION

BERTRAM

COVINGTON

FAIRFAX

CEDAR RAPIDS

HIAWATHA

ROBINS

ELY

MPO Boundary
Cedar River
Freeway
Arterial
Collector
Local

Route 1
Route 2
Route 3
Route 4
Route 5

Bus Routes
Route 6
Route 7
Route 8
Route 10
Route 11

Route 12
Route 20
Route 30

0          .5          1 MILE



48 CORRIDOR MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

CR Transit operates 12 fixed routes from approximately 5:15 AM to 7:00 PM on weekdays and on Saturdays from 8:15 AM to 5:05 PM. There is 
no service on Sundays. The system is largely operated as a hub-and-spoke, with most routes meeting, or pulsing, at the Ground Transportation 
Center (GTC) at approximately the same time each hour. In 2017, two new circulator routes were introduced that serve the Marion and Hiawatha 
areas. Routes 20 and 30 each operate every sixty minutes from the transit stop at Lindale Mall. These are the only two routes that do not 
connect at the GTC. Six routes are operated hourly all day, five routes are operated every half hour during peak periods in the morning and 
afternoon, and Route 5 is operated every 15 minutes all day between the GTC and Lindale Mall. Route 5 on the First Avenue E corridor is the 
primary corridor of the CR Transit system with the highest ridership in the region. 

Table 10  -  CR Transit Routes and Operational Summary, 2019

Route Name
Annual 

Ridership 
2018

Weekdays Saturday

Span Frequency (min.) 
(AM / Midday / PM) Span Frequency (min.) 

(AM / Midday / PM)
Route 1 38,049 5:15a - 7:20p 60 / 60 / 60 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 2 81,069 5:15a - 7:05p 30 / 60 / 30 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 3 70,279 5:15a - 7:05p 30 / 60 / 30 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 4 87,889 5:15a - 7:05p 60 / 60 / 60 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 5 296,861 5:15a - 6:52p 15 / 15 / 15 8:15a - 4:42p 15 / 15 / 15
Route 6 94,766 5:15a - 7:05p 30 / 60 / 30 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 7 106,588 5:15a - 7:05p 60 / 60 / 60 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 8 72,031 5:15a - 7:05p 60 / 60 / 60 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60

Route 10 101,657 5:15a - 7:05p 30 / 60 / 30 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 11 98,470 5:15a - 7:05p 60 / 30 / 60 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60
Route 12 96,075 5:15a - 7:05p 30 / 60 / 30 8:15a - 5:05p 60/ 60 / 60

Route 20 –
Marion

Circulator
72,600 5:40a - 7:30p 60 / 60 / 60 8:15a - 5:30p 60/ 60 / 60

Route 30 –
NE Circulator 49,387 5:40a - 7:30p 60 / 60 / 60 8:15a - 5:30p 60/ 60 / 60

The full cash fare for adults is $1.50. Students, seniors, passengers with disabilities, and Medicare and income-based passengers qualify 
for half-price cash fare with proof of eligibility, and children five years and under are free. CR Transit offers day passes ($3.00), 10-ride 
passes ($15.00 full fare/$7.50 half fare), and 31-day passes ($40.00 full fare/$20.00 half fare). No fare is charged on Saturdays. Passes can be 
purchased at the information booth in the Ground Transportation Center. Day passes may be purchased on-board buses. 

CR Transit also offers a Student Fare Program in partnerships with the Cedar Rapids Community School District, Coe College and Kirkwood 
Community College. Students attending these institutions can ride CR Transit vehicles without paying a fare. 

During the previous decade, CR Transit has generally experienced growth in annual transit ridership as shown in Figure 28 (facing page). This 
is an especially positive trend for the greater Cedar Rapids region as national transit ridership has been declining in most major cities in recent 
years. There is concern that the introduction of Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), also known as Ridesharing Companies (i.e. Uber / 
Lyft) may have a negative impact on transit, but that does not seem to be the case in the CMPO region. Many CR Transit riders use the system 
to access employment or educational opportunities and the cost to use TNCs on a regular basis may be too expensive. Two emerging modes of 
transportation in the Cedar Rapids area that could have an impact on transit ridership in the coming years are bike sharing and electric scooters. 
A 2019 study found that in several cities around the United States the introduction of bike share and electric scooters resulted in a 1.8% decrease 
in bus ridership.5  While these modes provide enhanced personal mobility, they may draw transit riders for shorter trip making purposes. These 
ridership trends should be monitored as bike share and electric scooters become further established in the Cedar Rapids region. 
5 Graehler, Michael; Mucci, Richard; Erhardt, Gregory. Understanding the Recent Transit Ridership Decline in Major US Cities: Service Cuts or Emerging Modes? P. 15. 2018. 
Transportation Research Board. https://trid.trb.org/view/1572517. 
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Figure 28 - CR Transit Total Annual Ridership 2009-2018 Figure 29 - CR Transit Total Annual Ridership 2009-2018

Figure 29 provides a percentage breakdown of 2018 annual ridership on all routes in the CR Transit system. This figure illustrates the importance 
of Route 5 and the First Avenue corridor, as it carries nearly a quarter of the system’s total ridership. 

For FY 2020, Cedar Rapids Transit anticipates a total operating budget of $10.9 million, which includes both capital and operations expenses. 
The greatest share of CR Transit’s operational revenue comes from a public transit property tax levy in the City of Cedar Rapids. The Cities of 
Marion and Hiawatha reimburse CR Transit for annual miles of bus service operated within their municipal boundaries. 

According to the most current information from the National Transit Database from 2018, CR Transit receives most of its annual operations 
funding from locally generated sources, primarily through property taxes and other municipal general fund revenue, and from federal sources 
as depicted in Figure 30. 

Table 11 provides detail of sources and amounts of operational funding for CR Transit in 2018. Nearly 44 percent of funds are generated locally, 
with another 32 percent coming from federal formula funds. 

Table 11  -  CR Transit Funding Source Detail, 2018

Source of Funds Amount Percentage
Fares $1,467,700 16.0%
Local $3,997,885 43.5%
State of Iowa $817,505 8.9%
Federal $2,905,355 31.6%
TOTAL $9,188,445 100%

Figure 30 - CR Transit Sources of Operations Funding - 2018
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CR Transit: Fleet and Facilities
Buses
CR Transit utilizes 22 heavy-duty transit buses to operate on weekdays and has another eight heavy-duty buses as spare vehicles for system 
reliability, an approximate 36 percent spare ratio which is slightly higher than the 20 percent spare ratio industry standard. CR Transit also 
provides eight light-duty buses and four medium-duty buses to LIFTS for paratransit services. 

Much of the funding to purchase the bus fleet for CR Transit comes from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). According to FTA, the useful life 
for transit vehicles is defined by the vehicle type, and either the age of the vehicle or the miles that the vehicle has been operated. For heavy-duty 
transit vehicles, the useful life is 12 years or 500,000 miles.  CR Transit has established a Useful Life Benchmark (ULB) in its recent Transit Asset 
Management Plan (TAMP) for heavy-duty buses at 14 years and 10 years for light- and medium-duty buses. According to the agency’s 2019 fleet 
inventory, the average age of CR Transit’s revenue vehicles (those used for fixed route service) is 7 years, as seen in Table 4. Since 2009, when 
a bus replacement program was initiated, every vehicle in the fleet has been replaced. 

Maintenance and Storage Facility
CR Transit operates out of a 33,000 square foot central bus maintenance and storage facility located in northwest Cedar Rapids, near downtown, 
at 427 8th Street NW. CR Transit performs cleaning of vehicles and light maintenance at this site. The former maintenance and storage facility 
was significantly damaged in the 2008 flood. Construction of the new CR Transit office, maintenance, and storage facility was completed in 2013. 
The facility can accommodate 30 full sized transit vehicles indoors. Currently the CR Transit maintenance and storage facility is near capacity 
for indoor/overnight storage of the bus fleet. Due to surrounding land use, expansion of the facility would be challenging. This challenge puts 
limitations on CR Transit if its bus fleet were to expand in the future.   

Ground Transportation Center
The Ground Transportation Center (GTC) is a multimodal transportation center and the primary hub for most transfers between routes in the 
CR Transit network. The GTC has an indoor passenger waiting area, public restrooms and information desk. The facility is located in downtown 
Cedar Rapids at 1st Street SE and 4th Avenue SE and has bays to accommodate up to 12 buses. Much like the bus maintenance facility, the GTC 
sustained heavy damage from the 2008 flood. The GTC remained closed until 2013 when extensive reconstruction was completed and the facility 
was reopened to transit service. Reconstruction of the GTC was approximately $10.5 million, which included funding from the Federal Emergency 
Management Administration (FEMA), FTA, and local sales taxes.

Table 12  -  CR Transit Capital Program FFY2020 - FFY2023

FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023
Value Pct Value Pct Value Pct Value Pct

Medium 
Duty Bus

Federal $126,000 64% $164,000 80% $172,000 80% $172,000 80%
Local $70,000 36% $41,000 20% $44,000 20% $43,000 20%
State $0 0% $0 0% $0 0% $0 0%
Total $196,000 100% $205,00 100% $216,000 100% $215,000 100%

Heavy Duty 
Bus

Federal $825,000 80% $866,000 80% $893,000 80%
Local $207,000 20% $218,000 20% $223,000 20%
State $0 0% $0 0% $0 0%
Total $1,032,000 100% $1,084,000 100% $1,116,000 100%

Bus Stop 
Improvements

Federal $315,000 80% $129,000 23%
Local $79,000 20% $425,000 77%
State $0 0% $0 0%
Total $394,000 100% $554,000 100%

Source: CMPO Transportation Improvement Program FFY 2020 – FFY 2023

The majority of CR Transit’s capital program involves purchases of buses to maintain a state of good repair. According to the CMPO’s 
Transportation Improvement Program, CR Transit intends to purchase transit vehicles every year between 2020 and 2023. These capital 
purchases will be funded by federal and local sources with an 80/20 (federal/local) share. Other capital investments are related to transit stop 
improvements in the region. Details are provided in Table 12.
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Bus Stops 
Bus stops are some of the most important pieces of infrastructure 
for transit systems as they act as the ‘front door’ to the system. To 
the extent possible, bus stops should provide a safe and accessible 
place to wait to board a transit vehicle and meet standards 
established in the American With Disabilities Act (ADA). As detailed 
in Table 14, passenger amenities, such as benches, shelters, trash 
receptacles, etc. are placed at stops with the greatest passenger 
demand based on the following parameters:

CR Transit has 779 stops across the entire system. Of these 
stops, 68 have shelters. In many cases CR Transit stops are not 
connected to sidewalks, making it difficult to safely access the 
bus for those with mobility challenges. The Cities of Hiawatha, 
Marion, and Cedar Rapids have been making efforts to fill gaps 
in the sidewalk network to improve accessibility to all stops in 
the system. In 2018 the Iowa DOT conducted an ADA accessibility 
compliance review of all CR Transit bus stops along Iowa DOT 
right-of-way (ROW). In total, 68 bus stops were audited and nearly 
90 percent were found to be ADA deficient. This review also 
provided recommendations to make stops ADA compliant and 
provided an estimated range of capital improvements costs. The 
audit estimated a capital cost range of approximately $200,000 
to $765,000 to improve all CR Transit bus stops to comply with 
ADA standards. 

Table 14  -  CR Transit Bus Stop Amenity Placement Thresholds

Bus Stop 
Category

# Daily 
Boardings

Passenger
Amenity

Low Demand 1-10 Crosswalk or Concrete Pad

Medium Demand 11-20 Concrete Pad or Bench

High Demand 20 or higher Concrete Pad & Shelter

Source: CR Transit

CR Transit Maintenance and Storage FacilityCR Transit Vehicle Loading at GTC

Table 13  -  Average Age of CR Transit Fleet
Bus # Year Age
2091 2009 11
2092 2009 11
2093 2009 11
2094 2009 11
2131 2010 10
2132 2010 10
2133 2010 10
2134 2010 10
2441 2011 9
2442 2011 9
2443 2011 9
2444 2011 9
2445 2011 9
2451 2012 8
2452 2012 8
2453 2012 8
2454 2012 8
2455 2012 8
2481 2014 6
2482 2014 6
2483 2014 6
2484 2014 6
2501 2017 3
2502 2017 3
2511 2018 2
2512 2018 2
2513 2018 2
2521 2019 1
2522 2019 1
2523 2019 1

7Average Age 
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380 Express
The 380 Express is a new intercity commuter bus service that 
began operation in October 2018. The route is managed by 
the East Central Iowa Council of Governments (ECICOG), with 
Windstar Lines, Inc. contracted to operate the service using a 
fleet of four over the road coaches. The 2014 Iowa Commuter 
Transportation Study (ICTS)6 recommended a new interregional 
route express service connecting Cedar Rapids, Coralville, and 
Iowa City.  The route was established through a partnership with 
Iowa DOT to help mitigate traffic congestion on Interstate 380 as 
the interchange with Interstate 80 is replaced over the coming 
years, with a completion date estimated in 2025. The service 
is currently funded for five years. The intent of the service was 
to provide an alternative to driving and to reduce congestion 
through the construction of the I-80/380 interchange project.

The 380 Express route operates on weekdays between Cedar Rapids 
and the Iowa City / Coralville area with trips provided every thirty 
minutes. The first trip leaves the GTC in downtown Cedar Rapids at 
5:20 AM and the last trip arrives at the GTC at 8:40 PM. Limited stops 
are located at key destinations along the route and include:

• Ground Transportation Center (downtown Cedar Rapids) 
• Kirkwood Community College
• Coralville Intermodal Facility
• University of Iowa Hospitals and Clinics West Campus 

Transportation Center
• Court Street Transportation Center (downtown Iowa City) 

One-way cash fare for the 380 Express is $3.50 for adults, with 
children under 6 free. Those sixty and older or with disabilities are 
provided a half price fare ($1.75) for a one-way trip. Ten-ride passes 
for the general public are $32.50 and a monthly pass for the general 
public is $125.00. Half price monthly and 10-Ride passes are also 
available for seniors and those with disabilities. Tickets can be 
purchased from the driver and through a mobile application, ‘Token 
Transit’. 

Buses operating the route are new over the road coaches with 
several passenger amenities that include free public Wi-Fi, USB 
charging ports, baggage storage, reclining seats, and others.

The current annual operating budget for the 380 Express service is 
approximately $1.01 million. 

Following initiation of the commuter express service, ridership 
has been growing as the service becomes more familiar and 
well known to the Iowa City and Cedar Rapids metros. In January 
2019, the 380 Express experienced its highest ridership month 
with over 4,000 trips taken, as shown on Figure 32 (facing page). 
Currently there are no plans to continue the service beyond 
construction of the I-80 /I-380 interchange, but Iowa DOT may 
consider continuation in the future if ridership appears strong. 

Figure 31 - 380 Express Route & Stops

380 Express Coach at GTC

6 Iowa Commuter Transportation Study. Iowa Department of Transportation. December, 2014. https://iowadot.gov/commuterstudy/pdfs/ITC__FinalReport.pdf#page=8. 
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Paratransit and Demand Response Services
LIFTS
Linn County Intra-County Facilitating Transportation System (LIFTS) 
provides accessible door-to-door public transportation for all Linn County 
residents outside of the cities of Cedar Rapids, Marion, and Hiawatha as 
a sub provider of transportation services for CorridorRides though the 
ECICOG. The City of Cedar Rapids also contracts with LIFTS to provide 
paratransit service to complement its fixed route service within the cities of 
Cedar Rapids, Marion and Hiawatha. The ADA requires that complementary 
paratransit service be provided to persons with disabilities that prevent 
them from using the fixed route service within a service area defined as a 
three-quarter mile buffer around the fixed route system.

LIFTS exceeds the minimum ADA transportation requirements by providing paratransit service to both seniors and persons with ADA-defined 
disabilities within the cities of Cedar Rapids, Marion, and Hiawatha. Outside of these cities, all county residents are eligible for LIFTS service, 
regardless of age or disability status.

LIFTS complementary paratransit service is available during the same days and hours as the CR Transit fixed route service. Passengers are 
required to make reservations at least one day in advance between the hours of 7:00AM and 5:00PM, or by phone message after hours. 
They may reserve a trip up to seven days to 30 days in advance.  The LIFTS fare for seniors (age 65 and older) and persons with ADA-defined 
disabilities is $3.00 for a one-way trip. Outside of the cities of Cedar Rapids, Marion, and Hiawatha, the fare for the general public is $6.00 for 
a one-way trip.

Over the last decade, LIFTS has seen total annual ridership 
average over 79,000 rides. The highest year for ridership on the 
LIFTS service was in 2011 with slightly more than 89,000 trips. 

LIFTS operates services for CR Transit and Linn County with a fleet 
of 26 medium- and light-duty vehicles, with 11 spare vehicles. CR 
Transit provides funding for four of the medium-duty and six of 
the light-duty buses. The average age of the current fleet is 8.8 
years. Funding for bus replacement comes from several sources 
including Linn County, City of Cedar Rapids, and federal funds 
allocated through the Corridor MPO. The annual operations budget 
for LIFTS in FY2018 was $2,009,137.

Figure 32 - 380 Express Total Monthly Ridership

Source: East Central Iowa Council of Governments

LIFTS Paratransit Bus

Figure 33 - LIFTS Annual Ridership, 2009-2018

Source: Linn County LIFTS



54 CORRIDOR MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Neighborhood Transportation Service (NTS)
Neighborhood Transportation Services (NTS) provides curb-to-curb demand responsive transportation service for eligible work, school, and 
life skills trips. NTS originated as a grass-roots initiative to provide after-hours transportation to and from work for the residents of Wellington 
Heights. Since then, the service has grown rapidly, and the City of Cedar Rapids now contracts with NTS to provide evening and Sunday service 
for work, school and life skills trips to all of Cedar Rapids, Marion, and Hiawatha. NTS service is available during the hours in which CR Transit 
fixed route service is not operated. On weekday evenings, the service begins operating at 6:30 PM and continues until the fixed route service 
begins operating the next morning – 5:30 AM on weekdays and 8:00 AM on Saturdays. On Saturday evenings, the service begins operating 
at 5:00 PM and continues until 5:30 AM on Monday morning. The fare for NTS service is $6.00 for a one-way trip. Trips must be reserved on 
weekdays between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM and must be made at least 24 hours in advance.

As shown in Figure 34, NTS ridership peaked in FY 2018 with almost 60,000 trips. Ridership fell to its lowest levels in 2009. As NTS is largely an 
employment-related service, this ridership drop was likely a direct result of the Great Recession and impacts of the 2008 flood.  In FY 2016, the 
City of Cedar Rapids contracted with NTS to provide the after-hours service for $408,000. This has been a very important partnership between 
CR Transit and NTS, providing many residents of the metro area a critical link to employment opportunities for jobs offered outside traditional 
business hours and when fixed route bus service is not operating. 

The NTS fleet consists of ten vehicles, including six minivans, three full sized vans, and three light duty buses. The light duty buses are all 
wheelchair accessible. 

To augment the fixed route, paratransit and work force transportation services, there are a number of other organizations in the CMPO region 
that provide transportation services for varying trip purposes or specific communities. A summary of these organizations is provided in Table 15.

Table 15  -  Transportation Provider Organizations

Provider Services Available Eligibility
Aging Services – United Way of East 
Central Iowa

Door to door direct transportation 
service by volunteers Elderly

Airport Shuttle Service Intercity/airport door to door demand 
response General public

American Cancer Society – Linn County Curb to curb direct transportation 
through volunteer driver program Cancer patients in Linn County

Anaman Concierge Services, LLC Door to door direct transportation, 
including airport shuttle General public

Burlington Trailways Intercity Transit General public

Cedar Rapids Community School District Direct transportation to/from school Enrollment in school district, living more 
than 2 miles from school attended

Figure 34 - NTS Ridership Trend, 2008-2018

Source: Neighborhood Transportation Services
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Table 15  -  Transportation Provider Organizations (Continued)

Provider Services Available Eligibility

College Community School District Direct transportation to/from school Enrollment in school district, living more 
than 2 miles from school attended

CorridorRides – ECICOG
Ridesharing; the overall branding for 
the 380 Express, Vanpool, Carpool, and 
rural dial-a-ride services

General public

Express Limousine Service Door to door direct transportation General public

Linn County Veterans Affairs Direct transportation to Veteran’s Affairs 
Health Care in Iowa City Linn County Veterans

Linn-Mar School District Direct transportation to/from school Enrollment in school district, living more 
than 2 miles from school attended

Marion Independent School District Direct transportation to/from school Enrollment in school district, living more 
than 2 miles from school attended

Norse Transport Door to door direct transportation General public

Riders Club of America Door to door direct transportation 55 years or older, medical condition 
that prevents driving

Special K Transport Wheelchair transportation Utilize wheelchair

The Way Shuttle Service Door to door demand response direct 
transportation General public

To the Rescue Door to door demand response direct 
transportation General public

University of Iowa Employee Vanpool 
Program Direct transportation services Employment at the University of Iowa

Challenges for Public Transit
Population/Housing and Employment Density
Population and/or housing density is often one of the most important indicators of potential transit use, and is often used to identify the level 
of transit service that an area or corridor is likely to support. As discussed in Chapter 5 (Transportation/Land Use Connection), higher density 
neighborhoods by definition have more people living within walking distance of a transit stop. Higher density areas are also more likely to 
exhibit other characteristics that contribute to more people using transit, including higher development density, improved walkability, smaller 
lots and building setbacks, and a greater mix of land uses. Although many factors can influence the transit level of service that is appropriate 
for an area, there is a direct correlation between transit ridership and density.7  Future housing density across the region, projected based on 
trends and local land use plans, thus affects opportunities to expand transit service.

7 Parsons Brinckerhoff, Transit and Urban Form, TCRP Report 16. Washington DC: National Academy Press and U.S. Transit Development Corporation and Research Council, 
1996. 
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Figure 35 - Projected 2030 Housing Density
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As shown in Figure 35 (facing page), housing density in Downtown Cedar Rapids is anticipated to grow in the coming decade, with some of the 
densest areas on either side of the Cedar River. Outside of Downtown Cedar Rapids, higher densities are projected the 1st Avenue SE corridor 
in Cedar Rapids, around the Coe College campus. Other areas expected to see increasing density are north of the Blairs Ferry Road corridor in 
Hiawatha and the south side of Marion, as well as the 16th Avenue SW corridor near the Westdale Mall. These evolving development patterns 
will impact the efficiency and costs of the CR Transit system as it strives to connect people to employment, education, and other opportunities 
and services. Growing density in the downtown core and primary transit corridors such as 1st Avenue can help transit operate more efficiently 
in the years ahead.

 As key transit corridors increase in density, the region should look to incorporate appropriate elements of Transit Oriented Development (TOD). 
General elements that make for successful TOD include, but are not limited to:

• Walkability
• Density
• Mix of uses
• Multimodal travel options
• Public spaces
• Pedestrian oriented design

Lower and dispersed employment density also remains a challenge to supporting efficient fixed route transit services in the Corridor MPO 
region. As part of the 2016 Transit Study, a public survey found that the most common reason people used CR Transit bus services was to 
access employment. Many new employment centers have been built on the outer edges of the Cedar Rapids metro, making them difficult, if 
not impossible, to effectively serve with fixed route transit. 

As shown in Figure 36 (following page), projected employment over the next ten years is generally expected to show more activity south of US 
Highway 30, along the Blairs Ferry Road Corridor in Hiawatha and into Marion, in southeast Marion, and along I-380 north in the Robins area. 
As these growing employment areas continue to develop and densify further from the core of the CR metro region, CR Transit will likely find it 
challenging to meet increased demand to extend geographic service coverage to provide access to the future employment opportunities in 
these places. 
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Figure 36 - Projected 2030 Employment Density
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As shown in Figure 36 (facing page), projected employment over the next ten years is generally expected to show more activity south of US 
Highway 30, along the Blairs Ferry Road Corridor in Hiawatha and into Marion, in southeast Marion, and along I-380 north in the Robins area. 
As these growing employment areas continue to develop and densify further from the core of the CR metro region, CR Transit will likely find it 
challenging to meet increased demand to extend geographic service coverage to provide access to the future employment opportunities in 
these places. 

Limited Hours of Service 
Currently, fixed route bus service provided by CR Transit ends at 7:00 PM on weekdays and 5:00 PM on Saturdays for most routes. With the 
fixed route service ending this early, it makes the system difficult for many to use to access employment opportunities that fall outside the 
typical workday such as the restaurant, retail, or other third shift jobs. The partnership with NTS has helped to provide a lifeline service, but 
with a fare of $12.00 per round trip, the service is expensive when compared to the fare on CR Transit. CR Transit is exploring opportunities to 
expand transit service later into the evenings by two hours in 2020. According to a survey of transit riders in the Corridor MPO’s 2019 Passenger 
Transportation Plan (PTP), expanding transit services later in the evening was reported as the most important need. For non-transit riders in the 
survey, evening transit service was noted as one of the greatest needs to improve the bus system, second only to more frequent bus service.8

No Sunday Transit Service
Currently there is no transit service operated on Sundays, further limiting mobility options for residents in the Corridor MPO region. The lack 
of Sunday service is tied to operational budget constraints on the CR Transit system. The 2019 PTP noted that the expansion of Sunday transit 
service was highly important based on public survey responses. According to transit dependent survey respondents, nearly 23 percent said 
Sunday transit service would allow for more transit use.  Sunday transit service was noted by many as an important improvement and was found 
to be a secondary priority to expanding evening transit service on weekdays.10   

Passenger Amenities at Bus Stops
CR Transit has over 1,000 bus stops spread across its network of routes. There is a wide variation in the availability of ADA 
accessibility and passenger amenities at each of these stops. Passenger amenities generally include benches, shelters, route/
schedule information, trash receptacle, concrete pad, etc. Most stops in the CR Transit system consist of a bus stop sign with no 
accompanying amenities. Typically, passenger amenities are placed at bus stops with the highest boarding levels. In recent years, 
only minimal additions to passenger amenities have been installed and CR Transit has not procured any new shelters since 2006. In 
2015 the City of Hiawatha added three new transit shelters, yet more work remains. In many locations, bus stops are not connected 
to sidewalks or are inaccessible for those with mobility impairments, making use of the transit system challenging if not impossible. 

8 Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization. Passenger Transportation Plan 2019-2024. p.45. March 21, 2019. http://cms.revize.com/revize/cedarrapids/Community%20 
  Development/MPO/FINAL%20DOCUMENT%202019.03.22.pdf
9 Ibid. p.134. 
10 Ibid. p.69.



60 CORRIDOR MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Transportation Management Area (TMA) Transition
Following the 2020 Census, it is expected that the Cedar Rapids region’s population will surpass 200,000, classifying the Corridor MPO 
region as a Transportation Management Area (TMA) according to federal transportation law. Generally MPOs and transit agencies within a TMA 
have greater influence in planning for a region’s transportation infrastructure, but also have additional planning and reporting requirements. 
Crossing this threshold triggers a change in the status of CR Transit’s designation with the FTA from a Small Urban to a Large Urban transit 
operator. This shift will have a critical impact on how CR Transit uses its 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Funds, often referred to as “5307 funds,” 
provided through FTA. Currently CR Transit, as a Small Urban transit operator, may use 100% of its 5307 funds for transit service operation. If 
after the 2020 Census, CR Transit becomes a Large Urban transit operator, then CR Transit will only be able to allocate 75% of its 5307 funds 
to service operations while the remainder will need to be utilized for preventative maintenance and capital improvement purposes. This will 
essentially result in a 25% decrease in federal operating assistance. This change may not result in a net loss of federal formula funds, but 
is a shift in how those funds may be utilized. CR Transit is already anticipating this change to its operational funding outlook and seeking 
alternatives to minimize impacts to existing service. 

Recognizing the potential for the region’s TMA designation, the 2018 RTA study previously investigated the possibility of a new model for 
governance and management of fixed route transit in the greater Cedar Rapids metro. The study explored alternatives ranging from a status 
quo scenario to a new governmental agency (Regional Transit Authority) that would plan, own, operate and maintain all public transit for the 
greater Cedar Rapids region. The study also developed data regarding regional funding opportunities and constraints. At the conclusion of the 
initial phase of the RTA study, it was agreed that there were not sufficient benefits to creating a new RTA at that time, but that the municipalities 
providing for fixed route transit (Cedar Rapids, Marion, and Hiawatha) would coordinate and collaborate for the planning and operation of 
transit services through more formalized methods that could achieve many goals of an RTA. 

Operational Budget
Cedar Rapids Transit is limited in the amount of further expansion of fixed route bus service it can provide to the region. One of 
the most significant constraints is the availability of new operational revenue to support any major expansion of the system. Local 
funding for public transit in Cedar Rapids is through a property tax levy dedicated to transit. In the State of Iowa, this Transit Levy 
is legally capped at $0.95 per $1,000 of taxable property. Currently the Transit Levy in the City of Cedar Rapids stands at $0.81 per 
$1,000. In 2018 the Corridor MPO conducted an analysis of the potential creation of a new Regional Transit Authority (RTA) that could 
operate public transit on a regional basis and remove CR Transit as a City of Cedar Rapids department. The RTA study identified 
potential funding for a regional transit system and explored the maximum funding available to transit across the region given the 
State of Iowa Transit Levee cap. Findings of this analysis are summarized in Table 16.  

At the time of the RTA study in 2018, the transit levy was only utilized by the City of Cedar Rapids and City of Marion and generated nearly $5.6 
million annually to operate transit. The RTA study developed a hypothetical regional transit district that would include Cedar Rapids, Marion, 
Hiawatha, Robins and unincorporated Linn County. Under this scenario, the greater metro region would only be able to generate an additional 
$3.8 million for annual transit service operation. Were the City of Cedar Rapids to raise its Transit Levy to the cap of $0.95 per $1,000, it would 
only generate approximately $895,000 more for transit annually, which would be insufficient to add large amounts of additional service on 
nights, weekends, or Sundays. 

Table 16  -  Regional Transit Authority Study - Transit Levy Maximum Revenue Projection, 2018 (FY 2017 / FY 2018)

Jurisdiction Total Taxable 
Property

Current 
Transit Levy

Total Funds
Generated

Max. Levy
Rate

Funds 
Generated Net Change

Cedar Rapids $6,400,000,000 $0.81000 $5,184,000 $0.95 $6,080,000 $896,000

Marion $1,483,739,838 $0.2622 $389,037 $0.95 $1,409,553 $1,020,516

Hiawatha $347,428,092 $0.0000 $0 $0.95 $330,057 $330,057
Robins $168,079,586 $0.0000 $0 $0.95 $159,676 $159,676
Linn County $1,516,635,916 $0.0000 $0 $0.95 $1,440,804 $1,440,804
TOTAL $5,573,037 $9,420,089 $3,847,053
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Opportunities to Enhance Public Transit 
Population Density, Land Use and Employment
As discussed previously, land use and transportation options are directly linked. For public transit to operate as effectively as possible, policies 
could be adopted throughout the various Corridor MPO communities that utilize CR Transit services to promote or incentivize higher density 
housing and employment development along key transit corridors. As new development proposals are reviewed, the impacts on public transit 
should be an important consideration. Land use, zoning and economic development incentive policies should be reviewed and aligned so that 
future projects consider density, mix of uses, design, and accessibility by transit as critical aspects of new projects. Over time, this alignment 
of policies would help support development of the densities necessary to strengthen the fixed route transit network as the region continues 
to grow and develop. 

Operational Hours of Service and Weekend Services
Because of funding constraints, CR Transit has limited operational hours of service in the evenings both on weekdays and Saturdays. If new 
operational funding were to be identified and secured, CR Transit should seek opportunities to incrementally expand transit service hours first 
on weekdays, before any expansion of hours on Saturdays. As noted earlier, CR Transit is assessing opportunities to extend service hours to 
approximately 9:00 PM. In the longer term, CR Transit should continue to seek opportunities to expand hours of service to 10:00 or 11:00 PM on 
weekdays to provide even better access to employment opportunities around the Corridor MPO area. Once weekday hours of operation have 
been expanded, then Saturday or even Sunday service could be considered for improvement. 

The addition of Sunday service would be an extremely costly endeavor for CR Transit due to the need for more bus operators as well as costs 
for support staff needed to wash, clean, fuel and maintain buses for a seventh day of service. While members of the public have expressed 
a desire for Sunday transit service, the limited resources available to CR Transit makes it necessary to carefully prioritize investments that 
can have the most positive impact for the greatest number of transit users. Given the current funding limitations, priority should be given to 
enhancement of the weekday service, specifically hours of service. 
 
Passenger Amenities at Bus Stops
Bus stops are the ‘front door’ to the transit system and should provide an accessible, safe and comfortable environment to wait for 
the bus’s arrival. Improvement to transit stops will require ongoing coordination between Corridor MPO, CR Transit and the Cities 
of Cedar Rapids, Marion and Hiawatha with a focus on improving ADA accessibility to stops across the system as funding becomes 
available. Local governments should alert CR Transit when roadway (i.e. mill and overlay) projects are conducted adjacent to transit 
stops, to allow the possibility of making simultaneous bus stop improvements. This could include pouring concrete pads behind the 
curb and making connections to sidewalks where they exist. With such coordination, it may be possible to make these improvements 
more cost effectively than as standalone projects. Cedar Rapids Transit monitors the usage of all stops which can aid the local 
governments in prioritizing their stops to seek funding through CMPO programs.

CR Transit should continue its monitoring of passenger usage at transit stops to strategically prioritize those stops with the greatest 
need for passenger amenities, seek opportunities to fund further passenger amenity improvements through Corridor MPO programs, 
and explore other partnerships that could help  fund enhanced amenities. 

Funding
Operational funding for public transit is likely to remain a challenge for the Corridor MPO region. Costs of providing transit service continue to 
increase every year, and the State of Iowa’s cap on transit property tax levy will become more of a significant issue as the City of Cedar Rapids 
will eventually need to utilize more of the remaining transit levy from its current rate to maintain existing levels of service. Looking at a longer-
term horizon, opportunities exist to develop new revenue sources for public transit that could include other sources, such as local option sales 
tax. Another potential option is to coordinate with other fixed route transit providers in the state to engage with the State Legislature to increase 
the cap on the transit property tax levy, which would allow the Cedar Rapids region to continue to fund transit at current levels and potentially 
expand service in the future. 

In recent years the Corridor MPO and CR Transit have coordinated closely to support capital purchases to greatly improve the condition of the 
transit bus fleet. These investments have improved the state of good repair for the transit fleet, improved service reliability and made transit 
vehicles more modern and comfortable for transit riders across the CR Transit service area. These coordinated capital investments have 
allowed CR Transit to explore alternatives to provide improved levels of service and provide expanded operating hours allowing more residents 
to utilize transit to access employment and other opportunities in the metro region.  
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ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION OVERVIEW
The three primary components of an active transportation 
(AT) system infrastructure are sidewalks, bikeways (on- and 
off-street) and public transportation facilities (roads, buses, 
stops, and other transit amenities). A well-planned system 
establishes these facilities in ways that provide users safe and 
continuous routes to and from the destinations of their choice. 
Complete streets, as previously discussed, are the outcome of 
an interconnected active transportation system.

Although public transportation is not typically defined as active 
transportation, it is mentioned here because studies show a 
higher level of physical activity among public transportation 
riders. This makes sense because every public transportation 
trip is a multimodal trip in which people walk or bicycle between 
transit stops and their daily destinations. 

Active transportation systems both provide and encourage 
transportation choice. Active transportation infrastructure 
enables children to walk or ride their bikes to school, provides 
options for older people to access community services, 
encourages a business person to ride a bus or bicycle to 
work, and increases mobility for persons with impairments. 
Widespread and regular use of an active transportation system 
is shown to improve public health.

Considerable investment has been made by CMPO member 
jurisdictions to fill system gaps and extend trails/systems to adjacent 
communities over the last few years. The Corridor MPO directed 
80 percent of its federal transportation dollars (approximately $4 
million per year) to fund trails projects between 2016 and 2020 
and 30 percent (approximately $1.5 million per year) between 2021 
and 2024. Cedar Rapids alone expanded its trail network and bike 
lane coverage by nearly 30 percent by the end of 2018. Cedar 
Rapids is just one of several MPO member jurisdictions that have 
made considerable investments in their trail systems improving 
connectivity locally and regionally. For the smaller communities 
active travel funding is the only funding support that they have 
received from the MPO.

7 Active Transportation

Source: Confluence, Inc
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Benefits of an Active Transportation System 
An AT system provides numerous direct and indirect benefits to the communities it serves. The four most commonly cited are health, safety, 
economic, and environmental.

Health
AT promotes active and healthy lifestyles. Exercise, intentional or otherwise, contributes to a reduction in obesity and risks associated with 
diabetes and cardiovascular disease. (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2015) A reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) can 
improve environmental air quality by reducing vehicle emissions and subsequently, emissions-related illnesses like asthma, lung diseases and 
various cancers. (Friedman MS, 2001) Further, use of AT is shown to reduce traffic-induced stress which may result in improved mental health. 
(Legrain A, 2015) For children and other learners, AT use can improve cognition and problem-solving as a result of students being more awake 
and alert, and less restless. (Hillman CH, 2009)

Safety
When designed correctly, AT increases safety for all roadway and street users (Marshall & Garrick, 2011). Roadway improvements that provide 
better pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including dedicated (and protected) bike lanes and pedestrian ways, coupled with pedestrian crossing 
improvements, help to reduce the number of motor vehicle/pedestrian crashes by clearly identifying space for each transportation mode. 
(Federal Highway Administration, 2014)

Economic
AT is affordable. According to the American Automobile Association, the cost to own and drive a car regularly in 2017 averaged $8,469 annually 
or $706 per month. By some estimates, the cost to own, maintain, and ride a good-quality bicycle is less than $900 per year. Further, commuter 
and recreation trail systems in close proximity to residential areas have been shown to increase property values.11 

Environmental
AT has the potential to improve local air quality by reducing the amount of greenhouse gas emissions related to personal travel. 
When citizens have and make the choice to walk, cycle, or ride transit for their trips, it alleviates traffic congestion and reduces 
automobile idling and stop-and-go driving patterns, which generates the most automobile-related emissions. Reducing air pollution 
improves the health of the whole community.

Active Transportation Usage
Active transportation commuting is currently fairly low within and around the CMPO region.  Some contributing factors are: 
Development Density/Travel Distance
Transportation choice, specifically active transportation use, is affected by required travel distance and the availability of goods and services in 
proximity to places of work and residence. Development patterns which encourage clustering and mixed-use development are more supportive 
of active transportation because shorter trips are more likely to be made by active travel.

AT System Gaps
Significant and numerous gaps in the active transportation network create inefficiencies in use.  They are often inconvenient and create safety 
issues that can diminish or altogether discourage the use of the AT system. 

Quality of Facilities
The overall quality of bicycle facilities in many US cities has lagged behind cycling-friendly communities in other parts of the world. Significant 
improvements to bicycle infrastructure are needed to increase overall ridership. Member jurisdictions continue to fill system gaps with high-
quality facilities. A recent publication from the National Association of City Transportation Officials  (NACTO Bike Share Equity Practitioners, 
2016) indicates there is a direct correlation between bike share ridership and high-quality bike lanes, stating “people ride more when they 
have safe places to ride.” An emphasis is placed on facility quality, with protected bike lanes considered the safest and most desirable form of 
urban bicycle infrastructure. Further, the report points out that increasing overall ridership at accelerated rates, by deploying bike share across 
city neighborhoods, can spur development of more quality bike infrastructure. Increasing the number of people riding, whether by bike share 
or personal equipment, can increase safety for all cyclists.

11  A 2009 study in the Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics titled “The Relative Impacts of Trails and Greenbelts on Home Price” showed that trails, greenbelts, and 
trails with greenbelts (or greenways) are associated with roughly 2, 4, and 5%, price premiums respectively in and around San Antonio, Texas.



64 CORRIDOR MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Development Patterns that Encourage Active Transportation
Mixed-Use Development
As discussed in Chapter 5, there is a strong mutual influence between transportation and land use. When planned in concert, the 
overall impacts are largely positive. Adding mixed-use development near existing residential areas provides more opportunity for 
residents to work and shop closer to home – which may encourage them to choose walking, biking, and transit as a frequent means 
of transportation.  Mixed-use development is where housing, retail, office, restaurants, and hotels are located together within a 
relatively small land area. Land uses can be mixed both horizontally and vertically (for example, with retail on the ground level and 
residential units located on the upper floors), depending on location and available land area. Mixed-use neighborhoods benefit 
from AT: a recent report from Urban Land Institute (ULI) indicates that AT-oriented development and bike-friendly businesses have 
increased as bicycling and walking networks have grown. Further, growing evidence shows that bicycling has a positive impact 
on retail sales, commercial property values, and overall economic development. Due to these positive benefits, local communities 
should favor mixed-use development patterns except in areas where incompatibility of uses would negatively affect safety or quality 
of life. For example, mixed-use development in or adjacent to industrial areas with heavy truck traffic and other nuisances would 
not be compatible with the desired quality of life and increased pedestrian activity characteristic of those types of development. 

In the Corridor MPO area, just 3.1% of workers currently use some 
mode of transportation other than a personal vehicle to get to their 
place of employment

Neighborhood Schools
Schools, especially those in predominantly residential areas, have the potential to burden the roadway system by generating increased 
vehicle trips concentrated at certain times of the day. When a student can safely walk or bike to school rather than require busing or drop-off, 
both students and the community benefit. Students who walk or ride their bikes are able to participate in activities before and after school, 
regardless of whether parents can adjust their schedules to provide transportation. They are also making a healthy choice with demonstrated 
physical and cognitive benefits.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) indicates 60 minutes or more physical activity every day is vital for children's health but 
only a very small percentage of the student population in the US is getting the recommended minimum 60 minutes a day. Students who walk 
or bike to school experience benefits beyond the physical. George Mammen, at the University of Toronto, states, “Children who walk to school 
have been found to have higher academic performance in terms of attention/alertness, verbal, numeric, and reasoning abilities; higher degree 
of pleasantness and lower levels of stress during the school day; and higher levels of happiness, excitement and relaxation on the journey to 
school. Walking to school can further foster personal growth by developing a sense of independent decision making, emotional bonds with 
peers and the natural environment, and road and traffic safety skills.” (Iancovich, 2015)

Safe Routes to School (SRTS) is an approach that promotes walking and bicycling to school through infrastructure improvements, enforcement, 
tools, safety education, and incentives. SRTS initiatives improve safety and levels of physical activity for students. SRTS programs can be 
implemented by a department of transportation, metropolitan planning organization, local government, school district, or even a school. Some 
local school districts have capitalized on SRTS resources and funding opportunities. For example, the Marion Independent School District 
(MISD), with the assistance of the Corridor MPO, recently completed a Safe Routes to Schools Plan wherein they “committed to ensuring that 
all students are comfortable with and a significant number of students are utilizing active transportation, such as walking and bicycling.”
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Waldo's Rock - Marion, Iowa Trail Head - Ely, Iowa

Bike Parking at Echo Hill Elementary School - Marion, Iowa

As noted above, having a mix of land uses in close proximity to one 
another makes it easier to choose walking or cycling as a viable 
alternative to automobile trips. This concept supports the tradition of 
neighborhood schools, whereas school district consolidation has, in 
some areas, resulted in long bus rides or drives to reach schools that 
are far removed from residential neighborhoods. Even in more urban 
areas where school consolidation has not occurred, a trend toward 
charter or magnet schools has left many students, accustomed to 
walking to their neighborhood schools, with few options other than 
private transportation.

While the choice to relocate or consolidate schools is a school board 
decision, it is one that impacts communities, public health, and the 
efficiency of the area’s roadway operations. It is therefore desirable for 
school districts, municipalities, CR Transit, and other public decision-
making agencies to coordinate their efforts wherever possible to make 
the best decisions on school locations to promote safe access to them 
for all modes of transportation.

Access to Parks and Recreation
Decisions by local parks and recreation boards/commissions also have the opportunity to promote health and provide equitable access to 
citizens.  Access to parks and recreation facilities is increasingly vital to promoting social equity, public health, and environmental stewardship. 
Public parks provide valued benefits to communities including economic viability, environmental conservation, and improved health outcomes. 
Evidence suggests that access to parks increases one’s level of physical activity; adults living within a halfmile of a park visit parks and exercise 
more often. Ensuring accessibility to parks via AT is crucial to providing access to all citizens. The Safe Routes to Parks initiative promoted by the 
National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) advocates for safe routes to parks that eliminate barriers to walkability. The NRPA is careful to 
point out that multimodal trails can be barriers for some groups, such as seniors, who may not be comfortable walking to a park on a trail with 
cyclists. City officials and transportation planners must be cognizant of this and work to develop AT infrastructure that provides safe choices for 
every user regardless of mode used.

The NRPA further suggests that “AT plays an essential role in protecting natural landscapes, promoting environmental sustainability and in 
placing individuals in touch with nature – all of which further the cause of conservation.” (National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA), 
2016) Trails and greenways are both AT and park infrastructure. Continued development of AT and park facilities creates more robust and better 
connected systems that can reduce vehicle emissions, reduce water pollution and mitigate congestion. 
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Creating a Complete Network
Identification of Gaps
CMPO staff and its member communities have already been performing work to assess where there are gaps in the area’s active 
transportation network, and developing plans that include projects to address them. Existing plans include: 

Sidewalk Gap Assessments
• City of Cedar Rapids 2014 Sidewalk Master Plan; 2018 New Pedestrian Master Plan 
• Marion Independent School District Safe Routes to School; September 2017

Trail / Bike Facilities Gap Assessments (Existing and Proposed Facilities)
• City of Marion Master Trails Plan; July 2014 (Map updated February 2017)

Transit Route / Service Assessments
• 2016 Corridor MPO Transit Study;  July 2016

Principal School Location Active Travel Assessments
• Marion Independent School District Safe Routes to School; September 2017

Local and Regional Park Location Assessments
• Marion Park System Master Plan; June 2016
• Cedar Rapids Master Trails Plan; January 2012 (Map updated 2015)
• Cedar Rapids Bikeways plan – Underway February 2020

Figure 37 (facing page) identifies the many existing trail facilities in place across the planning area by facility type. It is evident that investment 
in these systems has resulted in extensive coverage and connectivity throughout the metro area. As such, eastern Iowa, including the Cedar 
Rapids area, is highly regarded throughout the Midwest for its excellent network of regional and local recreational trails. Continued investment 
by local municipalities that focus on eliminating gaps in the network will further its reputation and improve connectivity for local users.  

Figure 38 (following page) shows existing facilities and the current Vision Project applications. Upon even a cursory review the map shows 
considerable attention is being paid by member jurisdictions to improving connectivity throughout the regional network of trails and other 
facilities. New projects in the northeast quadrant of the planning area show an emphasis on developing off-street trail connections whereas 
those in the southwest quadrant focus more on developing on-street or side path facilities. In the northwest quadrant, new projects, when built, 
will connect the city of Palo to Cedar Rapids and Hiawatha. 

Though there are not a lot of proposed projects in the SE quadrant, the couple that have been proposed are significant in that they establish 
important regional connections to the neighboring towns of Mount Vernon and Lisbon as well as Palisades-Kepler State Park.

Suburban Active Transportation Urban Active Transportation
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Figure 37 - Existing Trails by Facility Type

30

22

W8E
380

380

E44

151

151

100

30

30

100

151

BUS

100

Mt Vernon Rd

F Ave

16th Ave SW

1st
 Ave

Ed
ge

w
oo

d 
Rd

 S
W Ely Rd SW

Wright Brothers Blvd

Blairs Ferry Rd

16th Ave SW

Cottage Grove Ave

Boyson Rd

E Post Rd SE

29th Ave

County Home Rd

C Ave NE

Covington Rd

Fe
at

he
r R

id
ge

 R
d

W58

N Center Point Rd

7th Ave

Mario
n Blvd

100

151

Ellis Rd

6t
h 

St
 S

W

Ki
rk

w
oo

d 
Bl

vd
 S

W

120th St

Blairs Ferry Rd

13

151

BUS

151
E66

W42

PALO

MARION

BERTRAM

COVINGTON

FAIRFAX

CEDAR RAPIDS

HIAWATHA

ROBINS

ELY

MPO Boundary
Cedar River
Freeway
Arterial
Collector
Local

On-Street
Unpaved and Mountain Bike Trail
Paved Trails

Facility Type

0          .5          1 MILE



68 CORRIDOR MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

30

22

W8E
380

380

E44

151

151

100

30

30

100

151

BUS

100

Mt Vernon Rd

F Ave

16th Ave SW

1st
 Ave

Ed
ge

w
oo

d 
Rd

 S
W Ely Rd SW

Wright Brothers Blvd

Blairs Ferry Rd

16th Ave SW

Cottage Grove Ave

Boyson Rd

E Post Rd SE

29th Ave

County Home Rd

C Ave NE

Covington Rd

Fe
at

he
r R

id
ge

 R
d

W58

N Center Point Rd

7th Ave

Mario
n Blvd

100

151

Ellis Rd

6t
h 

St
 S

W

Ki
rk

w
oo

d 
Bl

vd
 S

W

120th St

Blairs Ferry Rd

13

151

BUS

151
E66

W42

PALO

MARION

BERTRAM

COVINGTON

FAIRFAX

CEDAR RAPIDS

HIAWATHA

ROBINS

ELY

MPO Boundary
Cedar River
Freeway
Arterial
Collector
Local

Existing Trails
Trail Vision Applications

Figure 38 - Trail Gap Assessment of Existing Trails and Trail Vision Applications

System gaps are not limited to trails and on-street facilities. Member jurisdictions 
throughout the CMPO have identified numerous sidewalk gaps in their communities. 
Though insufficient data exists to map the gaps in all of the member jurisdictions, 
several communities, including Cedar Rapids and Marion, have completed gap 
assessments either as a part of a Pedestrian Master Plan or an annual Sidewalk 
Assessment Project. Once identified, communities are (or should be) working to fill 
the gaps in their networks systematically or prioritized by greatest need. Figure 39 
(facing page) shows existing sidewalk coverage in the planning area.

Closing sidewalk gaps is especially critical in and around neighborhood schools and 
parks where the sidewalk constitutes the primary active transportation infrastructure.

A common condition in which sidewalks stop short 
of intersections, creating gaps in the network.
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Figure 39 - Sidewalk Coverage in the CMPO Planning Area
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Promoting Active Transportation

Bike Share Programs
Bike share, or mobility share programs, can have an enormous 
positive effect on cities. The City of Cedar Rapids recently launched 
its bike-share program and is already experiencing the impact. 
Quality bike share programs can introduce new people to bicycle 
commuting by providing safe, low-cost equipment for those who 
might not otherwise have access to a bicycle. 

As noted by the National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO), bike share programs increase visibility and awareness of 
cycling, making riding safer for everyone.  Increased use of bicycles, 
particularly in urban areas, can also raise awareness of the needs 
for improvement to bicycling and walking infrastructure. Those 
communities who have or are considering mobility share programs 
may need to look carefully at the existing infrastructure in their core 
districts to ensure a safe network of facilities is in place. 

Bike share is good for business. A 2013 study conducted by 
researchers at the City University of New York analyzed the specific 
economic impacts of converting curb space from on-street parking 
to public bike share docks and showed doing so could result in an 
increase in commercial spending versus maintaining the space for 
on-street parking.13  Cedar Rapids recently launched a bike share program and is working to 

expand it throughout downtown.
Cedar Rapids Skywalks
Cedar Rapids’ downtown core is increasingly vibrant and full of activity throughout each day. Elevated above the street, Cedar Rapids’ 
skywalk network is a 0.8-mile network of enclosed and temperature-controlled pedestrian pathways connecting numerous business, 
entertainment venues, restaurants and the hotel/convention center/arena in the heart of the city. 

Skywalk systems have a dubious place in urban planning history. The system developed in Cedar Rapids in the 60’s, 70’s and early 80’s; 
the enclosed pathways of the skywalk system were billed as a way to compete with the shopping mall by providing a similar, consistently 
temperate indoor connection to stores already established in the downtown business district. Its success in keeping shoppers in downtown 
was short lived as retail evaporated from downtown in the mid-1980’s and into the 90’s. 

Today the skywalk system is still viewed as a valuable community asset though the focus has shifted from shoppers to the downtown 
workforce. Recently completed construction of the last link of the system connecting the larger network to the Convention Center Parking 
Ramp substantiates the system is now seen and used as a primary means to connect parking facilities to major employers.

Climate control provides a consistent, year-round active transportation system that is utilized by many citizens for transportation and 
exercise purposes; several local groups have formed for healthy lunchtime walks and conversation. The public skywalk system is open daily 
to all residents of the metro from 6am until 6pm, Monday through Saturday.

Though Cedar Rapids Skywalk system may be viewed by many as an asset, there is a growing body of planning research that advocates for 
the removal of existing skywalk networks in order to reinvigorate the street. A common critique is that elevated walkways suck the public 
life out of the city leaving the streets feeling desolate, devoid of people and retail activity. This presents a conundrum for cities like Cedar 
Rapids, Des Moines, and Minneapolis that have invested huge sums of money in their skywalks. Great cities are increasingly defined by the 
vitality of their street life where keeping people together in a critical mass is step one. The skywalk system, no matter its focus, separates 
the walking public and dissipates a critical mass that would otherwise activate the public rights-of-way that are the connective tissue of 
our community. The Cedar Rapids skywalk system is understood to be completed with no further expansion planned. It functions admirably in 
connecting workforce to their employers and a handful of local businesses. Continued public and private investment at street level is not likely 
to change the essential function of the skywalk for better or worse.
12 Equitable Bike Share Means Building Better Places for People to Ride, National Association of City Transportation Officials (2016)
13 The Economic Impacts of Transferring Curb Space from Car Parking to Bike Share Docks, Peters, Davidson, & Santiago (2012)
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Cedar Rapids’ recently completed skywalk connects US Bank to the 
Convention Center Parking Ramp.

University of Iowa/Iowa DOT – Non-Motorized 
Traffic Monitoring Project
In 2017, a joint application for Traffic Safety Funds was submitted by the 
University of Iowa and IowaDOT for Phase 2 of a non-motorized traffic 
monitoring project. The objective is the expansion and maintenance of 
a non-motorized traffic monitoring program in the Cedar Rapids metro 
area, supported by the Corridor MPO, to estimate bicycle and pedestrian 
miles traveled and measure the safety impact of bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements in the region. The project’s long-term goal is to establish 
a statewide non-motorized traffic monitoring program.

Count sites established in the first phase of the project were expanded 
under the application to focus on hot spot bike or pedestrian crash 
locations to better understand the impacts of existing and proposed 
non-motorized infrastructure (before/after studies) in the region and 
ultimately improve accessibility for cyclists and pedestrians. The data 
collected is vital to evaluating the impact of the CMPO’s ongoing effort 
to improve facilities throughout area and garner continued support 
from the public and elected officials. At this time, the program is still 
underway with counters at Cedar Lake and 3rd Ave protected bike lane. 
Last year, the counters logged just over 135,000 users at Cedar Lake. 
This program has also led to the MPO’s ability to adjust its week long counts by seasonal variation. This is done when the data sets become large 
enough to track seasonal and day of the week trends in ridership. This means it is now possible to reliably estimate average daily bike or pedestrian 
traffic based on a single week long count, similar to the methods used to estimate current motor vehicle traffic. Finally, the University is using this 
information to build a model that may be capable of deriving forecasts for cyclists and pedestrians.

Complete Streets
The previous regional transportation plan, Connections 2040, indicated the need for shared-use paths (also called sidepaths) and bike lanes 
on arterial streets. Local adoption of complete streets policies, along with requirements to include provisions for alternative modes in road 
projects, have helped the region make progress in adding the needed facilities. Complete streets, described in Chapter 5 (Transportation/
Land Use Connection), are integral components of the active transportation infrastructure. Incorporating bicycle and transit facilities alongside 
existing or proposed pedestrian and vehicle infrastructure is an efficient use of the public right-of-way that increases transportation choice and 
community connectivity. In urban areas, like downtown Cedar Rapids, the incorporation of protected bike lanes like those recently constructed 
along 3rd Avenue promotes bicycle commuting while also protecting both cyclists and pedestrians by providing dedicated facilities.

Third Avenue (Paramount 
block) in Cedar Rapids 
showing protected bike lane 
and pedestrian improvements 
including curb bump-outs that 
shorten crossing distances for 
pedestrians. 
(Image courtesy of Confluence, 
Inc.)
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Pedestrian Facilities and Vision
The region’s Pedestrian Vision, as identified in CMPO’s Connections 2040 plan (adopted in July 2015), is to provide a system of sidewalks 
and safe street crossings from and between residential, retail, office, school, parks and recreation, and government uses. Continuing to 
work toward that vision relies on a re-affirmed commitment that all new private development and new public works improvements will 
include pedestrian sidewalks on both sides of the street and that sidewalks will be included as a part of all roadway projects that are 
undertaken in the region.

Corner Curb Extensions
Curb extensions. (Images from National Association of City Transportation Officials’ Urban Street Design Guide)

Many, if not all, new roadway projects designed and constructed since July 2015 have included sidewalks as well as other pedestrian 
enhancements such as curb extensions (also called “bump-outs” or “bulb-outs”) as shown in the images above. When a pedestrian 
steps out onto a curb extension, they become more visible to drivers and also have a shorter crossing distance, which is particularly 
helpful on busy streets.

Continued effort from all CMPO member jurisdictions will help further increase pedestrian safety within the roadway network and 
encourage increased use of the region’s AT system for access to school, work, and play.  

Examples of the work being done within the CMPO region include the proposed improvements to Marion’s Uptown business district.  
When completed, the 7th Avenue corridor will provide substantially more space between the on-street parking areas and storefronts, 
allowing room for pedestrian movements, outdoor restaurant seating, and plantings. Reduced lane widths and shorter pedestrian 
crossings will provide much safer facilities for pedestrians and motorists and a more pleasant environment, likely increasing foot 
traffic into local businesses.

Mid-block Curb Extensions

Proposed streetscape improvements along Marion’s 7th Avenue corridor would reduce the number of and width of traffic lanes and provide greatly 
improved pedestrian and parking facilities to support local businesses. 
(Image courtesy of Confluence, Inc.)
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Challenges Facing Active Transportation 
Network continuity is the biggest challenge facing active transportation planners particularly considering there is no one-size-fits-all infrastructure 
treatment and user’s needs differ across age, gender, trip purpose, personal preference and other criteria.14

Convenience and connectivity are key drivers to more widespread use of any active transportation system. Often characterized as the shortest 
and fastest route, connectivity of active transportation networks is determined just as much by how pleasant the routes are, their exposure to 
heavy traffic and whether a trip requires crossing a dangerous road.15 

Low-stress connectivity is a planning concept that enables communities to measure the performance of their existing infrastructure for different 
users and to identify gaps. Active transportation networks that require excessive detours or expose users to considerable traffic stress are far 
less likely to be used on a regular basis. Thus, communities must look beyond simply filling easily identified gaps in the system and instead 
focus on providing maximum connectivity at the lowest possible exposure to traffic risks to maximize usability for all potential users. Trails 
provide the backbones of such networks. On-road facilities should mimic a trail-like experience as much as possible to create a sense of safety 
and to make active transportation fun and convenient – this is best done using protected bike lanes when trails or sidepaths are not an option.16 

Connectivity is not limited to a specific mode. Features that connect users to public transportation are crucial for a good walking experience. 
This is especially true where sidewalks and cross street connections to transit stops do not yet exist but also where transit stops are placed 
adjacent to but not connected with sidewalks. Examples of this condition can be found throughout metro communities where a transit stop 
is signed on a pole placed in the vegetated buffer strip between a sidewalk and the street but no concrete connection exists to permit safe 
and convenient access to the bus once it arrives. In inclement weather, riders are forced to stand on the walk and step through piled snow or 
muddy ground in order to reach a waiting bus. A simple solution is to place a concrete pad to mitigate the condition. A bicycle rack could also 
be added to these pads to permit multimodal users a place to lock their bike on either end of their transit ride. 

Auto dependence remains a challenge to widespread, regular use of active transportation networks. Addressing the challenge requires a multi-
faceted approach including land-use planning for denser mixed-use development; infrastructure improvements including complete streets and 
regional trail connections; and site development standards that not only consider but cater to active transportation users. 

Low density development patterns are a major impediment to active transportation use. This is particularly true in rural communities where 
the distance between cities is significantly greater than in more urbanized metro areas and where a percentage of the population lives in 
unincorporated rural areas. In the Cedar Rapids metro area, Palo and Ely are examples of low-medium density communities that are separated 
from the major employment center that is Cedar Rapids by some distance. Active transportation use for residents of these two cities is limited 
by that distance and the available infrastructure connecting them to Cedar Rapids. While regional trails do connect to Ely, they do not provide 
safe or reasonable routes to schools for children living there. For those communities whose schools have been consolidated outside the city 
limits, active transportation use will be significantly limited. The long term effects of this are that those children who live in rural areas and 
communities, who do not have the opportunity to walk or ride to school, will develop a deep rooted dependence on the automobile at an early 
age and may never realize the many benefits of active transportation use. 

Conclusion
Active Transportation is a vital component of the overall transportation infrastructure that provides numerous benefits to the community and its 
citizens. Continued effort throughout the CMPO planning area to design and implement AT infrastructure in concert with road projects and/or 
as standalone projects serves to connect member jurisdictions bolstering public health, reducing vehicle miles traveled, increasing economic 
vitality, and promoting environmental stewardship and sustainability.    

14 https://www.railstotrails.org/policy/building-active-transportation-systems/infrastructure-and-networks/ 
15 Ibid.
16 Ibid.
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Corridor MPO Roadways Overview
Roads are the foundation of the transportation system for the 
movement of people and freight throughout the greater CMPO 
region. They also serve as the backbone for transit operations, 
as well as bicycle and pedestrian travel.

The approach to planning for roads has evolved over the past 
few decades. Most communities are moving toward a more 
multimodal perspective in evaluating whether to make road 
improvements, considering not only the needs of cars and trucks 
but also weighing how roadway changes can impact transit riders, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists. (Chapter 5, Transportation/Land Use 
Connection, discusses these issues and the concept of complete 
streets.) Whereas regional transportation plans have often been 
driven by the desire to add roadway capacity, many are now 
emphasizing better management of existing  roadways. In fact, 
areas, where the population is relatively stable or declining, may 
find that certain roads now have more lanes than needed for the 
amount of traffic they carry. In such cases, some communities are 
choosing to convert space formerly occupied by vehicular traffic 
to add facilities for use by non-motorized travelers.

Roadway Functional Classification
For transportation planning purposes, roads have historically been 
designated in terms of their functional classification, based on the 
character of the transportation service they are intended to provide. 
Classifications typically include interstates, arterials, collectors, and 

8 Roadways in the Corridor 
MPO Region

local roads. As shown in Figure 40, as one moves up the hierarchy 
from local roads to interstates, speeds generally increase and 
there is a corresponding decrease in access provided to adjoining 
properties. Having fewer access points on a road makes it possible 
to travel at higher speeds without safety concerns about others 
entering into a traveler’s path, regardless of mode. 

Adapted - FHWA’s Safety Effectiveness of Highway Design Features, Vol.1

Figure 40 - Relationship of Functional Classification to Vehicular
                     Mobility & Access
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As seen in Figure 41, this transportation system concept emphasizes the role that each road type serves for vehicular traffic. If followed, 
the functional classification approach can result in fewer traffic delays and enhanced safety, because it tends to separate vehicle trips onto 
different facility types based on their purpose, intended speed, etc. Lower classification roads, with their lower speeds, should be appropriate 
environments for pedestrians and bicyclists. However, many communities allow strip development along principal and minor arterials, with 
numerous commercial properties being given direct access to the road. The resulting number of driveways compromises the road’s ability to 
carry the longer, higher speed trips for which it was designated, while also increasing safety concerns. This development pattern also requires 
pedestrians and cyclists to brave the busy arterials to reach most community services.

Even when applied as intended, this road classification system requires adaptation in cases where a major arterial passes through a town center. 
The concept of context-sensitive road design evolved from the demand to create more people-friendly environments in urban areas. Planners 
often make a distinction between roads – which connect towns and cities for travel – and streets, which connect people for interaction.  As 
presented later in this chapter, CMPO has developed preferred street designs for travel within urban areas, where desired speeds are lower, 
as opposed to high-speed limited-access facilities such as I-380, US Highway 30, and Highway 100 west of I-380 that are intended for travel 
between or across the metropolitan area.

Figure 41  -  Regional Transit Authority Study - Transit Levy Maximum Revenue Projection, 2018 (FY 2017 / FY 2018)

Functional
Classification Examples Vehicular Traffic Function

Interstates,
Freeways, & 
Expressways

I-380
• Serve high-speed thru-travel, with access limited to grade-separated junctions 

spaced at least 1-2 miles apart
• Provide links between major metropolitan areas

Principal 
Arterials US 151, Highway 13

• Serve the region’s major activity centers, the highest traffic volumes, and the 
longest trips, providing connections across a community

• Provide links to interstates and freeways

Minor
Arterials

Ellis Blvd, 
NW 42nd Street NE

• Serve trips of more moderate length and serve smaller geographic areas, 
providing connections within a community

• Supplement and link the higher arterial system 

Collectors J Street NE
Glass Road NE

• Provide both access to land and traffic circulation within neighborhoods, 
commercial and industrial areas

• Collect traffic from local roads and channel it to the arterial system

Local • Provide direct access to properties

17 For example, see https://www.mentalfloss.com/article/30020/whats-difference-between-street-and-road.
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Figure 42 - CMPO Area Roadway Functional Classifications
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Roadway Performance
Level of Service, or LOS, is a term used to describe how well vehicular traffic flows along a given roadway.  It is expressed similar to a school 
report card, where A is the best possible traffic flow and F represents the worst conditions.
 
Figure 43 shows graphically how the level of service changes as the number of vehicles on the road increases.  Level of service is based on 
volume-to-capacity ratio, or V/C.  In other words, it indicates what volume of traffic the road is carrying compared to its maximum capacity.  
A roadway’s capacity is based on its functional classification, number of lanes, posted speed limit, percent of truck traffic, and geometric 
characteristics.  Volume-to-capacity thresholds vary by the functional class of the facility and whether it is classified as urban or rural.  

For purposes of this plan, roadway levels of service have 
been defined according to the following volume/capacity 
ratios:
• LOS A: below 0.3
• LOS B: between 0.3 and 0.5
• LOS C: between 0.5 and 0.7
• LOS D: between 0.7 and 0.85
• LOS E: between 0.85 and 1.0
• LOS F: above 1.0

As noted above, LOS A is considered the ideal operating 
conditions for traffic, and LOS D is typically defined as 
the minimum acceptable conditions for roadways in 
urban areas.  Many urban drivers are also familiar with 
LOS E and F through their experience in conditions during 
morning or afternoon rush hours.

While LOS A represents the ideal, it is impractical to 
plan for all roads to operate at this level, and would 
require both more funding and more right of way than 
most citizens are willing to spend, especially in light of 
competing priorities. LOS C is generally the desired level 
of service for a roadway’s design.

The 2017 base year LOS for roadways in the CMPO 
area is shown in Figure 43. This figure represents traffic 
operations during the afternoon peak. Segments shown 
in orange and red indicate areas where vehicular traffic 

operations are falling below acceptable conditions. Yellow indicates that a road segment has exceeded a volume/capacity ratio of 0.7 (roughly 
at 70% of its capacity) but is still performing at an acceptable level of service. Roadway segments shown in green are at or above 50% of their 
capacity, which provides near free-flow speeds as described in Figure 44 (following page), but begins to restrict drivers’ freedom to maneuver. 
All other roadway segments are operating at a high level of service.

Generally, the region’s roadway system is performing well. Drivers experience the heaviest traffic traveling north-south on Interstate 380, and 
between Marion and Cedar Rapids on arterial roads. Highly congested conditions are currently limited to these areas:
• Interstate 380 through downtown Cedar Rapids and on the section south of US Highway 30
• Lindale Drive near Blairs Ferry Road NE, in southwest Marion
• Old Marion Road NE between 42nd Street NE and Collins Road NE, in Cedar Rapids

It can also be seen from Figure 44 that the I-380 / US Highway 30 interchange is beginning to experience degraded operations. 

Figure 43 - Roadway Levels of Service (LOS)

(Image courtesy of WSP Global, Inc.)
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Figure 44 - Base Year PM Peak Traffic Conditions (2017) on Area Roadways
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1.01 and over (LOS F) 0          .5          1 MILE
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Future Traffic Conditions
The CMPO regional travel demand model is the tool used to identify and analyze future roadway congestion problems. The model essentially 
divides the region up into various “traffic analysis zones” for purposes of forecasting. Forecasts were developed for future housing units and 
employment for each traffic analysis zone, then those are used as key inputs into the model. The model’s outputs are an approximation of 
travel demand between zones, or how many people are expected to travel between home, work or school, shopping, doctor’s office, and other 
destinations. 

Zones will generate varying levels of traffic based on the number of jobs and/or housing units they contain. Traffic projections are also affected 
by the types of development in a zone. For example, a major regional shopping center will attract several types of trips, including shoppers, the 
employees who work at the stores, trucks who bring in the food and goods that are sold there, and even the trucks that take away the trash.

Once the level of travel demand is predicted for each zone, the model simulates a corresponding number of trips from that zone onto the 
existing roadway network. By using the travel demand model, CMPO can make predictions about which roadways will experience higher 
demand, and how soon. In zones where population or employment has grown rapidly, a roadway may not be able to serve the new travel 
demand without additional capacity. This could take the form of road improvements – new travel lanes, new and modified interchanges, new 
roads or road extensions – and/or the provision of increased transit service and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. As discussed in Chapter 5 
(Transportation/Land Use Connection), many communities are working to manage travel demand more proactively by designing higher-density 
areas to be more walkable and contain a diversity of land uses so that people can walk or take transit to employment or shopping.

Existing + Committed Network
When a new transportation plan is developed, there are typically some roadway improvements that are already in some stage of construction 
or are far enough along in development that they are essentially committed to be completed.  When a travel demand model is being used, 
the first step in analyzing future roadway conditions is to identify the “Existing + Committed” (E+C) transportation network.  The E+C network 
consists of existing roads and those that are committed for completion.  This establishes a no-build condition which serves as the benchmark 
for identifying future roadway capacity needs and for evaluating the performance of planned projects. In this case, the model’s base year is 
2017, so the E+C network consists of new or modified roads completed since 2017, plus significant projects that are funded for construction, 
including those in the CMPO’s Transportation Improvement Program.  Table 17 shows committed projects that are part of the E+C network.

Table 17  -  Committed Projects for the CMPO Region

Project ID Route Description

10 Alburnett Rd and 
Echo Hill Rd Reconstruction of the intersection into a roundabout

12 Business 151 (10th Ave) 
and 35th St Intersection

Reconstruction of both intersections as a revised signalized intersection with 
reconstructed turn lanes and slip lanes depending on traffic study currently underway. 
A raised median will be installed on 35th Street, restricting left-turn movements at 10th 
Avenue, extending approximately 150 feet north of 7th Avenue. Linden Drive will be 
extended south, past 10th Avenue, to a new connection at 7th Avenue.

100, 101 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Streets Conversion to two-way operation

102 Highway 100 Highway 100 completion

1010 Tower Terrace & I-380 
interchange

Construct new interchange on I-380 at Tower Terrace Road, including a 10-foot trail 
on Tower Terrace through the south side of the interchange.

1012 Oakland Rd NE Conversion to two-way operation

1013 Centerpoint Rd NE Widen from two to four lanes, including turn lanes at intersections

1014 10th Ave & 10th St Construct roundabout

1018 Collins Ave NE Widen and install new turn lanes at intersection

1039 Tower Terrace Rd New road

123 7th Ave Reconstruction Convert 4-lane road to 3-lanes with sidewalks
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Figure 45 - Project PM Peak Traffic Conditions on Area Roadways, 2045, With Committed Projects
       (Completion of Committed Projects, but no other improvements)

MPO Boundary
Cedar River
Freeway
Arterial
Collector
Local

0 to 0.30 (LOS A)
0.31 to 0.50 (LOS B)
0.51 to 0.70 (LOS C)
0.70 to 0.85 (LOS D)
0.86 to 1.0 (LOS E)
1.01 and over (LOS F) 0          .5          1 MILE
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Figure 44:  Projected PM Peak Traffic Conditions on Area Roadways, 2045, With Committed Projects 

(Completion of Committed Projects, but no other improvements) 
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Figure 46 - Projected PM Peak Traffic Conditions on Area Roadways, 2045, With Plan Implementation
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Based on the assumption that the projects in Table 17 will be completed, and based on the forecasted housing unit and employment growth, 
the CMPO model was used to project roadway system performance in the year 2045. This Existing + Committed analysis serves as a starting 
point for identifying transportation improvements that may be needed beyond the projects currently programmed for completion. 

Figure 45 (previous page) identifies the projected level of service for the region’s roadway system by the year 2045 if no further improvements 
are made beyond the committed projects in Table 17 above. The downtown and southern sections of I-380 that are congested today are 
expected to become significantly worse, and those conditions will spread to other parts of the interstate, resulting in serious delays on I-380 
in the vicinity of the Tower Terrace Road interchange, and between Boyson Road and Blairs Ferry Road NE. Corridors linking Cedar Rapids and 
Marion will become increasingly congested, including the dense employment areas located along Blairs Ferry Road NE and Collins Avenue NE.  

Tables 18 through 20 show the regional roadway system’s performance in the base year (2017), compared with performance in 2045 if no 
further transportation improvements are made.

By 2045, the number of total hours being driven on area roads is projected to increase by nearly half.  This is partly due to having a greater 
number of automobiles and drivers as the population and job base expands. However, 2045 also brings an increase in the number of vehicle-
hours of delay on area roads. This number represents the additional time spent by drivers compared to driving in “normal” uncongested 
conditions, and is projected to increase by more than 60 percent. 

Several of the roadway projects adopted in the LRTP will help to address identified areas of traffic congestion, including:
• Interstate 380, widening to 3 lanes in each direction between the Linn/Johnson county line and US Highway 30, and reconstruction of the 

I-380/Wright Brothers interchange
• Interchange modification at I-380 and US Highway 30
• Reconstruction of Lindale Drive and W. 8th Avenue to add a center turn lane, striped bike lanes, a 10' side path, and to construct a roundabout 

at the Lindale Drive and W. 8th Avenue intersection

Figure 46 shows roadway system performance if the region implements all of the road projects in the fiscally constrained LRTP (see 
Chapter 12). 

Table 18  -  Change in Vehicle-Miles Traveled, 2017 to 2045 (without improvements)

2017 2045 Difference Percent Change
Interstate /  Freeway 2,419,645 3,421,575 1,001,930 41.4%

Arterials 4,533,348 6,769,408 2,236,060 49.3%
Collectors 1,038,402 1,676,628 638,226 61.5%

Table 19  -  Change in Total Vehicle-Hours Traveled, 2017 to 2045 (without improvements)

2017 2045 Difference Percent Change
Interstate /  Freeway 39,937 56,046 16,109 40.3%

Arterials 105,464 152,455 46,991 44.6%
Collectors 27,987 44,427 16,440 58.7%

Table 20  -  Change in Vehicle-Hours of Delay, 2017 to 2045 (without improvements)

2017 2045 Difference Percent Change
Interstate /  Freeway 44,448 70,578 26,130 58.8%

Arterials 121,840 191,134 74,294 61.0%
Collectors 29,090 48,708 19,618 67.4%
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While I-380 is projected to remain congested near Tower Terrace Road and downtown Cedar Rapids, the planned widening of the interstate 
south of US 30 is expected to improve traffic flow significantly.  

Tables 21 through 23 show the expected number of miles and hours to be driven, based on implementation of the 2045 LRTP’s roadway 
projects, as well as hours of delay. The CMPO model indicates that implementing the 2045 LRTP projects will save about 2,225 vehicle-hours 
of delay annually on the area’s freeways. The model also projects fewer hours of delay on the area’s collector roads, perhaps due to a shift of 
some intra-regional trips from collectors to the newly widened interstate.

Table 21  -  Change in Vehicle-Miles Traveled, 2017 compared to 2045 LRTP

2017 2045 LRTP Difference Percent Change
Interstate /  Freeway 2,419,645 3,512,914 1,093,269 45.2%

Arterials 4,533,348 6,762,160 2,228,812 49.2%
Collectors 1,038,402 1,640,796 602,394 58.0%

Table 22  -  Change in Total Vehicle-Hours Traveled, 2017 compared to 2045 LRTP

2017 2045 LRTP Difference Percent Change
Interstate /  Freeway 39,937 57,433 17,496 43.8%

Arterials 105,464 152,267 46,803 44.4%
Collectors 27,987 43,573 15,586 55.7%

Table 23  -  Change in Vehicle-Hours of Delay, 2017 compared to 2045 LRTP

2017 2045 LRTP Difference Percent Change
Interstate /  Freeway 44,448 68,362 23,914 53.8%

Arterials 121,840 195,525 73,685 60.5&
Collectors 29,090 48,073 18,983 65.3%

Transportation Systems Management & Operations
As noted earlier in this chapter, most states, metropolitan areas, and cities are now focusing on enhanced management of transportation 
systems, which can be a much more cost-effective way to improve traffic operations than adding new capacity. Some system management 
strategies involve the application of technology, while others are related to coordination of transportation and land use planning, as further 
described below.

Access Management
As noted earlier in this chapter, roads are classified according to their function.  The primary purpose of low-speed roads is to provide property 
access, whereas higher-speed roadways provide few access points because their primary purpose is to carry thru-traffic. On higher-speed 
roads, therefore, there should be fewer driveways, or access points, overall. This pattern can be accomplished through a variety of local 
development regulations, including the number and spacing of driveways permitted for individual lots, and minimum lot frontage requirements. 
Design requirements for driveway width and depth also have important impacts on how vehicles enter and exit the road.

Properly matching roadway access policies to the community’s functional classification plan greatly enhances transportation system efficiency 
and yields many other benefits.
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Figure 47 - Crashes and Access DensitySafety
Driveway management on arterial routes can result in considerable 
operational improvement, allowing traffic speeds to improve as much 
as 15 to 20 miles per hour. As shown in Figure 47, there is also a 
significant safety benefit. For example, statistics indicate that an 
arterial road with 10 driveways per mile has 30 percent fewer crashes 
than a similar road that has 20 driveways per mile. The Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) reports that more than 70 percent of 
crashes at access points involve left-turning vehicles.18 

Environmental Benefits
Studies that measure real-time vehicle emissions have found that 
vehicles emit more tailpipe pollutants in stop and go traffic. A clear 
relationship has been found between emissions and the number of 
access points on the road being driven. Although the CMPO region 
currently meets EPA’s air quality standards, fuel-powered vehicles are a major contributor to nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic 
chemicals, which could lead to potential air quality problems in the future. It is important to manage traffic to avoid such conditions.

Intelligent Transportation Systems
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) involve the application of technology to collect, share, and coordinate information and actions among 
transportation system operators, emergency responders, and the traveling public.

Within the CMPO region, Iowa DOT is using ITS infrastructure to monitor road conditions, enhance incident management and response, and 
provide real-time traveler information.  A total of 76 closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras and speed detection devices are installed along 
I-380, Highway 100, Highway 13, US Highway 30, and Collins Road. The video feed and speed data are sent to a central Traffic Management 
Center where Iowa DOT monitors traffic flow and dispatches personnel when needed to respond to wrecks, disabled vehicles, or other 
incidents slowing traffic. 

The state’s Highway Helper service also provides two motorist assistance trucks that patrol the I-380 corridor between Cedar Rapids and Iowa 
City from 5 a.m. to 9 p.m. on weekdays, offering assistance with flat tires, engine jumpstarts, and fuel. The patrol drivers also support first 
responders by assisting with traffic control during incidents. This not only improves safety but enhances mobility by helping to minimize the 
amount of time that it takes to clear incidents from the highway.

When an incident occurs, the traveling public can be notified through three digital message signs (DMS), including two mounted along the 
central portion of I-380 through the region, and one on US Highway 30. The message signs may caution motorists to slow down because of a 
lane blockage ahead or divert to another route or provide other important advisories. 

Notification of real-time travel conditions can also be communicated to the public through the state’s 511 system (https://www.511ia.
org/). The 511 event response system provides weather-related road conditions information six months of the year, between October 
and April. Information about road construction projects, maintenance activities, crashes, truck restrictions, and detours are also 
made available. Updates to this information come in real-time 
from county, city, or Iowa DOT field crews, as well as third-party 
smartphone applications in which motorists report information 
themselves.

Other applications of ITS are valuable in managing travel 
along arterial routes, particularly those with many signalized 
intersections. Depending on a community’s starting-point and 
budget, enhancements could involve adding interconnected 
communications (fiber optic or radio signal) so that traffic signals 
along a particular corridor can be timed in coordination, or real-time 
adaptive signal management, which could be used to change signal 
timing to control unexpected volumes of traffic in the case of an 
incident which diverts traffic from I-380 to a local arterial highway.
18 Analysis of Crossing Path Crashes, U.S. DOT, July 2001.

From the Transportation Research Board’s 
Access Management Manual (2003)

Iowa DOT Traffic Camera at 1-380 and Tower Terrace Road
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Figure 48 - Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Implementation in the CMPO Region
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Connected and Autonomous Vehicles
The concept of “connected vehicles” includes technologies which enable vehicles to connect and exchange information with each 
other and with roadside infrastructure. Some of the earlier examples of this are the transponders which can be mounted inside a car or 
truck to enable the driver to pay tolls electronically, or be granted permission to bypass a weigh station. More recent development has 
included truck platooning, in which a “lead truck” can communicate with others in a convoy of additional trucks spaced closely behind it. 
Although each truck still has a individual driver ready to take over manually, the acceleration and braking of trucks in an active platoon 
is guided by the lead truck as long as the platoon remains connected. The closer spacing can lower fuel consumption and offer more 
efficient usage of road space. Use of truck platooning is best suited for long-distance trips through rural areas, where heavy traffic is 
less likely to attempt to cut into the chain, and where trucks are less likely to need to leave the platoon to make stops for delivery and/
or pickup.

The range of autonomous vehicle technology includes, at the lower end of the spectrum, newer model vehicles with features such as 
lane-keeping assistance and adaptive cruise control that can maintain a constant distance from the vehicle in front without effort from 
the driver. At the upper end of the spectrum are fully autonomous, “self-driving” vehicles which are currently being piloted in various 
test beds across the U.S.

Although these emerging technologies are already influencing individual behavior and travel patterns, their continued impact is 
uncertain. What is certain is that these technologies will have an influence on everything from land use, transit, the environment, and 
the economy, and will require responses in planning, policy, and operations at the city, regional, and state level.
 
The most immediate potential benefit of autonomous vehicles is highway safety, since most crashes involve human error. There is also a 
potential to improve mobility for those who are physically and/or legally unable to drive themselves, including children and some senior 
citizens. The impacts of automated vehicles on regional development patterns are still unknown. Some planners believe they may lead 
to increased sprawl, since people might not mind a lengthy commute if they are able to focus on work or entertainment instead of 
actively driving.

Asset Management
Although many people think of a long-range transportation plan as a list of new projects to be constructed, it is also critical to set 
aside sufficient funds to maintain the existing transportation system. Road maintenance ranked high on the list of priorities identified 
by citizens in the initial round of public meetings. Some also noted poor pavement conditions as a traffic safety concern, particularly 
potholes.

Maintaining public roads, bridges, and transit facilities in a state of good repair are one of the national goals established by Congress 
in the legislation that authorizes surface transportation funds. States and MPOs must monitor pavement and bridge conditions on 
interstates and non-interstate roads that are on the National Highway System (NHS) against prescribed targets. MPOs and public transit 
agencies must also work together similarly to monitor the condition of transit vehicles and other public transit assets such as shelters, 
bus stop signs, and transit centers (see Chapter 6, Public Transit). 

Table 24 shows the federally required pavement and bridge condition performance measures and the targets which Iowa DOT and 
CMPO have jointly established. It should be noted that many states, including Iowa, have been using metrics for evaluating pavement 
conditions that are not necessarily the same as the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) definitions of “good” and “poor.” This has 
made it somewhat complicated to develop forecasts and targets. Moving forward, as states begin to collect and classify data per FHWA 
definitions, the forecasting process is expected to improve.
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Pavement Condition
In addition to the measures shown in Table 24, Iowa is federally required to maintain interstate pavement so that the percentage of lane-miles 
classified in poor condition does not exceed five percent. The state is currently meeting this minimum condition requirement. 

Pavement condition data collected by Iowa DOT for interstates and principal arterials in the CMPO planning area show that road conditions are 
generally good and easily meet the established targets. Less than one percent of the system mileage is in poor condition, 22 percent in fair 
condition, 58 percent in good condition, and 20 percent in excellent condition.

Off the National Highway System, however, roadways in the CMPO region are not at the same level of pavement quality. Data collected in 
2017 by the Iowa Pavement Management Program (IPMP) indicated a large percentage of the CMPO area’s locally-maintained roads that are 
monitored are either in “poor” or “very poor” condition based on their Pavement Condition Index (PCI) scores. This includes major and minor 
collector routes, which typically carry higher traffic volumes than local roads and therefore affect a larger proportion of drivers.

Table 25  -  Miles of Collector and Local Roads with Poor Pavement Condition

2020 Target 2022 Target
Major and minor collector roads 26 miles 76%
Local roads 75 miles 43%
Source: 2017 IMPMP data

Many of these routes are in the process of being addressed through a Local Option Sales Tax (LOST) which is in effect in most of the communities 
in the CMPO region, and provides funding as discussed in Chapter  11 (Funding). As an example, Paving for Progress, the City of Cedar Rapids’ 
10-year program for street repair, is funded by a one percent sales tax levy which went into effect in 2014, generating about $18 million annually 
and dedicated solely to the maintenance, repair, construction, and reconstruction of the city’s public streets. As of 2018, the city reported 
completing improvements to 44 linear miles of roadway.

As roads are scheduled for reconstruction or maintenance, there are opportunities to simultaneously improve the safety of pedestrians, 
cyclists, and transit riders thus expanding the active transportation network. On streets where pavement widths allow, resurfacing projects 
should incorporate crosswalks and new striping patterns that accommodate cycling facilities. Larger reconstruction projects could potentially 
incorporate sidewalks, pedestrian “bump-outs” and other measures to enhance pedestrian safety (see Chapter 7, Active Transportation). 
Bicycle and pedestrian plans, including Vision projects submitted for this plan, should be consulted as lists for pavement and reconstruction 
projects are developed.

Table 24  -  Pavement and Bridge Performance Measures and Targets

2020 Target 2022 Target
Percentage of Interstate pavement in Good condition N/A * 49.4
Percentage of Interstate pavement in Poor condition N/A * 6,762,160
Percentage of non-Interstate NHS pavement in Good condition 48.8 46.9
Percentage of non-Interstate NHS pavement in Poor condition 13.2 14.5
Percentage of NHS bridges in Good condition 45.7 44.6
Percentage of NHS bridges in Poor condition 3.7 3.2
* Not required for the first time performance field
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Figure 49 - Locally-Maintained Roads Reported in Poor or Very Poor Pavement Condition
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Table 26  -  Structurally Deficient Bridges

FHWA Bridge 
Number Location Owner Annual Daily 

Traffic
1270 8th Avenue crossing Cedar River, downtown Cedar Rapids 10,050
1280 3rd Avenue crossing Cedar River, downtown Cedar Rapids 1,725
220430 Old Bridge Road at Cedar River Linn County 110
220750 Rosedale Road SE at Indian Creek Linn County 300
220850 Bertram Road SE at Indian Creek Linn County 630
503755 W. Cemetery Road just west of US 151 (weight restricted) Fairfax 660
505090 Water Street NE, Shueyville Shueyville 52

Replacing the 8th Avenue bridge is a transportation project identified by CMPO in the unfunded Roadway Vision. The bridge is expected to 
be constructed without CMPO funding between 2025-2029 through the Flood Control system and/or a potential federal BUILD grant award.

As seen in Figure 50, about 55 percent of bridges in the CMPO planning area, including both state and local, are currently rated in good 
condition. About 43% are rated in fair condition, including many of the structures on I-380 through the center of Cedar Rapids, and along US 
30. As Iowa DOT and CMPO continue to monitor bridge conditions according to the adopted federal performance targets, funds will need to be 
budgeted to keep interstate and non-interstate NHS bridges in a state of good repair. The amount of freight passing through the region makes 
this both a safety and an economic issue.

On non-limited access roads, bridge replacement projects should be reviewed against local and regional bicycle/pedestrian plans to determine 
whether active transportation facilities should be incorporated into the new structure. Even if sidewalks or bicycle facilities do not yet exist 
on the adjoining roadway, they should be considered because bridges have a long lifecycle and it may be decades before there is another 
opportunity to include these modes.

16 https://iowadot.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=db6cb43313354a4f85505089ab317e7a, retrieved April 2020.

Bridge Condition
In addition to the measures shown in Table 24, Iowa is federally required to maintain NHS bridges so that the percentage of deck area for 
bridges classified as structurally deficient does not exceed 10 percent. As with interstate pavement, the state is currently meeting the minimum 
condition requirement for NHS bridges.

Iowa DOT mapping indicates the region has seven structurally deficient bridges in poor condition, all locally owned.19  Iowa DOT has clarified 
for the public that classifying a bridge as structurally deficient does not automatically mean it is unsafe to drive on. The state inspects each 
bridge annually, and if necessary, will post a prohibition for vehicles over a certain weight. Most of the region’s structurally deficient bridges 
carry fewer than 1,000 vehicles per day, as shown in Table 26, and only one is currently weight-restricted. 
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Figure 50 - Bridge Condition in CMPO Planning Area
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Building Multimodal Urban Streets
As noted at the beginning of this chapter, there is a distinction to be made between roads – which connect cities and towns – and streets, 
which connect people within a metropolitan area and can safely be used by cars, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 

With the adoption of the previous Long Range Transportation Plan, CMPO made available a set of preferred street cross-sections which support 
more active transportation, allow for on-street parking, and encourage driving speeds that are more appropriate for busy urban areas with 
people frequently on foot and bicycle. The most notable differences in these preferred street designs are narrower widths for travel lanes, 
parking lanes, center turn lanes, and overall pavement width. They incorporate the acceptable specifications provided by the 2015 edition of 
Iowa DOT’s Statewide Urban Design and Specifications (SUDAS) but require the implementing agency to request a design exception from Iowa 
DOT. 

These narrowed designs decrease vehicle speeds while also lowering project costs. Research has found that the Federal Highway Administration 
and multiple leading organizations in transportation planning and engineering now advocate this approach, and CMPO has begun to apply it 
to its street typologies.

Key principles of complete streets, which guided the development of CMPO’s preferred street designs, are included on the following pages 
along with a description of roadway types and context, and finally the cross-sections themselves.
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Complete Streets Approach
The Complete Streets approach is guided by a series of key principles that can be used to guide any roadway design. These roadway 
preferences for MPO projects bring together various elements to achieve typical solutions that promote safe and pleasant travel for all users.
The proposed design factors are developed from the following key principles which guide the decision-making process: 

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

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

Bump-outs for pedestrian crossings slows vehicular traffic

Shaded bike parking and other streetscape elements encourage use Benches near bike parking encourage bicycle usage
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3. Importance of On-Street Parking
An often overlooked item of the complete streets environment is the provision of on-street or curbside parking. This element is essential for 
the success of walkable environments. First, the parking provides important functional needs for businesses that are close to the street, and 
convenience factor is important for long-term business success. Second, parking provides protection for pedestrians. Walking is far more 
attractive when there is space, like a grass strip or protected bike lane, between the pedestrian and travel lanes, than when the pedestrian is 
walking adjacent to travel lanes. Lastly, the parking slows the design speed of the roadway. The in and out nature of parallel parking creates 
“friction” with a tangible effect of making drivers slow down and drive more carefully.

4. Proper Use of Street Trees
Street trees are not simply an aesthetic improvement for a region’s roadways. Properly located trees (along with proper shade tree species) 
provide a series of very functional benefits to a community. First, the trees provide shade over the sidewalk and the street. This not only makes 
the walking environment more useful but also cools the pavement (which lengthens its useful life). Second, the trees again provide another 
barrier for pedestrians from vehicle traffic – protecting them from errant vehicles. And finally, trees help to beautify a community, especially if 
they are consistent and maintained. Properly cared for street trees are one of the few public investments that add value to the community as 
they age.

On-street parking provides easy access to storefronts and slows traffic

Street trees dampen street noise and provide shade

On-street parking buffers the pedestrian from vehicular traffic

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

Block Size

Intersection Distance

Network Connectivity

These diagrams illustrate the critical concepts of network connectivity 
- network and local block size. Block size and intersection distances 
are design parameters that have a significant impact on the efficient 
diffusion of traffic. 
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Beyond those five key principles, there are a series of second-order issues that need to be considered appropriate to the context: 

1. Snow Storage
Winter storm events are an important consideration for street design in the Corridor MPO planning area. All roadway types must take 
into account not only snow storage but also maintenance and removal operations during storms. Importantly, a Complete Streets 
approach must consider more than the travel lanes. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities must also be cleared and maintained so that all 
modes can be served throughout the year.

2. Stormwater and “Green” Design
Design approaches that emphasize low-impact environmental features are attracting interest at all levels of government. Properly 
designed “green” features can not only enhance the beauty of a roadway but also help to alleviate costs and negative outcomes 
for stormwater design. The use of trees, lawns, and green stormdrains (right) in the center median or along the roadway can be 
important additions to any complete street.20

3. Intersection Design & Curb Radii
Roadway design considerations do not begin and end with the cross-section. As noted above, the network is of primary consideration. 
Secondarily, the handling of intersection design is important to how the cross-section can function. With a more complete street 
network and balanced modes, intersections can often be more flexible and smaller. Alternate designs such as roundabouts may also 
come into play more frequently, as efforts to accommodate all modes are investigated. Most importantly, intersection design must 
go beyond looking solely at through traffic and vehicle turning movements, so that movements of pedestrians and bicyclists are 
given equal consideration. Large turning radii, for example, may serve vehicles well, but increase the pedestrian crossing distance 
to a degree that creates an unsafe or undesirable condition.

20 https://www.iowadnr.gov/Environmental-Protection/Water-Quality/NPDES-Storm-Water/Storm-Water-Manual

Snow storage within a typical ROW

Stormwater can be captured through biofiltration along the roadway 

Intersection bumpouts slow traffic by highlighting pedestrian activity
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Applying Roadway Design Factors
The cross-sections and associated charts outlined in Figures 51 through 59 reflect many details 
found in the guidebooks mentioned earlier (AASHTO, ITE, and NACTO) as well as the acceptable 
specifications provided by the 2015 edition of SUDAS. The design factors detailed in these charts 
will be reviewed for project inclusion during the TIP project evaluation process, at the typical 
cross-section level. Projects submitted for MPO funding must incorporate these design factors. 
However, member jurisdictions may request modifications to these design factors, which will 
be evaluated by the MPO’s TTAC on a project-by-project basis before any funding allocations.
 
Using the design factors found in these charts will not require a modification through the 
TTAC. However, using the MPO’s preferred guidelines listed in the footnotes of each cross-
section chart may require a design exception from Iowa DOT as those numbers are below 
the acceptable specification found in SUDAS. Member jurisdictions are not required to utilize 
the MPO’s preferred guidelines but may choose to apply the MPO’s preferred guidelines and 
explore a design exception from the Iowa DOT. Should SUDAS be updated the cross-sections 
and this chapter will be updated to remain current with SUDAS.

The Proposed Roadway Types are divided into two categories, both of which are Complete 
Streets: Base Roadway Types and Context-Based Roadways. Either of these roadway types may 
be used.  It is recommended that the region’s communities move towards the Context-Based 
Roadway Types. However, certain streets will still have applicability for the “base” standards, 
which are also Complete Streets. The classification for the Base Roadways and Context-Based 
Roadways are presented in Tables 27 and 28.

Table 27  -  Base Roadway Types

Roadway Type Context

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

Minor Arterial Connectors between commercial and industrial uses and 
residential areas

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

Table 28  -  Context-Based Roadway Types

Roadway Type Context Applicability (Functional Class)
Avenues Within and alongside activity centers of various scales Major Arterial, Minor Arterial

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

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

Residential Street - 
Center Line Within walkable residential areas Collector, Local

Residential Street - 
Yield Street

Walkable residential areas without high levels of motor 
vehicle traffic Local

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

Roadway Design Factors
• Required for use on MPO-

funded projects.
• Listed in Figures 10 to 18
• Acceptable design specifications 

in accordance with SUDAS
• No design exception is required 

with the Iowa DOT
• Member jurisdictions may 

request a modification to these 
factors, which are reviewed by 
TTAC as part of the TIP process

MPO Preferred Guidelines: 
(optional)
• Provided as optional guidance 

to member jurisdictions
• Listed in the footnotes of 

Figures 7-4 to 7-12
• Dimensions are generally 

lower than acceptable SUDAS 
specifications

• May require an exception from 
the Iowa DOT

The above roadway types may work in any number of locations and can be used instead of the Context-Based Roadway standards as presented 
in Table 28. Whatever roadway type is most appropriate to the project should be used. 
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Figures 51 through 59 outline each roadway type and provide a graphical aid. These cross-sections are meant to be the typical cross-section for 
a project. There may be portions of a project that need to deviate from the typical design. These deviations are acceptable and do not require 
any modification from TTAC. However, modifications that do differ on typical cross-sections from those listed on the next few pages will need 
to be reviewed and recommended by TTAC during the TIP process.

Cross-sections
Illustrations of each Roadway Type are presented in Figures 51 through 59 on the next several 
pages. In addition to these cross-sections, other general instructions apply. These instructions are 
in addition to, and work with, the cross-sections presented.

Bicycle Facilities
Bikeways are not automatically included with any of the cross-sections. They are to be included 
should they be indicated within the approved local jurisdiction’s planning documents. However, 
if there is a desire to include them they are not precluded from any project. In some instances, 
a bicycle facility will be part of a project and a minimum level of accommodation is indicated by 
the cross-section. Often this is a conventional 6’ bike lane, should the designer choose to select 
a higher level accommodation, such as a protected bike lane or fully separated 10’ sidepath, no 
modification is needed.

Clear Zones
Not to be confused with public frontage, clear zones are areas required to be clear of large 
fixed objects, with varying distances beginning from the edge of the traveled way. A clear 
zone includes the curb offset, any shoulder, any bike lane, or auxiliary lanes, except those 
lanes that function like through lanes, and whatever remaining space is required in the 
public frontage area. These areas are not depicted in the cross-sections, nor are there any 
preferred distances stated in this document.

Durable Pavement Markings
Durable pavement markings are to be used on all MPO-funded projects. Polymer tapes, thermoplastic coatings, and epoxy resin mixtures all 
provide longer service life than conventional painted markings. As the MPO funds 80 percent of most projects it supports, the inclusion of 
durable pavement markings in all projects will extend the time before local jurisdictions have to perform remarking maintenance at 100 percent 
of their cost. The use of durable pavement markings will provide better service to road users longer and at a lower local cost. If MPO funding 
is not included, any type of marking may be used by the jurisdiction when conducting road maintenance.

Active transportation in an urban area
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Public Frontage
This is a planted area behind the back of the curb extending until the 
sidewalk’s nearest edge (exclusive of the sidewalk). It is designed to 
create a buffer between the motor vehicle and pedestrian travel and 
support snow storage. Trees or other plantings may be included. All 
listed dimensions are minimum values.

Sidewalk Placement from the Right-of-Way (ROW) Line
Sidewalks should be placed 1’ to 2’ from the ROW line to provide for 
future road expansion if necessary. This is based on the typical cross-
section; minor deviations may be acceptable.

Sidewalk Width
All sidewalk widths give two minimum values: a standard width of 5’ 
and another in parenthesis of 6’ intended for commercial areas.

Transit
A minimum sized bus pad of 8’ x 5’ is required at all existing or 
planned bus stops. The bus pad must connect to the sidewalk and 
also connect to the edge of the roadway. Bus stops located along 
existing sidewalks qualify so long as they provide a path to the edge 
of the roadway for passenger boarding and exiting. Larger facilities 
that can accommodate bus shelters and benches are encouraged but 
not required.

Transit and Truck Routes
Routes that see frequent use of heavy-duty transit vehicles or large 
tractor-trailers need more lane width than would otherwise be 
necessary. If transit vehicles or frequent travel of large tractor-trailers 
are expected, 11’ (12’ for rural cross-sections) travel lanes should be 
used in the affected areas of a project. 

Truck Routes and Bicycle Travel
It is highly encouraged to provide as much separation as possible 
between truck and bicycle traffic. Ideally, local planning documents 
will avoid placement of bikeways along truck routes or will provide 
for off-street or physically separated facilities. If a bikeway is to be 
included along a truck route the maximum level of separation should 
be provided where applicable. 

Public frontage provides space for snow piling, street trees and mailboxes

ADA Compliant bus stops connect from sidewalk to curb

Overlapping freight and bicycle traffic is to be avoided when possible
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Figures 51 through 59 outline each roadway type and provide a graphical aid. These cross-sections are meant to be the typical cross-section for 
a project. There may be portions of a project that need to deviate from the typical design. These deviations are acceptable and do not require 
any modification from TTAC. However, modifications that do differ on typical cross-sections from those listed on page 99-107 will need to be 
reviewed and recommended by TTAC during the TIP process.

Roadway Design Factors High Speed Major Arterial Low Speed Major Arterial

– Posted Speed 40-45 MPH 25-35 MPH

– Parking n/a n/a

– Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that 
connects to Pedestrian Facilities If Bus Stops are Present If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 2-6 (11’) 2-6 (11’)1

B Median (Planted Preferred) 11’ Minimum 11’ Minimum

D Sidewalk (Commercial Area) 5’ Minimum (6’ Minimum) 5’ Minimum (6’ Minimum)

D Bicycle - Minimum Level Bicycle Facility: 10’ 
Sidepath OR Protected Bike Lanes2

10’ Sidepath OR 3’ Minimum 
Physical Barrier with 5’ Min. 

Travel Area Protected Bike Lane

10’ Sidepath OR 3’ Minimum 
Physical Barrier with 5’ Min. 

Travel Area Protected Bike Lane

E Roadway Width (Back or Curb to Back of Curb) 37’ - 97’ 37’ - 97’

F Public Frontage (Minimum) 10’ Minimum 8’ Minimum

H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 2’ 2’

1  Values listed here are from SUDAS, MPO preferred width is 10’ and may be used if desired, this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception
2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.

Figure 51  -  Base Roadway Type: Major Arterial

Description: The Major Arterial serves long and intermediate 
distance travel. Major Arterials provide for high regional continuity 
within the overall transportation network and accommodate high 
speeds and volumes.

Context and Applicability: The Major Arterial creates 
and supports major commercial and industrial districts that are 
regional in scale and reliant on a high degree of automobile usage. 
They can also form the edges of residential areas, but need to be 
properly screened due to intense auto-oriented nature. 
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Roadway Design Factors Minor Arterial

– Posted Speed 25-35 MPH

– Parking n/a

– Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that connects to Pedestrian 
Facilities If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 2-4 (11’)1

B Center Turn Lane (Only if Expected High Rate of Left-turns) n/a (12’)3

D Sidewalk (Commercial Area) 5’ Minimum (6’ Minimum)

D Bicycle - Minimum Level Bicycle Facility: 10’ Sidepath OR Protected 
Bike Lanes2

10’ Sidepath OR 3’ Min. Physical Barrier with 5’ 
Min. Travel Area Protected Bike Lane

E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 26’ - 76’11

F Public Frontage (Min.) 8’ Minimum

H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 2’

1  Values listed here are from SUDAS, MPO preferred width is 10’ and may be used if desired, this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception
2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.
3 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO Preferred width is 11’ and may be used if desired: this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception.
11 SUDAS’s minimum allowed roadway width is 26’. MPO Preferred minimum width is 24’ and may be used if desired: this will require an approved 
Iowa DOT design exception.

Figure 52  -  Base Roadway Type: Minor Arterial

Description: The Minor Arterial serves long and intermediate 
distance travel. Minor Arterials provide for high regional 
connectivity within the overall transportation network, and 
accommodate moderate speeds and volumes. 

Context and Availability: The Minor Arterial creates and 
supports commercial and industrial districts with access from 
surrounding neighborhoods. They can also form the edges 
of residential areas, or may create a central spine for larger 
neighborhoods at the lower ranges of traffic volumes and speeds.
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Roadway Design Factors Collector

– Posted Speed 25-35 MPH

– Parking n/a

– Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that connects to Pedestrian 
Facilities If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 2 (11’)1

B Center Turn Lane (Only if Expected High Rate of Left-turns) n/a (12’)3

D Bicycle - Minimum Level Bicycle Facility: Bike Lanes2 6’

E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 26’ - 46’9

F Public Frontage (Minimum) 6’ Minimum

G Sidewalk (Commercial Area) 5’ Minimum (6’ Minimum)

H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 1.5’

1  Values listed here are from SUDAS, MPO preferred width is 10’ and may be used if desired, this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception
2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.
3 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO Preferred width is 11’ and may be used if desired: this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception.
9 SUDAS’s minimum allowed roadway width is 26’. MPO Preferred minimum width is 23’ and may be used if desired: this will require an approved Iowa 
DOT design exception.

Figure 53  -  Base Roadway Type: Collector

Description: The Collector serves intermediate and short-
distance travel. Collectors provide for moderate continuity 
within the overall transportation network, and accommodate 
moderate speeds and volumes. 

Context and Availability: The Collector is used in 
connections to arterials in primarily residential areas, but also 
some commercial and industrial areas.



102 CORRIDOR MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Roadway Design Factors Avenue

– Posted Speed 20-30 MPH

– Parking n/a

– Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that connects to Pedestrian Facilities If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 2-4 (11’)1

B Median (Planted Preferred) Raised (12’) Option
C Parking (Includes Curb Offset) 7.5’ - 10’ Parallel8 or 16’ Angled4

D Bicycle - Minimum Level Bicycle Facility: Bike Lane (Parking 
Protected Bike Lane Preferred)2

6’-8’ (Swap Location of Bike Lane and Parking, 
Provide a 3’ Buffer Between Parking and Bike Lane, 

5’ Bike Travel Lane Minimum)
E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 34’ - 104’
F Public Frontage (Min.) Tree Wells (4’ Minimum Width)
G Sidewalk 6’ Minimum
H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 1.5’ - 2’

1  Values listed here are from SUDAS, MPO preferred width is 10’ and may be used if desired, this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception
2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.
3 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO Preferred width is 11’ and may be used if desired: this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception.
11 SUDAS’s minimum allowed roadway width is 26’. MPO Preferred minimum width is 24’ and may be used if desired: this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception.

Figure 54  -  Base Roadway Type: Avenue

Description: The Avenue design type serves intermediate to 
short distance travel. Avenues provide for moderate continuity 
within a highly-connected street network, and accommodate 
slower speeds and moderate volumes. The right-of-way is 
designed for intensive pedestrian use. 

Context and Availability: The Avenue design type is applied 
to limited segments of arterial roads, or any portions of collector 
or local streets of a highly connected street network within or 
adjacent to:

– Regional, Community, or Neighborhood Activity Centers
– Mixed-Use Employment Emphasis
– Mixed-Use Commercial Emphasis
– Mixed-Use Residential Emphasis

It is most applicable for zoning districts and sites that allow 
buildings to front directly on the street or similar locations 
that require on-street parking. 

Standard Roadway Classification: Major Arterial
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Roadway Design Factors Multi-Way Boulevard

– Posted Speed 35 MPH Through, 20 MPH Side

– Bicycle - Follow instruction from Local Plan - No Min. Level of Facility2 In Side Lanes

– Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that connects to Pedestrian Facilities If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 4 (11’)1 Through Lanes, 2 (10’) Side Lanes

B Median (Planted Preferred) Center Raised (16’) Optional, 12’ Side Lane 
Medians (2)

C Parking (Includes Curb Offset) 7.5’ Parallel6

E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 43’-48’ Through Lanes, 34’-35’ Side Lanes 
(Both Side Lanes)

F Public Frontage (Minimum) 6’ Minimum

G Sidewalk (Commercial Area) 5’ Minimum (6’ Minimum)

H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 2’ Through, 1.5’ Side

1  Values listed here are from SUDAS, MPO preferred width is 10’ and may be used if desired, this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception
2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.
6 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO preferred width is 7’, with parking on both sides: this alignment may be used if desired. This will require an 
approved Iowa DOT design exception. 

Figure 55  -  Context-Based Roadway Type: Multi-Way Boulevard

Description: The Boulevard design type balances a high 
capacity and moderates-speed roadway, with a high degree of 
pedestrian amenity and accessibility for adjacent development. 
The right-of-way is designed in two key components - the 
central portions for through traffic movement, and the side 
lanes for pedestrian/bicycle amenities and access to property.

Context and Applicability: The Boulevard design type 
is applied to limited segments of arterial roads, primarily 
adjacent to or forming the edges and gateways of:

– Regional, Community, or Neighborhood Activity Centers
– Mixed-Use Employment Emphasis
– Mixed-Use Commercial Emphasis
– Mixed-Use Residential Emphasis

It has limited application based on appropriate intersection 
design of slip lanes, and with the through portion of the 
Boulevard. 

Standard Roadway Classification: Major Arterial
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Roadway Design Factors Parkway

– Posted Speed 25 MPH

– Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that connects to Pedestrian Facilities If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 2 (11’)1

B Median (Planted Preferred) Raised (16’ Minimum)

C Parking (Includes Curb Offset) 7.5’ Parallel6

D Bicycle - Minimum Level Bicycle Facility: Bike Lanes2 6’

E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 50’ - 65’

F Public Frontage (Min.) 8’ Minimum

G Sidewalk (Commercial Areas) 5’ Minimum (6’ Minimum)

H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 1.5’

1  Values listed here are from SUDAS, MPO preferred width is 10’ and may be used if desired, this will require an approved Iowa DOT design exception
2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.
6 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO preferred width is 7’, with parking on both sides: this alignment may be used if desired. This will require 
an approved Iowa DOT design exception. 

Figure 56  -  Context-Based Roadway Type: Parkway

Description: The Parkway design type serves intermediate to 
short distance travel. Parkways provide for moderate continuity 
within a highly-connected street network, and accommodate 
slower speeds and low volumes. The right-of-way is designed for 
intensive pedestrian use. 

Context and Availability: The Parkway design type is applied 
to limited segments of arterial roads, or any portions of collector 
or local streets of a highly connected street network within or 
adjacent to:
– Regional, Community, or Neighborhood Activity Centers

– Mixed-Use Employment Emphasis
– Mixed-Use Commercial Emphasis
– Mixed-Use Residential Emphasis

It is most applicable for zoning districts and sites that allow 
buildings to front directly on the street or similar locations 
that require on-street parking. 

Standard Roadway Classification: Minor Arterial or 
Collector
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Roadway Design Factors Residential Street - Center Line

– Posted Speed 20-25 MPH

– Median n/a

– Bicycle - Follow Instruction from Local Plan - No Minimum Level of Facility2 n/a

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 2 (10’)

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

E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 28.5’ - 35’

F Public Frontage (Minimum) 6’ Minimum

G Sidewalk 5’ Minimum

H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 1.5’ 

2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.
5 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO preferred width is 7’, with parking on both sides: this alignment may be used if desired. This will require an 
approved Iowa DOT design exception. 

Figure 57  -  Context-Based Roadway Type: Residential Street - Center Line

Description: The Residential Street design type serves 
intermediate to short distance travel. Streets provide for 
moderate continuity within a highly-connected street network, 
and accommodate slower speeds and low volumes. The right-
of-way is designed for intensive pedestrian use.

Context and Applicability: The Residential Street design 
type is applied to collector or local streets within or adjacent to 
urban neighborhoods where there is a highly connected street 
network. 

It is most applicable for zoning districts and sites that allow 
buildings to front directly on the street or similar locations 
that require on-street parking. 

Standard Roadway Classification: Collector or Local
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Roadway Design Factors Residential Street - Yield Street

– Posted Speed 20-25 MPH

– Median None

– Bicycle - Follow Instruction from Local Plan - No Min. Level of Facility2 n/a

– Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that connects to Pedestrian Facilities If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) 1 (16’)7

B Median (Planted Preferred) Raised (16’ Minimum)

C Parking (Includes Curb Offset) 7.5’ Parallel (One or Two Sides)6

D Bicycle - Minimum Level Bicycle Facility: Bike Lanes2 6’

E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 26’ - 31’10

F Public Frontage (Min.) 6’ Minimum

G Sidewalk 5’ Minimum

H Curb Offset (All Curbs) 1.5’

2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.
6 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO preferred width is 7’, with parking on both sides: this alignment may be used if desired. This will require 
an approved Iowa DOT design exception. 
6 Values listed here are from SUDAS. MPO preferred width is 7’, with parking on both sides: this alignment may be used if desired. This will require 
an approved Iowa DOT design exception. 
7 Values listed here are from SUDAS, MPO Preferred width is 12’. This alignment may be used if desired: this will require an approved Iowa DOT 
design exemption.
10 SUDAS’s minimum allowed roadway width is 26’. MPO preferred minimum width is 20.5’ and may be used if desired: this will require an 
approved Iowa DOT design exemption. 

Figure 58  -  Context-Based Roadway Type: Residential Street - Yield Street

Description: The Residential Street design type serves intermediate 
to short distance travel. Streets provide for moderate continuity within a 
highly-connected street network, and accommodate slower speeds and 
low volumes. The right-of-way is designed for intensive pedestrian use.

Context and Availability: The Residential Street design type 
is applied to collector or local streets within or adjacent to urban 

neighborhoods where there is a highly connected street network. 

It is most applicable for zoning districts and sites that allow buildings to front 
directly on the street or similar locations that require on-street parking. 

Standard Roadway Classification: Local
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Roadway Design Factors Rural Road

– Posted Speed 35-55 MPH

– Median n/a

– Parking n/a

Sidewalk N/a

Public Frontage (Minimum) 15’ Swale Optional

Curb Offset (All Curbs) - Not Required: Optional 2’ if Curbs are Used

Transit - Minimum Size 8’ x 5’ Bus Pad that connects to Pedestrian Facilities If Bus Stops are Present

A Number of Motor Vehicle Through Lanes (Width) >= 45 MPH 2(12’), 4’ Paved Shoulder Min.
<= 40 MPH 2(11’), 4’ Paved Shoulder Min.

D Bicycle - Min. Level Bicycle Facility: Paved Shoulders (8’ Sidepath 
Preferred)

4’ Paved Shoulder Minimum (8’ Sidepath 
Preferred)

E Roadway Width (Back of Curb to Back of Curb) 30’ Minimum

2 Bicycle Accommodations - Only if in local plan or desired.

Figure 59  -  Context-Based Roadway Type: Rural Road

Description: The Rural Road design type serves long to 
intermediate distance travel. Rural roads provide continuity 
within the overall transportation network, and accommodate 
slower speeds and moderate volumes. The right-of-way is 
designed to emphasize natural features and have low impacts 
on topography and vegetation.

Context and Applicability: The Rural Road design type is 
applied to arterial roads or local roads in more remote or low-intensity 
development areas, where little future or long-range development 
intensification is anticipated, primarily:
– Rural areas

– Low-density Neighborhoods

The bicycle accommodations are optional depending on context 
in the overall bicycle network. In many rural areas, specific bicycle 
accommodations will not be necessary. However, some sections may 
be an important link in the system and should include an optional 
off-road path. 

Additionally, a swale is an optional treatment for the roadside, 
depending on right-of-way width, soil condition and topography. 

Standard Roadway Classification: Minor Arterial
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Safety Overview
Public safety is one of government’s crucial responsibilities. In 
the context of transportation planning, the consideration of safety 
has evolved into two related but separate elements: safety and 
security. The most important goal of transportation safety planning 
is the reduction of injury and death to users of the transportation 
system. Security is related to a region’s ability to maintain mobility 
for its citizens, even in adverse conditions, both by protecting the 
transportation system against threats and by providing redundancy, 
i.e. multiple options for making the same trip.

Federal legislation has established the Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP) as a core program tied to strategic safety planning 
and performance, which should be used to identify key safety 
needs and guide investment decisions to holistically improve the 
transportation network. The HSIP program is aimed at significantly 
reducing highway fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. 
Additional programs target specific areas of concern, such as work 
zones, older drivers, and pedestrians, including children walking to 
school.

The HSIP program requires data-driven strategic highway safety 
planning, focusing on results. As part of the performance-based 
planning and programming process, state DOTs and MPOs are 

9 Safety and Security

expected to coordinate in establishing targets and monitoring 
performance for five measures of highway safety:
• Number of traffic related fatalities 
• Rate of traffic related fatalities per 100 million vehicle-miles 

traveled (HMVMT)
• Number of traffic related serious injuries
• Rate of traffic related serious injuries per HMVMT
• Number of non-motorized user fatalities and serious injuries 

These measures are to be calculated based on the most recent 
five years of available crash data. As discussed below, Iowa’s DOT 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) already incorporates most of 
the measures at the statewide level. CMPO coordinates with Iowa 
DOT to ensure each measure is reported and tracked as needed to 
meet state and federal requirements. Although Iowa’s overall goal 
is to achieve zero fatal transportation related incidents, the plan 
recognizes success will not occur overnight and requires long-term 
goals, strategies, and coordination to achieve. 
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Statewide Conditions and Trends
In Iowa’s latest SHSP (with a five-year focus of January 2019 through December 2023), the Iowa DOT reaffirmed its commitment to work 
towards the ultimate goal of zero fatalities, with interim annual goals aligning with the HSIP performance measures. Besides a sharp peak in 
both serious injury and fatal incidents in 2016, from 2008-2017, the rate of serious injury has decreased from 5.9 to 4.3 persons per Hundred 
Million Vehicle Miles Traveled (HMVMT). The rate of fatalities decreased from 1.30 to 0.95 HMVMT. Table 29 shows the 2013-2017 baseline 
5-year average for the state of Iowa, and the 2015-2019 goals set forth in the HSIP. The Corridor MPO supports Iowa DOT’s safety targets and 
works with the DOT and safety stakeholders to address areas of concern for fatalities or serious injuries within the CMPO area. In future years, 
CMPO may wish to set a more ambitious regional target for non-motorized safety rather than adopting the state’s target, in recognition that 
urban areas are more likely to have non-motorized travelers and therefore increased exposure to those crash types.

Table 29  -  Safety Performance Measures for the State of Iowa

Five-Year Rolling Averages
Statewide 2014-2018 

Baseline
Statewide 2016-2020 

Targets

Number of Fatalities 337.4 345.8

Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled* 1.046 1.011

Number of serious injuries 1,499.1 1,396.2

Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled 4.497 4.083

Number of non-motorized user fatalities and serious injuries 134.2 138.1

Source: Iowa DOT 2016-2020 PM 1 Targets, August 30, 2019

The Zero Fatalities initiative, in accordance with federal law, was developed collaboratively by a number of federal, state, and local partners. 
Iowa DOT is the designated lead for the statewide implementation effort. CMPO participates in implementation by incorporating the relevant 
safety goals, priorities, countermeasures, and programs for the CMPO region into its own planning processes, including the LRTP. Specifically 
for this plan, projects were scored higher if they make improvements in an identified high crash area; include improvements for use by 
pedestrians, cyclists or transit; or include roadway design features that improve safety (for example, splitter islands, drainage improvements, 
or roadside rumble strips to alert drivers if they begin to drift off the road).

Guiding principles for Zero Fatalities activities are the five “E”s of safety, outlined below:
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Based on crash data and input from stakeholders, the HSIP Implementation Teams selected eight emphasis areas for Iowa’s DOT to concentrate 
efforts and monitor the plan’s performance for the state as a whole. Each of these emphasis areas has been identified as a leading cause of 
traffic fatalities in Iowa and has its own goals for reduction of fatalities and severe injuries, along with associated objectives and strategies:
• Lane departures and roadside collisions
• Speed-related
• Unprotected persons (non-restrained motorists)
• Young drivers
• Intersections
• Impairment involved (drugs or alcohol)
• Older drivers
• Distracted or inattentive drivers

Regional Conditions
Within the CMPO area, the leading causes of traffic-related fatalities and serious injuries between 2013-2017 were:
• Intersection-related crashes
• Distracted or inattentive drivers
• Speed-related crashes
• Pedestrian-involved crashes

In each of the categories above, Linn County ranks in the top 20 percent statewide for greatest number of serious injury/fatal crashes between 
2013-2017. The DOT has led an initiative to establish the Linn County Multidisciplinary Safety (MDS) Team made up of representatives from 
sheriff, highway patrol, state DOT and traffic operation center, municipal officials and law enforcement. 

Other safety emphasis areas from the SHSP which are particularly relevant to the CMPO area during the same 5-year period, based on relative 
statewide rankings, include:
•  Crashes on local roads
• Motorcycle-involved
• Younger drivers
• Older drivers 
• Impaired drivers
 
Serious and fatal crashes related to lane departures, non-restrained motorists, and roadside collisions are less common in the CMPO area than 
in the state as a whole. 

Addressing Intersection-Related Crashes
Intersections are naturally locations with higher proportions of crashes due to the opportunity for vehicles’, pedestrians’, and bicyclists’ paths 
to cross. Nearly 40 percent of fatal crashes in the CMPO region between 2013 and 2017 occurred at an intersection. 

Figure 60  -  Intersection-Related Crashes in the CMPO region, 2013-2019

Source: https://icat.iowadot.gov/
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Strategies to Reduce Intersection-Related Crashes

5 E’s Category Strategy

Engineering Implement alternative intersection designs that reduce conflict points 
and enhance safety and mobility.

Education Develop educational resources about traffic signals, laws and alternative 
intersection types.

Enforcement Conduct enforcement campaigns to promote bicycle and pedestrian 
awareness at targeted intersections.

Everyone Approach intersections with caution and get familiar with new designs in 
your community.

Nationwide and within the CMPO region, safety at intersections is being improved by alternative designs which reduce the number 
of potential conflict points. Examples of alternative intersection designs include roundabouts, reduced conflict intersection (RCI), 
and median U-turns (MUT).

The 2045 LRTP includes several projects to improve intersection safety, including the reconstruction of the area in Cedar Rapids 
around 8th Avenue SW, Diagonal Drive and 1st Street into a roundabout, to be tied into the proposed 8th Avenue SE bridge 
replacement project. Marion also has plans to install a roundabout at the Lindale Drive and W. 8th Avenue intersection as part of a 
reconstruction project. As shown in Figure 62, roundabouts greatly reduce the number of potential conflict points between vehicles 
compared to a traditional intersection.

Figure 61  -  Examples of Alternative Intersection Design

Figure 62  -  Reduction of Vehicle Conflict Points by Roundabouts
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Addressing Distracted or Inattentive Driver-related Crashes
A driver is considered distracted or inattentive any time his or her attention is off the task of navigating the roadway. For both the state 
of Iowa and the CMPO region, data shows a sharp increase in 2014 and 2015 for fatal and serious injury crashes involving distracted 
or inattentive drivers. This may be partially due to the implementation of a more detailed crash report form statewide; however, the 
total number of fatal and serious injury crashes involving distracted drivers is likely underreported due to lack of documentation based 
on the nature of distraction. Most strategies for reducing distracted driving involve increased enforcement and educational campaigns 
encouraging drivers to be more aware of their surroundings when behind the wheel. 

Strategies to Reduce Distracted Driver Crashes
5 E’s Category Strategy

Education Develop targeted interventions and education programs for high-risk populations.

Enforcement Support high-visibility enforcement campaigns for the hands-free cell phone law.

Everyone Put the cell phone down, avoid distractions, be alert, and focus on the roadway.

Addressing Speed-Related Crashes
Half of the fatal crashes between 2013 and 2017 in the CMPO region were flagged as speed-related, which is similar to Iowa as a whole. 
Traditionally Iowa’s strategy for reducing speed-related crashes involves increasing high-visibility enforcement and employing education 
campaigns. However, some communities are also beginning to look at the impact of roadway design on drivers’ speeds. For example, traffic 
calming techniques on neighborhood streets can include narrowing lanes and introducing curves where there are long, straight sections of 
roadway. On more heavily-traveled streets such as arterials and collectors, traffic speeds can be slowed by designs that also improve safety 
for pedestrians, as the case of curb extensions and bulbouts discussed in Chapter 7 (Active Transportation). 

Figure 63  -  Distracted driving-related crashes in the CMPO Region, 2013-2019

Source: https://icat.iowadot.gov/

Figure 64  -  Speed-related crashes in the CMPO region, 2013-2019

Source: https://icat.iowadot.gov/
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Strategies to Reduce Speed-Related Crashes

5 E’s Category Strategy

Education Raise drivers’ awareness of the importance of controlling and managing vehicle speed.

Enforcement Identify corridors with a high frequency of speed-related crashes and implement high-visibility 
enforcement campaigns.

Engineering Evaluate and implement signing and geometric design strategies to moderate speeds and enhance safety

Engineering Evaluate timed coordinated traffic signal corridors to improve traffic flow, reduce red-light running, 
and manage speeds.

Everyone Give yourself enough time to reach your destination. Be patient, slow down, and do not engage with 
aggressive drivers.

Addressing Crashes involving Vulnerable Roadway Users
Pedestrians and bicyclists are considered “vulnerable” roadway users because they are more likely to be injured in a crash, due to the lack 
of physical protection that a vehicle provides. While the frequency of pedestrian and bicycle crashes are relatively low when compared to the 
overall number of crashes within the CMPO region, they have a high human cost. Fifteen percent of all bicycle and pedestrian crashes during 
the past five years resulted in either a fatality or a serious injury. The Iowa SHSP recommends following the recently completed Iowa Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Long-Range Plan, which promotes better planning and safety accommodations for vulnerable users. 

Strategies to Reduce Crashes with Vulnerable Users

5 E’s Category Strategy

Education Implement cycling safety campaigns to teach cyclists and drivers how to interact, and “walking school 
bus” programs to encourage students to walk safely to school.

Engineering Install separated facilities along corridors and intersections where supported by crash analysis or 
network planning

Enforcement Consider tougher enforcement/fines for motorists who hit pedestrians or cyclists.

Figure 65  -  Crashes Involving Vulnerable Users in the CMPO region, 2013-2019

Source: https://icat.iowadot.gov/
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As mentioned, lowering the speed of vehicular travel on streets greatly improves pedestrian safety, whether it be accomplished through 
education, engineering (traffic calming) or enforcement. A 10 mph reduction in speed can double a pedestrian’s chance of survival in the event 
of a crash, as illustrated in Figure 66. 

Even more effective in improving safety is to provide walking and cycling facilities separate from the vehicular travelway. CMPO member 
jurisdictions have been making substantial investments in the construction of trails and sidewalks, including pedestrian and cycling infrastructure 
specifically targeted to improve safety for students traveling to and from school. The 2045 LRTP continues this pattern of investment by 
directing funds to implement more than 20 trail projects and nine Safe Routes to School projects.

Public Transit Safety 
In 2018 the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provided final guidance to public transit agencies across the United States, including CR Transit, 
to develop and implement Public Transit Agency Safety Plans (PTASP). This requirement became effective in July 2019. In accordance with this 
new requirement CR Transit has developed a PTASP that establishes the agency’s safety performance targets as zero fatalities on the system 
and one injury/safety event per 500,000 miles of bus system operation. (In 2018, CR Transit operated 1.4 million miles of transit service.21)

CR Transit’s PTASP also details the process for training staff, identifying risks, assessing safety risks and developing mitigations for identified 
safety concerns, with the overall goal of providing a safer public transit service for the greater Cedar Rapids metro region. CR Transit, in 
coordination with CMPO and the City of Cedar Rapids, has committed to monitor and review safety performance on an annual basis in efforts 
to improve the system’s safety performance. 

Rail Safety
The Linn County Hazard Mitigation Plan reports a total of 72 rail incidents contained in Federal Rail Administration data for 1998 to 2017, nearly 
two-thirds of which were derailments, although most were minor.22  Only two highway-rail crashes were reported over those two decades, an 
injury crash in 2000 and a fatal crash in 2012. This record is remarkable, given that the county has four railroads and more than 100 public road 
grade crossings.

Figure 66  -  Effect of Speed on Severity of Crashes Involving Pedestrians

Source: FHWA Small Town and Rural Multimodal Networks Guide

21 National Transit Database. Transit Agency Profiles, 2018: Cedar Rapids Transit.  https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/transit_agency_profile_doc/2018/70008.pdf
22 http://www.ecicog.org/uploads/2/6/9/0/26907680/linn_county_hazmit_2019_-_amendment_1_-_web.pdf
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Security
Public awareness of security issues has been heightened as a result of the increasing frequency of natural disasters (flooding, 
tornadoes, blizzards, droughts, etc.) throughout the past decade as well as the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. The Linn 
County Hazard Mitigation Plan, updated in 2019 by the East Central Iowa Council of Governments, includes each CMPO jurisdiction’s 
evaluation of 14 different natural hazards (most weather-related) as well as incidents related to hazardous materials, transportation, 
and levee and dam failure. Most jurisdictions’ action plans include items related to stormwater and flood protection.

The flood of 2008 had severe and long-lasting impacts to the CMPO region that caused billions of dollars in damage and impacted all 
modes of transportation. Figure 67 illustrates the 2008 flood’s widespread impact on major roadways and neighborhoods when the 
Cedar River crested approximately 19 feet above flood stage at 31 feet. Many US and state highways were closed including Business 
US 151 (1st Avenue SW), Highway 100 (Collins Road), and US 151. Along with roadway impacts, CR Transit sustained substantial 
damage with the loss of both its central transit center in downtown Cedar Rapids and its bus maintenance and storage facility.

Key considerations in transportation security include “hardening” critical infrastructure against both manmade and natural threats, and increasing 
the system’s resiliency, i.e. its ability to resume normal function quickly after a major impact. Resiliency can be improved through coordinated 
response – ranging from a prearranged plan to redirect traffic to an agency’s streamlined procedures to allow rapid reconstruction of a critical 
bridge. System resiliency can also be improved by ensuring “redundancy,” i.e. having multiple routes or more than one transportation mode 
to serve key destinations.

The CMPO region and its member jurisdictions have greatly improved resiliency and preparedness for major flooding events during the years 
since the 2008 flood. Their success was demonstrated by the response to a similar flood event in 2016 when the City of Cedar Rapids acted 
quickly to erect temporary HESCO barriers that saved much of downtown Cedar Rapids and surrounding neighborhoods from a repeat of 2008 
flood damage. In 2015 the City of Cedar Rapids adopted the Cedar River Flood Control System Master Plan and is currently constructing the 
flood control system that will protect areas in and around downtown Cedar Rapids vulnerable to flooding.

Figure 67  -  Areas Impacted by 2008 Flood Crest at 31 Feet

Source: Iowa Flood Center



116 CORRIDOR MPO LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Roles in Transportation Security
Most states, regions, and local governments have a dedicated department or agency that handles emergency planning and response. 
Transportation agencies such as Iowa DOT and CMPO play important supporting roles. 

Iowa’s Comprehensive Emergency Response Plan (2010) is administered by the Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management Division. 
Iowa DOT is a critical partner, responsible for management of transportation related assets during an emergency. This could include evacuation, 
re-routing of traffic, and clearing roads so that vital response personnel, equipment, and services can reach an affected area. 

Local governments have a role to play as well. Under Iowa Code Chapter 29C.9, each county in Iowa is required to have a local emergency 
management commission to oversee local emergency management functions as prescribed in the statewide Plan. In the event of an incident, 
Iowa DOT is responsible for reconnaissance of state highways and state-maintained roads, and the local government is responsible for other 
public roads
One of the objectives in the Strategy for Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management, 
2018-2020 is to strengthen the relationships between state and local agencies responsible 
for transportation, such as the Iowa DOT and county/city public works departments. The plan 
notes the importance of building these agency relationships before an incident occurs. CMPO, 
a regional organization which regularly brings together the state DOT, local governments, and 
transit providers, is in an ideal position to facilitate these relationships. Through their joint 
transportation investments and policies, CMPO members can work cooperatively to better 
protect vulnerable infrastructure and coordinate transportation management. New grant 
programs were created by the FAST Act to support training programs related to community 
preparedness and response to incidents involving hazardous materials through the USDOT’s  
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration.

Regional Conditions and Trends
One of the unique hazards in the CMPO area that requires emergency 
preparedness is the Duane Arnold Energy Center, located near Palo. 
Roughly a quarter of the CMPO planning area is encompassed by 
the Emergency Planning Zone defined by a 10-mile radius of the 
nuclear power plant. 

In the event of an evacuation, local authorities have established 
routes to designated Reception Centers based on a resident’s 
location. Many of the designated evacuation routes (Figure 68) 
are part of the road system for which CMPO has responsibility to 
plan and program funds. It is therefore of continuing importance to 
monitor transportation conditions for these routes to ensure that 
they remain adequate for emergency use. The center is planned to 
be decommissioned in 2020, although the process is gradual, so 
the center will continue to have some nuclear storage on site until 
2080.

Resiliency
As noted earlier, security is improved when a community has a 
resilient transportation network. One way to foster resiliency is to 
be well-prepared. For example, an agency can more quickly restore 
mobility to an area that experiences frequent incidents if it has 
already identified an appropriate alternative route and has tools 
ready to announce and mark the detour.

Transportation system resiliency can also be improved by having 
an interconnected network that provides multiple ways to reach 
the same destination. When one route is impacted by an incident, 
alternate routes are available. 

Figure 68  -  Evacuation Routes from Duane Arnold Energy Center

Source: NextEra Energy Duane Arnold Energy Center Emergency 
Action Plan
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Network connectivity can be measured in various ways, including the number of roadway intersections per square mile. More 
intersections are generally correlated with greater connectivity. Notably, the same street patterns that promote transportation security 
also often improve conditions for active transportation. When streets are laid out with smaller blocks, and more opportunities to make 
a turn, pedestrians and cyclists are able to take shorter, more direct routes to their destinations.

Both images below show a home, a market, and a neighborhood school in the same location. In the top image, a person must travel a 
much longer distance from home to reach the market or school. In the bottom image, the more interconnected street network provides 
a variety of shorter routes.

Local governments have considerable ability to improve the resiliency of the area’s road network through their development policies. 
For example, many communities have subdivision regulations that require at least two entrances to large subdivisions. In densely 
populated areas, too many lives are at risk to rely on only one route for emergency responders to evacuate residents or reach them 
in case of disaster. The same concept holds true at a larger scale: a region is more secure with multiple connections among its major 
centers.

Source: Oregon Neighborhood Street Design
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Freight Overview
The greater Cedar Rapids metro region is uniquely positioned 
in east-central Iowa as a focal point for multimodal freight and 
goods movement for the state and the Midwest. The CMPO 
planning area is well served by US Highway 30, US Highway 
151, and Interstate 380 along with multiple freight rail lines. In 
addition to these truck and rail freight movements, Eastern Iowa 
Airport is seeing greatly increased utilization for air cargo.
 
Access to efficient and reliable movement of goods can be a 
critical economic driver for metropolitan areas as they seek to 
attract and/or retain major businesses to a region. The CMPO’s 
location along major highway and freight rail lines will only 
increase the region’s importance to the national freight system in 
the decades to come. This chapter outlines the existing conditions 
and historic trends of multimodal freight movements and related 
infrastructure needs in the CMPO planning area. 

Truck Freight
Given the terrain and high quality surface transportation system, 
truck freight is the dominant mode of freight movement in the State 
of Iowa. Over the past 30 years, large truck traffic on Iowa’s primary 
roadways has increased 123 percent, with the highest truck activity 

10 Freight

on Interstate 80 in eastern Iowa.23 The forecast through 2040 
(Figure 69 on facing page) is for continued rapid growth in the 
annual number of vehicle-miles traveled by trucks. This is due in part 
to the growing popularity of e-commerce, in which people order 
goods online for home delivery, a trend which has been greatly 
accelerated by the recent pandemic. Many people may become 
accustomed to ordering the majority of their household supplies 
online, further driving demand for truck freight transportation.

Figure 70 (following page) shows major freight generators in the 
region, which include Cargill and Cargill Corn Milling Inc., Quaker 
Oats, Ingredion, General Mills, ADM Corn Processing, International 
Paper Company, and the Nordstrom Direct distribution center. 
As noted, Eastern Iowa Airport is also becoming an increasingly 
important generator of freight. State-designated truck freight 
routes in the CMPO region include I-380, US Highways 30 and 151, 
and IA 100. Other local arterial truck routes in Cedar Rapids include: 
• Mt. Vernon Road
• Edgewood Road
• Wiley Boulevard
• 3rd Street

23 Iowa DOT: Iowa State Freight Plan – Iowa In Motion, Planning Ahead 2040

• 6th Street
• 8th Avenue
• 10th Street
• 15th / 16th Avenue
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In many instances these signed truck routes pass through residential areas. The area’s roadway system also experiences periods of 
localized congestion near major freight generators. This is particularly notable in areas around downtown Cedar Rapids where semi-
trailers line up along the street while they wait for the opportunity to unload. 

8th Avenue is a critical truck route that provides connections to area hospitals as well as larger freight generators in the area. These 
connections are at risk during flooding events, which is one reason the City of Cedar Rapids has identified the need for reconstruction 
of the 8th Avenue bridge above the flood stage, to ensure the route remains open. Without it, I-380 is the region’s only internal route 
for freight during a flood event. The Flood Control System’s future levees and protective measures will protect and maintain the flow of 
freight traffic for some of the area’s largest freight facilities.

Highway Freight System Performance
Although the amount of time it takes to reach a destination is important to people, research consistently shows that the reliability of travel time 
is even more important to them. In other words, people recognize that as a region’s population grows, what used to be a 20-minute commute 
may become a 25-minute commute. They can adapt their travel habits and plans accordingly. What is more disruptive to the economy, and a 
community’s quality of life, is when travel times become less predictable. If someone’s regular commute sometimes takes 25 minutes, but other 
times is 45 minutes, they are forced to leave additional time for the trip in order to avoid being late – which can be non-productive time spent 
waiting at their destination when they arrive early.

This travel time unreliability is particularly costly for freight shippers and transporters. Many businesses have adopted “just in time” processes in 
which they count on having supplies arrive just before they are needed, in order to avoid the storage costs of keeping those supplies stocked on 
site. If a shipment is delayed, it is likely to impact their business operations. In addition, busy facilities may have a limited number of docks available 
for trucks to pick up and drop off goods, and manage this limited space by setting appointments with individual truck operators. A truck driver who 
arrives late may have to wait extra time for a dock to become available, which in turn affects schedule for their remaining appointments.

Figure 69  -  Iowa Large Truck Vehicle Miles Traveled, 1980 - 2040

Source: Iowa Department of Transportation

Source: The Gazette (2015)
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Rail Freight
The CMPO area is well served by multiple freight railroads, as shown in Figure 70: 
• Cedar Rapids and Iowa City Railway Company (CIC)
• Canadian Northern Railway
• Iowa Northern Railway Company
• Union Pacific Railroad (UP)

The Union Pacific and Canadian Northern are the only Class I railroads serving the region. By far the greatest freight volumes on the rail 
system are carried on the main Union Pacific east/west line with approximately 120 million tons of freight passing through the CMPO 
region annually.   Iowa DOT’s State Freight Plan reports that coal, farm products, chemicals, and food products account for 83 percent 
by weight of all rail shipments in the state.
 
The State Freight Plan identifies eight rail bottlenecks in the CMPO region that are impacting operations, based on input from Iowa 
railroad companies and members of the state’s Rail Advisory Committee and Freight Advisory Council. Solutions for these areas will 
likely be led by private owners of these facilities, but there may be opportunities for the state and CMPO member agencies to contribute 
to projects that benefit publicly-operated parts of the local transportation system.

Table 30  -  Identified Rail Bottlenecks

Railroad Location

CIC and 
UP Fairfax 3 UP can deliver only one train at a time at this location. Additional interchange track would 

alleviate capacity issue.

UP Cedar River, Prairie Creek 
watersheds

Flooding. A 2014 rain event in the Prairie Creek watershed backed up ditches and created 
flooding in UP’s Beverly Yard for multiple days, forcing closure of the mainline. Cedar River 
flood in 2008 caused closure of an entire industrial lead.

CIC IAIS interchange Interchange has only two tracks; additional track is warranted to accommodate Archer 
Daniels Midland’s (ADM) traffic growth via IAIS.

CIC Edgewood Road - 26th 
Street reconfiguration

Single line limits train traffic between UP and IAIS interchanges and ADM, and does not 
allow for car inspections. Proposal is to add second track, remove the S-curves, and add an 
access road from ADM to the interchange yards.

CIC Cedar Rapids bypass Rail traffic currently moves through the ADM plant, greatly impacting services. Proposal is to 
add a new single line that bypasses ADM.

CIC OR bypass Insufficient capacity to accommodate the interchange space for IANR and CN corn traffic 
while facilitating other yard switching activities. Proposal is to add a bypass.

CIC 8th Avenue curve Existing 18-degree curve limits train size and motive power options, resulting in a greater 
number of trains that causes congestion in downtown Cedar Rapids.

Source: Iowa in Motion: State Freight Plan
24 For more detail on how the index is calculated, see https://iowadot.gov/systems_planning/fpmam/2018-2021-System-Performance-Freight-Targets.pdf.  
25 Iowa DOT. Iowa Rail, 2017. https://iowadot.gov/iowarail/railroads/maps/Density.pdf.

To recognize the economic importance of travel time unreliability for trucks, federal transportation legislation has established a Truck Travel Time 
Reliability (TTTR) index, and requires states and MPOs to set targets and then monitor travel conditions to determine whether the target is being 
met. For Iowa’s interstates and non-interstate National Highway System routes such as US 30 and US 151, the DOT and CMPO have set a TTTR index 
target of 1.14 for the years 2020 and 2022. 

Current baseline data shows an index of 1.12, indicating that the target is currently being met at a system wide level.   However, two locations in 
the region are specifically identified in the State Freight Plan as significant highway freight bottlenecks:  the I-380 corridor passing through Cedar 
Rapids, and the I-380/US 30 interchange area. In addition to these existing problem areas, by the year 2045 the northern and southern portions 
of I-380 in the CMPO region are also projected to experience serious congestion and delay if no further roadway improvements are made. The 
recommended expansion of I-380 and interchange modifications proposed in this plan (Chapter 12) will help to maintain reliability for truck travel 
times, which in turn will help local, regional, and state economies continue to prosper.
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Figure 71  -  Railroads in the CMPO Region
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Figure 72  -  Rail Grade Crossings of Public Roads
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Rail System Interface
Although rail is a highly effective way to move heavy goods over long distances, rail operations can sometimes conflict with the 
operation of other elements of the transportation system. This is particularly evident at highway-rail grade crossings. The Federal 
Rail Administration (FRA) reports a total of 110 grade crossings at public roads throughout the CMPO region (Figure 72), including a 
large number in the downtown Cedar Rapids area. Although the region has been fortunate in having very few crashes occur at these 
crossings (see Chapter 9), some areas do experience crossing-related congestion and disruption to the local street network. Long 
trains, or stopped trains, can block crossings for extended periods, creating significant delays or detours for trucks and automobiles.

The high number of rail crossings also has an impact on quality of life for the neighborhoods in which they are located, particularly with 
regard to noise generated when trains blow a warning whistle as they approach a crossing. Hiawatha and Cedar Rapids have been 
working on solutions to improve community quality of life in the denser urban environments through which these major rail corridors 
pass.

Establishment of “quiet zones” is a potential mitigation measure in populated areas. Within a designated quiet zone, the sounding 
of horns as a train approaches a grade crossing can be suspended (except in emergency situations such as a vehicle or pedestrian 
crossing the track). The FRA revised its rules on horn sounding at grade crossings in 1996 and subsequently established guidance on 
the creation of quiet zones.26 It addresses pre-existing state and local laws and agreements with freight railroads that allowed for quiet 
zones as well as requirements for new quiet zones as well as the creation of new quiet zones by governmental entities.

While neighborhood groups and other private entities can request quiet zones, they must work with the appropriate local or regional 
governmental entity to enact them. The FRA requires that, in lieu of trains horns, Supplementary Safety Measures (SSMs) be put 
into place. Examples of SSMs are medians or channelization devices, one-way streets with gates, four quadrant gate systems and 
temporary or permanent closing of crossings. The FRA does not directly provide funding for SSMs; typically, funding is provided by local 
governments and/or an MPO.

At least one of the following three conditions must be met in order to establish a quiet zone:

• The Quiet Zone Risk Index (QZRI) is less than or equal to the Nationwide Significant Risk Threshold (NSRT). In other words, the 
average risk for all of the rail crossings in the proposed quiet zone must be lower than the national average of crossings equipped 
with flashing lights and gates where horns are sounded.

• The QZRI is less than or equal to the Risk Index With Horns (RIWH) by applying safety measures. The estimated average risk of a quiet 
zone cannot exceed the level of existing risk with horn usage.

• SSMs are installed at all crossings within the proposed quiet zone.

A multi-step process is used to establish quiet zones. These include a rigorous assessment of crossing locations and issuance of a 
Notice of Intent (NOI) which is submitted to the railroads that operate over the crossings. Close cooperation and ongoing communication 
between the governmental entity and the railroads are necessary to facilitate this process.

Freight-Related Economic Development
Freight activity in the CMPO region is expected to continue to grow in the coming years, with three major development sites certified 
and marketed by the Iowa Economic Development Authority.

The two largest sites are in the southwestern part of the region, located along 76th Avenue SW, north of Eastern Iowa Airport. Big Cedar 
Megasite is a nearly 900-acre property bounded to the north and south by the Cedar Rapids & Iowa City Railroad and 76th Avenue SE, 
and by Edgewood Road SW to the east. On the south side of 76th Avenue SW, Cedar Rapids Land and Air Super Park has about 580 
acres of developable land straddling Edgewood Road SW. Both locations are served by rail and are located less than 4 miles from I-380. 
The region’s third state-certified site is Marion Enterprise Center (MEC), which consists of 130 acres adjacent to the Marion Airport. MEC 
is located on the south side of US 151 just east of the junction with IA 13, about 7 miles from the interstate.

Freight studies conducted for the Iowa DOT identified Cedar Rapids as a prime location for a logistics park due to the amount of 
locally generated freight related to ethanol, starch and cereal mills.27 Significant interest has been expressed in the region for such 
an intermodal facility (example at right) which could provide intermodal, cross-dock and transloading facilities at a single location. 
Previous discussions focused on a 75-acre site near the CRANDIC Smith-Downs railyard in southwest Cedar Rapids, near the Eastern 
26 Federal Railroad Administration, 2013. https://railroads.dot.gov/sites/fra.dot.gov/files/2020-05/QuietZoneBrochure.pdf
27 Corridor Business Journal, August 2016, https://www.corridorbusiness.com/long-haul/
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Intermodal Freight Facility - Edgerton, Kansas Railroad Line in CMPO region

Air Freight
The Eastern Iowa Airport (Airport Code: CID) is one of the largest commercial airports in east-central Iowa, serving more than 1.2 million 
passengers in 2018. The airport is owned by the City of Cedar Rapids and is currently served by five commercial airlines: Allegiant, American, 
Delta, Frontier, and United. They provide non-stop flights to 15 US cities.

The Eastern Iowa Airport is also an important component of the region’s freight transportation system. In the most recent data available from 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) from 2016, the Eastern Iowa Airport ranked 79th of 136 airports in the United States in terms of total 
landed air cargo by weight . As of 2018, the airport handled nearly half of Iowa’s air cargo volume, and both UPS and FedEx maintain operations 
there.

The primary drivers of cargo moving though the Eastern Iowa Airport are international delivery companies, United Parcel Service, Federal 
Express and DHL Express.  Given the tremendous growth in on-line shopping and next-day delivery, air cargo activity is trending rapidly 
upwards. Since 2009, the Eastern Iowa Airport has seen nearly a 40 percent increase in the total weight of cargo landed and departed. In 2018 
the airport reached its highest total yet for total air cargo through the facility, with over 65 million total pounds moved as shown in Figure 73. 

Figure 73  -  Total Air Cargo Through Eastern Iowa Airport, 2009-2018

Source: Federal Aviation Administration. Passenger Boarding and All-Cargo Data for US Airports
28 Federal Aviation Administration. Passenger Boarding and All-Cargo Data for US Airports. 2016. https://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/passenger_allcargo_stats/
passenger/media/cy16-cargo-airports.xlsx. 

Iowa Logistics Park located at Edgewood Road and 60th Avenue SW. Although that development effort was not successful, the level of 
interest indicates that a logistics park remains a prime opportunity that the region should continue to pursue.

Previous discussions focused on a 75-acre site near the CRANDIC Smith-Downs railyard in southwest Cedar Rapids, near the Eastern 
Iowa Logistics Park located at Edgewood Road and 60th Avenue SW. Although that development effort was not successful, the level of 
interest indicates that a logistics park remains a prime opportunity that the region should continue to pursue.
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To meet the growing demand, Eastern Iowa Airport is relocating and expanding its cargo operations facilities, which are currently adjacent to 
the passenger terminal. With assistance from an $8.8 million federal discretionary grant awarded in 2018, cargo operations are being expanded 
and moved to a spot on the west side of the airport adjacent to the FedEx facility.29  As an additional benefit, relocating cargo operations will 
allow for future expansion of passenger facilities, which is anticipated in order to accommodate growing numbers of travelers as well as larger 
aircraft. Expansion will also allow for an increase in the number of airplanes, reducing staging times due to increasing fleet tonnage.

Conclusion
The Cedar Rapids region plays a critical role in the movement of freight through and within the state of Iowa, in part because the area’s 
major industries generate considerable demand for highway and rail freight transportation. CMPO can help to maintain and enhance freight 
transportation in a number of ways, including:

• Monitor travel conditions on the major highway freight routes, particularly the I-380 corridor, and implement the capacity and operational 
improvements needed to maintain reliable travel times for trucks passing through and within the region.

• Pursue improvements to the 8th Avenue bridge over the Cedar River, which is heavily impacted by major flood events and provides the only 
alternative route to I-380 to reach many of the region’s largest businesses.

• Remain alert to opportunities to partner with railroad companies on projects of mutual benefit to the privately and publicly operated portions 
of the region’s transportation system. Flood control, in particular, is an issue which reduces risk of travel disruptions on both the local rail 
and road systems.

• Evaluate potential for quiet zones to help resolve incompatibilities between the high concentrations of rail freight passing through the 
region’s urban core, and local goals to preserve and revitalize urban neighborhoods.

• Continue to explore opportunities for location and development of a logistics park in the Cedar Rapids region.
• Support expansion of Eastern Iowa Airport to accommodate anticipated growth in air cargo.

29 Eastern Iowa Airport press release. https://flycid.com/cid-receives-8-8m-grant-for-cargo-apron-expansion/
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Funding Overview
Federal rules require that the Long Range Transportation Plan be 
fiscally constrained. In other words, the cost of the new projects 
and programs in the plan cannot exceed the estimated revenue 
available during the same period. In addition, the financial plan 
must show adequate revenue to cover the costs of continuing 
to operate and maintain roads and associated systems (signals, 
signage, snow removal, etc.) The effects of inflation must be 
taken into account by presenting costs in “year of expenditure” 
(YOE). In this case, an assumed annual rate of 4 percent was 
used.
 
This chapter describes the revenue sources, anticipated 
revenues, and potential additional revenues to maintain, 
operate, and expand the transportation system in the Corridor 
MPO region from 2020 until 2045. It must be emphasized that 
this is a long-range, systems-level plan. Cost and revenue 
estimates are preliminary, particularly beyond the first few years 
of the plan, and likely will be revisited several times before the 
years they represent come to pass. The intent is to prepare 
an approximate, but realistic, estimate of both the total funds 
available and total program cost. 

Satisfying the Corridor MPO region’s transportation financial 
needs during the next 25 years is a major undertaking. The 
infrastructure demands associated with building and maintaining 

11 Funding

the roadway, non-motorized, and public transportation systems 
will be challenged by the region’s projected population growth 
and by the aging of the existing infrastructure already in use. 
Moreover, actual funding in recent years has fallen short of 
past projections, and funding forecasts are lower as a result. 
As revenues stagnate, and demands on the transportation 
system continue to grow, it will be critical to continue to focus 
on prioritizing investments in the face of limited funding. 
 

Sources of Funds for the LRTP Budget
Federal, state, and local funds are available to the Corridor 
MPO and its member jurisdictions. Some of these programs 
are considered part of Corridor MPO’s fiscally constrained 
budget, while others may be available to the MPO, but cannot 
be counted on to fund the LRTP. The following section outlines 
the specific funding sources within these categories along with 
estimates of future funding amounts. 

There are several federal and state funding programs that 
may be accessed by the Corridor MPO area for transportation 
projects, disbursed by Corridor MPO, Iowa DOT or directly by 
the USDOT. Below is a short description of the funding programs 
and a description of how the revenues were estimated for the 
Corridor MPO 2045 LRTP. 
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Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG)
The FAST Act converted the Surface Transportation Program (STP) to the Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Program, 
though the fundamentals of the program remain intact. As under MAP-21, STBG funds are provided as a lump sum to states for 
projects “to preserve and improve the conditions and performance on any Federal-aid highway, bridge and tunnel projects on any 
public road, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and transit capital projects, including intercity bus terminals.”

The FAST Act continues to allow all activities that were previously eligible for STP funds, including projects related to roads, 
bicycles, pedestrians, transit, bridges, and transportation planning studies. In the Corridor MPO area, STBG has been primarily 
used for the following types of projects: 
• Road reconstruction 
• Road expansion 
• New roads 
• Signalization 
• Transit vehicles 
• Transit shelters 
• Trail construction 

The use of STBG funds requires the funding recipient to contribute a minimum of 20% of the total project cost in non-federal funds. 
Bridge projects may be on any public road. Road projects must be on federal-aid roads (usually not local or rural minor collector 
roads). However, Iowa DOT’s Federal Aid Swap Policy exchanges federal funding, including STBG, for road and bridge projects with 
state Primary Road Funding on a dollar for dollar basis, allowing for a broader set of uses, including for rural minor collector roads.
 
Corridor MPO receives an annual allocation of STBG funding, including the Transportation Alternatives setaside, from which the 
CMPO Policy Board can fund projects or programs.  Other funding sources that benefit the region are used exclusively by the Iowa 
DOT for projects selected by the state. Both CMPO-selected and state-selected projects are included in the fiscally constrained 
LRTP. In fact, under federal law one of the purposes of the MPO is to provide a forum for planning and coordination of these local 
and state agency investments, based on shared assumptions about growth and needs.

Corridor MPO’s Policy Board has adopted a policy that allocates its full annual STBG allocation (including the Transportation 
Alternatives set-aside, described below) by mode, with 47% going to road projects, 30% to trail projects, 18% to transit projects 
and 5% to Safe Routes to School projects. 

For the period from 2020 to 2023, estimated STBG funding targets have been established in the Transportation Improvement 
Program and are adopted for this plan. For the remaining period of the plan, revenue is estimated based on recent history. Table 
31 shows the historical receipt of STP/STBG funds by the Corridor MPO from 2014 to 2019, excluding the new Transportation 
Alternatives set-aside, described below. This information was used to determine the future growth rate from 2024 to 2045. First, 
the dollar value change between years was calculated and then averaged over the period 2014 to 2019. This was then converted 
to a 2.16% change relative to the 2019 funding level.  Second, the percentage of the dollar value change over the same time period 
was calculated and averaged. This change was 2.36%. Finally, these two percentages were averaged, which equaled 2.26%.

Table 31  -  STBG Funding, 2014-2019

Year Funding
2014 $4,660,875

2015 $4,718,272

2016 $4,693,941

2017 $4,831,535

2018 $4,832,686

2019 $5,226,132

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO estimates receiving $162 
million (YOE dollars) in STBG funding from 2020 to 2045, based on 
target amounts for 2020-2023, and a 2.26% straight line growth rate 
from 2024 and 2045.  
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Transportation Alternatives (STBG Set-Aside)
The FAST Act replaced the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) with a set-aside of the STBG program for Transportation Alternatives 
(STBG-TAP). STBG-TAP funds may be spent on all projects previously eligible under TAP, including bicycle and pedestrian facilities, recreational 
trails, Safe Routes to School projects, community improvements, and stormwater and habitat connectivity projects. 

Iowa’s TAP program is administered with general STBG funds in order to preserve regional decision-making for local projects. In addition, the 
Iowa DOT retains $1 million in STBG-TAP funds annually to administer a Statewide TAP program, geared toward statewide or multi-regional 
projects. Iowa DOT annually calculates the STBG-TAP funding targets for each MPO and RPA on a per capita basis, and Corridor MPO shares 
these dollars among member jurisdictions as programmed for implementation through the TIP. STBG-TAP-funded projects require a minimum 
local match of 20% by the recipient of the funds. Iowa DOT also makes additional STBG funds, referred to as STBG-TAP-Flex, available to 
Corridor MPO and other regional planning organizations on a per capita basis.  

Table 32 shows the historical receipt of TAP/STBG-TAP funds (including STBG-TAP-Flex) by the Corridor MPO from 2014 to 2019. This information 
was used to determine the future growth rate from 2024 to 2045 in a similar manner as for the rest of STBG funding: First, the dollar value 
change between years was calculated and then averaged over the period 2014 to 2019. This was then converted to a percentage of the 2019 
target or 0.40%. Second, the percentage of the dollar value change over the same time period was calculated and averaged. This change was 
0.42%. Finally, these two percentages were averaged, which equaled 0.41%. 

Table 32  -  TAP/STBG-Tap Funding, 2014-2019

Year Funding
2014 $462,436

2015 $462,436

2016 $462,992

2017 $477,396

2018 $465,128

2019 $471,821

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO estimates receiving $12.5 
million (YOE dollars) in TAP (STBG Set-Aside) funding from 2020 to 
2045, based on target amounts for 2020-2023, and a 0.41% straight 
line growth rate from 2024 and 2045.

Iowa DOT Federal and State Funding
Each year, the Iowa DOT invests in transportation projects in the Corridor MPO region, with funds coming from a mix of federal sources, 
such as the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), and state sources, such as the Primary Road Fund (PRF). 

PRF funds road and bridge projects on Iowa’s primary roads system, while NHPP funds improvements to the condition and performance 
of roadways that are part of the National Highway System (NHS). The NHS is comprised of rural and urban roads that serve major 
population centers, international border crossings, intermodal transportation facilities, and major travel destinations. The NHS includes the 
interstate system and roads that are considered important to the nation’s economy, defense, and mobility. Eligible NHPP projects include 
construction, operations and maintenance, infrastructure-based Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) capital improvements, and bridge-
related improvements. Corridor MPO does not control these funds, the Iowa DOT chooses the projects. However, in the Corridor MPO area, 
the Iowa DOT has used these funds for repairs to the highway system. 

The amount of federal-aid and PRF funds used in the Corridor MPO region varies each year and has averaged approximately $28.9 
million annually since 2015. As the amount of funding varies widely from year to year without following a clear growth pattern, this plan 
conservatively forecasts that Iowa DOT’s spending on roads and bridges in the Corridor MPO area will remain constant at $26.0 million 
annually through 2045, reflecting 90% of the 2015-2019 average.

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO estimates that Iowa DOT will spend approximately 
$651 million (YOE dollars) in the Corridor region from 2021 to 2045, based on 90% of the 
average funding from 2015-2019.
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Total Federal and State Fiscally Constrained Budget Funding by Year 
Total federal and state funding levels assumed to be available as part of the LRTP budget over the life of the plan are shown in Table 33. This 
includes funds distributed by the Corridor MPO (STBG and STBG-TAP) and funds used by the Iowa DOT (NHPP and PRF). The $819 million total 
here does not include the local match component of the LRTP budget. 

Table 33  -  Total Federal Funding by Year

Year STBG STBG - TAP Iowa DOT Total Federal Funding
2021 $5,089,000 $464,000 $26,027,000 $31,580,000

2022 $5,089,000 $464,000 $26,027,000 $31,580,000

2023 $5,089,000 $464,000 $26,027,000 $31,580,000

2024 $5,204,000 $466,000 $26,027,000 $31,697,000

2025 $5,319,000 $468,000 $26,027,000 $31,814,000

2026 $5,434,000 $470,000 $26,027,000 $31,931,000

2027 $5,550,000 $472,000 $26,027,000 $32,048,000

2028 $5,665,000 $473,000 $26,027,000 $32,165,000

2029 $5,780,000 $475,000 $26,027,000 $32,282,000

2030 $5,895,000 $477,000 $26,027,000 $32,399,000

2031 $6,010,000 $479,000 $26,027,000 $32,516,000

2032 $6,125,000 $481,000 $26,027,000 $32,633,000

2033 $6,241,000 $483,000 $26,027,000 $32,750,000

2034 $6,356,000 $485,000 $26,027,000 $32,867,000

2035 $6,471,000 $487,000 $26,027,000 $32,984,000

2036 $6,586,000 $489,000 $26,027,000 $33,101,000

2037 $6,701,000 $491,000 $26,027,000 $33,218,000

2038 $6,816,000 $492,000 $26,027,000 $33,335,000

2039 $6,931,000 $494,000 $26,027,000 $33,453,000

2040 $7,047,000 $496,000 $26,027,000 $33,570,000

2041 $7,162,000 $498,000 $26,027,000 $33,687,000

2042 $7,277,000 $500,000 $26,027,000 $33,804,000

2043 $7,392,000 $502,000 $26,027,000 $33,921,000

2044 $7,507,000 $504,000 $26,027,000 $34,038,000

2045 $7,622,000 $506,000 $26,027,000 $34,155,000

TOTAL $156,359,000 $12,080,000 $650,667,000 $819,106,000
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Other Federal and State Funding Sources
Iowa Clean Air Attainment Program (ICAAP) 
ICAAP is a program created by the state that uses Iowa’s allocation of federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) 
funds for transportation projects that reduce congestion and improve air quality. Eligible projects include strategies to improve traffic flow such 
as signalization, adding turn lanes, or shifting traffic to other modes of transportation. ICAAP is a competitive statewide grant program that 
distributes $3 to $4 million annually and requires a minimum of 20% non-federal match. The following are examples of some of the types of 
projects that have been funded through the state with this program: 
• Road (reconstruction, intersection improvements, roundabouts) 
• Signal (new signals, adaptive systems, connecting signals) 
• Transit (new buses, downtown shuttle service, transit station)
• Bicycle (on-street facilities, bike share program) 
• Bicycle/pedestrian (new trail) 
• Commuter (vanpool, park and ride facility)

Since 2009, Corridor MPO projects have received more than $7 million in ICAAP funds, although the annual amount varies considerably, from 
zero funds in some years to as much as $1.5 million in others. Funding since 2015 has been lower than in the first half of the decade; to ensure 
a conservative forecast, these later years are relied on to estimate average annual ICAAP revenues of $261,700, which are assumed to carry 
forward through 2045.

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO estimates that $6.5 million (YOE dollars) in ICAAP 
funds will be available from 2021 to 2045, based on the average funding from 2015-2019.

Recreational Trails Program (Federal) 
The state distributes these federal funds for construction and maintenance of motorized and non-motorized trail projects. The program’s 
statewide annual funding level is $1.3 million and a 20% non-federal match is required. The Corridor MPO area does not have a history of 
receiving these funds.

Highway Bridge Program (STBG Set-Aside)
Highway Bridge Program funds are allocated as an STBG set aside for the replacement or rehabilitation of bridges that are structurally deficient 
or functionally obsolete. Iowa DOT competitively distributes up to $1 million per jurisdiction and requires a 20% non-federal match. Funding 
from this program is not included in the LRTP budget as the Corridor MPO area has a limited history of receiving these funds. 

Metropolitan Planning (PL) Funds and 5305 Funds
FHWA and FTA both provide funding to MPOs to support planning efforts, in the form of Metropolitan Planning (PL) funds and 5305 funds, 
respectively. These may be utilized to conduct planning activities, including developing transportation plans; planning, and evaluating 
transportation projects; and conducting technical studies related to public transportation. Corridor MPO has historically carried a high balance 
of these funds and is currently exploring strategies to decrease this balance and still meet future obligations and needs.  One example includes 
the possibility of allowing member jurisdictions to competitively apply to use these funds for jurisdictional and regional planning studies. Annual 
funding forecasts for PL are calculated in the same manner as described above for STBG.

Funding Estimate: The Corridor MPO estimates receiving $8.8 million (YOE dollars) in PL 
funding from 2021 to 2045, based on maintenance of the 2020 funding level through 2023, 
and a 1.97% straight line growth rate from 2024 and 2045. Over the same period, 5305 
funds are estimated to total $1.9 million (YOE dollars), based on a 1.40% growth rate from 
2020-2045.
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County and City Bridge Construction Fund 
This Iowa DOT program awards funds on a competitive basis for replacement or rehabilitation of structurally deficient and functionally obsolete 
bridges. It awards up to $500,000 annually per city bridge project and up to the maximum available funds for county bridge projects, usually 
$2 million per year. A 20% local match is required.

Revitalize Iowa’s Sound Economy (RISE) 
The RISE program was created to promote economic development by constructing or improving roads. The program distributes up to $12 
million to cities and $6 million to counties on an annual basis. There are two types of RISE projects, immediate need, and local development.
• Immediate need projects are those that are making an improvement for a known business that will retain or create jobs and requires a 

minimum 20% match. 
• Local development projects are intended to improve areas to make them more attractive for new business. The required match is typically 

50%, though there are exceptions that allow for a 30-40% match. 

Linn County received $72,000 in RISE funds in FY2018.

County-State Traffic Engineering Program (C-STEP) 
This program is for operations and safety improvements on primary roads outside of a city and requires a local match ranging from 40% to 70%. 
Awards to counties range from $45,000 to $200,000 per mile depending on the project. 

Traffic Safety Improvement Program (TSIP) 
This program funds traffic safety projects or studies on state, county, or city roads. Each award is limited to $500,000. 

Urban-State Traffic Engineering Program (U-STEP) 
The city version of C-STEP, this program provides $200,000 to $400,000 in funding per award, depending on the type of project, with a 
required 45% local match. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program - Secondary (HSIP – Secondary Program)
The state distributes approximately $2 million in state funds annually for projects that improve safety on rural roads. Project costs are limited to 
$10,000 per mile and the required 10% match is paid by the state using funds from its Traffic Safety Improvement Program (TSIP). 

Pedestrian Curb Ramp Construction 
Iowa DOT created this program to aid cities in complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) on primary roads. It awards up to 
$250,000 per city annually, and up to 100% of eligible costs may be funded. 

Recreational Trails Program (State) 
This state program provides funding for the construction of trails and requires a local match of 25% of the total project cost. Annual funding 
levels vary and in recent years have ranged from $1 million to $2.5 million.

Transportation Alternatives (State) 
Similar to the TAP funds allocated to the Corridor MPO, the state uses these to fund trail projects considered “statewide” or “regional.” $1 
million is distributed annually and the local match is 20%. Safe Routes to School funding is included within this source. In addition to the 20% 
local match, there is a 50% MPO match, with just the last 30% funded by the statewide TAP program. Corridor MPO uses this funding source to 
support the 5% of its overall STBG funding dedicated to Safe Routes to School projects. 
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Corridor MPO Local Funds 
In addition to federal and state funds, there are a number of local and regional funding sources that are used for operating and maintaining the 
region’s transportation system. These sources are listed below, alongside information on how they were forecasted: 

Cities 
Road User Tax Funds (RUTF) 
The State of Iowa raised the gasoline tax in 2016, resulting in a large increase in annual RUTF. Revenue history before 2016 is therefore excluded 
from the forecast calculations. Average annual growth since 2016 is 1.86%, resulting in annual increases in total RUTF funding of $564,700.

Other Road Monies Receipts
As these funds do not follow a clear growth pattern, they are forecast to remain steady based on the average annual revenue from 2014 
through 2018.

Local Option Sales Tax
Citizens of Corridor MPO member jurisdictions approved a Local Option Sales Tax (LOST) in 2013, effective from July 1, 2014, to June 30, 2024, 
for Cedar Rapids, Fairfax, Hiawatha, Marion, and Robins, and through June 30, 2034, for Ely.

Cedar Rapids’ initial estimated revenue from this source was $180 million over the 10-year period, 100% of which is designated for road 
repairs. Actual revenues exceeded these projections and have been used to forecast future revenue growth of 1.68% per year through the tax 
expiration date.

For other cities, initial estimates of revenues, shown below alongside uses, were annualized to determine the remaining values to be collected. 
It is assumed that unless explicitly allocated to a non-transportation purpose, all of these funds are available for transportation

Cedar Rapids’ initial estimated revenue from this source was $180 million over the 10-year period, 100% of which is designated for road 
repairs. Actual revenues exceeded these projections and have been used to forecast future revenue growth of 1.68% per year through the tax 
expiration date.

For other cities, initial estimates of revenues, shown below alongside uses, were annualized to determine the remaining values to be collected. 
It is assumed that unless explicitly allocated to a non-transportation purpose, all of these funds are available for transportation:

• Ely: $420,000 total estimate 
 - 100% to community improvements including roads 
• Fairfax: $2,250,000 total estimate 
 - For any lawful purpose 
• Hiawatha: $8,000,000 total estimate
 - 90% for any lawful purpose such as infrastructure upgrades and expansions
 - 10% for property tax relief
• Marion: $46,600,000 total estimate 
 - $20,570,000 for major and arterial road improvements
 - $6,045,000 for neighborhood street improvements 
• Robins: $3,500,000 total estimate 
 - 100% for any lawful purpose such as infrastructure construction or repair 

Linn County
 Property Tax 
• A portion of Linn County’s property tax receipts support the Secondary Road Fund. 
• Average annual growth of 4.73% ($297,700) calculated based on FY2014 to FY2018 revenues. 
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RUTF 
• The State of Iowa raised the gasoline tax in 2016, resulting in a large one time increase in average annual RUTF. Revenue history before 2016 

is therefore excluded from the forecast calculations. 
• Revenues since 2016 have fluctuated without a clear growth rate. Revenues are therefore assumed to remain constant at $6.4 million, based 

on average annual FY2016 to FY2018 revenues. 

Farm-to-Market
•  This fund supports roads identified on the Iowa DOT Rural Federal Functional Classification Map as a Minor or Major Collector. 
•  Average annual growth of 5.21% ($100,500) calculated based on FY2014 to FY2018 revenues. 

Farm-to-Market (FM) Extension 
•  FM Extension represents a transfer of revenues from city to county for farm-to-market roads that extend into City corporate limits.
•  Average annual growth of 8.22% ($670) calculated based on FY2014 to FY2018 revenues. 

Time-21 
• TIME-21 was established in 2008 and provides revenue dedicated to maintenance and construction of certain primary highways in the state 

(60 percent), secondary roads (20 percent) and municipal streets (20 percent).
• Average annual growth of 12.77% ($122,300) calculated based on FY2014 to FY2018 revenues. 

Local Option Sales Tax
• Average revenue of $2.7 million for construction and maintenance of secondary roads and bridges based on annualization of initial tax 

collection projections.

Miscellaneous Receipts 
• Annual revenues of $581,800 calculated based on average FY2014 to FY2018 revenues. 

The total amount of non-federal revenue projected for the Corridor MPO area is shown in Table 34. Over the next 26 years, this includes 
approximately $2.3 billion dollars in funds for Corridor MPO cities and approximately $246 million for Linn County. The Linn County estimate 
assumes revenue is proportional to the share of County roads within the MPO region, estimated at 35%. Total city and county revenues – 
excluding federal and state funds – are forecasted at approximately $2.4 billion. 

The funds shown in Table 34 are used by local governments for the operations and maintenance of the local (non-federal aid) transportation 
system in the Corridor MPO planning area. 

In the past five years, maintenance expenditures have risen somewhat at the city level, while they have fallen for Linn County. Operations 
expenditures have decreased for both cities and Linn County. Across both categories of expenses and all geographies, average annual growth 
is 0.43%. However, in anticipation of increasing operations and maintenance (O&M) needs, and to account for inflation in the cost of pavement, 
a 4% growth rate is used to forecast O&M expenses. Table 35 shows the projected operations and maintenance costs in the year of expenditure 
from 2021 to 2045. Over the life of the plan, the forecasted roadway and operations costs for operating and maintaining local and federal aid 
roads are approximately $1.1 billion. 

In order to determine what portion of the local government transportation funds may be used for funding elements of the Corridor MPO Vision 
Projects (see Chapter 14), total costs for operations and maintenance from Table 35 were subtracted from total receipts from Table 34. Based 
on this forecasting of receipts and costs, there could potentially be more than $1.3 billion in year of expenditure dollars available to spend in 
the Corridor MPO region. However, only the local match required to match federal funds is included within the LRTP budget. 
 
. 
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Table 34  -  Projected Corridor MPO Local Funds

City Receipts (Cedar Rapids, Ely, Fairfax, Hiawatha, Marion, Robins)

Year RUTF Other Road 
Monies

Local Option 
Sales Tax Total City RUTF Property Tax

2021 $31,535,000 $44,306,000 $26,477,000 $102,318,000 $2,227,000 $2,411,000

2022 $32,100,000 $44,306,000 $26,810,000 $103,216,000 $2,227,000 $2,515,000

2023 $32,664,000 $44,306,000 $27,149,000 $104,119,000 $2,227,000 $2,619,000

2024 $33,229,000 $44,306,000 $13,757,000 $91,292,000 $2,227,000 $2,723,000

2025 $33,794,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $78,121,000 $2,227,000 $2,828,000

2026 $34,359,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $78,685,000 $2,227,000 $2,932,000

2027 $34,923,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $79,250,000 $2,227,000 $3,036,000

2028 $35,488,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $79,815,000 $2,227,000 $3,140,000

2029 $36,053,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $80,380,000 $2,227,000 $3,244,000

2030 $36,617,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $80,944,000 $2,227,000 $3,349,000

2031 $37,182,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $81,509,000 $2,227,000 $3,453,000

2032 $37,747,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $82,074,000 $2,227,000 $3,557,000

2033 $38,312,000 $44,306,000 $21,000 $82,638,000 $2,227,000 $3,661,000

2034 $38,876,000 $44,306,000 $11,000 $83,193,000 $2,227,000 $3,765,000

2035 $39,441,000 $44,306,000 $0 $83,747,000 $2,227,000 $3,870,000

2036 $40,006,000 $44,306,000 $0 $84,312,000 $2,227,000 $3,974,000

2037 $40,570,000 $44,306,000 $0 $84,876,000 $2,227,000 $4,078,000

2038 $41,135,000 $44,306,000 $0 $85,441,000 $2,227,000 $4,182,000

2039 $41,700,000 $44,306,000 $0 $86,006,000 $2,227,000 $4,286,000

2040 $42,265,000 $44,306,000 $0 $86,750,000 $2,227,000 $4,391,000

2041 $42,829,000 $44,306,000 $0 $87,135,000 $2,227,000 $4,495,000

2042 $43,394,000 $44,306,000 $0 $87,700,000 $2,227,000 $4,599,000

2043 $43,959,000 $44,306,000 $0 $88,265,000 $2,227,000 $4,703,000

2044 $44,523,000 $44,306,000 $0 $88,829,000 $2,227,000 $4,807,000

2045 $45,088,000 $44,306,000 $0 $89,394,000 $2,227,000 $4,912,000

TOTAL $957,789,000 $1,107,648,000 $94,393,000 $2,159,830,000 $55,665,000 $91,528,000
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Linn County Receipts (within Corridor MPO area)

Farm to Market FM Extensions Time-21 Funds Miscellaneous 
Receipts Total County Total Non-Federal 

Funding
$745,000 $3,000 $421,000 $204,000 $6,202,000 $108,520,000

$780,000 $4,000 $464,000 $204,000 $6,505,000 $109,721,000

$816,000 $4,000 $507,000 $204,000 $6,809,000 $110,928,000

$851,000 $4,000 $550,000 $204,000 $7,113,000 $98,405,000

$886,000 $4,000 $592,000 $204,000 $7,417,000 $85,537,000

$921,000 $4,000 $635,000 $204,000 $7,720,000 $86,406,000

$956,000 $5,000 $678,000 $204,000 $8,024,000 $87,274,000

$991,000 $5,000 $721,000 $204,000 $8,328,000 $88,143,000

$1,027,000 $5,000 $764,000 $204,000 $8,632,000 89,011,000

$1,062,000 $5,000 $806,000 $204,000 $8,935,000 89,880,000

$1,097,000 $6,000 $849,000 $204,000 $9,239,000 90,748,000

$1,132,000 $6,000 $892,000 $204,000 $9,543,000 91,617,000

$1,167,000 $6,000 $935,000 $204,000 $9,847,000 92,485,000

$1,203,000 $6,000 $978,000 $204,000 $10,150,000 93,343,000

$1,238,000 $7,000 $1,021,000 $204,000 $10,454,000 94,201,000

$1,273,000 $7,000 $1,063,000 $204,000 $10,758,000 95,070,000

$1,308,000 $7,000 $1,106,000 $204,000 $11,062,000 95,938,000

$1,343,000 $7,000 $1,149,000 $204,000 $11,365,000 96,807,000

$1,379,000 $8,000 $1,192,000 $204,000 $11,669,000 97,675,000

$1,414,000 $8,000 $1,235,000 $204,000 $11,973,000 98,543,000

$1,449,000 $8,000 $1,277,000 $204,000 $12,277,000 99,412,000

$1,484,000 $8,000 $1,320,000 $204,000 $12,580,000 100,280,000

$1,519,000 $8,000 $1,363,000 $204,000 $12,884,000 101,149,000

$1,554,000 $9,000 $1,406,000 $204,000 $13,188,000 102,017,000

$1,590,000 $9,000 $1,449,000 $204,000 $13,492,000 102,886,000

$29,185,000 $153,000 $23,273,000 $5,090,000 $246,167,000 $2,405,996,000
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Table 35  -  Projected Cities and County Roadway Maintenance and Operations Costs in Year of Expenditure Dollars

City Receipts (Cedar Rapids, Ely, Fairfax, Hiawatha, 
Marion, Robins)

Linn County
(within Corridor MPO Area)

Year Roadway 
Maintenance Operations Total Roadway 

Maintenance Operations Total

2021 $20,167,000 $6,367,000 $26,534,000 $2,339,000 $1,389,000 $3,728,000

2022 $20,887,000 $6,595,000 $27,482,000 $2,422,000 $1,438,000 $3,861,000

2023 $21,607,000 $6,822,000 $28,430,000 $2,506,000 $1,488,000 $3,994,000

2024 $22,328,000 $7,050,000 $29,377,000 $2,590,000 $1,538,000 $4,127,000

2025 $23,221,000 $7,332,000 $30,552,000 $2,693,000 $1,599,000 $4,292,000

2026 $24,114,000 $7,614,000 $31,728,000 $2,797,000 $1,661,000 $4,457,000

2027 $25,007,000 $7,896,000 $32,903,000 $2,900,000 $1,722,000 $4,622,000

2028 $25,900,000 $8,178,000 $34,078,000 $3,004,000 $1,784,000 $4,787,000

2029 $26,793,000 $8,460,000 $35,253,000 $3,107,000 $1,845,000 $4,952,000

2030 $27,686,000 $8,742,000 $36,428,000 $3,211,000 $1,907,000 $5,118,000

2031 $28,580,000 $9,024,000 $37,603,000 $3,315,000 $1,968,000 $5,283,000

2032 $29,473,000 $9,306,000 $38,778,000 $3,418,000 $2,030,000 $5,448,00

2033 $30,366,000 $9,588,000 $39,953,000 $3,522,000 $2,091,000 $5,613,000

2034 $31,259,000 $9,870,000 $41,128,000 $3,625,000 $2,153,000 $5,778,000

2035 $32,152,000 $10,152,000 $42,303,000 $3,729,000 $2,214,000 $5,943,000

2036 $33,045,000 $10,434,000 $43,479,000 $3,833,000 $2,276,000 $6,108,000

2037 $33,938,000 $10,715,000 $44,654,000 $3,936,000 $2,337,000 $6,273,000

2038 $34,831,000 $10,997,000 $45,829,000 $4,040,000 $2,399,000 $6,438,000

2039 $35,724,000 $11,279,000 $47,004,000 $4,143,000 $2,460,000 $6,603,000

2040 $36,617,000 $11,561,000 $48,179,000 $4,247,000 $2,522,000 $6,768,000

2041 $37,511,000 $11,843,000 $49,354,000 $4,350,000 $2,583,000 $6,933,000

2042 $38,404,000 $12,125,000 $50,529,000 $4,454,000 $2,645,000 $7,099,000

2043 $39,297,000 $12,407,000 $51,704,000 $4,558,000 $2,706,000 $7,264,000

2044 $40,190,000 $12,689,000 $52,879,000 $4,661,000 $2,768,000 $7,429,000

2045 $41,083,000 $12,791,000 $54,054,000 $4,765,000 $2,829,000 $7,594,000

TOTAL $760,180,000 $240,016,000 $1,000,196,000 $88,166,000 $52,347,000 $140,512,000
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Total 
Cities and County

Roadway 
Maintenance Operations Total

$22,506,000 $7,756,000 $30,262,000

$23,310,000 $8,033,000 $31,343,000

$24,114,000 $8,310,000 $32,424,000

$24,917,000 $8,587,000 $33,504,000

$25,914,000 $8,931,000 $34,845,000

$26,911,000 $9,274,000 $36,185,000

$27,907,000 $9,618,000 $37,525,000

$28,904,000 $9,961,000 $38,865,000

$29,901,000 $10,305,000 $40,205,000

$30,897,000 $10,648,000 $41,546,000

$31,894,000 $10,992,000 $42,886,000

$32,891,000 $11,335,000 $44,226,000

$33,888,000 $11,679,000 $45,566,000

$34,884,000 $12,022,000 $46,906,000

$35,881,000 $12,366,000 $48,246,000

$36,878,000 $12,709,000 $49,587,000

$37,874,000 $13,052,000 $50,927,000

$38,871,000 $13,396,000 $52,267,000

$39,868,000 $13,739,000 $53,607,000

$40,864,000 $14,083,000 $54,947,000

$41,861,000 $14,426,000 $56,288,000

$42,858,000 $14,770,000 $57,628,000

$43,854,000 $15,113,000 $58,968,000

$44,851,000 $15,457,000 $60,308,000

$45,848,000 $15,800,000 $61,648,000

$848,346,000 $292,363,000 $1,140,709,000
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Transit Revenues 
Cedar Rapids Transit brings in revenues from passenger fares, intergovernmental grants (including state STA funds and federal 5307 and 5310 
funds, among others), property taxes, transfers-in and other sources (such as advertising and contract services). Revenue histories and budgets 
from FY2014 through FY2020 were used to generate average growth rates for each of these revenue sources.

Table 36 presents the year of expenditure revenues for these different funding categories. As indicated, these funds would total approximately 
$409 million through 2045. 
Table 36  -  Cedar Rapids Transit Revenues

Year

Fare 
Revenue / 
Charges to 
Passengers

Intergovernmental Grants Property 
Tax 

Revenue

Transfers
-In

Other
Revenues

Total
Transit

RevenuesSTA 5307 5310 Other

2021 $922,000 $646,000 $2,930,000 $133,000 $576,000 $5,684,000 $1,419,000 $189,000 $12,487,000

2022 $926,000 $656,000 $2,985,000 $134,000 $586,000 $5,840,000 $1,458,000 $198,000 $12,784,000

2023 $930,000 666,000 $3,041,000 $135,000 $596,000 $5,996,000 $1,498,000 $208,000 $13,070,000

2024 $934,000 676,000 $3,096,000 $136,000 $606,000 $6,152,000 $1,538,000 $218,000 $13,357,000

2025 $938,000 686,000 $3,151,000 $137,000 $616,000 $6,308,000 $1,578,000 $228,000 $13,643,000

2026 $942,000 696,000 $3,207,000 $138,000 $626,000 $6,464,000 $1,618,000 $238,000 $13,930,000

2027 $946,000 707,000 $3,262,000 $140,000 $636,000 $6,620,000 $1,658,000 $248,000 $14,216,000

2028 $950,000 717,000 $3,318,000 $141,000 $646,000 $6,776,000 $1,697,000 $257,000 $14,503,000

2029 $954,000 727,000 $3,373,000 $142,000 $656,000 $6,932,000 $1,737,000 $267,000 $14,789,000

2030 $958,000 737,000 $3,429,000 $143,000 $666,000 $7,088,000 $1,777,000 $277,000 $15,076,000

2031 $962,000 747,00 $3,484,000 $144,000 $676,000 $7,244,000 $1,817,000 $287,000 $15,362,000

2032 $966,000 757,000 $3,540,000 $145,000 $686,000 $7,400,000 $1,857,000 $297,000 $15,648,000

2033 $970,000 768,000 $3,595,000 $147,000 $696,000 $7,557,000 $1,897,000 $306,000 $15,935,000

2034 $974,000 778,000 $3,651,000 $148,000 $706,000 $7,713,000 $1,936,000 $316,000 $16,221,000

2035 $978,000 788,000 $3,706,000 $149,000 $716,000 $7,869,000 $1,976,000 $326,000 $16,508,000

2036 $982,000 798,000 $3,762,000 $150,000 $726,000 $8,025,000 $2,016,000 $336,000 $16,794,000

2037 $986,000 808,000 $3,817,000 $151,000 $736,000 $8,181,000 $2,056,000 $346,000 $17,081,000

2038 $990,000 818,000 $3,872,000 $152,000 $746,000 $8,337,000 $2,096,000 $356,000 $17,367,000

2039 $994,000 829,000 $3,928,000 $153,000 $756,000 $8,493,000 $2,136,000 $365,000 $17,654,000

2040 $998,000 839,000 $3,983,000 $155,000 $766,000 $8,649,000 $2,175,000 $375,000 $17,940,000

2041 $1,002,000 849,000 $4,039,000 $156,000 $776,000 $8,805,000 $2,215,000 $385,000 $18,227,000

2042 $1,006,000 859,000 $4,094,000 $157,000 $786,000 $8,961,000 $2,255,000 $395,000 $18,513,000

2043 $1,010,000 869,000 $4,150,000 $158,000 $796,000 $9,117,000 $2,295,000 $405,000 $18,800,000

2044 $1,014,000 879,000 $4,205,000 $159,000 $806,000 $9,273,000 $2,335,000 $415,000 $19,086,000

2045 $1,018,000 890,000 $4,261,000 $160,000 $816,000 $9,429,000 $2,375,000 $424,000 $19,373,000

TOTAL $24.245
million

$19.180
million

$89.879
million

$3.663
million

$17.407
million

$188.913
million

$47.415
million

$7.662
million

$409.626
million
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Fiscally Constrained Transportation Budget 
Funding totaling $33.1 million has already been committed in the TIP for FY2021 through FY2024. An additional $825.2 million is forecast to be 
available to the region during the time period between FY2025 and FY2045, broken down into funding types as shown below:  
• STBG - $135.9 million 
• STBG-TAP - $10.2 million
• Local Match - $36.5 million
• Iowa DOT funding - $642.6 million

These amounts make up the budget available for projects and programs in the Fiscally Constrained Plan, presented in Chapter 12.
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Fiscally Constrained Plan Overview
This chapter consolidates the projects and program 
recommendations made in previous chapters to present a 
financially feasible plan that addresses the needs of the CMPO 
area’s transportation system over the next 25 years.

Federal transportation planning law indicates that funds are 
to be distributed to projects based on prioritization criteria, 
as opposed to pre-determined percentages assigned to 
each jurisdiction or mode. However, the regulations do allow 
this suballocation if it can be clearly shown to be based 
on considerations required to be addressed as part of the 
metropolitan transportation planning process.  During the 
development of the previous Long Range Transportation Plan, 
feedback during the public outreach process indicated the 
need to provide more transportation options such as public 
transit and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This input, together 
with changing demographics of the planning area, led CMPO 
to the conclusion that the plan goals could be best achieved 
by designating a certain percentage of funds to specific 
transportation modes.

A similar conclusion was reached during the development and 
public engagement of the 2045 LRTP, and the CMPO Policy 
Board approved the formula shown in Figure 74 to determine 

12 Fiscally Constrained Plan

how much of the plan’s 25-year revenue will be allocated to 
roads, public transit, trails, and Safe Routes to School projects.

Figure 74  -  Modal Split of Funds Managed by Local CMPO Member 
Agencies

30 23 CFR 450.324(j)
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Projects submitted for the plan were then evaluated and ranked based on how well they satisfy the 2045 LRTP goals outlined in Chapter 2:

1. Increase the safety and security of the transportation system for all users

2. Support the economic vitality of the region by enhancing global competitiveness, travel, and tourism

3. Prioritize transportation investments that result in sustainable development, increased public health, and preservation and enhancement of 

the environment

4. Increase the accessibility, mobility, and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and freight

5. Invest in resilient, efficient system management and operations that also promotes energy conservation

6. Maximize preservation of the existing transportation system

7. Mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation to improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system

For example, projects that include “green” design features such as sidewalk planters or permeable pavement, received points for environmental 
enhancement (Goal 3) and mitigating stormwater impacts (Goal 7).  Projects that add complete streets elements as part of road reconstruction 
received points for preserving existing infrastructure (Goal 6), for increasing safety (Goal 1), and promoting public health (Goal 3).  Additional 
details related to project evaluation can be found in Appendix A.

This evaluation process was used to develop ranked project lists for roads, public transit, trails and Safe Routes to School projects.
Since projects must be implemented over time, as funding becomes available, the plan has been organized into phases. More specifically, it is 
divided into the following time bands between now and the year 2045:
• 2025 to 2029 (5 years) 
• 2030 to 2034 (5 years)
• 2035 to 2045 (10 years)

Note that projects are listed in the time band in which they are anticipated to be completed. Larger projects may take several years to develop, 
from initial environmental study through construction. Therefore, funding and work may actually begin sooner than the timeframe in which the 
project is listed.

The process for creating the fiscally constrained portion of the LRTP began by sorting projects to be constructed in the first timeframe (2025-
2029). Those within that timeframe were then sorted by highest score. They were then placed in the fiscally constrained project list by available 
funding within each of the timeframes. If a project cost exceeded the revenue available in that timeframe, it was moved to the next timeframe 
in which adequate funds were available. Then the next highest scoring project (for which sufficient funds were available) was placed in the 
list. If projects were tied for score, and not enough funds were available for both, projects were selected to create the least amount of surplus 
funding. 

The following tables and figures show the resulting projects that make up the fiscally constrained LRTP:
• Table 37 and Figure 75: Roadways
• Table 38: Public Transit
• Table 39 and Figure 76: Trails
• Table 40 and Figure 77: Safe Routes to School
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Table 37  -  Fiscally Constrained Project List for Roadways

Project ID Project Name Sponsor Cost *

20
21

 to
 2

02
4 

(T
IP

)

123 7th Avenue Reconstruction,
12th Street to 22nd Street Marion $5,480,580

35 Tower Terrace Road widening
I-380 to just west of N Center Point Rd Hiawatha $3,727,177

62 Tower Terrace Road Extension from proposed I-380 
interchange to just west of Miller Road Cedar Rapids $1,893,150

124 US 30, Cedar River, 0.5 miles west of US 151 Iowa DOT $8,390,000

Total, 2021-2024 $19,490,907

20
25

 to
 2

02
9

42 Edgewood Road NW Improvements, 
F Avenue to O Avenue Cedar Rapids $7,327,278

5 8th Avenue SW / Diagonal Drive / 1st Street 
Interchange Improvements Cedar Rapids $4,361,475

32 C Avenue NE Improvements,
Greenfield Street to Broderick Drive Cedar Rapids $3,838,098

61 I-380, widen to 6 lanes
County Home Road to Collins Road Iowa DOT $43,614,752

Total, 2025-2029 $59,141,604

20
30

 to
 2

03
4

87 Lindale Drive / W. 8th Avenue,
Blairs Ferry Road to Alburnett Road Marion $6,495,035

31 Boyson Road NE Reconstruction,
Council Street NE to C Avenue NE Cedar Rapids $10,612,803

1 10th Street SE / Mt Vernon Road / 8th Avenue
intersection improvements Cedar Rapids $2,653,201

62 I-380, widen to 6 lanes from Linn/Johnson county line 
to US 30; new interchange at Wright Brothers Blvd Iowa DOT $106,612,029

60 US 30 / C Street Interchange modification Iowa DOT $31,838,409

Total, 2030-2034 $158,211,477

20
35

 to
 2

04
5 26 6th Street SW, 33rd Avenue to 1st Avenue Cedar Rapids $47,872,269

77 Indian Creek Road
Stone Creek Court to Tower Terrace Road Marion $2,222,226

64 Rebuild US 30 / I-380 Interchange Iowa DOT $58,097,414

Total, 2035-2045 $108,191,909

* Cost includes contingency and is shown in year of expenditure. See text for further details.
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Figure 75  -  Fiscally Constrained Projects for Roadways
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Table 38  -  Fiscally Constrained Project List for Transit

Project ID Project Name Sponsor Cost *

20
21

 to
 2

02
4 

(T
IP

) 3 Replacement of 2 fixed-route buses Cedar Rapid Transit $1,116,320

6 Replacement of 1 paratransit bus Cedar Rapid Transit $215,000

9 Edgewood Road bus stops and sidewalks,
16th Avenue SW to O Avenue NW Cedar Rapids $554,000

Total, 2021-2024 $1,885,320

20
25

 to
 2

02
9

6 Purchase 6 new paratransit buses for possible service 
expansion Cedar Rapids Transit $2,886,250

Total, 2025-2029 $2,886,250

20
25

 to
 2

02
9

3 Purchase 10 new fixed route buses for possible 
service expansion Cedar Rapids Transit $8,367,983

Total, 2030-2034 $8,367,983

20
30

 to
 2

03
4

2 Replacement of 14 fixed-route buses Cedar Rapids Transit $16,033,027

5 Replacement of 11 paratransit buses Cedar Rapids Transit $1,150,329

1 Farebox system upgrade Cedar Rapids Transit $1,150,329

7 Purchase / install 25 ADA-accessible passenger 
shelters Cedar Rapids Transit $479,304

Total, 2035-2045 $21,507,314

* Cost includes contingency and is shown in year of expenditure. See text for further details.
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Table 39  -  Fiscally Constrained Project List for Trails

Project ID Project Name Sponsor Cost *

20
21

 to
 2

02
4 

(T
IP

)

1-11 Wiley Boulevard Sidepath Phase 1 Cedar Rapids $1,715,000

1-15 Sac & Fox Trail Extension - Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $2,827,245

68 Edgewood Trail, Glass Road NE to Blairs Ferry Road Cedar Rapids $2,240,000

69 West Prairie Creek Trail - Phase 1 Fairfax $1,071,000

70 West Main Street Trail Robins $825,000

71 Highway 100 Trail Linn County $3,047,500

Total, 2021-2024 $11,725,745

20
25

 to
 2

02
9

1 4th Street Trail, Cedar Loop Trail to Cedar River Trail Cedar Rapids $4,884,852

4 Cedar River Trail Cedar Rapids $697,836

56 10th Street Sidepath Marion $753,663

3 Bowling Street Trail Cedar Rapids $2,494,764

21 Sac & Fox Trail Extension - Segment 2 Cedar Rapids $1,639,914

Total, 2025 to 2029 $10,471,029

20
30

 to
 2

03
4

26 Wiley Boulevard Sidepath Cedar Rapids $3,608,353

15 Kirkwood Boulevard Trail - Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $424,512

63 Lucure Road Sidepath & Pedestrian Bridge Marion $1,125,806

23 Sinclair Trail Cedar Rapids $6,112,974

16 Kirkwood Boulevard Trail - Segment 2 Cedar Rapids $1,167,408

Total, 2030 to 2034 $12,439,053

20
35

 to
 2

04
5

66 City of Palo Loop Trail System Phase 1 Palo $3,369,650

10 Ellis Trail South Extension - Segment 2 Cedar Rapids $4,095,868

39 Robins Road Trail Hiawatha $1,059,697

45 Grant Wood Trail Linn County $2,897,899

67 Kings Way Multi-Use Trail Robins $464,779

33 Vanderbilt Street Trail Fairfax $1,626,728

47 Highway 100 Trail North Linn County $18,155,442

Total, 2035 to 2040 $13,670,063
* Cost includes contingency and is shown in year of expenditure. See text for further details.
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Figure 76  -  Fiscally Constrained Projects for Trails
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Table 40  -  Fiscally Constrained Project List for Safe Routes to School

Project ID Project Name Sponsor Cost *

1 Cleveland Elementary School Cedar Rapids $1,127,005

2 Coolidge Elementary School and Taft Middle School Cedar Rapids $416,085

Total, 2025-2029 $1,543,090

26 Alburnett Road Sidepath Marion $1,910,305

Total, 2030-2034 $1,910,305

7 Nixon Elementary School Cedar Rapids $1,464,055

14 Wright/Arthur Elementary School and Franklin Middle 
School Cedar Rapids $1,228,760

33 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps within 1/4 mile of Vernon School Marion $1,278,143

36 Marion Independent SRTS Sidepath Marion $1,698,768

Total, 2035 to 2045 $5,669,726

* Cost includes contingency and is shown in year of expenditure. See text for further details.

Estimation of Project Cost
The project costs shown in Tables 37 through 40 include a contingency amount to allow for reasonable, unanticipated issues that may be 
encountered during project development. Project costs are also shown in year of expenditure, meaning that an inflation factor has been 
applied. This helps account for the fact that projects that are started in later years will likely cost more at that time, compared to the current 
(2019) estimate submitted by the project sponsor. 

The assumed annual inflation rate is 4 percent. For purposes of applying inflation, each project is assumed to incur costs during the middle of 
the time band for which it is scheduled. This means 8.5 years of inflation has been applied to projects in the 2025-2039 time band, 13.5 years 
of inflation for projects in the 2030 to 2034 time band, and 21.5 years of inflation for projects in the 2036 to 2045 time band.
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Figure 77  -  Fiscally Constrained Projects for Safe Routes to School (SRTS)
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Demonstration of Fiscal Constraint
As shown in Table 5, funding totaling $33.1 million has been committed in the Transportation Improvement Program for FY2021 through 
FY2024. An additional $182.6 million in CMPO-managed funds and $239.7 million in Iowa DOT-managed funds is forecast to be available to the 
region during the time period between FY2025 and FY2045, as shown in Table 41.

Table 41  -  Fiscally Constrained Plan Revenue

Entity Mode / Program % 
Allocated

Allocated TIP Funding 
(2021-2024)

Allocated Plan Funding 
(2025-2045)

Total Revenue
Available

CMPO

Roads 47% $11,100,907 $85,839,792 $96,940,699
Public Transit 18% $1,885,320 $32,874,814 $34,760,134
Trails 30% $11,725,745 $54,791,356 $66,517,101
Safe Routes to School 5% - $9,131,892 $9,131,892
CMPO Total 100% $24,711,972 $182,637,854 $207,349,826

Iowa DOT - $8,390,000 $239,678,603 $248,068,603
TOTAL $33,101,972 $422,316,457 $455,418,429

Table 42  -  Project Costs Versus Available Revenue, by Time Band
Time Band CMPO Project Costs Iowa DOT Project Costs Total Project Costs Available Revenue

2021-2024 (TIP)
Roads $11,100,907 $8,390,000 $19,490,907 $19,490,907
Public Transit $1,885,320 - $1,885,320 $1,885,320
Trails $11,725,745 - $11,725,745 $11,725,745
SRTS - - - -
TOTAL $24,711,972 $8,390,000 $33,101,972 $33,101,972

2025-2029 
Roads $15,526,852 $43,614,752 $59,141,604 $61,302,059
Public Transit $2,886,250 - $2,886,250 $6,773,862
Trails $10,471,029 - $10,471,029 $11,289,770
SRTS $1,543,090 - $1,543,090 $1,881,628
TOTAL $30,427,221 $43,614,752 $74,041,973 $81,247,319

2030-2034
Roads $19,761,039 $138,450,438 $158,211,477 $159,533,411
Public Transit $8,367,983 - $8,367,983 $11,319,896
Trails $12,439,054 - $12,439,054 $13,205,880
SRTS $1,910,305 - $1,910,305 $2,403,061
TOTAL $42,478,381 $137,966,437 $180,928,819 $186,462,248

2035-2045
Roads $50,094,495 $58,097,414 $108,191,909 $108,649,315
Public Transit $21,507,314 - $21,507,314 $21,507,314
Trails $31,670,062 - $31,670,062 $31,881,273
SRTS $5,669,727 - $5,669,727 $5,678,498
TOTAL $108,941,598 $58,097,414 $167,039,012 $167,829,667
GRAND TOTAL,2021-2045 $206,599,172 $248,068,603 $455,111,776

Surplus $306,653

Table 42 shows the total project costs for each time band are within the available revenue projected for that time band, resulting in a fiscally 
constrained plan.

* For the 2030-2034 and 2035-2045 time bands, available revenue includes unspent funds from the previous time band.
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Potential Environmental & Community 
Impacts Overview
Purpose
Federal legislation calls for MPOs to consider potential 
environmental impacts of the projects funded in the LRTP and 
discuss planning-level strategies for mitigating those potential 
impacts. Incorporating environmental considerations early in 
the transportation planning process also helps to streamline 
project development by providing realistic assumptions about 
potential factors, impacts and costs. 

CMPO has already incorporated many environmental and 
community considerations as part of its evaluation process 
for selecting projects to include in the LRTP. Projects received 
more points in the scoring process if they include elements that 
protect environmentally sensitive areas, improve air quality, and/
or reduce land consumption by promoting infill development. 
Additional points were awarded to projects that include 
“green” design elements such as permeable pavement and 
native plantings, promote transportation system resiliency by 
addressing natural hazards, and/or support adopted stormwater 
management plans and policies. Projects also received points 
if they help provide improved transportation options to 
communities that contain an above-average percentage of low-
income persons, minority persons, and/or carless households.

13 Potential Environmental and 
Community Impacts

The first portion of this chapter presents the results of 
environmental screening to evaluate whether projects may 
impact identified natural and/or cultural resources in the 
region. This information can be used in the project development 
process, which begins when a project receives funding through 
the CMPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The 
second part of this chapter evaluates how the LRTP fulfills 
the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 
Executive Order 12898, which address non-discrimination in all 
aspects of the transportation planning process on the basis of 
color, race and national origin.

Review of Proposed Transportation Projects
It is important to note that the project locations shown here are 
still at a planning level of detail and do not necessarily represent 
the final limits or exact design of each project. For this reason, 
the screening performed here is not intended to produce the 
same level of detail as a project-level environmental study.  All 
federally-funded transportation projects must still go through 
the more detailed review of potential impacts required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  As a project is further 
developed, its footprint will continue to be refined and impacts 
will be better known, including potential indirect impacts from 
project-related activities. 
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The screening described below was performed by comparing LRTP-funded projects with available local, state and federal conservation 
plans, maps and inventories of historic and natural resources. GIS data was utilized to identify and locate known wetlands, flood 
zones, historic sites, and historic districts within the CMPO boundary, creating a base map of sensitive areas. Locations of the 
proposed projects were then incorporated onto the base map to identify possible resource impacts. 

Historic Resources Analysis
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies that provide assistance or take action on a project 
to consider the effect on any “district, site, building, structure or object” that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register. This includes the projects that will be developed and constructed as the LRTP is implemented.

In addition, Iowa has a State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) who must be notified of any projects that may encroach upon, 
damage, or destroy any historic property included on the National Register of Historic Places or the State Register of Historic 
Places or the environs of such property.  In Iowa, the SHPO works within the State Historic Preservation Office, a Division of the 
Iowa Department of Cultural Affairs.  Many of the federal Section 106 review responsibilities, a process that is a component of 
the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act, in Iowa are transferred to the Department of Cultural Affairs staff.

Most of the listed historic resources in the Corridor MPO region are concentrated in the cities. There is a cultural and historic 
environment in the Cedar Rapids area with a long history defined by structures and urban forms which are still in place today. 
The City of Cedar Rapids has adopted a local Historic Preservation Ordinance and two Locally Designated Historic Zoning Overlay 
Districts.  Additionally, within the City, there are several National Register Historic Districts, including: Oak Hill Cemetery National 
Historic District, May’s Island Historic District, Downtown National Historic District and Bohemian Commercial Historic District.  
The City of Marion also has three National Register Historic Districts, including the Uptown Commercial Historic District, Terrace 
Park Historic District, and Pucker Street Historic District.

To identify whether any of the proposed projects may impact historic resources, their locations were reviewed in conjunction with 
available data on historic properties.  Projects were flagged if they are in or within 1,000 feet of an identified historic district. 
Table 43 and Figure 78 (following page) show the projects which have a potential impact on historic resources.

Table 43  -  Projects with Potential Impacts on Historic Resources
Location ID Project

Oak Hill Cemetery National Historic District R-1 10th Street SE / Mt Vernon Road / 8th Avenue Intersection Improvements
May’s Island Historic District R-5 8th Avenue SW / Diagonal Drive / 1st Street Interesction Improvements
Downtown National Historic District T-1 4th Street Trail - Cedar Loop Trail to Cedar River Trail
May’s Island Historic District T-4 Cedar River Trail
Bohemian Commercial Historic District T-10 Ellis Trail South Extension - Segment 2

Potential impacts to these historic properties will be evaluated in more detail at the time the transportation projects are developed.  Agency 
coordination is desirable among the CMPO, City of Cedar Rapids Historic Preservation Commission, and the State Historic Preservation Office.  
The purpose of coordination is to identify potential issues and/or impacts at an early stage.  If deemed necessary, these agencies will also 
coordinate to develop appropriate mitigation measures.
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Figure 78  -  2045 LRTP Projects in Relation to Cultural Resources in the Corridor MPO Region
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Natural Resources Analysis
As transportation projects are developed, it is important to be aware of their potential impacts on the physical environment. Particular areas 
of environmental concern are wetlands, floodplains, and areas with higher probability of sinkholes. Within the CMPO region, wetland and 
floodplain areas are abundant, running along both shores of the Cedar River, which cuts across the region diagonally. There are efforts 
underway for watershed management planning across the region. The Middle Cedar plan has been completed and is expected to be brought 
forward for adoption by the participating jurisdictions. The Lower Cedar was just awarded a grant from Iowa DNR to develop a watershed plan. 
Within the City of Cedar Rapids, there are eight roadway and three rail bridges over the Cedar River. The region is also home to a wide array of 
lesser tributaries such as Otter Creek, Dry Creek, and Prairie Creek, all of which are flanked by floodplains. Within the City of Marion, the Indian 
Creek is a significant waterway, managed by the Indian Creek Water Management Authority (WMA). The Indian Creek WMA has a watershed 
management plan that has been adopted by Cedar Rapids, Marion, Hiawatha, Robins, and Linn County. Other sensitive natural areas include 
the Indian Creek Nature Center and the Chain-O-Lakes Wildlife Management Area, both located in Linn County, along the Cedar River; and 
various public parks located around the area.

A spatial analysis indicates that there should be minimal, if any, impacts to known wetlands as a result of LRTP projects.  However, there are 
several projects that are in close proximity to small areas of wetlands (generally one acre or less), and various floodplain locations that could 
be impacted, and should be assessed for potential impacts as project development begins. A small number of projects are located in or near 
wildlife management areas or public parks and could potentially have impacts. 

Figure 79 (following page) illustrates the location of wetland areas, floodplains and known sinkholes relative to the planned improvements 
in the LRTP. Figure 80 (following page) shows other sensitive natural resources such as parks and wildlife management areas. Table 44 lists 
projects that potentially impact natural resources, and will require consultation with the appropriate local, state and Federal agencies as they 
progress through the planning and design phases.

Additionally, locally important sub-watersheds are also present and the impact of roadway projects in those areas should be considered. It 
is important to identify the watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code-12 and HUC-8 level) where the roadway project occurs and determine whether 
there is an active watershed improvement project there when projects reach the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) design level. Active 
watershed projects could potentially provide funding for adding green infrastructure components into the project, for water quality or flood 
risk reduction.

Table 44  -  Projects with Potential Impacts on Wetlands, Floodplains, Parks and Other Managed Lands
ID Project Potential Impact

1 4th Street Trail - Cedar Loop Trail to Cedar River Trail Wetlands / Floodplains

3 Bowling Street Trail Wetlands / Floodplains, 
Parks / Managed Lands

4 Cedar River Trail Wetlands / Floodplains

16 Kirkwood Boulevard Trail - Segment 2 Wetlands / Floodplains

66 City of Palo Connector Trail System Wetlands / Floodplains

10 Ellis Trail South Extension - Segment 2 Wetlands / Floodplains

21 Sac & Fox Trail Extension - Segment 2 Parks / Managed Lands

45 Grant Wood Trail Wetlands / Floodplains

47 Highway 100 Trail North Wetlands / Floodplains, 
Parks / Managed Lands

52 Prairie Creek Trail West Wetlands / Floodplains

23 Sinclair Trail Wetlands / Floodplains, 
Parks / Managed Lands

67 Kings Way Multi-Use Trail Parks / Managed Lands

7 Nixon Elementary School Wetlands / Floodplains
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Figure 79  -  2045 LRTP Projects in Relation to Wetlands, Floodplains, and Sinkholes
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Figure 80  -  2045 LRTP Projects in Relation to Parks and Other Managed Lands
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Environmental Mitigation Strategies
Potential impacts will vary according to the location and scope of the projects, which range from road widening and new road construction, 
intersection improvements, and addition of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. For example, impacts from construction of a new four-lane road 
are likely much greater than the impacts that could be expected from adding a bike lane to an existing road.

Agencies using CMPO-allocated federal funds for their projects must follow the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
as they begin development activities for each individual project. The NEPA process is overseen by Iowa DOT and the Federal Highway 
Administration and follows specific regulations for the analysis of the project’s potential environmental impacts. The first, and preferred, 
approach is to avoid adverse impacts altogether. If avoidance is not feasible, then the agency must seek alternatives and strategies to 
minimize project impacts, perhaps by reducing project size or proposed activities. Finally, the agency must identify ways to mitigate the 
remaining impacts of the project. Special design features or abatement measures may be used to reduce construction impacts and repair 
or restore existing resources. Compensation may also be made for adverse environmental impacts by providing suitable replacement or 
substitute environmental resources of equivalent or greater value on or off-site, as in the case of wetland banking. Not every project will require 
the same level of mitigation. All impacts on environmentally sensitive areas will be analyzed on a project-by-project basis to examine which 
mitigation strategies are appropriate. 

As previously discussed, the FAST Act requires fiscally constrained metropolitan plans to include a discussion of potential activities that could 
help mitigate negative environmental impacts of proposed projects. The following strategies can support CMPO members in addressing and 
considering environmental impacts early in the transportation planning process:  
• Minimize the construction of transportation investments that would impact wetlands.
• Consider greenways as a means of preserving environmentally sensitive lands from inappropriate development.
• Continue to utilize the region’s GIS to identify sensitive areas and resources early in the planning process as a means of avoidance and/or 

to establish early corrective action plans prior to project construction.
• Partner with local, state, and federal resource agencies early in the planning process to identify potential issues for projects in the MPO’s 

plans, and programs to develop appropriate solutions before actually beginning project development.

Climate Change
Another area of environmental concern relates to the implications of the built environment on the earth’s climate. There is widespread scientific 
consensus that the earth is experiencing a warming trend and that human-induced increases in atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs) are the 
leading cause.  The combustion of fossil fuels is by far the biggest source of GHG emissions. That includes fossil fuels burned for cars, trucks, 
trains and planes; in fact, almost 30 percent of GHG emissions in the U.S. are from transportation sources. 

The LRTP includes a number of projects that can help to reduce GHG emissions from the transportation system. 
• Improving the efficiency of the transportation system. This includes strategies that improve traffic flow in order to reduce vehicle travel time 

and idling. The LRTP includes a number of projects to improve intersections, including the addition of roundabouts. Efficiency can also be 
improved by shifting travel to more efficient modes, where such shifts are practical in terms of price and convenience—such as passenger 
vehicle to bus or bicycle.

• Shift travel to more efficient modes, increase vehicle occupancy, eliminate the need for some trips, or take other actions that reduce energy 
use and GHG emissions associated with personal travel. Numerous projects in the LRTP will improve and expand pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure, providing opportunities for more sustainable travel. Funding is also provided in the LRTP for new vehicles for CR Transit, which 
will help maintain the reliability and quality of the area’s public transportation service.

Managing Stormwater and Stormwater Impacts
Climate change is also likely to impact transportation infrastructure through the predicted increases in severe weather events and extreme 
temperatures. In particular, changes in precipitation pose a significant challenge for managing the region’s transportation infrastructure. While 
the total annual amount of precipitation has not changed in many areas, the patterns have changed so that individual weather events produce 
much more precipitation at one time. More intense rainfall events increase the likelihood of flash flooding.

One of the new planning factors that MPOs are required to consider under the FAST Act is how to reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts 
of the surface transportation system. Flash flooding can result when precipitation falls at an increased rate or quantity.  This is particularly 
likely in urban areas where more of the earth’s surface is paved, providing less opportunity for runoff to be absorbed. As noted in Chapter 10 
(Safety and Security), major flooding events have impacted the region over the past two decades, causing disruptions and damage to multiple 
modes of transportation. In addition to the Cedar River Flood Control System Master Plan mentioned in Chapter 10, some local governments 
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have developed and are implementing stormwater management policies. In selecting projects for the LRTP, points were given to projects that 
supported local stormwater plans and policies. Projects also received consideration for incorporating features such as bioswales and semi-
permeable pavement to help manage the flow of stormwater and filter out roadway pollutants to help protect water quality.

Many communities have restricted development in floodplains along creeks and rivers, reserving them for open space and other uses that can 
withstand periodic flooding. Linear park space (greenways) that includes active transportation facilities has often been an encouraged use in 
these areas. However, with changes in climate, some communities are finding that these areas are being flooded with enough frequency that 
they present challenges to those using active transportation for their local trips. The region should continue developing its active transportation 
network in ways that utilize opportunities along creeks and rivers, but also provide adequate walking and cycling facilities located outside 
floodplain areas to serve the population during times of water rise.

Transportation and Public Health
Decisions about the regional transportation system can have significant impacts on the health of residents over the coming decades. Numerous 
national studies have demonstrated a linkage between higher use of “active” forms of transportation (biking, walking and public transit) and 
the quality of overall public health. 

The US is currently experiencing a national public health crisis relating to disease caused by growing rates of obesity in both children and 
adults. This directly affects individual quality of life, but also has dramatic economic impacts for us all. Obesity is one of the biggest drivers 
of preventable chronic diseases, and greatly affects public costs for health care. Currently, estimates for these costs range from $147 billion 
to nearly $210 billion per year. Obesity is also associated with job absenteeism, costing approximately $4.3 billion annually and with lower 
productivity while at work, costing employers on average $506 per obese worker per year.31  

As of 2017, Iowa had the fourth highest adult obesity rate in the nation and 10th highest obesity rate for youth ages 10 to17.32  In 2015, 65.1% 
of adults in Linn County reported being overweight or obese, an increase of over 3% from 2012.33 Between 2013 and 2015, Linn County 
experienced a notable rise in adults reporting as overweight or obese from 60% to approximately 65%. 

Many private and governmental entities are working to reverse the growing trend of obesity rates both locally and nationally. The Iowa 
Department of Public Health is actively working to increase the physical activity levels of Iowans. Many of their interventions to increase 
physical activity are related to policy decisions that CMPO member agencies can make:
• Creating a culture where physical activity is the easy choice
• Creating the commitment of Iowans to walk and bike for transportation
• Creating policies that enable Iowans to be physically active
• Increasing the number of complete streets
• Developing recreational trails
• Continuing to promote physical activity and the built environment34 
Along with helping to reverse the trends in obesity rates, use of active transportation also provides more opportunities for social interaction 
that have positive impacts on mental health.35

Figure 81  -  Percent of Population 18 or Older Reporting as Overweight or Obese

Source: The State of Obesity in Iowa. The State of Obesity: Better Policies for a Healthier America, State Briefs. 2019

31 The Healthcare Costs of Obesity. The State of Obesity: Better Policies for a Healthier America. 2019. https://www.stateofobesity.org/healthcare-costs-obesity/
32 The State of Obesity in Iowa. The State of Obesity: Better Policies for a Healthier America, State Briefs. 2019. https://www.stateofobesity.org/states/ia/
33 Dwivedi, Hockett and Emrich. The Health of Linn County, Iowa: A County-Wide Assessment of Health Status and Health Risks. Linn County Public Health. P. 50. December, 
2017. http://www.linncounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/2143/Chapter-4?bidId=
34 Iowa Department of Public Health. Health in Iowa BRFSS Annual Report. P. 22. October 2017. 
35 Benjamin, Georges and Hubsmith, Debora. Promoting Active Transportation: An Opportunity for Public Health. American Public Health Association. https://www.   
    saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/The_Final_Active_Primer.pdf.
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Using active transportation instead of driving also helps reduce air pollution that can trigger respiratory illness. Heavy trucks, cars, locomotives, 
boats, and even lawnmowers release chemical pollutants into the air that mix with other substances to form ground-level ozone (smog). 
Ground-level ozone is unhealthy for people to breathe and, depending on the concentration, health officials may advise certain sensitive 
populations to stay indoors on certain days. Burning fossil fuels also produces tiny particles that can be breathed deeply into the lungs, causing 
damage. Both ozone and particulate matter (PM) are monitored and regulated by the US Environmental Protection Agency. The Cedar Rapids 
metropolitan area currently meets all federal standards for these pollutants.

Over the last several years, CMPO members have increased investment in public transit and its supporting infrastructure, multi-use bicycle and 
pedestrian trails, and support for Safe Routes to Schools programs. The projects proposed in the FCP will continue to advance the region’s 
investment in active transportation, helping to improve public health in the community, and enhancing safety for all users of the multimodal 
transportation system. 

Environmental Consultation Process
As required in federal transportation legislation, CMPO consulted with federal, state, tribal and local land use management, natural resources, 
wildlife, environmental protection, conservation and historic preservation agencies in developing the FCP. Agencies’ existing plans and maps 
for natural and cultural resources were reviewed and used to help compile the natural and cultural resources identified in this chapter. The 
following agencies were also sent a letter asking them to comment on the plan in relation to consistency with their respective conservation 
plans, and inventories of natural and cultural resources.

Federal Agencies
• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
• National Parks Service (NPS)
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
• U.S. Forest Service

No comments were received.

Title VI and Environmental Justice 
Federal laws require that MPOs ensure federal funds are used fairly and without discrimination.  Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states 
that “No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Environmental Justice 
Executive Order (EO) 12898 of 1994, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice (EJ) in Minority and Low-Income Populations, clarified 
the need to involve minority and low-income populations in transportation decision-making processes and the need to assess the equity of 
transportation investments.  The EO calls for identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. The intent of EO 12898, and the USDOT’s corresponding 
guidance, is to ensure that these groups are included in the transportation decision-making process, and that they may benefit equally from 
the transportation system without shouldering a disproportionate share of its burdens. 

It is important to note that impacts from transportation projects can be either positive or negative. For example, positive impacts could 
be improved traffic conditions, decreased crashes, and new/improved sidewalks and trails. In order to construct some of these projects, a 
negative impact could be disruption to residents and businesses during the construction period and right-of-way that may need to be acquired.  
As the LRTP projects progress through the planning and design stages, these areas should be carefully addressed.

In addition, the determination of what is disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect is context dependent.  Most 
or all Census block groups and tracts include some members of protected populations, and the approach used in the development of the Plan 
to identify communities of concern is only based on Census data and the proportion of protected populations that they contain.  As each project 
enters the development process, additional local knowledge of individual neighborhoods should be used to identify potential communities of 
concern that might have been missed during this Census-based analysis.

Analysis
In this EJ assessment, Census data was used to identify potential “communities of concern” where the percentage of low-income persons, 
minority persons, or households with limited English proficiency (LEP) is greater than that of the entire MPO area. The following definitions 
were used:

State Agencies & Local Agencies
• City of Cedar Rapids Historic Preservation Commission 
• City of Marion Historic Preservation Commission
• State Historic Preservation Office (Department of Cultural Affairs)
• Iowa Economic Development Authority
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources
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• Low-income persons: those whose median income is at or below the Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. 
Although these guidelines are referenced in the EJ Executive Order as the standard, they are actually a simplified version of the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s poverty thresholds, on which this Plan’s analysis is based. The Census Bureau’s determination of whether an individual is living at 
or below the poverty level uses a set of dollar value thresholds that vary by family size and composition. For example, in 2017 the poverty 
threshold was $12,752 for a single person and $24,858 for a family of four. 

• Minority persons: obtained from Census data based on two categories of survey responses:  (1) persons identifying themselves as African 
American, Asian American, American Indian and Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; and (2) persons identifying 
themselves as being of Hispanic or Latino origin.  Note the two categories are not mutually exclusive.

• Limited English Proficiency household:  as defined by the Census Bureau, a household “in which no member 14 years old and over (1) 
speaks only English or (2) speaks a non-English language and speaks English ‘very well.’ In other words, all household members 14 years old 
and over have at least some difficulty with English.”

Table 45  -  Projects in Areas with Potential Impacts to Environmental Justice Communities & Other Vulnerable Groups
ID Project Potentially Impacted Group(s)

1 10th Street SE / Mt Vernon Road / 8th Avenue Intersection Improvements Low Income, Minority, Zero-Vehicle

5 8th Ave SE / Diagonal Drive / 1st Street Intersection Improvements Low Income, Minority, Zero-Vehicle

26 6th Street SW from 33rd Avenue to 1st Avenue Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

31 Boyson Road NE Reconstruction & Improvements from Council Street NE to C Avenue NE Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

32 C Avenue NE Improvements from Greenfield Street to Broderick Drive Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

42 Edgewood Road NW Improvements from F Avenue to O Avenue Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

61 I-380 Six Lane from County Home Road to Collins Road Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

87 Lindale Drive - W 8th Avenue (Blairs Ferry Rd to Alburnett Road) Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

1 Cleveland Elementary School Sidewalk Project Low Income, Minority, Zero-Vehicle

2 Coolidge Elementary School & Taft Middle School Low Income, Minority, Zero-Vehicle

7 Nixon Elementary School Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

14 Wright / Arthur Elementary School & Franklin Middle School Bike Trail & Sidewalk Project Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

26 Alburnett Road Sidepath Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

33 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps w/in 1/4 mile of Vernon School Low Income, Minority, Zero-Vehicle

36 Marion Independent Sidepath Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

1 4th Street Trail - Cedar Loop Trail to Cedar River Trail Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

3 Bowling Street Trail - 33rd Avenue SW to 50th Avenue SW Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

4 Cedar River Trail Low Income, Minority, Zero-Vehicle

10 Ellis Trail South Extension - Segment 2 Low Income, Minority, Zero-Vehicle

23 Sinclair Trail Low Income, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

26 Wiley Blvd Sidepath Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

39 Robins Road Trail Low Income, Minority, LEP, Zero-Vehicle

56 10th Street Sidepath LEP
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Figure 82  -  Areas Where Number of Low-Income Persons Exceeds CMPO Region Average
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Figure 83  -  Areas Where Number of Hispanic and Minority Persons Exceeds the CMPO Region Average
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Figure 84  -  Areas Where Number of LEP Households Exceeds the CMPO Region Average
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Figure 85  - Areas Where Number of Households without Vehicles Exceeds the CMPO Region Average
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Summary
A number of projects in the adopted LRTP have the potential to benefit the environment and public health by reducing the time that vehicles 
spend idling, providing newer equipment to operate the public transit system, and providing an expanded bicycle and pedestrian network so 
that people have the option not to drive.

The preceding analysis has also identified a number of LRTP projects that could have impacts on the region’s natural and/or cultural resources. 
Flagging these projects in the plan now allows the project sponsors to begin early conversations and coordination with resource agencies, 
working together to avoid negative impacts to the maximum extent possible.

Although all segments of the population who live adjacent to roadway construction projects may endure some short-term construction related 
impacts related to visual changes, noise changes, and alterations in access, neither minority or low-income populations in the MPO area 
are likely to experience disproportionate negative impacts due to the projects proposed in the LRTP. Several projects are likely to have 
positive impacts on these citizens’ transportation access and mobility by providing safer connections to parks, schools, and other community 
services. Because populations shift and change, additional efforts to identify potential communities of concern should be undertaken as part 
of the future phases of each project.  To ensure that all persons are involved, special outreach efforts are made by local and state agencies 
during the project development process to identify, and either avoid or help mitigate any adverse impacts and/or burdens from transportation 
improvements for those areas identified as communities of concern.
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Vision Plan
The Vision Projects outlined in this chapter represents the 
additional transportation investments that the region would make 
if funds were not limited. 

Federal planning regulations require that CMPO adopt a fiscally 
constrained LRTP that is limited to the projects that can be 
implemented with the revenue reasonably expected to be 
available. However, federal regulations also allow CMPO to include 
an “illustrative” list showing projects that would be implemented if 
additional funds were available. CMPO has identified this illustrative 
list as its Vision Projects.

The following Vision Project lists include unfunded roadway, 
transit, trails and Safe Routes to School projects that have been 
identified by CMPO member agencies to meet the needs outlined 
for the various transportation modes and issues analyzed in the 
2045 LRTP.

Roadway Vision
The Roadway Vision consists of 105 road improvement projects 
submitted by CMPO members, including new roads and 
interchanges, widening of existing roads, road reconstruction 
and realignment, bridge replacements, signals, intersection 
improvements and interchange improvements. Figure 86 shows 

14 Vision Projects

the location of these desired improvements, and the full list is 
provided in Table 46. The total estimated cost of implementing the 
Roadway Vision is nearly $734 million in current dollars.

Although these projects were not selected for the limited funding 
available in this plan, they illustrate transportation improvements 
that CMPO would like to make if additional funds became 
available. For example, the state or local governments may apply 
for competitive discretionary grants made available by the US 
Department of Transportation which, if awarded, might provide 
the necessary resources to implement one or more projects in the 
Roadway Vision. If this situation occurred, the CMPO Policy Board 
would hold public hearings on the issue of formally amending the 
project(s) into the fiscally constrained Long Range Transportation 
Plan. For more explanation of the plan’s funding and fiscal 
constraint, see Chapter 11 (Funding).
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Figure 86  - Projects in the Roadway Vision
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Table 46  -  Projects in the Roadway Vision
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)

2 12th Ave SE / 6th St / 7th St / 15th Ave Intersection Reconfiguration Cedar Rapids $1,625,000

3 1st St / 3rd Ave / F Ave NW Reconfiguration Cedar Rapids $4,375,000

4 76th St SW Intersection Improvements from 6th St to Kirkwood Blvd Cedar Rapids $5,000,000

6 Beaver Avenue SE Extension from Lost Valley Road to Red Fox Road Cedar Rapids $800,000

7 Blairs Ferry Rd NE at Center Point Rd NE Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $3,125,000

8 Blairs Ferry Rd NE at Council St NE Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $3,125,000

9 Blairs Ferry Rd NE at I-380 Interchange Improvements Cedar Rapids $50,000,000

10 C Street SW Overpass over Union Pacific Railroad Cedar Rapids $43,750,000

11 Collins Rd NE Capacity Improvements #1 Cedar Rapids $29,375,000

12 Collins Rd NE Capacity Improvements #2 Cedar Rapids $46,875,000

13 Covington Rd at Ellis Rd Interchange Improvements Cedar Rapids $1,500,000

14 Edgewood Rd NE Improvements from Glass Rd to Highway 100 Cedar Rapids $7,500,000

15 Edgewood Rd SW at Wright Brothers Blvd SW Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $1,500,000

16 F Avenue at Wiley Blvd NW Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $1,500,000

17 Kirkwood Blvd SW at Wright Brothers SW Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $1,875,000

18 Oakland Rd NE / Center Point Rd / Core Rd / College Dr Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $5,000,000

19 Williams Blvd SW at 16th Ave SW Intersection Cedar Rapids $3,750,000

20 Williams Blvd SW at US 30 Ramp Terminal Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $5,000,000

21 Williams Blvd SW at Wiley Blvd SW Intersection Improvements Cedar Rapids $5,809,741

22 Wilson Avenue SW Overpass over Union Pacific Railroad and Cedar Rapids and 
Iowa City Railroad Cedar Rapids $43,750,000

23 16th Avenue SW Roadway Improvements from City Limits to Wiley Boulevard Cedar Rapids $7,600,000

24 16th Avenue SW Roadway Improvements from Wiley Boulevard to C Street Cedar Rapids $11,250,000

25 42nd Street NE from Edgewood Road to Wenig Road Reconstruction Cedar Rapids $8,400,000

27 6th Street SW from Hawkeye Downs Road to UP Railroad Reconstruction Cedar Rapids $10,225,145

28 6th Street SW from Highway 30 to Walford Road Cedar Rapids $25,600,000

29 Blairs Ferry Road NE Improvements from I-380 to C Avenue NE Cedar Rapids $5,000,000

21 Willliams Boulevard SW at Wiley Boulevard SW, intersection improvements Marion $2,000,000

27 6th Street SW, Hawkeye Downs Boulevard to Union Pacific RR Cedar Rapids $3,500,000

30 Blairs Ferry Road NE Improvements from Miller Road to Milburn Road Cedar Rapids $3,750,000
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Table 46  -  Projects in the Roadway Vision (Continued)
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)
33 C St SW at US-30 Interchange Improvements Cedar Rapids $25,000,000

34 Collins Rd NE Improvements from Council Street NE to C Avenue NE Cedar Rapids $17,500,000

35 C Street SW Improvements from Wilson Avenue to South of (Old) Ely Road Cedar Rapids $4,400,000

36 E Avenue NW from 15th Street to 23rd Street Cedar Rapids $6,400,000

37 E Avenue NW Reconstruction & Improvements from Stoney Point Road to 
Edgewood Road Cedar Rapids $14,800,000

38 Earhart Lane Extension over South Hoosier Creek Walford Road Cedar Rapids $1,250,000

39 Edgewood Road SW Improvements from 60th Avenue SW to Wright Brothers 
Boulevard SW Cedar Rapids $5,000,000

40 Edgewood Road from Ellis Boulevard to Glass Road Cedar Rapids $57,500,000

41 Edgewood Road SW Improvements from Prairie Valley Court SW to 60th Avenue 
SW Cedar Rapids $10,000,000

43 F Avenue NW Restoration from Edgewood Road to 13th Street Cedar Rapids $1,000,000

44 J Street SW Extension to 76th Avenue Cedar Rapids $3,000,000

45 Mount Vernon Road SE From 19th Street to Memorial Drive Cedar Rapids $8,700,000

46 Mount Vernon Road SE Improvements from 34th Street to East Post Road Cedar Rapids $4,400,000

47 Tower Terrace Road Construction from Council Street NE to Summerset Avenue NE Cedar Rapids $3,750,000

48 Wright Brothers Boulevard SW Improvements from 6th Street SW to Kirkwood 
Boulevard SW Cedar Rapids $17,500,000

49 State Street Reconstruction Ely $4,750,000

50 80th Street South Reconstruction & Intersection Improvements Fairfax $2,250,000

51 80th Street North Reconstruction Fairfax $1,381,250

52 Beverly Rd Realignment & Intersection Improvements Fairfax $1,412,500

53 W. Cemetery Road Realignment and Intersection Improvements Fairfax $1,750,000

54 Williams Blvd Realignment & Intersection Improvements Fairfax $3,975,000

55 Williams Blvd and 76th Ave Improvements Fairfax $2,987,500

56 Boyson Road Reconstruction between Hawkeye Drive and Robins Hiawatha $1,390,000

57 Boyson Road Reconstruction from Robins Road to East City Limits Hiawatha $1,046,000

58 Edgewood Road Extension, Phase 1 Hiawatha $9,547,000

59 Edgewood Road Extension, Phase 2 Hiawatha $8,565,000

66 County Home Road/HWY 13 Roundabout Linn County $1,900,000

67 HWY 13 County Home Rd Intersection Marion $956,250
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Table 46  -  Projects in the Roadway Vision (Continued)
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)
68 10th-11th St Realignment (1st Ave to 5th Ave) Marion $4,462,500

69 29th Ave & 24th St Intersection Marion $446,250

70 44th Street (35th Ave to TT Rd) Marion $1,593,750

71 Alburnett Road Marion $1,275,000

72 Business 151 (10th Ave) & 35th St Intersection Marion $3,506,250

73 Echo Hill Road (10t St to Glen Rock Farms 2nd) Marion $1,275,000

74 Echo Hill Road (Lucore Rd to existing Echo Hill Rd.) Marion $1,912,500

75 Echo Hill Road (Glen Rock Farms to 2nd Lucore Rd) Marion $1,593,750

76 Echo Hill Road (Echo Hill Elementary to N. 10th St) Marion $2,550,000

78 Tower Terrace Bridge Marion $12,750,000

79 10th Ave (35th St to HWY13) Marion $12,750,000

80 10th St (7th Ave to Boyson Rd) Marion $5,100,000

81 35th St (Grant Wood Trail to Industrial Ave) Marion $2,550,000

82 44th St (TT Rd to Indian Creek Way) Marion $1,275,000

83 7th Avenue (7th St RAB to 26th St RAB) Marion $8,925,000

84 Echo Hill Road (Urbanization west of Hwy 13) Marion $5,100,000

85 Indian Creek Road (Lucore Rd to 44th St) Marion $3,187,500

86 Indian Creek Way (44th St to HWY13) Marion $2,550,000

88 Tower Terrace Rd (35th St to 44th St) Marion $5,737,500

89 Tower Terrace Rd (44th St to Highway 13) Marion $7,650,000

90 29th Ave &31st St intersection Marion $446,250

92 29th Ave & 44th St Intersection Marion $446,250

93 29th Ave and Alburnett Rd Intersection Marion $637,500

94 Alburnett Rd & Echo Rd Intersection Marion $1,275,000

95 E Robins Rd and Alburnett Rd Intersection Marion $637,500

97 Hwy 100 & 22nd St Intersection Marion $637,500

98 Hwy 100 & 31st St Intersection Marion $637,500

99 Hwy 100 & 44th Intersection Marion $637,500

100 Hwy 13 & 29th Ave Intersection Marion $637,500
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Table 46  -  Projects in the Roadway Vision (Continued)
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)
101 Hwy 13 & 35th Ave Intersection Marion $637,500

102 Hwy 13 & County Home Rd Intersection Marion $956,250

103 Hwy 13 & E Kacena Ave Intersection Marion $637,500

104 Hwy 13 & Linn Aire Ave intersection Marion $510,000

105 Hwy 13 & Partners Ave Intersection Marion $637,500

106 Robins Road Reconstruction Robins $1,070,000

107 West Main Street Widening Robins $5,807,000

108 Country Home Road Widening Robins $915,000

109 East Knoll Drive Widening Robins $4,137,000

110 Kings Way Robins $4,578,000

112 North Center Point Widening, Phase 1 Robins $3,650,000

113 North Center Point Road Widening, Phase 2 Robins $2,973,000

114 North Center Point Road Widening, Phase 3 Robins $4,060,000

115 North Center Point Road Widening, Phase 4 Robins $3,737,000

116 Quass Road Widening Robins $5,540,000

117 South Mentzer Road/ Council Street NE Reconstruction Robins $4,710,000

118 Stamy Road Robins $3,800,00430

119 Tower Terrace Road Extension Robins $20,450,285

120 Tower Terrace Road Widening Robins $11,040,507

121 Wild Rose Road Extension Robins $2,688,000

122 8th Avenue Bridge Replacement at Cedar River Cedar Rapids $45,000,000*

* This project will be funded from other sources.
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Transit Vision
The total cost of the projects identified in the Transit Vision is estimated at approximately $15.7 million in current dollars. They represent 
additional bus replacements for both fixed-route and paratransit vehicles which Cedar Rapids Transit would purchase if additional funds were 
available. 

As with roadways, the state or local agencies may apply for competitive discretionary grants or other sources which, if awarded, might 
provide the necessary resources to implement one or more projects in the Transit Vision. If this situation occurred, the CMPO Policy Board 
would hold public hearings on the issue of formally amending the project(s) into the fiscally constrained Long Range Transportation Plan.

Trails Vision
The total cost of the trail projects identified in the Trails Vision, shown in Table 48 and Figure 87, is approximately $132.7 million in 2019 
dollars. If local governments obtain other competitive federal grants to provide the resources needed for one or more of these projects, 
the CMPO Policy Board would hold public hearings on the issue of formally amending the project(s) into the fiscally constrained Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The projects listed here in Table 48 are standalone trail projects. On-street only bicycle facilities will be included in 
funded roadway projects if the facility is identified in local planning documents.

Table 47  -  Projects in the Transit Vision

Project ID Project Name Sponsor Cost (2019)

2
Replacement of 24 fixed-route buses
to maintain state of good repair throughout the 2045 LRTP planning period Cedar Rapids Transit $10,752,000

4 CRT – Bus Garage Expansion Cedar Rapids Transit $2,500,000

5
Replacement of 13 paratransit buses to maintain state of good repair 
throughout the 2045 LRTP planning period Cedar Rapids Transit $2,444,000

Table 48  -  Projects in the Trails Vision
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)

2 76th Avenue SW Sidepath Cedar Rapids $  3,325,000

7 Edgewood Road Trail – South Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $     125,000

5 Dry Creek Trail - Segment 2 Cedar Rapids $  2,870,000

6 Edgewood Road Trail - North Segment 3 Cedar Rapids $     850,000

7 Edgewood Road Trail - South Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $     850,000

8 Edgewood Road Trail - South Segment 3 Cedar Rapids $     900,000

9 Ellis Trail South Extension - Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $     300,000

11 Hwy 100 - Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $  1,280,000

12 Hwy 100 - Segment 2 Cedar Rapids $  2,150,000

13 Hwy 100 - Segment 3 Cedar Rapids $  2,220,000

14 Hwy 100 Connector- (to Hwy 100 Segment 2) Cedar Rapids $  1,200,000

17 Prairie Creek Trail - Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $     920,000

18 Prairie Creek Trail - Segment 2 Cedar Rapids $     870,000
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Table 48  -  Projects in the Trails Vision (Continued)
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)
19 Prairie Creek Trail - Segment 3 Cedar Rapids $  3,370,000

20 Sac & Fox Trail Extension - Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $  1,000,000

22 Seminole Valley Trail Cedar Rapids $  3,250,000

24 US 30 Trail - Segment 1 Cedar Rapids $  1,440,000

25 US 30 Trail - Segment 2 Cedar Rapids $  1,500,000

27 Williams Blvd Trail Cedar Rapids $     183,000 

28 Beverly Road Trail Fairfax $     110,000

29 Fairfax North Trail Fairfax $     711,000

30 Fairfax South Trail Fairfax $     776,000

31 Heartland Heights Pond Trail Fairfax $     220,000

32 Hwy 151 Trail Fairfax $     440,000

34 West Prairie Creek Trail Phase 1 Fairfax $     427,100

35 West Prairie Creek Trail Phase 2 Fairfax $ 2,850,000

36 Cimarron Trail Hiawatha $    580,000

37 Edgewood Trail North Hiawatha $ 1,117,000

38 Emmons Street Pedestrian Bridge Over I-380 Hiawatha $    666,000

40 Tower Terrace Road Trail, N. Center Point Road to Robins Road Hiawatha $    434,000

41 Amana Connector Trail Linn County $  1,525,000

42 Biechler Bridge Linn County $18,000,000

43 E Avenue Sidepath Linn County $  1,625,000

44 Ellis Road Sidepath Linn County $  1,500,000

46 Highway 100 Trail - Marion Linn County $  1,425,000

48 Highway 100 Trail South Linn County $  3,150,000

49 Interurban Trail Linn County $15,040,000

50 Maniti Trail Linn County $  3,500,000

51 Palisades-Kepler Connection Linn County $10,753,000

52 Prairie Creek Trail West Linn County $  4,500,000

53 Prospect Meadows Trail Linn County $  5,350,000

54 Wickiup Hill East Trail Linn County $  5,000,000

55 Wickiup Hill West Trail Linn County $  8,000,000

57 Alburnett Road Sidepath Marion $  1,407,600

58 CeMar Trail to Armar Drive Connector Marion $     621,600
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Table 48  -  Projects in the Trails Vision (Continued)
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)
59 Christopher Creek Trail Marion $  1,484,400

60 Dry Creek Trail Marion $  1,104,000

61 Hwy 13 Grade Separated Crossing Marion $  5,520,000

62 Indian Creek Trail - Phase 2 Marion $  5,513,100

64 City of Palo Connector Trail System Phase 2 Palo $  1,600,000

Table 49  -  Projects in the Safe Routes to School Vision
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)

3 Erskine Elementary Sidewalks Cedar Rapids $456,000

4 Grant East School District Sidewalk Project Cedar Rapids $339,500

5 Hoover Elementary School Cedar Rapids $423,500

6 Jackson Elementary School Cedar Rapids $310,000

8 Pierce Elementary School Sidewalk Project Cedar Rapids $392,000

9 Pierce Elementary School Long Range Sidewalk Project Cedar Rapids $302,500

10 School Speed Limit Flashers, Signage and Crosswalk Markings Cedar Rapids $474,500

11 Taylor/Harrison Elementary Schools Sidewalk Project Cedar Rapids $347,500

12 Viola Gibson Elementary School Sidewalk – Carpenter Road NE Cedar Rapids $501,000

13 Viola Gibson Elementary School Sidewalk – Milburn Road NE Cedar Rapids $262,500

15 Grant West School District Sidewalk Project Cedar Rapids $501,000

16 Boyson Road Trail Hiawatha $238,640

17 Northwood Drive Hiawatha $184,800

18 Robins Road Trail Hiawatha $231,200

19 Tucker Trail Hiawatha $271,200

20 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 Mile of Boulder Peak School Marion $528,000

21 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps within 1/2 mile of Echohill/Hazel Point/Oak
Ridge Schools Marion $396,000

22 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps within 1/4 mile of FMI School Marion $473,000

23 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 mile of Linn Grove School Marion $979,000

Safe Routes to School Vision
The total cost of the projects identified in the Safe Routes to School Vision, shown in Table 49 and Figure 88, is approximately $20.5 million 
in 2019 dollars. They include projects to complete sidewalk network gaps, provide new trails, and add signage and crosswalk markings. 
If local governments successfully apply for other federal grants to provide the resources needed for one or more of these projects, the 
CMPO Policy Board would hold public hearings on the issue of formally amending the project(s) into the fiscally constrained Long Range 
Transportation Plan.
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Figure 87  - Projects in the Trails Vision
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Table 49  -  Projects in the Safe Routes to School Vision (Continued)
ID Project Name Project Sponsor Cost (2019)
24 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps within 1/4 mile of Longfellow School Marion $418,000

25 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 mile and <1/2 mile of Longfellow School Marion $1,595,000

27 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps within 1/4 mile to Novak/Excelsior School Marion $418,000

28 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 mile & <1/2 mile of Novak School Marion $528,000

29 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps within 1/4 mile of Saint Joseph School Marion $396,000

30 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 and <1/2 miles in South MISD Marion $638,000

31 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps with 1/4 mile of Starry School Marion $418,000

32 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 mile of St. Joseph School Marion $1,287,000

34 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 mile of Wilkins School Marion $1,232,000

35 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1.2 and <1 mile in Marion Marion $4,697,000

37 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 mile & <1/2 mile of Excelsior School Marion $1,320,451
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0          .5          1 MILE

Figure 88  - Projects in the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Vision
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Project Evaluation Overview
This appendix describes the process used to evaluate projects 
submitted by local CMPO member agencies as candidates for 
inclusion in the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 
More than 200 projects were submitted for the eligible categories 
of roadways, public transit, trails, and Safe Routes to School. 
Since federal planning regulations require the plan to be fiscally 
constrained, not all of the submitted projects can be included in the 
plan, given the limited amount of revenue reasonably expected to 
be available between now and the year 2045.

The project evaluation criteria, adopted by the CMPO Policy 
Board, were designed to assess the extent to which a candidate 
project helps to meet the Plan’s goals and objectives. Projects that 
contribute toward multiple goals and objectives earned more points. 
The scores and resulting ranked project lists were reviewed by the 
CMPO Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) before 
being recommended to the Policy Board. A final determination 
was then made by the Policy Board regarding the selection of 
projects based on a combination of scoring information, public 
and stakeholder input, and perspective on regional and community 
needs. 

Figure A-1 shows the weight given to each Plan goal area for 
various project categories. Some goal areas were not scored for 

A Project Evaluation Process

certain modes; for example, stormwater management and green 
design was not considered to be a strongly influencing factor in 
the selection of transit projects. As shown in the figure, weights 
were distributed relatively equally among goal areas, reflecting 
the citizen input received early in the plan’s development, which 
indicated that the public placed roughly the same emphasis on all 
goals. 

A project could receive a maximum of 100 points, regardless of 
category.
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Roadway Project Evaluation

Figure A-1  -  Weighing of 2045 LRTP Goal Areas for Each Project Category

2045 LRTP Goal Area Points
(Max. Score 100)

Roadways Trails Transit Safe Routes

Safety and Security 15 17 17 25

Economic Vitality 14 16 16 -

Sustainability and Health 14 17 17 25

Transportation Choices 15 17 17 25

System Operations & Efficiency 14 - 17 -

Maintenance 14 17 16 -

Stormwater Management and Green Design 14 16 - 25

Safety and Security Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 15)
Roadway projects received points for safety and security based on these factors:
Including safety features. Examples include but are not limited to traffic channelization, raised median or splitter islands, drainage improvements, 
or textured pavement treatments intended to gain drivers’ attention such as rumble strips
• The extent to which they would address crashes, relative to other candidate projects. The method for this analysis is shown in Figure A-3. 
•  Adding facilities for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit users, since adding these facilities to roads greatly enhances the safety of non-    
    motorized users.
•  Including traffic calming in areas where people are more likely to be on foot or cycling, which was defined as areas where more than 10  
    percent of households have no access to a vehicle.

Figure A-2  -  Points Assigned for Safety and Security Evaluation Criteria (Roadways)

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.
9 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.
3 pts. Project does includes improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit use.

Traffic Calming for Limited Auto Areas
0 pts. Project does not include traffic calming element in area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile.
3 pts. Project includes a traffic calming element in an area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile
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Figure A-3  -  Method for Ranking Projects Based on Relative "Crash Score"

1.  Use the most recent five years of crash data to create a relative “crash score” for each project location. All reported crashes within a 0.1- 
     mile buffer of each project are summed, then weighted based on severity as follows:

Crash Score = 4*(Fatal Crashes) +2*(Injury Crashes) +1*(Property Damage Only Crashes)

This weighting is based on a National Highway Traffic Safety Administration report titled The Economic and Societal Impact of Motor Vehicle 
Crashes, 2010 (revised 2015). The report assigned monetary values to fatal, injury and PDO crashes according to this rationale:
 

2.  Once crash scores are calculated, the top 50 percent of projects in terms of crash score are defined as high crash locations for purposes  
     of project evaluation.

A crash with an injury is twice as severe as a crash where the ambulance is not called at all, 
and no injuries are reported. A crash where there is a fatality is twice as valued as an injury 
crash and four times the weight of a PDO crash. 

Economic Vitality Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 14)
Roadway projects received points for safety and security based on these factors:
• Connections to major employers, tourist attractions or regional activity centers
• Improvement to goods movement within the region, or connect to a freight or logistics center
• Part of an adopted community plan

Figure A-4  -  Points Assigned for Economic Vitality Criteria (Roadways)

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.
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Figure A-5  -  Points Assigned for Sustainability and Health Criteria (Roadways)

Figure A-6  -  Points Assigned for Transportation Choices Criteria (Roadways)

Sustainability and Health Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 14)
Roadway projects received points for sustainability and health based on these factors:

• Including a walking, biking, or transit component
• Providing benefit to an environmental justice community, defined as an area with a higher than average number of minority, low income, 

and/or households with limited English proficiency 
• Including elements that protect environmentally sensitive resources, improve air quality, and/or support infill development

Transportation Choices Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 15)
Roadway projects received points for transportation choices based on these factors:

• Level of focus/impact on a congested area. This was defined as either a roadway segment or intersection operating at level of service D, E, 
or F according to the travel demand model or a project-specific study provided to the CMPO staff for reference.

• Including elements that fill or reduce a gap in the road, bicycle, or pedestrian network

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.

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.
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Systems Operations and Efficiency Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 14)
Roadway projects received points for system operations and efficiency based on these factors:
• Including strategies for Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSMO) or Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS). These 

approaches apply technology and management strategies to help the transportation system function more efficiently. Examples would 
include updates to traffic signal timing or providing real-time location for buses.

• Including strategies for addressing non-recurring congestion due to weather, incidents, or special events. An example includes publicizing 
a traffic incident so motorists can avoid the area.

• Including strategies for access management, which seeks to improve safety and traffic flow by consolidating the number of driveways along 
a road.

• Improving system redundancy. A redundant transportation system is one in which there are multiple ways to get to a destination. This could 
include having alternative routes or having more than one mode of transportation to travel somewhere.

Maintenance Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 14)
Roadway projects received points for maintenance based on these factors:
• Preserving or improving physical deficiencies in an existing roadway, trail or transit asset.
• Including elements of a complete street, as in the case where pedestrian, bicyclist or transit user-oriented improvements are incorporated 

into a roadway paving project.
• Level of importance of the facility being preserved, in the case of roadways. Roads with higher functional classification received more points.

Figure A-7  -  Points Assigned for Systems Operations and Efficiency Criteria (Roadways)

Figure A-8  -  Points Assigned for Maintenance Criteria (Roadways)

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 features.
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. 

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 addresses 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 includes 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.



185APPENDIX A: PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS

Stormwater Management and Green Design Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 14)
Roadway projects received points for stormwater management and green design based on these factors:
• Including “green” design elements such as permeable pavement, vegetated areas to filter road drainage, or street trees.
• Addressing recurring natural hazards such as flooding or ice.
• Supported by an adopted stormwater plan or policy.

Figure A-9  -  Points Assigned for Stormwater Management and Green Design Criteria (Roadways)

Table A-1  -  Roadway Project Scores
ID Roadway Project Name Score
34 Collins Rd NE Improvements from Council Street NE to C Avenue NE 53

40 Edgewood Road from Ellis Boulevard to Glass Road 49

117 South Mentzer Road/ Council Street NE Reconstruction 48

122 8th Avenue Bridge Replacement at Cedar River 47

42 Edgewood Road NW Improvements, F Avenue to O Avenue 43

80 10th St (7th Ave to Boyson Rd) 43

5 8th Avenue SW/Diagonal Dr/1st St Intersection Improvements 41

32 C Avenue NE Improvements, Greenfield Street to Broderick Drive 41

87 Lindale Dr-W 8th Avenue (Blairs Ferry Rd to Alburnett Rd) 41

28 6th Street SW from Highway 30 to Walford Road 44

9 Blairs Ferry Rd NE at I-380 Interchange Improvements 39

31 Boyson Road NE Reconstruction and Improvements from Council Street NE to C Avenue NE 38

1 10th St SE / Mt Vernon Rd / 8th Ave Intersection Improvements 36

12 Collins Rd NE Capacity Improvements #2 36

37 E Avenue NW Reconstruction & Improvements from Stoney Point Road to Edgewood Road 36

46 Mount Vernon Road SE Improvements from 34th Street to East Post Road 36

36 E Avenue NW from 15th Street to 23rd Street 35

83 7th Avenue (7th St RAB to 26th St RAB) 35

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.
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Table A-1  -  Roadway Project Scores (Continued)
ID Roadway Project Name Score
14 Edgewood Rd NE Improvements from Glass Rd to Highway 100 35

39 Edgewood Road SW Improvements from 60th Avenue SW to Wright Brothers Boulevard SW 35

114 North Center Point Road Widening, Phase 3 35

24 16th Avenue SW Roadway Improvements from Wiley Boulevard to C Street 34

29 Blairs Ferry Road NE Improvements from I-380 to C Avenue NE 29

45 Mount Vernon Road SE From 19th Street to Memorial Drive 33

81 35th St (Grant Wood Trail to Industrial Ave) 33

11 Collins Rd NE Capacity Improvements #1 33

18 Oakland Rd NE/Center Point Rd/Core Rd/College Dr Intersection Improvements 33

30 Blairs Ferry Road NE Improvements from Miller Road to Milburn Road 32

19 Williams Blvd SW at 16th Ave SW Intersection Improvements 31

20 Williams Blvd SW at US-30 Ramp Terminal Intersection Improvements 31

56 Boyson Road Reconstruction between Hawkeye Drive and Robins 31

23 16th Avenue SW Roadway Improvements from City Limits to Wiley Boulevard 31

57 Boyson Road Reconstruction from Robins Road to East City Limits 31

112 North Center Point Widening, Phase 1 31

116 Quass Road Widening 30

7 Blairs Ferry Rd NE at Center Point Rd NE Intersection Improvements 30

8 Blairs Ferry Rd NE at Council St NE Intersection Improvements 30

25 42nd Street NE from Edgewood Road to Wenig Road Reconstruction 30

47 Tower Terrace Road Construction from Council Street NE to Summerset Avenue NE 30

113 North Center Point Road Widening, Phase 2 29

3 1st St/3rd Ave/F Ave NW Reconfiguration 29

48 Wright Brothers Boulevard SW Improvements from 6th Street SW to Kirkwood Boulevard SW 29

79 10th Ave (35th St to HWY13) 29

120 Tower Terrace Road Widening 27

119 Tower Terrace Road Extension 27

43 F Avenue NW Restoration from Edgewood Road to 13th Street 26

62 1-380 Six Lane Linn County; new interchange at Wright Brothers Boulevard 26

62 I-380, widen to 6 lanes south of US 30 to Johnson Co. line, new interchange at Wright Bros. Blvd 26

61 I-380 Six Lane from County Home Road to Collins Road 26

22 Wilson Avenue SW Overpass over Union Pacific Railroad and cedar Rapids and Iowa City Railroad 26
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Table A-1  -  Roadway Project Scores (Continued)
ID Roadway Project Name Score
84 Echo Hill Road (Urbanization west of Hwy 13) 26

115 North Center Point Road Widening, Phase 4 26

64 Rebuild US 30/380 Interchange 23

82 44th St (TT Rd to Indian Creek Way) 22

86 Indian Creek Way (44th St to HWY13) 22

118 Stamy Road 20

4 76th SW Intersection Improvements from 6th St to Kirkwood Blvd 25

89 Tower Terrace Rd (44th St to Highway 13) 25

58 Edgewood Road Extension, Phase 1 25

71 Alburnett Road 25

73 Echo Hill Road (10t St to Glen Rock Farms 2nd) 24

76 Echo Hill Road (Echo Hill Elementary to N. 10th St) 24

33 C St SW at US-30 Interchange Improvements 24

35 C Street SW Improvements from Wilson Avenue to South of (Old) Ely Road 24

88 Tower Terrace Rd (35th St to 44th St) 24

100 HWY 13 & 29th Ave Intersection 23

54 Williams Blvd Realignment & Intersection Improvements 22

72 Business 151 (10th Ave) & 35th St Intersection 22

98 HWY 100 & 31st St Intersection 22

99 HWY 100 & 44th Intersection 22

44 J Street SW Extension to 76th Avenue 22

93 29th Ave and Alburnett Rd Intersection 22

15 Edgewood Rd SW at Wright Brothers Blvd SW Intersection Improvements 21

17 Kirkwood Blvd SW at Wright Brothers Blvd SW Intersection Improvements 21

75 Echo Hill Road (Glen Rock Farms to 2nd Lucore Rd) 21

78 Tower Terrace Bridge 21

106 Robins Road Reconstruction 21

2 12th Ave SE / 6th St / 7th St / 15th Ave Intersection Reconfiguration 21

74 Echo Hill Road (Lucore Rd to existing Echo Hill Rd.) 21

109 East Knoll Drive Widening 21

68 10th-11th St Realignment (1st Ave to 5th Ave) 20

97 HWY 100 & 22nd St Intersection 20
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Table A-1  -  Roadway Project Scores (Continued)
ID Roadway Project Name Score
38 Earhart Lane Extension over South Hoosier Creek Walford Road 20

85 Indian Creek Road (Lucore Rd to 44th St) 19

105 Hwy 13 & Partners Ave Intersection 19

59 Edgewood Road Extension, Phase 2 19

102 Hwy 13 & County Home Rd Intersection 19

10 C Street SW Overpass over Union Pacific Railroad 19

101 HWY 13 & 35th Ave Intersection 19

13 Covington Rd at Ellis Rd Intersection Improvements 18

16 F Avenue at Wiley Boulevard NW Intersection Improvements 18

110 Kings Way 18

104 Hwy 13 & Linn Aire Ave intersection 17

67 HWY 13 County Home Rd Intersection 17

103 Hwy 13 & E Kacena Ave Intersection 17

70 44th Street (35th Ave to TT Rd) 16

90 29th Ave & 31st St Intersection 15

91 29th Ave & 24th St Intersection 15

108 Country Home Road Widening 15

95 E Robins Rd and Alburnett Rd Intersection 15

51 80th Street North Reconstruction 15

41 Edgewood Road SW Improvements from Prairie Valley Court SW to 60th Avenue SW 14

55 Williams Blvd and 76th Ave Improvements 14

66 County Home Road/HWY 13 Roundabout 14

94 Alburnett Rd & Echo Rd Intersection 13

107 West Main Street Widening 13

50 80th Street South Reconstruction & Intersection Improvements 12

92 29th Ave & 44th St Intersection 12

69 29th Ave & 24th St Intersection 12

60 US30/C Street New Interchange 9

52 Beverly Rd Realignment & Intersection Improvements 9

53 W. Cemetery Road Realignment and Intersection Improvements 8

121 Wild Rose Road Extension 8

49 State Street Reconstruction 7
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Safety and Security Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Trail projects received points for safety and security based on these factors:
• Including safety features. Examples include but are not limited to raised or high visibility crosswalks, flange filler for rail crossings, or trail 

lighting.
• The extent to which they would address crashes, relative to other candidate projects. The method for this analysis is the same used in the 

roadway projects evaluation, and is shown in Figure A-3. 
• Including improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit users.
• Including traffic calming in areas where people are more likely to be on foot or cycling, which was defined as areas where more than 10 

percent of households have no access to a vehicle.

Figure A-10  -  Points Assigned to Safety and Security Criteria (Trails)

Trails Project Evaluation

Economic Vitality Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 16)
Trail projects received points for economic vitality based on these factors:
• Connections to major employers, tourist attractions or regional activity centers.
• Part of an adopted community plan.

Figure A-11  -  Points Assigned for Economic Vitality Criteria (Trails)

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.
9 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 include improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit use.

Traffic Calming for Limited Auto Areas
0 pts. Project does not include traffic calming element in area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile.
4 pts.  Project includes a traffic calming element in an area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile.

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.
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Sustainability and Health Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Trail projects received points for sustainability and health based on these factors:
• Providing a new connection to neighborhood services for bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or transit users.
• Providing benefit to an environmental justice community, defined as an area with a higher than average number of minority, low income, 

and/or households with limited English proficiency.
• Including elements that protect environmentally sensitive resources.

Figure A-12  -  Points Assigned for Sustainability and Health Criteria (Trails)

Transportation Choices Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Trail projects received points for transportation choices based on these factors:
• Level of focus/impact on a congested area. This was defined as either a roadway segment or intersection operating at level of service D, E, 

or F according to the travel demand model or a project-specific study provided to the CMPO staff for reference.
• Connecting to an existing facility, system, or filling or reducing a gap in the bicycle, or pedestrian network.

Figure A-13  -  Points Assigned for Transportation Choices Criteria (Trails)

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.

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.
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Maintenance Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Trail projects received points for maintenance based on these factors:
• Addressing physical deficiencies in an existing trail, extending its useful life, and/or improving trail surface materials.
• Level of importance of the facility being preserved. Multi-jurisdictional trails received more points than local ones.

Figure A-14  -  Points Assigned for Maintenance Criteria (Trails)

Stormwater Management and Green Design Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 16)
Trail projects received points for stormwater management and green design based on these factors:
• Including “green” design elements such as permeable pavement, vegetated areas to filter drainage, etc.

Figure A-15  -  Points Assigned to Stormwater Management and Green Design Criteria (Trails)

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.

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 pts. Project contains more than two green design elements.
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Table A-2  - Trails Project Scores
ID Roadway Project Name Score

1 4th Street Trail - Cedar Loop Trail to Cedar River Trail 67

4 Cedar River Trail 67

56 Hwy 100 - Segment 3 56

13 Bowling Street Trail 55

3 Bowling Street Trail 54

59 Christopher Creek Trail 50

21 Sac & Fox Trail Extension - Segment 2 49

5 Dry Creek Trail - Segment 2 49

26 Wiley Blvd Sidepath 48

57 Alburnett Road Sidepath 48

15 Kirkwood Blvd Trail - Segment 1 47

63 Lucure Road Sidepath & Pedestrian Bridge 47

6 Edgewood Road Trail - North Segment 3 46

9 Ellis Trail South Extension - Segment 1 45

12 Hwy 100 - Segment 2 44

62 Indian Creek Trail - Phase 2 42

23 Sinclair Trail 41

14 Hwy 100 Connector- (to Hwy 100 Segment 2) 41

16 Kirkwood Blvd Trail - Segment 2 40

66 City of Palo Loop Trail System Phase 1 39

17 Prairie Creek Trail - Segment 1 39

64 City of Palo Connector Trail System Phase 2 39

49 Interurban Trail 38

19 Prairie Creek Trail - Segment 3 38

10 Ellis Trail South Extension - Segment 2 37

2 76th Avenue SW Sidepath 37

51 Palisades-Kepler Connection 37

7 Edgewood Road Trail - South Segment 1 36

22 Seminole Valley Trail 36

60 Dry Creek Trail 36

58 CeMar Trail to Armar Drive Connector 36

61 Hwy 13 Grade Separated Crossing 35

20 Sac & Fox Trail Extension - Segment 1 34
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Table A-2  - Trails Project Scores (Continued)
ID Roadway Project Name Score

8 Edgewood Road Trail - South Segment 3 32

45 Grant Wood Trail 31

18 Prairie Creek Trail - Segment 2 30

25 US 30 Trail - Segment 2 30

39 Robins Road Trail 28

52 Prairie Creek Trail West 28

53 Prospect Meadows Trail 27

67 Kings Way Multi-Use Trail 26

27 Williams Blvd Trail 26

24 US 30 Trail - Segment 1 26

33 Vanderbilt Street Trail 21

50 Maniti Trail 24

38 Emmons Street Pedestrian Bridge Over I-380 23

47  Highway 100 Trail North 22

11 Hwy 100 - Segment 1 22

46 Highway 100 Trail - Marion 21

32 Hwy 151 Trail 21

48 Highway 100 Trail South 18

40 Tower Terrace Road Trail, N. Center Point Road to Robins Road 17

54 Wickiup Hill East Trail 16

55 Wickiup Hill West Trail 14

34 West Prairie Creek Trail Phase 1 12

42 Biechler Bridge 12

35 West Prairie Creek Trail Phase 2 12

29 Fairfax North Trail 11

37 Edgewood Trail North 10

36 Cimarron Trail 10

43 E Avenue Sidepath 8

44 Ellis Road Sidepath 8

41 Amana Connector Trail 6

28 Beverly Road Trail 4

31 Heartland Heights Pond Trail 4

30 Fairfax South Trail 4
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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.

Safety and Security Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Transit projects received points for safety and security based on these factors:
• Including safety features, such as creation of a concrete pad at a bus stop where waiting passengers currently stand in a ditch.
• Including security features, such as installation of cameras on transit vehicles.
• The extent to which the safety and/or security elements of the project benefit multiple modes of transportation.

Economic Vitality Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 16)
Transit projects received points for economic vitality based on these factors:
• Connections to major employers, tourist attractions or regional activity centers.
• Part of an adopted community plan.

Figure A-16  -  Points Assigned to Safety and Security Criteria (Transit)

Figure A-17  -  Points Assigned to Economic Vitality Criteria (Transit)

Transit Project Evaluation

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.
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Sustainability and Health Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Transit projects received points for sustainability and health based on these factors:
• Including a biking or transit component.
• Providing benefit to an environmental justice community, defined as an area with a higher than average number of minority, low income, 

and/or households with limited English proficiency.
• Including elements that protect environmentally sensitive resources, improve air quality, and/or include an alternative fuel element

Figure A-18  -  Points Assigned to Sustainability and Health Criteria (Transit)

Transportation Choices Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Transit projects received points for transportation choices based on these factors:
• Improving access for pedestrians, bicyclists, and/or providing connections to intercity transit services.

Figure A-19  -  Points Assigned for Transportation Choices Criteria (Transit)

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 alternative fuel   
 element.

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.
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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. 

Maintenance Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 16)
Transit projects received points for maintenance based on these factors:
• Addressing a state of good repair issue for a transit asset.
• Replacing rolling stock (vehicle) that has met or exceeded its useful life. Projects received more points if they replace rolling stock that is 

beyond its useful life.

Figure A-21  -  Points Assigned for Maintenance Criteria (Transit)

Table A-3  - Transit Project Scores
ID Roadway Project Name Score

3 CRT - Fixed-Route Expansion Buses 67

6 CRT - Paratransit Expansion Buses 67

5 CRT - Paratransit Bus Replacement 16

2 CRT - Fixed-Route Bus Replacement 16

1 CRT - Farebox System Upgrade 9

7 CRT - Passenger Shelters 6

4 CRT - Bus Garage Expansion 0

System Operations and Efficiency Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 17)
Transit projects received points for system operations and efficiency based on these factors:
• Including technology features such as automatic vehicle locators, real-time bus information, or wi-fi service on buses.
• Improving system performance in terms of on-time arrival/departure and/or reliability of travel time to reach a destination.

Figure A-20  -  Points Assigned for System Operations and Efficiency Criteria (Transit)

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. 
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Safety and Security Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 25)
Safe Routes to School projects received points for safety and security based on these factors:
• Including an infrastructure improvement.
• The extent to which they would address crashes, relative to other candidate projects. The method for this analysis is the same used in the 

roadway projects evaluation, and is shown in Figure A-3. 
• Including accommodations and/or improved facilities for multiple modes of transportation.

Figure A-22  -  Points Assigned to Safety and Security Criteria (Safe Routes to School)

Safe Routes to School Project Evaluation

Sustainability and Health Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 25)
Safe Routes to School projects received points for sustainability and health based on these factors:
• Including a walking and/or biking component.
• Providing benefit to an environmental justice community, defined as an area with a higher than average number of minority, low income, 

and/or households with limited English proficiency.
• Distance from a school. Projects received more points if they are located within a half-mile of a school, and received no points in this 

category if they are more than two miles from a school.

Figure A-23  -  Points Assigned to Sustainability and Health Criteria (Safe Routes to School)

Safety Features and High Crash Areas

0 pts. Project does not include an infrastructure improvement and is not in a defined high crash area.
10 pts. 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.

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 beyond 2 miles from a school
3 pts. Project is located between 1/2 and 2 miles of a school
5 pts. Project is located within 1/2 mile of a school
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Transportation Choices Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 25)
Safe Routes to School projects received points for transportation choices based on these factors:
• Connecting to existing facilities.
• Adding miles to the system.
• Reducing or filling a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.

Stormwater Management and Green Design Evaluation Criteria
(Total Points Possible: 25)
Safe Routes to School projects received points for stormwater management and green design based on these factors:
• Including “green” design elements such as permeable pavement, vegetated areas to filter drainage, etc.

Figure A-24  -  Points Assigned to Transportation Choices Criteria (Safe Routes to School)

Figure A-25  -  Points Assigned to Stormwater Management and Green Design Evaluation Criteria (Safe Routes to School)

Table A-4  - Safe Routes to School Project Scores
ID Roadway Project Name Score

1 Cleveland Elementary School Sidewalk Project 85

2 Coolidge Elementary School & Taft Middle School 85

26 Alburnett Road Sidepath 80

14 Wright/Arthur Elementary School & Franklin Middle School Bike Trail & Sidewalk Project 80

36 Marion Independent SRTS Sidepath 75

7 Nixon Elementary School 75

33 STRS Sidewalk gaps w/in 1/4 mile of Vernon School 75

8 Pierce Elementary School Sidewalk Project 75

15 Grant West School District Sidewalk Project 75

24 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps w/in 1/4 mile of Longfellow School 75

29 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps w/in 1/4 mile of Saint Joseph School 75

31 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps w/in 1/4 mile of Starry School 75

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.

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.
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Table A-4  - Safe Routes to School Project Scores
ID Roadway Project Name Score
31 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps w/in 1/4 mile of Starry School 75

25 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 mile and <1/2 mile of Longfellow School 75

32 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 mile of St. Joseph School 75

34 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 mile of Wilkins School 75

5 Hoover Elementary School 73

28 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 mile & <1/2 mile of Novak School 73

30 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 and <1/2 miles in South MISD 73

16 Boyson Road Trail 70

22 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps w/in 1/4 mile of FMI School 70

27 SRTS Sidewalk Gap w/in 1/4 mile to Novak/Excelsior School 70

4 Grant East School District Sidewalk Project 70

11 Taylor/Harrison Elementary Schools Sidewalk Project 70

35 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1.2 and <1 mile in Marion 70

23 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 mile of Linn Grove School 68

12 Viola Gibson Elementary School Sidewalk Project- Carpenter Road NE 68

17 Northwood Drive 65

18 Robins Road Trail 65

19 Tucker Trail 65

9 Pierce Elementary School Long Range Sidewalk Project 65

37 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps >1/4 mile & <1/2 mile of Excelsior School* 63

3 Erskine Elementary Sidewalks 60

21 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps w/in 1/2 mile of Echohill/Hazel Point/Oak Ridge Schools 60

6 Jackson Elementary School 60

20 SRTS Sidewalk Gaps 1/2 Mile of Boulder Peak School 58

13 Viola Gibson Elementary School Sidewalk Project- Milburn Road NE 58

10 School Speed Limit Flashers, Signage and Crosswalk Markings 50
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Public Comments Overview
As described in Chapter 4, more than 600 people provided 
feedback on regional transportation goals, needs, and priorities 
through open houses and an online survey. The input itself is 
provided below, organized by the general themes of: 
•   Maintenance
•   Traffic
•   Transit
•   Active Transportation
•   Coordinating Transportation and Growth 

Maintenance
• Fixing current infrastructure should be priority before adding new.  
• Focus on fixing existing roads in CR before building new ones. 
• Resurface existing bad roads, worry about ripping out existing 

streets for utility upgrades needed or not then paving new 
roadway. Resurface roads in terrible condition first.

• Edgewood road has some very rough patches that needs repairs
• I don’t think the city should be investing in bike trails, or any 

beautification until all the roads/pot holes are safe and in good 
condition.

• We have children and are all over the city, we understand that 
there is a lot of things that need money, but fixing roads that need 
repair instead of putting in roundabouts in areas that aren't really 
needed or wanted is a waste of our money. More communication 

B Public Comments Received

with those that live in the neighborhoods would be beneficial. 
Door to door surveys or things that get the attention  of those on 
the neighborhood before things are decided and started and can't 
get changed.

• Look at each roadway around town city and rural to decide what 
needs to be fixed 1st, many items need to be fixed in some area's.  
Example, if the school's area does not have side walks or they 
need repaired or not wide enough for disability act.  If street is 
constantly cracking and patched a lot, does it have a lot of school 
traffic from schools which includes colleges plus tourism traffic 
such as Brucemore. Replacing will help with our cities appearance 
and reduce report costs.

• It would be great to invest in our roadways in the city of cedar 
rapids. Every year it seems the pot holes get bigger and I and 
several of my family and friends have had major car repairs that 
had to be done because the pot holes are unavoidable. Patching 
system is just putting a bandaid on it. 

• In Cedar Rapids right now the biggest problem we have is the 
condition of our roads. This should be the main focus of our city.

• Please maintain roads already constructed, rather than building 
new ones. Please extend bus hours rather than buying fancier 
ones. Please preserve neighborhood schools rather than 
busing/driving more children farther. Please enhance existing 
neighborhoods & infrastructure rather than continuing to finance 
new infrastructure way out in the boonies.
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• Streets/road repair priority one!
• Fix the roads. 
• Roads are full of potholes.
• Public safety is vital and poor streets can cause problems.
• Patching up the streets does not improve their condition. The 

repairs do not last and require constant maintenance. Please 
replace streets when they are in bad shape. And please use better 
paint when painting road lines. They fade too quickly and then 
drivers can't see where the lanes are at.

• Fix the roads, thats why the option tax was approved. I hate driving 
anywhere in CR city limits, can only imagine visitors have the same 
experience. FIX the roads.

• Rebuild alleyways and plow them in winter.
• AT LEAST 95% of gas tax revenues MUST be spent on roads and 

streets, NO MORE THAN 5% on trails. And I say this as an avid cyclist 
who does most of his riding on trails.

• Please come up with a real plan to maintain streets.  Putting up 
propaganda signs and some new blacktop isn't a real plan.

• Our roads are in very poor condition
• Although I agree that we should have more bike lanes not everyone 

uses them and we get no tax benefit from bikers. we need to make 
our roads safer first as well infrastructure.

• Despite the publicized commitment to road repair in Cedar Rapids, 
they are in DESPERATE need of attention.

• Fix the dang streets. Johnson Ave NW from Edgewood to 1st Ave is 
in HORRIBLE shape.

• 42nd St NE From Wenig to Edgewood REALLY needs improvement. 
Thx. 

• City snow removal was great this winter. Good job guys.
• This winter I have noticed sidewalks that did not have the snow 

removed after the plows went by.  This is a safety issue for everyone 
who is walking.

• Trails are nice but roads are a necessity.
• Our current infrastructure is in terrible shape.  Keep pumping 

money and resources into getting everything up to a reasonable 
level...then maintain it.

• Fix the dam streets. I have been on country road that are in better 
shape than our city streets. Quit putting bandaids on them it just 
makes things worse. 

• The roads are in very bad shape and need to be updated with the 
materials that can handle our environment, not the cheapest route 
so we are paying to have them updated again in a few years.

• Keep it simple and straightforward. The bus routes should be 
maintained better than they are, since wear and tear on City 
equipment should be prudent.

• Existing system MUST be maintained. Neglect is causing some 
sections to crumble, which will only increase the cost to fix them 
in the future

• It depends on each road if it’s best to resurface or create new, it’s 
not black and white.  I’d hope those fully knowledgeable would 
look at each area, the cost and current condition to determine 
which is needed.

• Only invest in new roads if we use new material that can withstand 
our weather fluctuations without creating cracks and potholes 
yearly

• Eliminate street flooding, B Ave NE and elsewhere. 
• We have a lot of potholes and streets that are bumpy.
• Roads are full of potholes.
• When we stopped voting for a "Streets Commissioner", there's no 

one to hold accountable for the condition of C.R. streets. Thus, the 
council diverted money to other, non-essential projects while our 
streets became low priority and were allowed to crumble. Then, 
voters rewarded the council's neglect by passing the L.O.S.T. out 
of desperation.

Traffic
• 380 is awful, it needed 3 lanes 2 years ago
• Put my winning $30 into the fund to re-install the stop lights in 

Downtown C.R.
• Quit the silly roundabouts. 90% of the community HATES them.
• Start handing out ticket for running red lights. 1st offense $500.00 

fine, 2nd offense $ 1,000.00 fine, 3rd offense $2,000.00 fine 30 
days in jail

• Efficiency is great, but you're probably measuring this in LOS. LOS 
matters on freeways, not city streets where the main focus should 
be on how those streets interact with and support the public 
welfare and economy.

• Reiterate the biking laws for the street bike lanes. They should 
have to follow all of the same laws as us motor vehicle drivers do.

• Bike lanes are fine where needed (e.g. downtown where sidewalk 
riding is illegal). Lobby the state legislature to adopt the "Idaho 
stop" where cyclists can treat stop signs like yield signs, and stop 
lights like stop signs.

• Traffic would flow better if there were stop lights instead of 
half hidden stop signs way to the side of the road at random 
intersections where one has trouble knowing for sure if it is a 
4-way stop, 2-way or no stop at all.

Transit
• Retire buses that have issues and replace bus stops or add them 

where needed. Also cleaning interiors of those buses regularly so 
folks enjoy the ride. 

• Actually fund public transit. The U of I has a better transit system 
for its students then we do for our citizens. More sidewalks/bus 
stops.

• Wish buses can be longer hours
• Expand hours for public transit
• I live in an area where I should not need a car.  Many cities have 

buses that run frequently and I could take a bus living elsewhere.  
I would like to not have to drive my car and take buses around 
our city. 

• Light rail is important especially between Cedar Rapids to Iowa 
city. 

• Promote passenger rail service from Cedar Rapids to Iowa City.
• Intercity improvements are a priority.
• Train travel is the most environmentally responsible mode of 

travel.
• Invest in high speed rail
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• Light rail 
• Increase options for public transit, including rail connections 

between CR & IC
• Place more 380 express stops around cedar rapids and make 

more park and ride free parking
• Rural transportation is a major need
• Public transport system needs SERIOUS work. Looking at how Des 

Moines operates the DART system would be a good place to start. 
• Update fare equipment on buses to accommodate credit/debit 

cards
• Public transportation is really lacking in the Cedar Rapids area, 

people having to take transfer bus, taking way to long to get 
across town and severely lacking evening public transit

• City buses need expanded hours
• I would love to see more public transportation especially 

connecting towns to Kirkwood
• Public transport system needs serious improvement! 
• We primarily drive now, but would really like to get down to one car 

and walk/bike/bus everywhere possible. For health, environment, 
and financial reasons.

• Marion - to Kirkwood and Marion to Airport needs a more direct 
route.  even a service that could break contract to provide would 
be better than 3 buses and 2 hours each way to these locations 
from Marion (near new Walmart)   

• Transportation options for low/no income families needs to be 
easily accessed 

• Currently driving back and forth between Marion and University 
of Iowa, would love to get a chance to take the 380 bus but there 
are no monthly parking passes available around Cedar Rapids 
transportation and the waiting list is long. Having access to such 
parking areas or extending the 380 buses to Marion would really 
help me go for the 380 bus (This is a great project and I would 
love to be able to use it if parking my car downtown Cedar Rapids 
would not be so expensive

• I also use and very much appreciate 380 Express. I hope that the 
service will be expanded

• I would love more public transit options, particularly between 
major community centers in the corridor, particularly to areas that 
offer social and medical services, as well as entertainment etc. 

• Make it feasible to live in Cedar Rapids without a car - buses that 
run every 10/15 minutes, more direct routes, transfers outside 
of downtown, more bike lanes, abolish parking minimums, and 
transit-oriented development/code throughout the whole metro 
area

• Figuring out a way to continue to increase transit ridership is 
important. Later routes, and Sunday routes would be nice if it 
makes sense. The 380 express is great! An interesting addition to 
that would be Saturday rides during home football games. Seats 
would have to be reserved, but I imagine it would be very popular. 
As the U of I is currently looking for ways to increase ticket sales, 
an option to add bus tickets from CR to season tickets for football 
and basketball games might be mutually beneficial for U of I and 
the 380 Express. Having a safe, reliable, affordable ride home 
from the games for many people would be very valuable! 

• I would like to see a better system to get around by bus/light 
rail.  For people who want to go out and drink and not drive the a 
system that would get them around would be awesome.

• I really feel the efforts toward busing in town and commuting 
between cities as well as biking have opportunities - know you 
have made great strides so far and applaud your efforts 

• As someone who used the city bus system for a number of years, 
it's incredibly important to people's independence and sense of 
how much they matter that funds be invested in transportation. 
As it is, there are many jobs that people are needing to get to but 
that they can't due to lack of routes or the bus not running at that 
time/ on those days. 

• I feel like there has to be a more complete star/diamond Public 
Transit system and I feel reality has to trump large obscene grand 
visions that would be expensive and unrealizable.

• Invest in electric buses, Proterra for example.
• Have you ever stood in the pouring rain for several minutes waiting 

for the bus?  That's crazy!  It's a reinforcement that bus riders don't 
deserve better.

• We desperately need a better bus system - longer bus hours, 
more routes, etc. 

• Both improvements on the bus stops (in terms of shelter) and 
investing in new buses (to increase frequency of routes) are 
incredibly important.

• Replace the buses that are in disrepair only. Upgrade infrastructure 
to make bus use comfortable (wait times HUD, benches with 
canopies, etc).

• Buses should be smaller and more frequent.. with most fuel 
efficient buses

Active Transportation
• Sidewalks are badly needed on larger trunk routes like business 

151 in Marion past 35th and on Collins road past the mall going 
towards Center point

• I would like to see sidewalks along all major roadways 
• Roadway enhancement for commuting in and around CR to work 

via bike 
• Bikers need protection from distracted drivers.
• One more big push for sidewalks!!!
• Sidewalks are desperately needed. Let me walk my dog in my 

neighborhood, for **** sake. 
• Thanks for bike racks on the bus.
•  Am hoping to see enhancement in pedestrian paths, bike paths 

and more security around the city.
• Prioritizing a walkable community with trails and sidewalks that 

feel safe would greatly improve the city’s transportation
• Make walking an easy option
• Safe Routes to School is critical and most don't understand it can 

also include on street trails or systems that enhance many of the 
others.  

• Sidewalks need focus for kids living in the walk zone who are 
ineligible for a bus ride.

• This is where CR really falls short.  I walk ALOT and cannot get SO 
many places safely because of lack of sidewalks.  Then, I see KIDS 
walking in the street because of lack of sidewalks.  EVERY home 
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Coordinating Transportation and Growth
• Urban density and walkable neighborhoods are key. Reduce 

sprawl and stop encouraging the use of the personal vehicle. 
• Connectivity is great. We need more places for pedestrians and 

bikes. We also need places that peds and bike will want to go. Like 
a mixed use area where you can walk from home to work to lunch 
to work to home. THAT'S connectivity. Complete Streets are only 
complete if they take you somewhere.

• Last time I was in the urban core I couldn't help but notice how 
dead it was. You need more buildings. More mixed-use buildings. 
You need more people living, working, and spending their time 
and money downtown. This is how you fix your transportation 
issues. HWY 100 extension was a waste of money.

• Need to talk about zoning and rail traffic as well.  Developing 
housing near rail is short sighted. I have seen this in many 
communities.  Not only does it hamper possible economic 
development but also can create traffic issues with blocked 
crossings and noise complaints.  

• Trains and rail noise in city are a health and safety hazard.  These 
should be removed from city or quieted when possible.   

• Get trains out of downtown
• You build economic vitality on both the large- and small scale. 

Based on the state of the urban core, large scale is doing just fine 

in CR should have a sidewalk in front of it!!!
• I live in an area that has good bicycle facilities, but there are 

noticeable gaps to the phenomenal bike trail facilities the city has 
to offer. I would like to see better on-street facilities developed in 
the next five years to help those of us that would prefer to bike as 
a primary mode of transport.

• Trails have some catching up for future use of bikes for work and 
recreation.

• Connecting trail fro Marion to CR has been on the agenda for many 
years but instead the trails are continuing  north and south!   My 
opinion it is one of the trails that should be completed first!

• I bike to work too. I love how the trails are planning to get better 
over the years. Use that system to make safe alternative routes for 
kids and  others to move around the area.

• I walk a lot. People are in cell phones and don't look for people 
walking. Trails aren't safe anymore!! 

• I am a fan of trails, will travel to have the option of riding a nice trail 
system (i.e. Des Moines).  When traveling, or as we've discussed 
moving, areas that have a fun, safe, and well-developed trail 
system factor into our decisions.  I run and cycle, and tend to not 
recommend downtown CR because of the limited options.

• Sometimes I commute to work on my bicycle (summertime) thanks 
for making this city bicycle friendly 

• Using a majority of the MPO funds for trail development significantly 
moves the needle in expanding recreational trails.   Using it for 
roadwork barely makes a difference, given the cost involved with 
construction or significantly repairing a roadway.    Lets use the 
money where it will do the most good and where it will make the 
most difference.

• When considering bicycle lanes, don't forget about the traffic 
lights! I had to hit the crosswalk button recently (March 2, 2019) on 
northbound Oakland Rd NE at 32nd St NE as my bicycle was the 
only "vehicle" going north at the time and the sensors didn't detect 
me and, as a result, the light stayed red for that cycle. (Granted, the 
bicycle lane ends at that intersection, but the city of CR needs to do 
better about traffic lights turning green even when sensors don't 
detect a vehicle in order to be more bicycle friendly.)

• Not a big fan of spending any money on bike paths, lanes.
• Stop wasting money on trails that no one uses. 
• No one cares about trails over roads. No one.
• "Build them and they will come"? I doubt it. Nervous or guilt-ridden 

parents coddle their children, driving them to and from school even 
in nice weather. Will better and more sidewalks make a difference?

• The current on street system for bikes seems less efficient and safe 
for both bike rides and vehicle drivers, with parking and bike lanes 
downtown marked various ways and making it impossible to avoid 
difficulties.  In other cities I've been in, it's not nearly as confusing 
or frustrating.

• On-street bikeways that do not have barriers are only as good as 
distracted drivers!

• Trails aren't safe anymore!!!
• Safer for bikers ,pedestrians  and vehicles to not be on same spaces
• Pedestrian fatalities are increasing more than any other mode. 

What do you do about it? Quit prioritizing seconds in LOS for cars 

over the safety of pedestrians.
• We need safe sidewalks and traffic lights for pedestrians.  There 

are so many streets that it is not safe to walk.  Crossing Collins 
Road to Collins Aerospace at F ave. and Rockwell road is very 
unsafe but the only option when walking to work.

• Will Collins improvements improve walkways for pedestrians? It 
should.

• I am a habitual walker and appreciate the recent improvements 
in sidewalk infrastructure.  However, Cedar Rapids was far behind 
when it started to improve the sidewalks, so still has a long way 
to go, as in the picture to the left of a major thoroughfare without 
sidewalks.

• I am an avid bicyclist--rode 2,700 miles in 2017 and in 2018--but do 
so recreationally because of the preference of my employer that I 
have a car handy. We are so far behind the Iowa City, Des Moines, 
and Waterloo areas in terms of trail development. I consider on-
street trails to be a secondary priority, but I do acknowledge that 
they are useful for me to get from my home to the off-street trails. 
The CeMar trail should be a priority, and I am heartened by news 
that we could eventually see a trail from Cedar Rapids to Mount 
Vernon--this would become a destination trail for sure. 

• Must work to have a transportation system that has minimal 
environmental impact. No new roads. Better forms of alternative 
transportation and perhaps auto free zones. 

• Safe routes to school seems very inefficient since most parents 
would not let their children walk to school anyway. The route 
might be safe from traffic but not from predators. 

• I would like to see improved bicycle connectivity to the outlying 
neighborhoods within city limits. Some areas are difficult to safely 
reach the bike trail system.
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while you've pushed out all of the mom-and-pops to make room 
for parking. This is why downtown is a ghost town and NewBo is 
making a splash.

• New road infrastructure is what everyone wants to make their 
commute shorter. What people need to make their commute 
shorter is a home closer to work. Also, we can't afford new roads. 
Quit pretending we can.

• The best way to do this is to tighten up and batten down the 
hatches (focus on the existing places) and mitigate endless sprawl.

• Whatever you do, encourage use of the bus system with land use 
changes. Mix all zoning except industrial.

• Who is going to walk to school when the master plan is to close 
half the neighborhood schools in Cedar Rapids.  It should be a law 
that all the adults waiting in cars to pick up school kids have to 
turn the car engines off.  Talk about neighborhood pollution and 
poor air quality - this is a perfect example.

• Keeping neighborhood schools intact rather than consolidating 
would effectively take advantage of investments already made 
and reduce hours driven by parents (just to save the District a few 
dimes).

• I would be more apt to swing the other way once the school 
consolidations are done over the next 10 years (if memory serves 
me right). Until then it could end up being money spent on 
infrastructure no longer needed in a few years

• The promised sidewalk from along Crestridge to Jackson 
Elementary should have been a requirement before opening 
those apartments. No evidence of any sidewalk there.
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Comments of AARP Iowa 

Regarding Corridor MPO 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan 

 

On behalf of AARP Iowa’s members who reside in the Cedar Rapids metropolitan area, we submit these 
comments in response to the Corridor MPO 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan. AARP is a nonpartisan, 
nonprofit nationwide organization that helps empower people to choose how they live as they age, works to 
strengthen communities, and fights for the issues that matter most to families, as well as supports policies 
that create and sustain livable communities.  

Among multiple benefits, livable communities offer transportation options that improve health, support 
vibrant neighborhoods, and connect people to economic and social opportunities throughout their 
communities. Transportation policy in the United States and the infrastructure investment of the past 100 
years have resulted in tremendous mobility for many Americans. But they have also left many isolated. One-
third of US residents do not drive.1 This number includes children, many people with incomes too low to 
afford the upkeep of a personal vehicle, more than one in five people over the age of 65, many people with a 
disability, and others who, for a variety of reasons, choose not to drive. For many of these individuals, 
accessing transportation can range from a minor inconvenience to an insurmountable barrier. 

For these reasons, AARP applauds the efforts of the Corridor MPO and its stakeholders in developing a 
comprehensive transportation plan. We especially appreciate the broad scope of the proposed plan, as well as 
a development process that incorporates substantial public input and technical analysis. The Plans offering of 
goals and objectives that tie transportation and land use together to create livable communities and 
neighborhoods is thoughtful; as is the apparent funding priority to encourage investment to create these 
outcomes. We also appreciate and support prioritizing investments that benefit sustainable development, 
public health and preservation and enhancement of the environment. The Plan is a strong statement of 
connecting accessibility and mobility across multiple modes of transportation in a safe and accessible manner, 
reaching all populations and ages  

 
Given the critical importance of all modes of transportation access and safety in our communities, AARP wants 
to highlight the following key areas addressed in the proposed plan that are of particular importance to AARP 
and older members of our communities: 
 

Transit Oriented Development 

AARP appreciates the plan’s recognition of the benefits of the concept of transit oriented development (TOD) 
– a key component of AARP’s livable communities’ public policy engagements. A livable community offers 

 
1 AARP Public Policy Institute calculations based on driving status by age and gender using Highway Statistics 2016 (Federal Highway 
Administration) and 2016 Population Estimates (US Census Bureau). 
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adequate mobility options, affordable and appropriate housing, and supportive features and services for 
people, regardless of age or ability. AARP strongly believes that a region can increase its livability by 
implementing measures to facilitate TODs, especially when the development of TODs intentionally 
incorporates affordable housing goals. Without this intention, the desirability of TODs can exacerbate the 
challenges of housing affordability due to increased land and property values and can put the benefits of TODs 
out of reach for many members of our communities. AARP supports the plan’s recognition of and efforts to 
incorporate the vision and benefits of TODs in long range plan. In addition, AARP urges the Corridor MPO to 
ensure that transportation related placemaking and corridor development promotes and incorporates 
affordable housing to the greatest extent possible within the final plan. These transportation and land use 
linkages are critical to livable communities and vibrant neighborhoods for everyone. 

 

Complete Streets 

AARP has a long history of support for adoption and implementation of Complete Streets policies. Likewise, 
AARP supports that concept of Vision Zero. The streets of our cities and towns are an integral part of our 
communities allowing children to get to school, parents to get to work, and everyone to simply enjoy the 
outdoors. They also allow caregivers and those in need of care to access needed services. As the population 
ages, the importance of community features that promote physical independence and enhance opportunities 
for community engagement for all residents becomes more apparent. Innovative design and modifications, as 
well as technological advances, can allow people of varying physical abilities to live more independent and 
meaningful lives.  

When it comes to Complete Streets, there is no singular design requirement.  Each one is unique and should 
complement the community context. The focus of AARP’s Complete Streets advocacy has been on changing 
transportation agency policies and procedures so that multimodal accommodations become a routine part of 
the project development process.  Thus, we urge the planning committee to maintain its focus on 
incorporating Complete Streets policies and meaningful performance measures in design and funding to 
ensure that every transportation project makes the street network better and safer thereby making a 
community a better place to live, work and play.  

 

Public Transit 

AARP supports the creation of mixed-use livable communities that include housing and transportation options, 
as well as community features that meet the needs of people with varying ages, incomes, and abilities. 
Increased mobility provided through a wide range of connected transportation options, including public 
transit, cycling, and walking, with safe and accessible roads and intersections for all users is critical. For those 
who cannot drive or choose not to drive, public transit serves a vital function and enhances one’s 
independence and active engagement in community life. Improvements to make non-motorized modes of 
transportation safer and more convenient promote movement and healthier choices. For these reasons, AARP 
supports the promotion of mixed-use development and the development of housing within easy walking 
distance of employment, shopping, recreation, cultural institutions, public transportation, and services. The 
plan promotes improvements to service, user access and equipment which will benefit connectivity and 
convenience for all users. 
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Paratransit  

As expressed throughout these comments, AARP strongly believes that transportation is the vital link that 
connects older adults to their communities. Those in need of specialized transportation services rely on 
services such as door-to-door paratransit and escorts that allow them to access needed destinations, such as 
physicians’ offices. Paratransit options must be safe, affordable, accessible, dependable, and user-friendly. 
They are necessary to overcome the physical limitations associated with aging. 

AARP appreciates the proposed plan’s attention to the importance of paratransit service. We strongly believe 
that policymakers should meet the transit needs of people who are older, frail, or have disabilities by 
promoting diverse transportation options that also include:  

• encouraging the development of accessible private transportation services 
• removing barriers that prevent people with disabilities from using sidewalks.  

Further, we urge public transportation providers and planners to identify and implement cost-effective 
measures that expand Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit eligibility and service beyond the 
minimum mandated by the ADA. 

 

Active Transportation 

AARP agrees that the primary components of an interconnected, active transportation system includes 
sidewalks, bikeways (on- and off-street), and public transportation facilities (roads, buses, stops, and other 
transit amenities). A well-planned system provides these community features in ways that provide users safe 
and continuous routes to and from the destinations of their choice.  

Public policies in the areas of housing, transportation, land use, and the environment influences how our 
communities develop and how people interact within them. We believe that public parks and other public 
spaces are important places for building a sense of community and social belonging. They belong to everyone, 
regardless of age, income, and background. They can also improve community members’ physical and mental 
health. Some communities have a robust network of parks and open spaces for everyone to enjoy. But others 
are neglecting or failing to invest in these vital community resources. 

Particularly during the COVID-19 pandemic, residents are increasingly turning to active modes of 
transportation to report to essential jobs, go to the grocery store, and stay active for physical, social, and 
emotional well-being. It is no secret that many of our neighborhoods lack adequate infrastructure for safe 
walking and biking, especially considering our current public health crisis. Many sidewalks are too narrow to 
support safe social distancing, and significant infrastructure gaps in sidewalk and bike networks further reduce 
the ability of residents to walk and bike safely. 

In addition to the many steps the Corridor MPO region already offers to contain the outbreak and support the 
community, we believe more can be done to safety and creatively ensure that people of all ages and abilities 
can safely get outside and exercise or get to and from essential businesses. While recommendations for public 
spaces are not always included in a transportation plan, it is important to recognize the importance of these 
places in how and where people are moving about in our region, communities and neighborhoods. We urge 
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the planning committee to seek opportunities to incorporate within the final plan trails, sidewalks, parks, and 
other areas conducive to recreational activities to alleviate overcrowded spaces that make it difficult for 
people to safely maintain adequate social distance between themselves and others. 

 

Benefits to diverse communities (p. 196) 

Finally, AARP would like to highlight the importance of extending the benefits of comprehensive 
transportation planning to diverse communities. Equity should be a key component of efforts to create and 
sustain livable communities. As previously stated, to improve livability, urban, suburban, and rural 
policymakers must reflect and act upon the needs of the entire community. The beneficiaries must be 
available to older adults, those living on fixed and low incomes, and members of our multicultural 
communities. Communities should be for and welcome everyone. 

Maximizing these benefits requires decision makers to engage broad and thoughtful community participation. 
The goal is to ensure equitable access to services and opportunities. Everyone, regardless of income and other 
factors, should be able to participate in development decisions and share in the benefits. Successful 
transportation planning requires coordinating diverse government functions and working with the local 
community, including the private sector. Operating in isolation threatens our ability to take advantage of 
meaningful and impactful coordinated activities. 

 

Funding 

This Plan is robust and creates a vision that supports many of the elements AARP promotes in our Livable 
Community programming. We appreciate that the planning committee has included guidance on available 
funding that will help to implement the work and projects identified. We also appreciate the level of funding 
and scoring system approaches to help implement this plan. These commitments set the stage for investment 
in those transportation areas that help to create active transportation and livable communities. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. AARP believes that the Corridor MPO is on the 
leading edge of ensuring that our region offers active places where residents of all ages can live independently 
and participate fully. We commend the Corridor MPO for developing a comprehensive Corridor MPO 2045 
Long Range Transportation Plan and look forward to our continued engagement.  

Should you have any questions or need any further information, please feel free to reach out to the AARP 
Iowa lead volunteer for Livable Community issues, John Peterson at (515) 401-0485 or via email at 
ankpetej@gmail.com; or Connie Eastman, AARP ASD for Community Outreach at (515) 707-2545 or via  
email at ceastman@aarp.org 
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