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City of Grand Haven, November 19, 2001 
 
A number of refinements were made in Grand Haven to address the City of Grand Haven’s 
concerns.  These are documented in a letter prepared by MDOT to the City of Grand Haven City 
Manager dated October 25, 2001.  This letter is located within this chapter.  The refinements are 
summarized below: 
 
• The additional through-lane was relocated from the outside of the roadway section to the 

median side of US-31 to keep the improvements within the existing right-of-way. 
• Side streets previously proposed to be cul-de-sacs were left open to maintain local access. 
• MDOT continues to coordinate with the City of Grand Haven on this issue to minimize 

impacts, while maintaining access to Harbor Island.  A Resolution to Accept Statement of 
Understanding GrandWater Jurisdiction Transfer dated March 15, 2004 describes the 
agreements reached, and is included on the following page. 

C-253



Consultation and Coordination 

 

 

C-254



Consultation and Coordination 

 

 

C-255



Consultation and Coordination 

 

City of Grand Haven, April 22, 2004 
 
Comment acknowledged, no response required.   
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City of Norton Shores, January 20, 1999, Resolution 
 
Acknowledge receipt of the City of Norton Shores resolution supporting Alternative A.  This 
alternative was not selected as the Preferred Alternative for the reasons documented in 
Chapter 3. 
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City of Zeeland, January 18, 1999 
 
1. Acknowledged receipt of their letter of support for Alternative F/J1.  The current PA includes 

critical segments of F/J1.
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Village of Spring Lake, January 25, 1999 
 
1. Acknowledged receipt of the Village’s letter of support for a three-phased approach: 1) 

improvements to US-31, 2) construction of a local Grand Haven bypass, and 3) construction 
of a regional bypass.  The Preferred Alternative includes improvements to US-31 and a new 
regional Grand River crossing, but not a local Grand Haven bypass due to environmental 
impacts, costs and not addressing the purpose of and need for the project. 

 
2. Acknowledged receipt of support for TSM improvements.  MDOT has continued to maintain 

and improve US-31 with projects such as pavement repairs, intersection reconfigurations, 
turn lane improvements, and traffic signal optimizing upgrades.  As a result, most of the 
TSM improvements noted have been made. 

 
3. Alternative P1r had many social and environmental impacts and was not chosen as the 

Preferred Alternative.  Therefore, a local bypass is not part of this project. 
 
4. Acknowledged receipt of support for Alternative F/J1 and the replacement of the existing 

bascule bridge.  The replacement of the existing bascule bridge is not part of the current PA.  
See response #1 above. 

 
5. Acknowledged receipt of resolution dated October 3, 1994.  See response 1. 
 
6. Acknowledge receipt of resolution dated February 3, 1997 in support of Alternative F/J1.  

The current PA includes critical segments of Alternative F/J-1. 
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City of Roosevelt Park, January 18, 1999 
 
Acknowledge receipt of resolution supporting the position of the Muskegon County Blue Ribbon 
Committee supporting Alternative A.  This alternative was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative for the reasons documented in Chapter 3.  In addition, please refer to responses 
provided for the West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development Commission on pages C-112 
and C-113. 
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Crockery Township, January 7, 1999 
 
1. Acknowledged receipt of the township’s concerns regarding traffic on M-104 and its 

opposition to a 120th Avenue bypass.  Traffic modeling projections for the year 2030 show 
that volumes on M-104 will actually decrease with the construction of the Preferred 
Alternative.  In addition, the Preferred Alternative includes widening on M-104 to five lanes 
from 130th Avenue to I-96.  Since this letter was written, MDOT has met with and received 
support for the Preferred Alternative.  

 
2. Traffic volumes on 112th Avenue are expected to decrease as a result of the Preferred 

Alternative. 
 
3. The westbound I-96 to westbound M-104 ramp has been upgraded since 1999, and now 

includes a deceleration lane that allows ramp traffic to slow and then merge with M-104 
traffic.  The Preferred Alternative converts this deceleration lane into a new through lane that 
extends to 124th Avenue. 

 
4. The Preferred Alternative has an at-grade intersection with M-104 rather than an 

interchange, and is included in cost estimates for this project. 
 
5. The Preferred Alternative includes improvements on existing US-31 in Grand Haven. 
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Joint Resolutions of Olive, Robinson, Zeeland and Crockery Townships, January 6 & 22, 
1999 
 
Acknowledged receipt of letters and resolutions in support of Alternative A.  This alternative was 
not selected for the reasons documented in Chapter 3.  Since the release of the DEIS, MDOT 
has met with representatives of these townships on the following occasions in order to involve 
them with the planning process: 
 
• September 8, 1999 
• February 25, 2000 
• May 3, 2000 
• August 21, 2000 
• October 16, 2000 
• October 18, 2000 
• October 24, 2000 
• December 12, 2000 
• January 5, 2001 
• August 23, 2005 
• September 1, 2005 
• September 13, 2005 
• September 16, 2005 – City of Ferrysburg 
• September 16, 2005 – Spring Lake Township 
• September 16, 2005 – Spring Lake Village 
• September 21, 2005 – WestPlan (Muskegon) MPO Technical and Policy Committees 
• September 28, 2005 – Ottawa County Road Commission 
• September 28, 2005 – City of Wyoming Water Service District  
• September 29, 2005 – Grand Haven Township 
• October 1, 2005 – City of Grand Rapids Water Service District 
• August 23, 2006 - Ottawa County Board and staff and State Legislators, with MDOT Director 

and staff 
• March, 2006 - Ottawa County Planning Department 
• October 1, 2006 – North-Bank (Grand River) Committee 
• February, 2007 – Ottawa County Planning 
• April 18, 2007 - Ottawa County Planning, Board members and property owners 
• May 22, 2007 – Ottawa County Non-Motorized Trail group 
• September 5, 2007 – Ottawa County Road Commission and Planning Department staff 
 
 
(Several additional MPO, local community and property owner meetings we also held in 2006 
and 2007, others are planned later this year, related to the project.) 
 
 
There are many points made in these resolutions.  The following is a summary of their concerns 
and the response to the concern.  
 
The townships were concerned that City of Grand Haven officials had not determined how they 
wanted to address traffic issues on US-31 through the City.    
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1. Since the DEIS was released, MDOT has worked closely with City of Grand Haven officials 
to develop a solution with improvements along US-31 through the City.  The results of these 
meetings and the resulting agreements are contained at the end of this chapter in the 
following two letters:   

 
• MDOT letter from the City of Grand Haven dated October 25, 2001. 
• City of Grand Haven letter to MDOT dated November 19, 2001.   

 
Subsequent meetings further refined the issues and led to the conclusion of improvements on 
existing US-31 that are part of the Preferred Alternative.  The townships were concerned that a 
second Grand River crossing at 120th without infrastructure of county roads would do little to 
alleviate traffic issues. 
 
The following improvements were included in the Preferred Alternative to address the 
township’s concerns: 
 

• The construction of a new 2-lane bridge over the Grand River near 120th Avenue. 
• The construction of a two-lane roadway connecting the bridge over the Grand River to 

M-45 and M-104. 
• Improvements to M-104 include a five-lane reconstruction on existing M-104 between 

124th Avenue and I-96 in Crockery Township. 
• New ramps at 112th/I-96 to complete the existing partial interchange. 

 
The townships cite the 1992 Ottawa County Development Plan which has a stated goal “to 
maintain the rural character” of portions of Ottawa County. 
 
2. Since the DEIS was released, the Ottawa County Planning and Grants Department issued a 

report titled “US-31 Staff Position Paper” dated January 22, 1999.  The report concludes “By 
carefully analyzing each of the Alternatives by category, it is clear that the best choice to 
alleviate traffic and safety problems is Alternative F/J1.”  In addition, the Ottawa County 
Board of Commissioners approved a motion “To approve the US-31 Staff Position Paper 
and its recommendation for a F/J1 alignment and forward a copy of this resolution to the 
Michigan Department of Transportation” on January 27, 1999.  The current PA includes 
critical segments of F/J-1.   

 
The townships were concerned with dividing the townships due to the closure of roads in the 
local road system. 
 
3. MDOT has worked with the townships since the release of the DEIS to minimize this to the 

greatest extent possible.  The proposal alignment, which is a new route (M-231) has 
intersections with all the cross streets along the new alignment expect for North Cedar Drive 
and Leonard Street where bridges will be constructed and Johnson Street which will be 
reconstructed as a cul de sac.   

 
The townships were concerned with the number of direct impacts to farmland and the amount of 
urban sprawl that may result from a rural bypass.  Since the DEIS was released, the amount of 
direct impacts to farmland is 115.8 acres. 
 
4. MDOT commissioned MSU to perform a land use study to address these concerns.  The 

US-31 Land Use Study is included under a separate cover.  The US-31 Land Use Study 
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conducted by MSU concluded that the conversion of land from open/agricultural to built 
areas has in the past without M-231 and will continue to occur in Ottawa County due to the 
economic climate of the area and access to Grand Rapids.  The proposed road location has 
little effect on the location of potential new built areas. 

 
The construction of the Preferred Alternative’s new alignment will require 53 full parcel 
acquisitions and 25 partial parcel acquisitions.  The design of the Preferred Alternative has 
focused on minimizing the landlocking and fragmentation of parcels to the greatest extent 
possible.   
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Crockery Township, November 27, 2000 
 
1. Crockery Township’s Objections to the New Alignment Map 
 

a. The Preferred Alternative modified from F/J1 meets the Purpose and Need of the 
project, in that it reduces traffic congestion and the safety issues associated with 
congestion along US-31, and improves access within the study area. 

b. The Preferred Alternative has been modified and will minimize impacts to farmland 
and the environment.  M-231 will be limited access, with controlled access at the 
intersection which means that driveways and new cross streets will not be allowed 
on it.  This will minimize opportunities for new development (sprawl) along M-231. 

c. Impacts to wetlands have been minimized as part of the FEIS, and are now less than 
three acres.  

d. The proposed M-231 is projected to lead to an increase in traffic on I-96, and a small 
decrease on M-104.  See reply two for the design feature discussion. 

 
2. Crockery Township’s Safety Concerns for the New Proposed US-31 Bypass – the proposed 

I-96/M-231/M-104 interchange has been revised since the DEIS, and many of the 
Township’s concerns have been addressed:  

 
a. The interchange proposed at the DEIS did not include a northbound bypass to 

westbound M-104 movement.  This interchange has been revised in the Preferred 
Alternative to a signalized intersection. 

b. The existing eastbound I-96 off ramp to Cleveland Road will be eliminated and 
replaced with a new off ramp to M-231. 

c. A merge lane was constructed after the DEIS for the westbound I-96 to westbound 
M-104 movement.  Additional lanes on M-104 west to 124th Avenue as part of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

d. The proposed M-231 will not bridge over M-104.  Instead, the eastbound off ramp will 
terminate on M-231 and then lead to a signalized intersection at M-104. 

e. The north leg of 120th Avenue will not be relocated.  It will be improved and included 
in the new M-231 connection to I-96. 

f. M-104 will be widened to a five-lane road rather than a boulevard.  There will not be 
any U-turn movements needed. 

g. See previous reply. 
h. See previous reply. 
i. This ramp is not a part of the Preferred Alternative.  See reply 2a. 
j. The park & ride lot will remain in its existing location. 
k. As part of the Preferred Alternative, the eastbound I-96 left off ramp will be 

eliminated and replaced with two new right off ramps – one to the new M-231, and 
one to 112th Avenue, which is currently a partial interchange.  The westbound 
Cleveland Road to westbound I-96 ramp will also be eliminated and replaced with 
two new ramps – one from the new M-231, and one from 112th Avenue. 
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Fruitland Township, January 12, 1999, Resolution 
 
Acknowledge receipt of resolution supporting the position of the Muskegon County Blue Ribbon 
Committee, which supports Alternative A and opposes bypass alternatives.  This alternative was 
not selected as the Preferred Alternative for the reasons documented in Chapter 3.  In addition, 
please refer to responses provided for the West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development 
Commission.  
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Fruitport Charter Township, January 25, 1999 
 
2. Acknowledged receipt of comments and concerns, and support for improving US-31 

(Alternative A) over creating a bypass.  This alternative was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative for the reasons documented in Chapter 3. 

 
3. Refer to Section 4.1 for a discussion of the land use impacts. 
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Grand Haven Charter Township, February 2, 2001 
 
1. The Preferred Alternative does not include a new route along 168th Avenue. 
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Holland Charter Township, December 12, 1998 
 
The Preferred Alternative only includes improvements along existing US-31 in Holland 
Township.  It does not include any work on a new alignment in Holland Township. 
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Muskegon Township, January 18, 1999 
 
Acknowledged receipt of resolution of support for the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon 
Committee's recommendation, Alternative A, and opposition to bypass alternatives. The 
Committee’s recommendation is presented in a report titled “Muskegon Area Response to the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for US-31”.  Alternative A was not selected as the 
Preferred Alternative for the reasons documented in Chapter 3.  The current PA is included in 
the approved Muskegon Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 2035 Long Range Transportation 
Plan. 
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Olive Township, January 26, 1995 
 
Acknowledged receipt of letter suggesting a modified Alternative F1/F3.  Alternative F1/F3 was 
not selected as the Preferred Alternative for reasons documented in Chapter 3.  Subsequent 
letters from the Joint Township Committee against a Rural Bypass have also been addressed in 
this chapter.  As the Preferred Alternative does not include the segment J1 that traverses Olive 
Township, there are no wetland, agricultural or residential land impacts in the township.  As per 
the response to the Joint Township Committee against a Rural Bypass letters, Olive Township 
has since changed its position and currently supports the preferred alternative. 
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Olive Township, October 20, 2000 
 
Letter acknowledged.  No comment needed. 
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Olive Township, October 27, 2000 
 
1. The current PA does not include any work in Olive Township.   
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Robinson Township Planning Commission, January 7, 1999, “Position Statement” 
 
Acknowledged receipt of the Township’s “Position Statement” opposing a rural bypass.  
Chapter 3 includes the reasons for selecting the current PA, which addresses the purpose of 
and need for the project.  Improvements made to existing US-31 will be done to the median side 
of the roadway within existing right-of-way, with the exception of US-31 north of Jackson Street.  
Increasing capacity on the existing US-31 Boulevard does not address the long-term needs in 
the study area. 
 
1. The Preferred Alternative includes upgrades to existing US-31 in order to improve capacity.  

Additional access across the Grand River in Ottawa County is needed for the areas that 
have grown and continue to grow east of existing US-31.  Chapter 3 discusses the 
Preferred Alternative in detail and a detailed design is included in Appendix A.   

 
2. Modifications to existing US-31 are included in the Preferred Alternative to address 

remaining congestion in the City of Grand Haven.   
 
3. Improvements made to existing US-31 in Grand Haven will be done to the median side of 

the roadway within existing right-of-way, with the exception of US-31 at the intersection of 
Jackson Street.   Three parcels will have partial impacts.  The “No-Action Alternative” will not 
address any of the long-term transportation needs of the study area.  

 
4. MDOT commissioned MSU to perform a land use study to address these concerns.  The 

US-31 Land Use Study is discussed in Section 2.2.  The US-31 Land Use Study conducted 
by MSU concluded that the conversion of land from open/agricultural to built areas has in 
the past and will continue to occur in Ottawa County due to the economic climate of the area 
and access to Grand Rapids.  The proposed road location has little effect on the location of 
potential new built areas.  Impacts to farmland will be approximately 115.8 acres. 

 
5. Comment acknowledged.  Please see response to United States Department of Agriculture.   
 
6. A discussion of environmental resources and mitigation is contained in Chapter 4.  All of the 

build alternatives have some environmental consequences.  Unfortunately, the “No-Action 
Alternative” will not address any of the long-term transportation needs of the study area. 

 
7. Comment acknowledged.   
 
8. The construction of Alternative A was estimated to be the highest priced alternative of all of 

the Practical Alternatives. 
 
9. The new route (M-231) will be a two-lane limited access facility rather than a full freeway.  

Chapter 3.5 discusses the Preferred Alternative. 
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Robinson Township, January 21, 1999 
 
Acknowledged receipt of the Township's opposition to the bypass alternatives and support for 
alignment alternatives such as Alternative A.  This alternative was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative for the reasons documented in Chapter 3. 
 
All reasonable measures were taken to reduce impacts to farmland.  Refer to Section 4.2 for 
additional details on this subject.   
 
1. Existing system improvements alone do not address the long-term needs of the US-31 

Study Area. 
 
2. Comment acknowledged. 
 
3. Comment acknowledged. 
 
4. The Preferred Alternative includes a two-lane roadway on a new alignment.  Maintenance 

has been considered in the selection of the Preferred Alternative.  
 
5. Comment acknowledged.  Discussions with Robinson Township subsequent to the 

publication of the DEIS resulting in its support of the current PA. 
 
Please refer to the response to those issues raised in the Robinson Township Position 
Statement dated 1/21/99.   
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Robinson Township, October 24, 2000 
 
1. Impacts to farmland have been minimized by locating the Preferred Alternative along 

property lines. The wetland impacts were similar at both locations, and have been 
minimized. 

 
2. All existing cross streets in Robinson Township will be maintained with either overpasses or 

intersections, except Johnson Street, which will be cul-de-saced. 
 
3. Runoff from the bridge will be directed to detention basins, where sediment and other 

pollutants will settle prior to being discharged to the river.   
 
4. The Preferred Alternative is a two-lane road and bridge on a new alignment extending from 

M-45 to M-104/I-96. 
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Spring Lake Township, January 5, 1999 
 
Acknowledge receipt of letter opposing a local Grand Haven bypass in the 144th and 148th 
Avenue area of the Township.  No response required.  The option was not selected as the PA. 
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Spring Lake Township, January 25, 1999 
 
Acknowledge receipt of letter that Township was included on a letter dated January 22, 1999, by 
the City of Grand Haven without the township’s consent.  No response required. 
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Zeeland Charter Township, December 8, 1998 
 
Acknowledged receipt of their December 8, 1998 letter of support for Alternative A.  Alternative 
A was not selected for the reasons documented in Chapter 3. 
 
In a letter dated January 25, 1999, the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC), including 
representatives from Zeeland Charter Township, voted unanimously to support Alternative F/J1.  
The January 25, 1999  letter can be found in this Chapter 3.  The PA includes critical segments 
of F/J-1. 
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Zeeland Charter Township, February 12, 2001 
 
The Preferred Alternative does not include any work in Zeeland Township. 
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Spring Lake Public Schools, November 18, 1998 
 
Acknowledge receipt of their letter stating their opposition to the Local Grand Haven Bypass 
Alternatives using Comstock Street and its associated Grand River crossing.  MDOT is no 
longer considering this alternative (P1 and P1r) as part of this project.  The Preferred Alternative 
does not impact this school district.  No response required. 
 

C-342



Consultation and Coordination 

 

 

C-343



Consultation and Coordination 

 

West Ottawa Public Schools, November 24, 1998 
 
Acknowledged receipt of their letter expressing concerns for Alternative R and their North 
Holland Elementary School.  Alternative R was not selected as the Preferred Alternative for the 
reasons documented in Section 3.3.5.  The Preferred Alternative will not directly impact the 
North Holland Elementary School. 
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Zeeland Public Schools, December 10, 1998 
 
1. Acknowledged receipt of the school’s concerns regarding road closures and cul-de-sacs.  

The Preferred Alternative does not include any work in the Zeeland school district.  Only two 
roads will have cul-de-sacs, Johnson Street and 120th Avenue at M-104.  All others will have 
intersections or overpasses and are not in the Zeeland school district. 

 
2. Wetland impacts have been minimized during the study process.  The Preferred Alternative 

impacts less than three acres in Robinson and Crockery Townships. 
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AGHAST (Area of Grand Haven Against Six-lane Traffic), January 11, 1999 
 
1. Acknowledge receipt of letter and petition opposing a widened boulevard on US-31.  Please 

refer to correspondence in the section between MDOT and the City of Grand Haven.  The 
PA includes widening only between approximately Washington and Jackson Streets 

 
2. Acknowledge support for a second Grand River crossing at or near 120th Avenue.  The 

Preferred Alternative includes a crossing just west of 120th Avenue. 
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Coopersville Chamber of Commerce, April 2, 1998 
 
1. Acknowledge receipt of the City’s resolution of support for a bypass at or near 120th.  The 

Preferred Alternative includes a two-lane roadway just west of 120th Avenue that also 
includes a new crossing of the Grand River.  Further, the Preferred Alternative no longer 
includes a Pigeon Creek crossing.  
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Ottawa Soil and Water Conservation District, January 7, 1999 
 
Acknowledge receipt of their letter of opposition to alternatives including a Holland/Zeeland 
bypass.  The Preferred Alternative does not include a segment that bypasses around the City of 
Zeeland, therefore agricultural impacts have been minimized. 
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Holland Area Chamber of Commerce, January 18, 1999 
 
Acknowledged receipt of the Holland Area Chamber of Commerce’s US-31 recommendations in 
support of Alternative F/J1.  The PA includes critical segments of F/J-1 including improvements 
to existing US-31 between approximately Lakewood and Quincy. 
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Zeeland Chamber of Commerce, January 20, 1999 
 
Acknowledged receipt of their support for Alternative F/J1.  The PA includes critical segments of 
Alternative F/J-1. 
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Open Letter to Ottawa County Residents, November 24, 1998 
 
 
2. Comment acknowledged 
3. Comment acknowledged 
4. Comment acknowledged 
5. The Preferred Alternative in Grand Haven includes improvements to existing US-31.  These 

include adding a third through lane (six-lane boulevard) in Grand Haven from south of 
Washington Street to Jackson Street in the median and additional turning lanes north of 
Jackson Street.   

6. Comment acknowledged 
7. The Preferred Alternative does not include replacement of the existing bridge. 
8. Comment acknowledged. 
9. Comment acknowledged. 
10. Ottawa County now supports the Preferred Alternative. 
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Michigan United Conservation Clubs (MUCC), November 17, 1994 
 
1. Every effort has been made to reduce impacts to wetlands and water resources related to 

the current Preferred Alternative.  At the Grand River, the entire 100-year floodplain is 
spanned by a structure.  Mitigation efforts for wetlands and water resources are detailed in 
Sections 4.9 and 4.10 of the FEIS. 

 
2. Indirect and Cumulative Impacts are addressed in the FEIS process.  MDOT retained MSU 

to develop a Land Use Study Model for the study area, and the adjoining counties.  The 
results of this Study are detailed in Section 2.2 and at www.us31.msu.edu. 
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Michigan Land Use Institute, January 8, 1999 
Many of the following answers refer to the US-31 Land Use Study prepared by Michigan State 
University.  However, the Land Use Study is not a component of the FEIS, but can be found at 
www.us31.msu.edu.  
 
1. Transportation and Land Use Goals 

a. During a ten year period (1990-2000), the study area experienced growth at a rate 
higher than the state average.  Ottawa County, in particular, had a 27% increase in 
population.  Correspondingly, the amount of open land (farmland included) declined 
by 3%.  This development occurred absent any major transportation improvement.  
The amount of direct impacts to farmland has been greatly reduced since the release 
of the DEIS, from 1,039.9 acres to 115.8 acres in the current PA.  Land use changes 
are regulated by local governments.  

 
b. The US-31 Land Use Study concluded that development pressures will continue in 

Ottawa County, although at a lesser rate than that of the previous decade.  The 
study compared the indirect land use impacts between the No-Action and the 
Preferred Alternative.  Comparing the alternatives in 2020 shows that the difference 
between the acres of open land converted to built land uses is negligible. 

 
c. According to the US-31 Land Use Study, the number of acres classified as 

agricultural was 217,728 in 2001.  The number of acres is predicted to decrease by 
approximately 4,300 acres in 2020 without the US-31/M-231 project.  The number of 
acres is predicted to decrease by approximately 4,400 in 2020 with the Preferred 
Alternative. 

 
d. Land use development and control is ultimately a local decision.  However, MDOT 

will work with local land use officials cooperatively in making land use decisions.  The 
data and analysis completed for the US-31 Land Use Study provides local land use 
officials with tools to use in making future land use decisions.  Farmland impacts 
were extensively considered in the DEIS and are included in Section 4.2 of the 
FEIS.  Every consideration was made to minimize farmland impacts through 
modifications to the route alignment to avoid splitting farms and maintaining access. 

 
e. Through the refinement of alternatives, the impacts to wetlands, farmland operations 

and communities were significantly reduced. (See Table 4.1-1)  It is estimated that 
the Preferred Alternative will only impact less than three acres of wetland. 

 
f. Alternative A, which includes construction of a limited-access freeway on existing 

US-31 to M-104 in Ottawa County does not meet the “Purpose and Need” of the 
project.   

 
2. Induced Demand 

a. Land development patterns indicated that new developments are locating east of 
US-31 as opposed to adjacent to US-31 by choice without any major new 
transportation facilities (See US-31 Land Use Study).  The Preferred Alternative 
provides access to this development and an alternative crossing of the Grand River 
in addition to meeting the Purpose and Need for the project.  
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b. The US-31 Land Use Study, developed after the DEIS, did consider the effects of 
induced demand.  The amount of induced demand was measured by the forecasts of 
land expected to be converted from open land to built land. 

 
c. Alternative A was included for evaluation in the US-31 Land Use Study.  In addition 

to not meeting the project’s “Purpose and Need”, it did not substantially reduce the 
conversion of open land to built land, because development pressures are so great 
in Ottawa County due to factors besides transportation. 

 
3. Respecting Taxpayers and Their Investments 

a. Since the DEIS was published road segments on US-31 in poor condition have been 
repaired.  Further, signals have been upgraded in the cities of Holland and Grand 
Haven to improve traffic flow and increase safety.  Over 80% of MDOT’s budget is 
spent on maintaining and rehabilitating existing state highways.  However, safety and 
operational problems on US-31 exist and require improvements that are more 
extensive than preservation or maintenance activities.  Additional access across the 
Grand River in Ottawa County is also important to provide an alternative to the 
existing crossing.  Traffic generated from new growth and development will further 
tax the capacity of existing local roadways as well as US-31.  Long-term 
maintenance costs for the overall transportation system in Ottawa County are 
expected to be similar between the alternatives. 

 
b. Comment acknowledged.  MDOT’s 2008-2012 Five Year Transportation Plan 

balances new construction with preservation work and increased capacity projects. 
 

c. Comment acknowledged.  The No-Action Alternative assumes preservation of 
existing US-31.  County roads and city streets will be maintained by their respective 
jurisdictions.  Historic trends and forecasts indicate that travel demand will 
necessitate capacity improvements, regardless of road condition.   The No-Action 
Alternative does not meet the “Purpose and Need” of the project nor the long-term 
transportation needs in the study area. 

 
4. Identifying Real Needs 

a. Reconstruction and repairs to the Bascule Bridge in Grand Haven are no longer part 
of the Preferred Alternative. Even with mechanical and electrical repairs to the 
bridge, traffic volumes are expected to reach levels that will create gridlock 
conditions on the bridge. The need for an additional river crossing has been 
expressed several times during the EIS process and is detailed in Chapter 2.  There 
are many elements in determining the ability of an alternative to satisfy the “Purpose 
and Need” of the project.  The Preferred Alternative meets other needs in addition to 
the need for a new river crossing.  The Preferred Alternative contributes to the 
resolution of transportation system needs and provides for a new river crossing.  

 
b. The Preferred Alternative does not preclude the development of transit and 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) as measures to reduce demand and 
manage traffic flow.  The success of a transit is largely dependent on local 
investment to provide transit services, as operating costs are primarily funded 
through local millages and fare box revenue. Further, it is not reasonable to expect 
that transit use will increase to a level necessary to offset the total additional capacity 
required.  The US-31 Land Use Study concluded that increased travel demand in the 
study area will occur regardless of the transportation improvements made.  The 
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Preferred Alternative provides an alternative route for travelers to use when there are 
traffic incidents on US-31 which could be communicated by an ITS system.  Transit 
and ITS alone will not meet the “Purpose and Need” of the project. 

 
5. Conclusion 

The US-31 Land Use Study, completed after the DEIS, extensively examined the land use 
impacts of the alternatives under consideration.  Further, design refinements made after the 
DEIS resulted in significant impact reductions to farm operations, wetlands and community 
impacts. 
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West Michigan Environmental Action Council (WMEAC), January 11, 1999 
 
Acknowledged receipt of WMEAC’s letter and concerns with the level of documentation included 
in the DEIS for: 
 
• Air Quality 
• Transit (Park’n’Ride) 
• Non-motorized Facilities. 
 
1. A new Grand River crossing would be provided by the Preferred Alternative, near 120th 

Avenue.  The new river crossing is expected to reduce some trip lengths now being forced 
to use congested bridges on more indirect routings or long detours in the event of a closing 
of the bascule bridge. 

 
Ozone level emissions are calculated with regional MPO air quality and travel demand 
models, Section 4.6.  Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) projections are part of the MPO and 
state travel demand modeling process and were considered during the air quality conformity 
process, as required.   

 
2. A comprehensive TSM analysis was completed.  Some TSM improvements have already 

been implemented on segments of US-31 in Holland and Grand Haven.  TSM improvements 
are short-term, low capital improvements that complement the Preferred Alternative.  These 
will continue to be implemented as traffic conditions warrant. 

 
3. Section 4.6 of the FEIS discusses Air Quality.  The MACC, WMSRDC and GVMC MPOs 

and State of Michigan all have conforming plans, which include the Preferred Alternative in 
the travel demand model and as required by federal regulations.  Future MPO plans and 
TIPS will address air quality conformity as required for the project. 

 
4. Transit is discussed in Section 3.4.  While transit alone will not satisfy the Purpose and 

Need, types of transit could be implemented with or without the Preferred Alternative, 
including rail transit.  It is however, it is neither feasible nor reasonable to expect transit 
ridership to completely eliminate the need for highway improvements.  (MDOT will work with 
local agencies to identify opportunities to enhance non-motorized trails.  MDOT will work 
with local agencies to identify the need for Park & Ride, as interest and demand warrants.) 
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West Michigan Environmental Action Council, December 22, 2000 
 
Letter acknowledged.  MDOT continued to work with agencies, including the DEQ and local 
units of government to revise the F/J1 Alternative and address concerns. The Preferred 
Alternative affects less than three acres areas in the vicinity of the bridge. There are no wetland 
impacts to the Pigeon River watershed.  Please see Section 4.9 for additional information on 
wetland impacts. 
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