
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms 

APPENDIX B: FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORMS 

Any Federal action that results in conversion of farmland to a non-agriculture use requires coordination 
with the Natural Resources and Conservation Service (NRCS).  Coordination has been accomplished 
through a Land Evaluation Site Assessment (LESA), which measures the relative value of farmland 
affected, and assigns a score according to set criteria.  The evaluation includes direct and indirect 
conversion.  The LESA provides a numerical score for assessing farmland conversion impacts, ranging 
from low score of 100 and to a high score of 260. 
 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service assisted in filling out the following forms.  Although Ottawa 
County does list land as locally important, the NRCS did not provide data on locally important land.  There 
is no statewide important farmland in the study area.  The total rating is not a sum of points but rather an 
evaluation of the entire alternative against the rating criteria.  Impact ratings are based on a total scale of 
0-260.  The larger the rating, the greater the impact will be on the surrounding farmland. 
 

Summary Farmland Conversion Impact Ratings 
DEIS Alternative F/J1 

 Segment 
C1 

Segment 
C6 

Segment 
C4 

Segment 
C7 

FEIS Preferred Alternative, 
F-1a 

Total Points 195 166 120 179 99.5 

 
Prime and Unique Farmlands are discussed in Section 4.2. 
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United States Coast Guard (USCG), October 26, 1994 
 
Comments from the USCG were received in 1994, 1998 and 2007.  The 1994 comments were 
incorporated into modifications of alternatives developed for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). 
 
1. The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) conducted a bascule bridge study during a two-

week period between August 3 and August 16, 1995. The USCG issued a preliminary statement as a 
result of this study’s survey, indicating: 

 
• The height of any new or replacement moveable structure must allow the passage of at least 75 

percent of current river traffic without an opening, and; 
• The height of any new fixed span structure must allow 100 percent of all current river traffic to 

pass under it. 
 

This survey was updated in 2001 to verify the number, height, and type of vessels likely to navigate 
the river.  The revised survey indicated that the typical vessel that would not be able to navigate a 45-
foot underclearance would be a barge or tugboat from a local business, with an occasional sailboat.  
Most other tall vessels are restricted by a railroad bridge located downstream (west) of US-31 and the 
existing bascule bridge.   
 
The Preferred Alternative does not include improvements to the existing US-31 bascule bridge, and 
there will be no impacts affecting bridge height.  MDOT staff worked with USCG staff to determine an 
appropriate underclearance.  The agreement reached by the two agencies on November 14, 2007 
was that an underclearance height of 35 feet would “best serve the taxpayer and yet provide for 
navigation needs, present and future on the Grand River.” 
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United States Coast Guard (USCG), December 8, 1998 
 
No response required.  
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United States Coast Guard (USCG), October 17, 2007 
 
>>> "Bloom, Robert" <Robert.W.Bloom@uscg.mil> 10/17/2007 9:49:28AM >>> 
Good Morning,  
 
I have reviewed the file for the proposal, with the file going back to 1996 
when a week-long meeting was held in Grand Haven to discuss the possibilities 
of replacing the U.S. 31 bascule bridge in Grand Haven and the construction of 
a bypass structure near 120th Street, upriver from the U.S. 31 Bridge.  The 
several meetings held that week were attended by the mayor and city manager of 
Grand Haven, a few council members, Regine Beaubeouf of the MDOT with several 
of her staff members and Jim Kirschensteiner of the Federal Highway 
Administration, a Corps of Engineers representative and a few other state and 
federal agency representatives.  I attended the meetings, as did Mr. Nick 
Mpras from Coast Guard Headquarters in Washington, D.C., Bridge Program 
Administrator for the Coast Guard's nationwide bridge program.  During that 
week, we discussed replacement of the U.S. 31 Bridge and a replacement bascule 
bridge with a vertical clearance of 45 feet in the closed position was 
discussed.  That figure, being greater than now exists, would provide passage 
of at least seventy-five percent of the boats without requiring the bridge to 
be opened and cause traffic backups.  However, because of the length of the 
approaches required for a bridge at that height, it was determined it would be 
less impactive to businesses and homes, and Spring Lake in particular, to 
consider a replacement bridge with clearances as now exist at the 31 bridge.  
One of the proposals was to construct a replacement bridge of a fixed design, 
but to provide for boating it would have to have a vertical clearance of 60 
feet, at a minimum.  That proposal quickly was put to rest due to the extent 
of negative impacts that would have occurred to businesses and homes. 
 
The other subject of discussion during the week was the bypass bridge, 
subject of your email below.  Initial thoughts were that if a bypass 
bridge were constructed, it would be of a fixed design and possibly 
require a minimum vertical clearance of sixty (60) feet.  However, after 
doing a survey of the boats using the waterway and those that 
potentially could use the upper reaches of the waterway, it was 
determined by the Coast Guard that a bridge of forty (40) feet vertical 
clearance would provide for existing and prospective navigation.  That 
figure was agreed to by the MDOT and the FHWA.  As part of the 
discussions concerning the bypass bridge and its location, we were 
provided a boat and crew by Coast Guard Station Grand Haven to do an 
inspection by water of the proposed crossing site and to be able to go 
ashore at the crossing site and do a "walk-around" inspection.  That 
inspection trip further reinforced the fact that a fixed bridge with 40 
feet vertical clearance was feasible and would be the best alternative 
for a bypass structure, and would provide for the needs of both vessel 
and land traffic.    
 
Since the time of the meeting, there have been personnel changes at the 
city, state and federal level and the proposal is being viewed in 
somewhat different light from those various offices and agencies.  
However, from the perspective of the Coast Guard, nothing has changed as 
relates to navigation upon the Grand River, the potential for future 
use, and our obligation to maintain and enforce the federal regulations 
under which our Bridge Administration Program operates.   
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Based upon the results of the week-long meeting in 1996, and the fact 
that nothing has changed since that time to bring about a change in 
clearance requirements, I advise you that we are firm on our requirement 
for a clearance of not less than forty feet for a fixed bridge at the 
proposed crossing site.  Navigation trends and numbers of boats using 
any given waterway may change somewhat every few years, going up or down 
in number and type of usage, but overall there is an average consistency 
of usage and that is what we have to consider when looking at the 
existing and prospective navigation needs and requirements.   
 
At the time of the meeting in 1996, it was stated that the proposed 
projects in the area would be a long time in coming to a development 
stage due to the state not having funding to match federal dollars.  
What changes have there been since that time for the state to now commit 
funding to match federal dollars and make the projects, or just the 
bypass bridge, financially viable?   
 
Bob  
 
Robert W. Bloom, Jr.  
Bridge Program Manager  
Ninth Coast Guard District  
1240 East Ninth Street  
Cleveland, Ohio 44199-2060 
Tele: 216-902-6085 
Fax:  216-902-6088 
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Response to United States Coast Guard (USCG), October 17, 2007 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: WEERSTRAV@michigan.gov [mailto:WEERSTRAV@michigan.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 3:22 PM 
To: Bloom, Robert 
Cc: Dennis Kent; Carlson, Kurt; Striffler, Scot 
Subject: RE: US-31 Bypass @ Grand River 
 
Mr. Bloom: 
 
Thank you for responding to our request for clarification of the vertical 
clearance requirements for the planned new Grand River crossing near 120th 
Avenue in Ottawa County.  I understand your concern over accommodating vessel 
traffic on the river; however, at this point on the river, it appeared from 
our previous discussions in May of this year, that something less than 40 feet 
would accommodate the anticipated river traffic.  Also, a few miles upstream, 
vessel passage is limited by the 68th Avenue structure which has a vertical 
clearance of approximately 24 feet. 
 
Based on discussions at the meeting held in 2005 with, MDOT staff, river 
users, US Army Corps of Engineers and Coast Guard staff, it appeared that 30-
35 feet of clearance would be adequate.  That finding was again reviewed in a 
conversation in May 2007 with you and your staff.  In addition, it was MDOT's 
understanding that the 35 foot maximum clearance proposed in May was verified 
by your staff during a survey in the area. 
 
Since the 1996 meetings, MDOT selected a Preferred Alternative (F/J-1) for the 
US-31 Bypass project, which included the referenced new river crossing; cost 
was estimated at approximately $1 Billion.  Based on discussions in 2005 and 
2006 with local officials, assessing their priorities and state highway needs, 
MDOT developed a revised Bypass proposal.  The revised alternative is still on 
the F/J-1 alignment, but limited to connecting M-45 and I-96 including the 
same river crossing scenario, near 120th Avenue.  The required Final 
Environmental Impact Statement will be submitted to FHWA in early 2008, 
reflecting this modified Preferred Alternative, estimated at approximately 
$150 Million. Based on anticipated state and federal funding availability, 
including federal earmarked funds from US Representative Hoekstra, MDOT plans 
to begin construction of the new river crossing in 2010.  MDOT's ability to 
match federal aid was never an issue in 1996 and will not be an issue in 2010. 
 
Preliminary design engineering will begin shortly for the new river crossing.  
MDOT can develop those plans based on 40 feet of vertical clearance, if that 
is the requirement.  However, the 35 foot clearance level would reduce visual 
and environmental impacts, as well as costs.  It is MDOT's responsibility to 
identify reasonable and feasible opportunities to more cost effectively spend 
federal and state transportation funds.   Therefore, we would appreciate your 
consideration of reducing the required vertical clearance to 35 feet, based on 
the user information obtained to date.  Please let us know the process that 
needs to be followed to request and implement the reduced clearance standard. 
 
Thank you for your assistance.  Please contact me if you need additional 
information on this project. 
 
Vicki Weerstra 
Associate Region Engineer-Development 
MDOT-Grand Region 
616/451-3091 
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United States Coast Guard (USCG), November 14, 2007 
 
Message from "Bloom, Robert" <Robert.W.Bloom@uscg.mil> on Wed, 14 Nov 2007 09:44:37 -0500 ----- 

To: <WEERSTRAV@michigan.gov> 
cc: "Carlson, Kurt" <Kurt.A.Carlson@uscg.mil>, "Striffler, Scot" <Scot.M.Striffler@uscg.mil> 

Subject: RE: US-31 Bypass @ Grand River 
 
Vicki,  
 
We again have gone through the file information concerning the construction of 
a new bridge near 120th Street.  While the originally established forty feet 
vertical clearance was based upon agreement of all parties early on in the 
process, from what now has been presented, we feel the thirty-five (35) feet 
vertical clearance will be workable.  We do understand that the difference 
between the 35 and 40 feet is not a nickel and dime difference and feel that 
the lower clearance will best serve the taxpayer and yet provide for 
navigation needs, present and future, on the Grand River.   
 
Since we are the permitting federal agency for the project, and obviously a 
cooperating agency in the NEPA process, we would very much appreciate 
receiving a copy of the Draft EIS and the upcoming Final EIS.   
 
Bob  
 
ROBERT W. BLOOM, JR.  
Bridge Program Manager  
Ninth Coast Guard District  
1240 East Ninth Street  
Cleveland, Ohio 44199-2060 
tele:    216-902-6085 
FAX:    216-902-6088 
email:  Robert.W.Bloom@USCG.mil 
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United States Department of the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), October 28, 1994 
 
Comments from the USACE were received in both 1994 and 1999.  The 1994 comments were 
incorporated into modifications of alternatives developed for the DEIS.  The 1999 comments are 
addressed later in this chapter.  The following information includes updates from the DEIS, related to the 
1994 letter: 
 
1. Comment acknowledged and addressed.  Mitigation and permit requirements for the proposed Grand 

River crossing of the Preferred Alternative are discussed in Section 4.22. 
 
2. The Preferred Alternative no longer includes construction of a replacement crossing for the existing 

US-31 Bridge between Grand Haven and Ferrysburg. 
 
3. The new crossing of the Grand River included in the Preferred Alternative crosses the entire Grand 

River, adjacent wetlands and adjacent floodplain.  In addition, because the soils in the area are poor, 
the number of substructures will be minimized and span lengths maximized. The Preferred Alternative 
impacts 2.55 acres of wetland, as compared to the 89.96 expected to be impacted by Alternative 
F/J1. 

 
4. Wetland mitigation sites were identified in accordance with the watershed, as requested, including 

adjacency to the Grand River.  See Section 4.9 for discussion on the proposed wetland mitigation for 
the Preferred Alternative. 

 
5. Wetland mitigation sites were sought in accordance with these desires and met, including adjacency 

to the Grand River.  The areas previously impacted will return to a natural state.  See Section 4.9 for 
discussion on the proposed wetland mitigation for the Preferred Alternative. 

 
6. Concurrence with Purpose of and Need for the project and the need for an additional Grand River 

crossing are acknowledged.  The need for the project is discussed at length in Section 2.  The traffic 
analysis for the Preferred Alternative is in Section 2.2.  The local Grand Haven Bypass did consider 
the Robbins Road extension, but was relocated south, to Comstock Street, after numerous meetings 
with and input from local community members.  However, it did not meet Purpose of and Need for the 
project as well as the Preferred Alternative. 
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United States Department of Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), February 1, 1999 
 
Comments from the USACE were received in both 1994 and 1999.  The 1994 comments were incorporated 
into modifications of alternatives developed from the DEIS.  The response to the 1999 comments is presented 
below. 
 
1. Comment acknowledged.  Section 4.22 discusses the permits that may be required for construction.  The 

FEIS proposes bridges that span the entire floodplain of the Grand River.  The need for filling and dredging 
of the Grand River floodplain and floodway has been minimized to the fullest extent possible by 
recommending fewer substructures and longer spans.  Section 4.20.1 discusses the River Bridge 
Construction in detail.  The method of construction will be decided either at the time of design or by the 
contractor, but prior to submitting for the permit.   

 
2. Comment acknowledged.  The Coast Guard has indicated, since the DEIS, that a minimum clearance 

height of 35 feet for a fixed span bridge at the new alignment Grand River crossing is reasonable.  The 
Preferred Alternative provides this clearance over the navigation channel. 

 
3. The Preferred Alternative no longer affects the Bascule Bridge in Grand Haven. 
 
4. The alternatives near the referenced State Game Area have been eliminated from further consideration.  

The Preferred Alternative includes a new alignment paralleling 120th Avenue.  This alternative includes 
improvements in Holland Township and the City of Grand Haven along existing US-31 and a new bridge 
over the Grand River.  Non-freeway alternatives without bypasses of Grand Haven would require an 8-lane 
boulevard through the City of Grand Haven to provide an acceptable level-of-service.  A detailed analysis 
of an 8-lane boulevard through Grand Haven was not recommended because: 

 
• Approximately 38 residential and 49 commercial displacements would occur. 
• Weaves lanes required for local traffic using US-31 to move only one block to the north or south. 
• Additional lanes for pedestrians to cross would limit accessibility and decrease safety in crossing 

US-31. 
• Opposition from the Cities of Grand Haven and Ferrysburg. 
• Does not meet the Purpose of and Need for the project. 
• Could not independently maintain long-term congestion relief. 

 
5. See response to 4 above and Chapter 3 discusses the alternatives considered. 
 
6. The impact to wetlands associated with the Preferred Alternatives have been reduced since the DEIS (see 

Table 4.9-1 in Chapter 4) from 89.93 acres to 2.55 acres.  The Preferred Alternative no longer has the 
highest number of wetland impacts, due to modifications made to avoid and minimize impacts. 

 
7. As stated in the previous response, the amount of impacted wetlands has been reduced from 89.93 acres 

to 2.55 acres since the DEIS.  The local Grand Haven bypass has been eliminated from further 
consideration.  Construction methods, such as dredging are discussed in Section 4.20.  

 
8. The Preferred Alternative no longer directly impacts the Pigeon River.  
 
9. Section 4.9 Discusses State and Federal Wetland Mitigation Requirements, it describes in detail the 

criteria used in determining feasible wetland mitigation sites.  All of the proposed mitigation sites have been 
reviewed and approved by the Resource Agencies as acceptable.   

 
10. Mitigation for wetland for the new Grand River crossing has been adequately identified in Section 4.9. 
 
11. The USACE has since provided concurrence on the “Alternatives to Be Carried Forward”.  The hybrid 

noted in the letter was eliminated from further consideration for the reasons discussed in item 4 above.  
Additionally, substantial wetland impact reduction was achieved by realignment and design modifications 
the Preferred Alternative.   
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United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), October 27, 1994 
 
Comments from USFWS were received in both 1994 and 1999.  The 1994 comments were incorporated 
into modifications of alternatives developed for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  The 
1999 comments are addressed later in this chapter. 
 
Concurrence on Purpose of and Need for the project acknowledged. 
 
Comment acknowledged.  The number of wetlands impacted by the Preferred Alternative is now 2.55 
acres (compared to 89.96 acres identified in the DEIS).  The number of forested wetlands impacted is 
0.27 acres (compared to 60.31 acres identified in the DEIS). 
 
The area of wetlands impacted by the Preferred Alternative is 2.55 acres and the area of forested 
wetlands impacted is 0.27 acres.  Where the alignment could not be relocated, bridging versus filling of 
wetland areas was done.  TSM, Transit Alternatives, as well as ITS technologies, were included in the 
review of Practical Alternatives since the DEIS. 
 

1. Wetland mitigation sites were sought in accordance with these desires and met.  See Section 4.9 
for discussion on the proposed wetland mitigation for the Preferred Alternative.  Of the five sites, 
one is located on land owned by the Ottawa County Parks Department and will be incorporated 
into their proposed large regional park and Macatawa Greenway project.  A second of the five 
has been acquired by MDOT because the opportunity arose for purchase.  The other three will be 
acquired when they become available or as part of the project. 

 
 

2. Acknowledge receipt of concurrence on their being no federally listed or proposed species within 
the Preferred Alternative corridor in 1994.  With an updated species list and new available 
information, consultation with the USFWS is ongoing to produce a more recent evaluation. 

 
3. MDOT last updated the list of federally threatened & endangered species within the project area 

on May 3, 2007 with the use of the USFWS’ website. 
 

4. Neither of these species is currently listed as federal candidate species for Ottawa County by the 
USFWS.  Additionally none were found within the area of the Preferred Alternative through 
numerous surveys. 
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United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), August 23, 1994 
 
1. Comment acknowledged.  BIA office added to the mailing list.  BIA will be contacted if any of the 

remaining eleven archaeological sites to be surveyed are found to impact Native American lands or 
resources. 
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United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), October 28, 1994 
Comments from the USDA were received in both 1994 and 1999.  The 1994 comments were 
incorporated into modifications of alternatives developed for the DEIS.   
 
Comment acknowledged 
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United State Department of Agriculture (USDA), November 12, 1998 
 
Comment acknowledged.  Alternative A did not meet the Purpose of or Need for the project as well as the 
Preferred Alternative due to the strong community objections from the City of Grand Haven and City of 
Holland.  The primary reason for opposition is due to the significant community impacts resulting from the 
loss of numerous commercial and residential buildings.  Alternative A also does not provided additional 
access over the Grand River. Significant efforts were expended in order to avoid and/or minimize impacts 
to prime, unique and other locally important farmland for the Preferred Alternative.  Prime farmland was 
reduced from 342.38 to 105 acres impacted, unique farmland was reduced from 14.60 to zero acres 
impacted, other farmland was reduced from 512.49 to 105 acres. 

 
1. Adequate soil erosion control will be addressed through MDOT’s Approved Soil Erosion and 

Sedimentation Plan. 
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United State Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), August 25, 1994 
 
1. No federally assisted housing is adversely affected by the Preferred Alternative.  Specific information 

regarding residential displacements and efforts to assist those displaced is found in Section 4.1.2.  
MDOT has also performed and produced a “Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan” for this project that 
further clarifies issues related to this concern.  The Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan is found in 
Appendix E. 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), January 21, 1999 
 
1. The Purpose of and Need for the proposed action, has been clarified based on these comments, 

discussions during the December 6, 2001 and November 2006 Resource Agency Meetings.   Section 
2.1 of the FEIS provides further explanation and clarification of the Purpose of and Need for the 
project.  Throughout the EIS process, MDOT has sought concurrence from the Resource Agencies 
(USEPA, USACOE, USFWS, USCG and MDEQ) on the three concurrence points; “Purpose and 
Need”, alternatives to be carried forward, and the Preferred Alternative.  

 
2. See response to Comment 1.  
 
3. The methodology used to project the 2030 traffic volumes is described in Section 2.2.3 of the FEIS.   
 
4. A discussion on transit is included in Section 3.4 of the FEIS, although a stand-alone transit 

alternative was dismissed, it is expected that transit service will continue to attract new riders, as the 
area grows.  Transit systems are encouraged, but analysis of area travel patterns suggests that 
transit is not a viable alternative, nor would a fully developed transit system reduce congestion to 
eliminate the need for build alternatives.  Much of the study area is rural; therefore, it is not practical 
or feasible to expect travel volumes to be reduced to levels that will address the issues related to the 
project due to dispersed travel patterns. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative will likely include an Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) component.  
Development of a county-wide or region-wide ITS Plan is needed prior to implementation of a corridor 
specific plan along US-31 in Ottawa County.    A Transportation System Management (TSM) 
Alternative was also studied but did not meet the Purpose of and Need for of the project.  The TSM 
Alternative is a short-term solution, including low capital cost improvements.  Since publication of the 
DEIS in 1999, several TSM projects have been completed along the corridor including intersection 
improvements and signal progression.  

 
5. The number of wetlands impacted by the Preferred Alternative has been reduced from 89.96 acres to 

2.55 acres through avoidance and minimization modifications of the alignment.  Section 4.9 includes 
a discussion on the wetland mitigation plans.  Where the alignment could not be relocated, bridging 
versus filling of wetland areas was utilized 

 
  
6. MDOT pursued innovative options and met extensively with concerned citizens and public agencies, 

and took time to address the concerns raised in response to public and agency comments during and 
after the development of the DEIS and after the Public Hearing.  MDOT led the development of an 
assessment of indirect impacts through an innovative research study conducted by Michigan State 
University’s Basic Science and Remote Sensing Initiative. The study paired observations of historic 
land use changes with anticipated population and employment growth projections to determine 
potential land use changes in the future (2020).  The study concluded that the intense pressure for 
growth and development in the area is due to the robust regional economy.  The corridor alternatives 
therefore have a limited impact on the future location of land development, due to the fact that local 
governments control land use through zoning and master plans.  

 
7. See response to Comment 6.  
 
8. See response to Comment 6.    
 
9. A table addressing the impacts of the Preferred Alternative is located in Chapter 4. 
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United States Department of Interior, Office of the Secretary, January 15, 1999 
 
1. The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts the Matt Urban Sports Complex Park in Holland or 

Harbor Island in Grand Haven. 
 
2. The Preferred Alternative no longer affects Section 4(f) properties.  
 
3. The comparison of wetland function and values in the DEIS found the derived function and value 

index to be similar among the build alternatives.  Thus, the Watershed Wetland Impact Value was 
directly related to the amount of proposed wetland impacts for each alternative.    Wetlands will be 
replaced in-kind and within the same watershed as the impacts.  The maximum required acreage of 
wetland mitigation was calculated for each watershed using MDEQ regulatory replacement ratios.  
Ratios for areas of exceptionally high quality or low quality may be adjusted on an individual basis 
upon review by the resource agencies during permitting. 

 
Lengthening the spans at river crossings and avoiding high quality wetlands has substantially 
reduced the amount of wetlands impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  A supplement to the DEIS is 
not warranted as the wetlands discussions in the FEIS has addressed concerns received on the 
DEIS.   

 
4. Low capital improvement alternatives were examined in more detail since the DEIS.  They failed to 

meet the Purpose of and Need for the project and were eliminated from further consideration. In 
addition, lengthening the spans at river crossings and avoiding high quality wetlands has substantially 
reduced the amount of wetlands impacted by the Preferred Alternative.   

 
5. The amount of wetlands impacted by the Preferred Alternative has been substantially reduced since 

publication of the DEIS (2.55 acres as compared to 89.96 acres).  Discussion of wetland function and 
values can be found in the FEIS. A function and value assessment using the MnRAM method was 
conducted to provide a basis for determining the quality of the wetlands that will be affected by the 
Preferred Alternative.  The function and value assessment also provides data for determining the 
wetland mitigation goals and targeted functions that will need to be designed into the mitigation areas 
to compensate for unavoidable wetland impacts.   

 
6. A comprehensive wetlands habitat mitigation plan will need to be developed.  The mitigation plan will 

include, but is not limited to the recommendations made by the USFWS. 
 
7. See response to comment five.  Since this comment letter was issued, MDOT conducted several 

meetings with the USFWS to discuss this issue.  The revisions made to the current Preferred 
Alternative, and the conceptual designs of the wetland mitigation plans reviewed during the 
December 6, 2001 Resource Agency meeting update, were given tentative approval by USFWS 
personnel at that time.    

 
8. According to correspondence with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) and the 

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the following species are known to occur near the Preferred 
Alternative:  Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsium pitcher), American ginseng (Panax quinquefolius), Great Lakes 
marsh, Indiana bat (Myotis sodalist), and the recently de-listed bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus).  The eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina), a state species of special 
concern, was found within the project area although it was not mentioned in correspondence with the 
MDNR. 

 
9. Comment acknowledged.  The threatened and endangered species data was reviewed periodically in 

order to ensure that the assumptions presented in the FEIS are still accurate.  The most recent 
request for an update to lists used for this study was made in the summer of 2007.  We received a 
letter from the MDNR on July 26, 2007 listing threatened or special concerned species in the study 
area.  On August 3, 2007, the USFWS website was checked for threatened or special concern 
species within the study area.   
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10. Comment acknowledged.  During the FEIS process MDOT evaluated Section 4(f) impacts in detail, 

and the Preferred Alternative no longer has any Section 4(f) impacts, by modifying the design and 
moving the alignment. 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, January 21, 1999 
 
1. Comment acknowledged.  The Preferred Alternative does not impact any historic properties.  
 
2. Comment acknowledged.  The language in Section 5.8.1 has been modified to 

accommodate the Advisory Council’s request to revise the language concerning any 
proposed action and the process in which the Advisory Council may become involved.   

 
3. Comment acknowledged.  Agreement between FHWA, Michigan’s State Historic 

Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has been 
reached through procedures pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. 

 
4. The language has been revised in Section 5.8. 
 
5. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is verbally defined in Section 4.8.2 and has been added 

to Figures 5.8-1 through 5.8-3.   
 
6. With the exception of several outstanding parcels along 120th Avenue, north of the Grand 

River, all of the additional studies to determine the eligibility of archaeological have been 
performed.  Based on the available information, no significant archaeological findings are 
noted or anticipated on the remaining eleven parcels.  FHWA and SHPO agreed that the 
EIS process could proceed without access.  When the property is purchased, the required 
analyses will be completed on the remaining eleven parcels.   

 
7. The affected sites were determined to be eligible only under Criterion A and C, not D, which 

is discussed in Section 4.8.1 of the DEIS.  
 
8. The Preferred Alternative does not affect the Boer Farm. 
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Michigan Department of Health and Human Services, January 8, 1999 
 
1. Comment acknowledged.  The FEIS describes the Preferred Alternative in detail.  
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Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), November 29, 1994 
Comments from the MDNR were received in both 1994 and 1999.  The 1994 comments were 
incorporated into modifications of alternatives developed for the DEIS.  Responses to the 1994 
comments are listed below.  The 1999 comments are addressed later in this chapter. 
 
1. Concurrence on “Purpose and Need” acknowledged. 
 
2. Permit requirements, including those noted, are discussed throughout in Section 4.22. 
 
3. The Purpose of and Need for the project is documented in Chapter 2.  This demonstrates 

that the project is necessary for the public interest.  The description of impacts and 
mitigation of the impacts to aquatic resources are documented in detail in Chapter 4.  
Significant efforts were made between the DEIS and FEIS to avoid and/or minimize impacts 
to aquatic resources by adjusting the alignment of the Preferred Alternative.   

 
4. This information is included in the FEIS.  The base map showing the DEIS Practical 

Alternatives is Figure 3.1-1.  A base map and aerial of the Preferred Alternative is included 
in Figure 3.5-1 and Appendix A, respectively.  Mapping of wetland mitigation sites, 
floodplains, watercourses, waterbodies, and proposed crossings of these waterbodies and 
watercourses can be found in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.   Hazardous waste sites are discussed 
in Section 4.6.1, but not mapped.  Threatened and endangered species were not observed 
within the study area and therefore there is no mapping of these resources.  

 
5. Avoidance, minimization, and replacement values of wetlands were completed as required, 

and documented in Section 4.9.  Specifically, the number of forested wetlands has been 
reduced to 0.984 acres, as compared to 60.31 acres identified in the DEIS. 

 
6. An hydraulic analysis of the Grand River crossing was completed for the Preferred 

Alternative.  No adverse impacts to hydraulics or floodplains of the rivers will be caused by 
the proposed structures.  The proposed Grand River crossing structures span the 
floodplains.   

 
The hydraulic analyses were performed in the vicinity of the proposed bridge crossing. A 
cross-section field survey was performed at the following locations: 

 
• Along the crown of the roadway centerline. 
• At the upstream and downstream faces of the proposed structure. 
• One bridge length upstream of the face of the structure. 
• Five downstream of the structure at 100-foot intervals, beginning 150 feet downstream of 

the proposed roadway centerline. 
• Five upstream of the structure at 100-foot intervals, beginning 150 feet downstream of 

the proposed roadway centerline. 
 

The hydraulic computations determined that there would be no harmful interferences to 
flood flows. 

 
7. Request for a meeting prior to permit application(s) is acknowledged.  Nine resource agency 

meetings have been held throughout the study to date.  The MDEQ attended and 
participated in all the meetings.  Early coordination will be pursued prior to construction. 
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8. MDOT retained the services of Michigan State University’s (MSU) Basic Science and 
Remote Sensing Department to create a Land Use model for the study area and adjoining 
counties.  The results of this study are detailed in Section 2.2 of the FEIS or at 
www.us31.msu.edu. 

 
9. Surface water quality topics are included in Section 4.10 of the FEIS. 
 
10. A meeting was held on February 3, 1995 with MDOT, MDNR and consultant representatives 

to discuss this particular comment letter.  MDOT prepared a report titled “Task 7.91 Natural 
Environmental Biological Assessment (Supplemental: Protected Species Sampling), 
February 1995.  This report provides a more in-depth description of the methods used in the 
review of the corridors for protected species.  Specific mention is made regarding the 
Southern Floodplain Forest in this 1995 supplemental report to address this comment.   

 
11. A meeting was held on February 3, 1995 with MDOT, MDNR and consultant representatives 

to discuss this particular comment letter.  MDOT prepared a report titled “Task 7.91 Natural 
Environmental Biological Assessment (Supplemental: Protected Species Sampling), 
February 1995.  This report provides a more in-depth description of the survey methods 
used in the review of the corridors for protected species.  Each element of this comment was 
addressed in this 1995 supplemental report.   

 
12. A meeting was held on February 3, 1995 with MDOT, MDNR and consultant representatives 

to discuss this particular comment letter.  MDOT prepared a report titled “Task 7.91 Natural 
Environmental Biological Assessment (Supplemental: Protected Species Sampling), 
February 1995.  This report provides a more in-depth description of the survey methods 
used in the review of the corridors for protected species.    An additional a meeting was held 
on May 15, 1996 with MDOT, MDNR and consultant representatives to discuss additional 
Threatened & Endangered Species surveys that were scheduled for the summer and fall of 
1996.  Specific surveys were conducted in 1996 for the King Rail, Kirkland’s Snake, and 
Blanchard’s Cricket Frog as per the preferred methodologies.  Because of the potential 
impacts to threatened or endangered fish species it was recommended by the MDNR that 
fish sampling not be conducted, therefore, no sampling was performed.   

 
13. Comment acknowledged.  MNAI has been corrected to MNFI. 
 
14. A meeting was held on February 3, 1995 with MDOT, MDNR and consultant representatives 

to discuss this particular comment letter.  MDOT prepared a report titled “Task 7.91 Natural 
Environmental Biological Assessment (Supplemental Protected Species Sampling), 
February 1995.  This report provides a more in-depth description of the survey methods 
used in the review of the corridors for protected species.  New surveys were conducted in 
areas where the Preferred Alternative alignment was altered.  
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), January 11, 1999 
 
1. Comment acknowledged.  The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts the Pigeon River or 

its watershed. 
 
2. The need for permits from the MDEQ is acknowledged.  Specific permits required by all 

governing agencies are noted in Section 4.22 
 
3. Comment acknowledged.  MDOT is now its own permitting agency, and monitors Soil 

Erosion and Sedimentation Control measures internally. 
 
4. The discussion on permits is no longer in Section 1 and therefore this recommended 

wording change can not be made. Permits required are noted in Section 4.22, and revised 
as per Comment 3. 

 
5. The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts Spring Lake.  
 
6. The wording has been changed to reflect this, see Section 4.11. 
 
7. The wording has been changed to reflect this, see Section 4.11. 
 
8. Although no longer directly impacted by the Preferred Alternative, information concerning 

the Macatawa River in Section 4.10 has been revised to include the most up-to-date MDEQ 
staff reports and on-going studies of the Macatawa River Watershed.  

 
9. Although no longer directly impacted by the Preferred Alternative, information concerning 

the Macatawa River in Section 4.10 has been revised to include the most up-to-date MDEQ 
staff reports and on-going studies of the Macatawa River Watershed. 

 
10. The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts the Pigeon River. 
 
11. Revised discussion of the Grand River in Section 4.10 to include a discussion of water 

quality based on recent data collected.  The statement “Water quality in the Grand River 
near Grand Haven exceeds water quality standards for mercury” was included in the MDEQ 
Water Bureau September 2005 Staff Report (MI/DQ/WB-05/097).  The GVSU study was 
deleted and substituted with more recent water quality data. 

 
12. The wording has been changed to reflect this, see Section 4.10. 
 
13. Both National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps and MDEQ’s Wetland Inventory map for 

Ottawa County were used for site reconnaissance for all wetland field work performed in 
2007.  Section 4.9 has been revised, accordingly. 

 
14. This wording is no longer included in the revised Section 4.9. 
 
15. This wording no longer included in the revised Section 4.9. 
 
16. This wording no longer included in the revised Section 4.9. 
 
17. This plant species is no longer included in the revised Section 4.9. 
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18. The source used to depict the wetlands are National Wetland Inventory and delineated 
wetland boundary points. 

  
19. The Preferred Alternative will cross several designated drains and roadside ditches.  A table 

has been added to Section 4.11 that lists all of the stream crossings and their locations.  
There is a statement about water quality impacts, fish impacts, as well as mitigation for fish 
impacts in Section 4.10.  The type of structure to be used at these locations will be 
determined during final design.  Where structures are used to cross streams with known 
populations of fish species of concern, measures will be taken to provide passage through 
the structure, such as suppressing the invert of the culvert or installing a bottomless arch.  
Water Quality impacts should be temporary and limited to the construction period.  Storm 
water management will be provided to permanently treat runoff from the highways and 
bridges.   

 
20. Table 4.9-1 quantifies direct wetland impacts for the Preferred Alternative by wetland type.  

All wetland impacts are within the Grand River Watershed.  
 
21. Piers near the Grand Rivers navigation channel will be minimized and located to minimize 

the potential for impact and need for pier protection as much as possible, see Sections 
4.10, 4.11, and 4.20. 

 
22. Comment acknowledged.  A minimum vertical height of 35 feet has been tentatively agreed 

upon in consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard, to provide adequate underclearance at this 
location Section 4.11.   

 
23. Potential long-term impacts such as increased hydrologic loadings are mitigated through 

storm water management.  Storm water from roads and bridges will be collected and routed 
to first flush basins before being discharged to surface waters.  Information on storm water 
management is included in Section 4.10.  Hydraulic loadings are discussed in Section 
4.10.  The loss of aquatic habitat associated with dredging and bridge construction would 
only be temporary.  Benthic organisms would reestablish within the dredged areas in one to 
two years.  Dredged material (at river crossings) may be confined by the construction of 
temporary cofferdams, the use of top-down construction methods, construction from barges, 
etc., and dredged material will be placed on upland disposal sites.  These construction 
methods are mentioned in Section 4.20 

 
24. Comment acknowledged and changed. 
 
25.  The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts wetlands in the Macatawa or Pigeon River 

watersheds.  Therefore mitigation is not required for these rivers. 
 
26. The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts wetlands in the Macatawa or Pigeon River 

watersheds.  Therefore mitigation is not required for these rivers. 
 
27. Two potential mitigation sites, the Bolthouse Property and the Rogers property, are prior 

converted cropland.  The definition of prior converted was added to the wetland mitigation 
portion of the FEIS. 

 
28. Comment acknowledged. Wording has been changed. 
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29. The potential Grand River mitigation site owned by the Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources is no longer considered as a potential wetland mitigation site. 

 
30. Two sites were identified, which will address mitigation requirements. 
 
31. MDOT will coordinate with resource agencies prior to final design.   
 
32. Comment acknowledged.  Section 5.2 of the FEIS contains a discussion of Cooperating 

and Resource Agencies.  In addition, it should be noted that during the DEIS process prior 
to 1998, the original MDNR was split into two entities: the MDNR and the MDEQ. 

 
33. Comment acknowledged.  

C-82



Consultation and Coordination 

 

 
 
 
 

C-83



Consultation and Coordination 

 

MDEQ, LWMD, Michigan Coastal Management Program, July 25, 2002 
Comment Acknowledged  
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Michigan Department of Transportation Airports Division, January 9, 1999 
 
1. None of the noted airports is adversely impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  
 
2. Alternatives P and P1r have been eliminated from further study. 
 
3. Comment acknowledged.  No response required. 
 
4. Comment acknowledged.  No response required. Receipt of Advisory Circular 

acknowledged. 
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State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), February 13, 1997 
 
1. Comment acknowledged, no response required. 
 
2. Comment acknowledged, no response required. 
 
3. Direct impacts to this property were avoided by the Preferred Alternative. 
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State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), January 10, 2008 
 
Comments acknowledged. 
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Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, October 16, 2007 
Comment Acknowledged.  If proposed project area changes, or any artifacts or human remains 
are discovered, the Keweenaw Bay Community will be notified.  
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Little Traverse Bay Band of Odawa Indians, September 19, 2007 
Comment Acknowledged.  If proposed project area changes, or if an inadvertent discovery of 
Native American human remains, or burial objects are discovered, the Little Traverse Bay Band 
of Odawa Indians will be notified. 
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), March 18, 2009 
Comment Acknowledged.   
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Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC), July 15, 1994  
 
1. Comment acknowledged.  Since the DEIS was issued, MDOT has met with the MACC on several 

occasions to update and keep them involved in the EIS process.     
 

In a letter dated January 25, 1999, the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council Policy Committee 
conveyed that the committee had voted unanimously to support the Alternative F/J1. The Preferred 
Alternative includes critical segments of F/J1.  The MACC supports the current Preferred Alternative 
and have approved of its inclusion in the LRTP.  
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Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC), January 25, 1999 
 
1. Right-of-way acquisition generally begins after receiving the Record of Decision (ROD). 
 
2. Many operational improvements have been made along US-31; any interim improvements should not 

interfere with the NEPA process.  
 
3. See response to comment 2. 
 
4. The current Preferred Alternative may include a non-motorized crossing over the Grand River on the 

M-231 bridge.  A discussion of this is included in Section 4.17. 
 
5. At this time no grade separations are planned for existing US-31. 
 
6. The continuity of the local roadway network will be maintained with the current Preferred Alternative.  

There will be road closures at only two locations along the new M-231 and none along existing US-
31.  See Section 3.5. 
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West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development Commission (WMSRDC), December 17, 1998) 
 
See Chapter 3 regarding the reasons why Alternative A was not selected as the Preferred Alternative.  
Specific responses are provided below. 
 
1. Alternative A did not meet the Purpose and Need for the project as well as the Preferred Alternative 

due to the strong community objections from the City of Grand Haven and City of Holland.  The 
Primary reason for opposition is due to the significant community impacts resulting from the loss of 
numerous commercial and residential buildings.  Alternative A also does not provide additional 
access over the Grand River.   

 
2. The current PA will provide capacity and operational improvements on existing US-31.  The Preferred 

Alternative includes the construction of a six-lane boulevard on portions of existing US-31, however 
these improvements are not sufficient to alleviate all congested conditions in the corridor nor provide 
additional access over the Grand River in Ottawa County.  Further, the cities of Grand Haven and 
Holland strongly oppose construction of a freeway through their cities. 

 
3. There were many “Purpose and Need” elements that were addressed in the FEIS.  While Alternative 

A may address several of the elements well, the PA satisfies the “Purpose and Need” of the project 
better than the other Practical Alternatives. 

 
4. Alternative A did not meet the Purpose of or Need for the project as well as the current PA due to the 

strong community objections from the City of Grand Haven and City of Holland.  The primary reason 
for opposition is due to the significant community impacts resulting from the loss of numerous 
commercial and residential buildings.  Alternative A also does not provided additional access over the 
Grand River.  See Section 3.3.3 for further explanation as to why Alternative A was not selected as 
the Preferred Alternative. 

 
5. The current PA was modified between the DEIS and the FEIS to include an expansion of portions of 

existing US-31 to a 6-lane boulevard by widening in the inside median.  The right-of-way impacts and 
relocation costs for the PA are significantly less than Alternative A.  

 
6. On Page 18 of the US-31 Land Use Study report is a table that compares the amount of built area 

among the Practical Alternatives at the township level.  The built area percentage difference between 
Alternative A and the Preferred Alternative in Robinson and Crockery Townships (those through 
which the freeway connection travels) was reported to range between 0% and 2%. 

 
7. Impacts attributable to the PA are significantly less than Alternative A, due to continued refinements 

to the alignment and its more likely extent.    
 
8. It has not been determined which agency would have jurisdiction over exiting US-31 should the new 

alignment be constructed.  It is expected that maintenance cost comparison would be equivalent for 
each alternative. 

 
9. The Preferred Alternative was determined to best fulfill the “Purpose and Need” objectives for the 

project within the financial resources available.  A discussion concerning Alternative A and the factors 
contributing to its elimination from further consideration are included in Chapter 3.  In addition, 
Alternative A has no impact on east-west travel as suggested in this comment.  A discussion of a 
non-motorized path in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative is found in Section 4.5 of the FEIS.   

 
10. The current PA does not include a new bridge in the City of Grand Haven. 
 
11. The US-31 Land Use Study (included under a separate cover) showed that secondary and 

cumulative impacts should be expected in the form of new built areas throughout Ottawa County 
regardless of the Practical Alternative selected.   
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12. Cost-effectiveness was one of several considerations in the selection of the Preferred Alternatives.  It 
must be balanced against the “Purpose and Need” of the project and other impacts.  The Preferred 
Alternative more completely satisfies these elements within the resources expected to be available. 

 
13. The Muskegon MPO has included the current PA in its 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan.   
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Board of County Road Commissioners of Allegan County, November 18, 1994 
 
Comment acknowledged.  No response required.  
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Board of County Road Commissioners of Allegan County, January 13, 1999 
 
Acknowledged receipt of Allegan County Road Commission’s support for Alternative F/J1.  No response 
required.  The current PA includes critical segments of Alternative F/J-1. 
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City of Holland, November 16, 1994 
 
1. The Preferred Alternative no longer includes improvements to US-31 within the city limits of Holland.  

However, it does address congested areas of US-31 just north of the city limits, within the current 
transit service area. 
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City of Holland, January 13, 1999 Resolution 
 
Acknowledged receipt of the City of Holland’s resolution of support for Alternative F/J1 including 
boulevard improvements to US-31.  The boulevard improvements recommended in this resolution have 
been made.  The Preferred Alternative includes construction of US-31 from Lakewood Boulevard north to 
Quincy Street as a six-lane boulevard.  In addition, several additional modifications, recommended by the 
City of Holland and the MACC since receipt of this resolution have also been made.  See response to the 
MACC’s “Recommended Future Improvements to the US-31 Corridor.” 
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City of Holland/City of Grand Haven, January 21, 1999 Letter of Support for Alternative F/J1 
 
1. Acknowledged receipt of support for Alternative F/J1.  The current Preferred Alternative includes a 

new Grand River crossing near 120th Avenue, and connects with I-96 and M-45.. 
 
2. Some hardship right of way has been acquired.  Additional right-of-way acquisition will proceed 

following the approval of the Record of Decision on the FEIS. 
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County of Muskegon, January 28, 1999 Resolution 
 
Acknowledged receipt of Muskegon County’s January 28, 1999 resolution of support for the position of 
the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee.  This recommended support of Alternative A and 
opposition to bypass alternatives.  See Chapter 3 regarding the reasons why Alternative A was not 
selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Also see responses to WMSRDC’s comments. 
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Ottawa County Road Commission, January 5, 1999 
 
Comments, suggestions and requests were addressed during meetings with individual cities or townships 
and the Ottawa County Road Commission, and incorporated into the Preferred Alternative where feasible.  
A complete list of all these meetings can be found in Section 5.5.  Specific responses to the individual 
comments are found below. 
 
1. A discussion of the No-Action 2030 Intersection Level of Service (LOS) is found in Section 2.2.3. 

Intersection LOS information for the Preferred Alternative can be found in Section 3.5.  For the 
Preferred Alternative, one signalized intersection, (Jackson Street in Grand Haven) will operate at 
LOS E in the p.m. peak.  All other Preferred Alternative intersections operate at LOS D or better in 
both the a.m. and p.m. peak hour. 

 
2. The Preferred Alternative does not extend south to the US-31/I-196BL interchange.  Improvements to 

this interchange may be considered separately from this project. 
 
3. The aerial mosaics have been updated to year 2004. 
 
4. Requested improvement was added to Alternative A to maintain access to existing local businesses; 

however, Alternative A was not selected as the Preferred Alternative.  
 
5. The requested grade separation at Buchanan Street for Alternative A was considered; however, 

Alternative A was not selected as the Preferred Alternative.  
 
6. The requested frontage road extension to Lincoln Street for Alternative A was considered; however, 

Alternative A was not selected as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
7. The requested grade separation at Rosy Mound Drive for Alternative A was considered; however, 

Alternative A was not selected as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
8. The requested grade separation at 112th Avenue for Alternative F was considered and included in 

Alternative F/J1; however, the current PA does not impact this area. 
 
9. The requested interchange at Fillmore Street for Alternative F was considered, however, Ottawa 

County later rescinded this request.  The current PA does not impact this area.  
 
10. The requested ramp movement from eastbound M-104 to southbound US-31 and the new Freeway 

Connection was included in Alternative F/J1; however, the current PA does not impact this area.   
 
11. The requested interchange at 120th Avenue for Alternative J was considered, however, it could not 

be included when the alignment was moved to the south in response to concerns of the local 
township.  The current PA does not include an east-west freeway connection between existing US-31 
and the proposed new route 

 
12. The requested Michigan Avenue reconstruction/realignment west of Apple Avenue was considered; 

however, Alternative P/P1r was not selected as the PA. 
 
13. The requested addition of a northbound turn lane at Barry Street for Alternative P1r was considered; 

however, the P1r was not selected and PA does not impact this area. 
 
14. The requested left turn movements at Bingham Street for Alternative P1r were considered; however, 

the P1r was not selected and PA does not impact this area. 
 
15. The requested left turn movements at Stanton Street for Alternative P1r were considered; however, 

the P1r was not selected and PA does not impact this area. 
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16. The requested left turn movements at Pierce Street for Alternative P1r were considered; however, the 
P1r was not selected and PA does not impact this area. 

 
17. The requested left turn movements at Rosy Mound Drive for Alternative P1r were considered; 

however, the P1r was not selected and PA does not impact this area. 
 
18. The current PA will have access from eastbound M-104 to the new roadway alignment southbound. 
 
19. Ottawa County Road Commission was invited and attended numerous meetings with local 

governments, the general public, and others to refine the alternatives and select the Preferred 
Alternative.  
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Ottawa County Board of Commissioners, January 27, 1999, US-31 Staff Position Paper 
 
1. Acknowledged receipt of Ottawa County’s “US-31 Staff Position Paper”, dated January 22, 

1999, which supports F/J-1.  No response required.  The current Preferred Alternative 
includes critical segments of Alternative F/J-1. 
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City of Ferrysburg, Grand Haven Township, the City of Grand Haven, and Spring Lake 
Township, 1997 
 
Acknowledged receipt of their joint resolution of support for a bypass alternative including a 
Grand River crossing near 120th Avenue.  No response required.  The current Preferred 
Alternative includes a new route and river crossing in the vicinity of 120th Avenue. 
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City of Ferrysburg, January 20, 1999 
 
1. Acknowledged receipt of support for Alternative F/J1.  No response required. 
 
2. The Preferred Alternative does not include a replacement for the existing US-31 bascule 

bridge.  
 
3. Transportation Systems Management (TSM) initiatives, including signal timing, have been 

implemented along existing US-31 and will continue to be explored as needs and 
opportunities develop.  The PA will include widening on the existing boulevard section in the 
City of Grand Haven between Washington and Jackson streets, and a turning lane north of 
Jackson Street. 
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City of Ferrysburg, City of Grand Haven, Village of Spring Lake, Grand Haven Township, 
and Spring Lake Township Joint Letter of Concerns, May 18, 1998 
 
1. Acknowledge receipt of comment supporting a bypass.  The Preferred Alternative addresses 

this concern. 
 
2. Acknowledge receipt of comment on proceeding with construction ASAP. No response 

required. 
  
3. Acknowledge receipt of comment on opposing alternatives that close local access to US-31 

and county-wide issues.  The Preferred Alternative addresses this to the extent feasible. 
 
4. Acknowledge receipt of comment asking MDOT to work with rural townships to address their 

concerns.  MDOT has worked closely with the Robinson and Crockery Townships and 
addressed many of the concerns related to proposed alignment of the M-231 new route and 
river crossing. 

 
5. Acknowledged receipt of the proposed local road improvement (Beechtree/Jackson Street 

Connector).  No response required. 
 
6. Comment acknowledged.  MDOT continued to work with the City of Grand Haven to use the 

median for adding lanes.  This recommendation is included in the Preferred Alternative. 
 
7. Acknowledged receipt of Tri-City community support for a 120th Avenue Grand River 

crossing.  The Preferred Alternative includes a new river crossing in the vicinity of 120th 
Avenue. 
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City of Grand Haven, August 20, 1998 
 
1. According to a phone conversation with Mr. Chuck Bevelheimer on December 18, 2003, the 

piece of property located immediately west of the existing bascule bridge is not a park.  Mr. 
Bevelheimer is the Director of Planning/Zoning and Inspection Services for the City of Grand 
Haven.  According to the City of Grand Haven Community Park and Recreation Master Plan 
(January 1997 – December 2001), it is designated as a Natural Area.   

 
2. Potential wetland mitigation sites have been identified and are referenced .. 
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City of Grand Haven, December 8, 1998 
 
MDOT received information from the City of Grand Haven on numerous issues and concerns.  
The city’s key issues and concerns have been summarized below.  The corresponding 
information from the City has not been included in this chapter.  It was included in the January 
31, 1999, US-31 Public Hearing Summary. 
 
1. According to a phone conversation with Mr. Chuck Bevelheimer on December 18, 2003, the 

piece of property located immediately west of the existing bascule bridge is not a park.  Mr. 
Bevelheimer is the Director of Planning/Zoning and Inspection Services for the City of Grand 
Haven.  According to the City of Grand Haven Community Park and Recreation Master Plan 
(January 1997 – December 2001), it is designated as a Natural Area.   

 
 
2. Receipt of historic district boundary map was noted.  New districts and their boundaries 

have been noted in the FEIS Section 4.16 and Appendix A only after they were determined 
to meet SHPO’s requirements.  There are no impacts to historic districts in the City of Grand 
Haven. 

 
3. The current Preferred Alternative no longer impacts the Old Kent Pond 
 
4. Acknowledge receipt of proposed local road improvement plan. 
 
5. Acknowledge receipt of traffic study done for this location.  The Preferred Alternative 

includes both MDOT and local road improvements for the US-31/Jackson Street 
intersection.   

 
6. Acknowledged receipt of comment.  No response required. 
 
7. Acknowledged receipt of comment.  Coordination with the City since the Public Hearing has 

continued.  These discussions have led to the City of Grand Haven and MDOT’s acceptance 
of scaled down approach for the planned existing US-31 (Beacon Boulevard) improvements 
within the City of Grand Haven.  The improvements include adding a third through lane in 
the median in Grand Haven from south of Washington Street to north of Jackson Street.  

 
8. Traffic was analyzed for the GrandWater Development and local road network 

improvements to address capacity concerns at Jackson Street.  Model results show 
estimated diversions to the new route in the FEIS. 

 
9. See comment #8 above. 
 
10. Acknowledged receipt of comments.  No response required. 
 
11. According to a phone conversation with Mr. Chuck Bevelheimer on December 18, 2003, the 

piece of property located immediately west of the existing bascule bridge is not a park.  Mr. 
Bevelheimer is the Director of Planning/Zoning and Inspection Services for the City of Grand 
Haven.  According to the City of Grand Haven Community Park and Recreation Master Plan 
(January 1997 – December 2001), it is designated as a Natural Area.  Further, this parcel is 
privately owned.  
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12. Acknowledged receipt of comments.  The Preferred Alternative’s noise analysis in Section 
4.7 indicates that no noise mitigation is required based on MDOT’s current policy and 
federal guidelines. 

 
13. Acknowledged receipt of comment. According to a phone conversation with Mr. Chuck 

Bevelheimer on December 18, 2003, the piece of property located immediately west of the 
existing bascule bridge is not a park.  Mr. Bevelheimer is the Director of Planning/Zoning 
and Inspection Services for the City of Grand Haven.  According to the City of Grand Haven 
Community Park and Recreation Master Plan (January 1997 – December 2001), it is 
designated as a Natural Area.  While the tree-lined boulevard functions as an urban linear 
park/visual corridor enhancement, the boulevard has not been officially designated and 
zoned as park land.   

 
14. Northbound Seventh Street will remain open with the Preferred Alternative (Appendix A).   
 
15. Acknowledged receipt of comment.  Truck diversion numbers from US-31 to the Freeway 

Connection are difficult to estimate and were combined with total traffic.   
 
16. One additional lane in each direction would be needed between Jackson Street and 

approximately Washington Street to accommodate truck and auto traffic, see Section 3.5.1 
of DEIS. 

 
17. Future year 2030 traffic volumes were provided by MDOT.  
 
18. Revised estimated traffic volumes for the Preferred Alternative are shown on Figure 3.2-9 of 

Chapter 3.  Traffic counts were updated in 2007 which accounted for the redevelopment at 
the north end of the city and the former Meijer Store.  
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City of Grand Haven, December 8, 1998 
 
1. The proposed M-231 segment of the Preferred Alternative will have full access to M-104 and 

I-96.  Specifically, it will include a signalized intersection with a direct left-turn from 
northbound M-231 to westbound M-104. 
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City of Grand Haven, December 8, 1998 
 
1. Acknowledge receipt of comment and support for Alternative F/J1.  No response required. 
 
2. Acknowledge concerns related to Alternative A.  No response required. 
 
3. Acknowledge concerns related to Alternative A.  No response required. 
 
4. The widening of existing US-31 in the City of Grand Haven is confined to the segment south 

of Washington and north of Jackson Street.  This widening will occur on the inside lanes and 
within the existing right of way.  No commercial or residential displacement are anticipated.  
The current PA also includes a new crossing of the Grand River in the vicinity of 120th 
Avenue which will provide an alternative route for motorists to use to avoid congestion on 
the existing US-31. 

 
5. The costs associated with each alternative are detailed also on Table 1.3-1.  The Preferred 

Alternative, after modifications since the DEIS, is no longer the most expensive Practical 
Alternative. 

 
6. Without improvements to Beacon Boulevard through Grand Haven, this alternative would 

not meet “Purpose and Need”. 
 
7. Comment acknowledged.  No response required. 
 
8. Comment acknowledged.  No response required. 
 
9. Comment acknowledged.  Phasing of the current PA will occur in the following order: 
 

• New River Crossing in the vicinity of 120th Avenue 
• From the new River Crossing to the interchange with I-96/M-104 
• From the River to M-45 
• Improvements on existing US-31 in the City of Holland 
• Improvements on existing US-31 in the City of Grand Haven 

The bridge at 120th Avenue and the associated bypass work are in the first phases.  Work in 
the City of Grand Haven is the last phase of work in the Preferred Alternative. 

 
10. Comment acknowledged.  No response required. 
 
11. Comment acknowledged.  Signal progression through Grand Haven has been implemented 

since the DEIS. 
 
12. Comment acknowledged.  No response required. 
 
13. Mitigation has been fully addressed in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
 
14. Comment acknowledged.  No response required.  The current PA includes critical segments 

of F/J-1.  Improvements within the City of Grand Haven were reviewed and supported by the 
Grand Haven City Counsel. 

C-222



Consultation and Coordination 

 

 

C-223



Consultation and Coordination 

 

City of Grand Haven, January 22, 1999 
 
Acknowledge receipt of joint letter by Tri-City communities in support of Alternative F/J1.  No 
response required.  The current PA includes critical segments of F/J-1. 
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City of Grand Haven, January 29, 2001 
 
1. Comment acknowledged. No response needed. 
 
2. Comment acknowledged.  See reply 4a for a response to this comment. 
 
3. Comment acknowledged.  The Preferred Alternative does not include replacement of the 

existing bridge over the Grand River in Grand Haven.  There are no plans to build a bridge 
near 144th Street.  

 
4. Principles 
 

a. Comment acknowledged.  As part of the Preferred Alternative, US-31 will be 
widened in the median from Columbus Street to Jackson Street, with intersection 
improvements at other locations.  These improvements will require only a small 
amount of right-of-way at the intersections, rather than strips along the whole 
length of the roadway.  This change will minimize any sense of separation or flow 
restriction.  

b. Since the boulevard is being widened in the median, the impacts to surrounding 
homes and businesses are minimal.  The median will be narrowed, not 
eliminated, with the proposed work. 

c. The Preferred Alternative no longer includes a new bridge in Grand Haven. 
d. Access to the downtown and the Beechtree industrial area will not be changed. 
e. The Preferred Alternative ends just north of  Jackson Street, and therefore does 

not impact the waterfront at all. 
f. The Preferred Alternative does not cause any property losses to side street 

properties, and was modified to cause minimal impacts to just a few adjacent 
properties.  

 
5. Pre-Conditions 
 

a. M-231 (including the new Grand River bridge) will be the first part of the 
Preferred Alternative to be built.  The segments on US-31 will follow. 

b. Funding assistance for constructing the Beechtree/Jackson connector will need 
to be provided through local sources. 

c. The US-31/Jackson Street intersection has been improved with two dedicated 
right-turn lanes for the westbound Jackson to northbound US-31 movement.  
There are no plans to add through lanes on US-31 north of Jackson Street. 

 
6. Immediate Action Steps 
 

a. Current projections for potential ridership on mass transit, either bus or rail, are 
not enough to support a commuter rail along US-31 at this time.  

b. Traffic signals along US-31, including Jackson Street, have been studied and re-
timed, or otherwise improved since the DEIS. 

c. MDOT has and will continue to make geometric improvements at intersections 
along US-31 as opportunities arise. 

d. See Reply 6b. 
e. Environmental impacts along US-31 and the new M-231 will be mitigated 

according to federal and state criteria. 
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f. The bascule bridge opens every hour when boat traffic is present, except for rush 
hours, as discussed in Section 2.2. 

g. Comment acknowledged. 
h. Comment acknowledged. 
 

7. Further Action Steps – Comments acknowledged.  Additional analysis and environmental 
clearance will be required for any work beyond the PA. 

 
8. Trigger Point - Jackson Street is currently Level of Service “F” during the PM peak hour (not 

in the summer).  The Preferred Alternative will improve the Level of Service to “E” for the 
design year of 2030.  Washington Street is projected to have a Level of Service “C”, and 
Robbins Road a Level of Service “D”.  
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 

C-376



Consultation and Coordination 

C.3 RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

C.3.1 Summary of Public Comments based on the Preferred Alternative 

A summary of the comments received from the November 8, 2006 Public Meeting by individuals are 
grouped into broad categories and are summarized below along with a response from the US-31 study 
team.  There was a total of twenty-seven written comments made at the November 8, 2006 Public 
Meeting for US-31.   
 
Nine people supported the Preferred Alternative, and many commented they thought the project was 
taking too long. 
 

Support for Preferred Alternative noted. 
 
Two people opposed the Preferred Alternative, specifically the new alignment impacting farmland 
preservations and the serenity of life. 
 

Farmland preservation was put into consideration when determining the location of the new 
alignment.   The Preferred Alternative will impact approximately 114.60 acres of farmland.  This is 
significantly reduced from other alternatives considered.  Chapter 3 discusses the Alternatives 
Considered. 
 

Two people supported creating a full interchange at I-96/M-104. 
 

The partial interchange at M-104 and I-96 will be completed and the ramps at the 112th Avenue 
and I-96 interchange will be reconstructed to allow full access.  This will require partial property 
acquisitions.  Chapter 3 discusses the Preferred Alternative in detail. 
 

Six people requested that hard copies of the Preferred Alternative draft maps be sent to them. 
 
 Request noted, maps sent. 
 
One person is opposed to the new bridge location and would like to see it built at 120th Avenue. 
 

The current bridge placement was selected because it had the least amount of impacts to the 
surrounding wetlands.  Chapter 3 discusses the Preferred Alternative in detail. 
 

One person would like to be able to turn north on to US-31 from the Washington Street. 
 

Comment appreciated,  
  

One couple who owns the Yellow Jacket Restaurant is concerned about the limited access planned along 
M-45 affecting parking at the restaurant. 
 

Changes to the Preferred Alternative have been made to provide access to the parking lot from 
M-45.  A traffic signal is also being proposed at the intersection of M-45 and 120th Avenue, giving 
customers turning time to enter the parking lot. 
 
 

One person made a comment about signal timing in Grand Haven. 
 
Comment acknowledged, signal timing will be considered during the design phase. 

 
One person questioned why the new alignment can not be further west of their house along 120th Avenue. 
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The alignment can not be moved farther west because there is an extensive wetland to the west 
of their house and by avoiding these wetlands there is a lesser amount of environmental impacts 
to the study area.  Please see Chapter 4 about property acquisition and relocation.  
 

One person would like to know more about property acquisition. 
 

Please see Chapter 4 about property acquisition and relocation.  
 

One person thanked us for invitation and the information about the project. 
 

Comment appreciated. 
 
C.3.2 Summary of Public Comments and Concerns Prior to Selecting the Current Preferred 

Alternative 

A summary of the comments received from private individuals are grouped into broad categories and are 
summarized below along with a response from the US-31 study team: 
 
Two hundred fifty-nine (31%) opposed improving existing US-31.  Most were opposed to widening US-31 
through Grand Haven.  Many were concerned about the amount of property acquisition required to 
implement the improvement and many were concerned about dividing the community. 
 

The proposed Preferred Alternative will involve improvements to existing US-31.  It will be 
expanded to a six-lane boulevard in both Holland and Grand Haven.  The expansion of existing 
US-31 in Grand Haven will primarily be on the median side and will involve property impacts at 
only a few intersections.  Other than needed cross-street improvements, the majority of the 
improvements in both the Holland and Grand Haven areas will be done within the existing right-
of-way. 

 
Two hundred nineteen (26%) supported improvements to existing US-31, Alternative A, P, or P1r.  
 

Alternative A, P, P1r did not meet all of the “Purpose and Need” elements and “local goal” criteria 
discussed in Chapter 2.  These alternatives were also not supported by the Cities of Grand 
Haven and Ferrysburg. 

 
One hundred fifty-two (18%) supported a rural bypass for US-31.   
 

Support for rural bypass noted. 
 
One hundred thirty-four (16%) opposed improvements to US-31, which impact St. Patrick’s Catholic 
Church in Grand Haven. 
 

The Preferred Alternative improvements to US-31 will not require the acquisition of any portion of 
St. Patrick’s Catholic Church’s property or access to it. 

 
One hundred twenty-five (15%) supported a freeway upgrade of existing US-31. 
 

The upgrade of existing US-31 to a freeway was not supported by the Cities of Holland, Grand 
Haven, Ferrysburg, and Holland Township.  It also did not meet “Purpose and Need” of the study.  

 
One hundred eighteen (14%) opposed a rural bypass for US-31.  Many were concerned with the amount 
of impacts to farmland and natural resources required to implement this alternative. 
 

Opposition for a rural bypass was noted. 
 
Eighty-three (10%) recommended the addition of another Grand River crossing. 
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The Preferred Alternative includes a second Grand River crossing near 120th Avenue. 
 

Forty-eight (6%) recommended a fixed-span bridge to replace the current bascule bridge between Grand 
Haven and Ferrysburg. 
 

The selection of a fixed span bridge or a bascule bridge will be determined at the time of its 
design and in coordination with the US Coast Guard on its required height for vessels navigating 
the Grand River. 

 
Seventeen (2%) supported Transit Alternatives, such as rail, bus, car pooling, etc. 
 

The Preferred Alternative includes the provision of transit service.  Bus and car pooling programs 
exist in the study area and are identified in the FEIS.  

 
Nine (1%) opposed Alternatives P and P1r, the “local Grand Haven bypass”.  
 

This alternative was eliminated because it failed to substantially meet “Purpose and Need” and it 
did not gain support of the City of Grand Haven, due to substantial social and environmental 
impacts.  

 
Eight (1%) asked that MDOT stop studying the US-31 traffic and safety problem and start implementing a 
solution. 
 

MDOT will monitor traffic operations and make Transportation System Management (TSM) 
improvements where feasible. Many TSM-type improvements have already been made by MDOT 
since the initiation of this study.  These include:   

 
• New or lengthened right and left turn bays where right-of-way permitted. 
• Conversion of some direct left turn intersections to in-direct left turn intersections. 
• Improved traffic signal controllers for better progression of traffic. 
• Other intersection enhancements on US-31 and cross roads.  

 
C.3.3 Responses to Public Comments and Concerns 

Traffic/Engineering 
Why is the traffic over the Grand River Bridge in Grand Haven 17,000 vehicles per day more than the 
traffic in Grand Haven?  Where do the extra vehicles come from?  Also, how reliable are these numbers? 
– written comment dated 12/8/98. 
 

East-west crossroads such as Jackson St. and Waverly Ave are high volume roads and provide 
access to US-31.  Traffic turning from these roads is added to the existing traffic on US-31, which 
causes the increase.  More traffic from M-104 is added to US-31 north of the bridge.  These 
numbers were developed using actual traffic counts.  

 
Opposition to a boulevard/freeway upgrade along existing US-31 
How do you assess the impact of physically dividing our community (the City of Grand Haven) in half?  
And why haven’t you done a more thorough job of evaluating the secondary impacts? – written comment 
dated 12/8/98. 
 

The Preferred Alternative minimizes the number of road closures, and includes retaining the 
boulevard. The US-31 Land Use Study addressed secondary impacts in detail.  There is a 
summary of this study included in Chapter 4. 

 
Why would you put a highway through our town (City of Grand Haven)?  Why can’t we keep our 
boulevard with its green areas?  – written comment dated 12/31/98. 
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The boulevard through the City of Grand Haven will remain.  The Preferred Alternative includes 
phased-in improvements through the City of Grand Haven in order to provide an acceptable level 
of service at local intersections in the year 2020.  Expansion (additional lanes) will occur in the 
median, in order to reduce the amount of property acquisitions that will be required and will occur 
only as traffic conditions dictate.  

 
Would it help to take out the grass in the middle of Beacon Boulevard, make that into a driving lane, 
rather than widening out, and destroy buildings? – written comment dated 1/6/99. 
 

Yes, the Preferred Alternative widens Beacon Boulevard to a six-lane boulevard through Grand 
Haven, with the extra lane primarily taken from the median side to avoid and minimize impacts to 
existing properties. 
 

How about Beechtree or some area around town, rather than widening Beacon Boulevard? – written 
comment, no date 
 

The Beechtree Connector is a local road project.  Using Beechtree in lieu of US-31 would not 
solve the regional traffic issues and would not address “Purpose and Need”.   

 
Is it necessary to accommodate through travelers by splitting our beautiful town in half?  Why can’t we be 
like so many other cities and simply have a bypass around us with an exit to Grand Haven for those who 
want to visit us?  Why destroy our community (City of Grand Haven) and our homes?  Leave Beacon 
Boulevard as it is and place a freeway that goes around the outskirts of the city. – written comments 
dated 1/4/99 and 1/6/99. 
 

The Preferred Alternative includes both a widened Beacon Boulevard and a new two-lane route 
that connects M-45 with M-104/I-96.    The proposed modifications to Beacon Boulevard since the 
DEIS significantly reduced impacts within Grand Haven, however traffic projections show that 
additional capacity will eventually be needed to provide an acceptable Level-of-Service in 2020. 

 
We have a Middle School two blocks west of US-31 and have students from the east side walking across 
this highway to get to school.  What will 8 lanes do to them? – written comment dated 1/11/99 
 

Additional lanes are primarily taken from the median.  US-31 in Grand Haven is proposed for six 
lanes, not eight lanes.  Pedestrians will be able to cross at signalized intersections using 
crosswalks.   
  

In the issue of agricultural land: it seems to me that farmers are selling to land developers all the time.  
Why not put the highway on agricultural land and allow for an orderly development of commercial, 
multiple residence, and single ownership along its corridor?  - written comment, no date. 
 

The freeway portion of the Recommended Alternative is located partially on farmland.  All of the 
governmental units within the study area have comprehensive land use plans and/or zoning 
ordinances.  These local plans and ordinances can and will be used and systematically modified, 
if needed, to influence and guide development along the Recommended Alternative.   The 
number of interchanges within rural areas was limited, to minimize the pressure for development 
in these areas. 

 
Grand River Bridge between Grand Haven and Ferrysburg 
Why do we have a drawbridge in Grand Haven anyway?  I have lived in this area my whole life and 
cannot recall ever seeing anything other than pleasure craft needing to have the bridge opened. –written 
comment dated 12/18/98 
 
Supports replacing the existing US-31 bascule bridge with a fixed span bridge. – court reporter statement 
taken at the December 8 or 9, 1998 Public Hearing. 
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The Grand River is a recognized navigable river by the US Coast Guard (USCG) from Lake 
Michigan upstream to approximately the confluence of the Bass River.  As such, navigation is 
regulated by the USCG and maintenance of the channel overseen by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACOE).  Until the United States Congress modifies the Grand Rivers designation, 
no object over the river within the designated area can impede existing or future vessel traffic on 
the River.  At present, tugboats and barges with cranes comprise the bulk of the vessels requiring 
bridge openings.  Pleasure craft make up the remainder of the vessel traffic.  Additional 
information concerning navigation related to this study can be found in Chapter 4. 

 
 
MDOT continues to explore expanding the current boulevard in Grand Haven as an option to the traffic 
congestion problem.  Why enlarge the bottle when the neck (the drawbridge) remains the same size? 
How about widening the bridge that is the cause of the tie-up to begin with?  Or build another bridge next 
to the one we have for all the truck traffic? Are you going to replace the drawbridge with a larger eight 
lane one? – written comments dated 12/21/98, 1/8/99, and 1/3/99 
 

The PreferredAlternative calls for a larger replacement structure immediately to the west of the 
existing structure.  Both a bascule and fixed-span structure type are being considered.  The 
replacement structure is proposed to have a 45-foot underclearance, which will allow many more 
boats to pass under than the current structure.  The decision on whether to construct a fixed-span 
or bascule bridge will be made at the time of design and in coordination with the US Coast Guard. 
   

In the summer, our newly reconstructed bridge raises every half-hour for the big boats.  Wouldn’t it be 
better to go more to the East of town?  We surely need another bridge over the river – why not at 144th 
Avenue? – written comment dated 1/22/99. 
 

The Recommended Alternative provides a second Grand River crossing near 120th Avenue.  
Alternatives P and P1r, which provided a Grand River crossing near 148th Avenue were 
eliminated due to lack of support for this route as a US-31 bypass and does not meet “Purpose 
and Need”.  This location could be used for a local bridge connecting Grand Haven and Spring 
Lake if desired by locals, but would be done outside of this study. 

 
How many of the problems are caused by tourism or pleasure boats causing the bridge to open?  Is there 
a way to alleviate this maybe by allowing the bridge to open only ever 2 hours starting at 7:30 am? – 
written comment dated 1/17/99. 
 

The opening and closing of the current bascule bridge is limited to certain times of the day, as 
well as certain seasons.  The opening schedules have been amended several times recently to 
further restrict openings during vehicular peak-hours (noon and evening) of the day.  The 
schedule of openings is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Coast Guard. 

 
Support for a boulevard/freeway upgrade along existing US-31 
How about an elevated US-31 through Grand Haven? – written comments dated 12/2/98; 1/7/99; 1/18/99; 
1/20/99. 
 
Suggested upgrading existing US-31 to a freeway, with the portion through Grand Haven elevated. – 
court reported statement taken during the December 8 or 9, 1998 Public Hearing. 
 

An elevated freeway is cost prohibitive, eliminates access to Grand Haven to all but a couple of 
locations, and complicates the US-31/M-104 interchange.  Further, this alternative did not meet 
“Purpose and Need”.  

 
What is wrong with the present US-31 location as a boulevard/freeway?   Isn’t there any way to use what 
is already in place?  When there is an already existing highway that could be made into the kind of 
expressway that is needed, why would it be better to “cut” an agricultural area such as Olive Township in 
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half? Why spend all the money creating a new highway and destroying the country when we could 
improve the existing one?  – written comments dated 12/16/98, 1/21/99, 1/22/99, and 1/31/99 
 

The current Preferred Alternative does not include any roadway or bridge work in Olive Township. 
 
Opposed to the rural bypasses and supports upgrading existing US-31 (12 statements). - court reported 
statement taken during the December 8 or 9, 1998 Public Hearing. 
 

Alternative A did not meet the “Purpose and Need” and “Other Local Goals” discussed in Chapter 
2.  Alternative A is more costly than the Preferred Alternative. 

 
Traffic must be allowed to move non-stop through Grand Haven.  Overpasses east and west are a 
necessity.  Would overpasses also help Holland?  - written comment, no date. 
 
Suggested that instead of constructing additional lanes or a new highway, to simply close off many of the 
cross-street and driveway access points through Grand Haven as a cheaper alternative. – court reporter 
statement taken during December 8 or 9, 1998 Public Hearing. 
 

Overpasses would facilitate east-west movements in both urban areas, but they also would 
restrict and limit access to US-31, and require more property acquisitions at interchange 
locations.  It was therefore recommended to forego a freeway upgrade of existing US-31 in favor 
of improving the existing boulevard.  The Cities of Holland and Grand Haven support the 
improvements as proposed to the existing US-31 Boulevard.  

 
M-104 
If any bypass or upgrade occurs what, if anything, will be done to handle the increased traffic flow on M-
104? – written comment dated 12/2/98. 
 

The Preferred Alternative includes upgrades of M-104 between 124th Avenue and the I-96/US-31 
Freeway Connection/M-104 interchange.  The Preferred Alternative may reduce traffic on M-104.     

 
Might I suggest something?  I would make the present M-104 into a one-way eastbound road and put a 
two lane westbound road on the abandoned Grand Trunk Railroad bed from Nunica to Spring Lake. – 
written comment dated 1/14/99. 
 

The proposal to utilize the abandoned RR bed was examined early on in the process, but 
eliminated from further consideration due to lack of support for the Local Grand Haven bypass 
and it did not meet “Purpose and Need”.  The Preferred Alternative does include improvements to 
M-104 between 124th Avenue and the I-96/US-31 Freeway Connection/M-104 interchange.  No 
capacity improvements are planned to M-104 in the Village of Spring Lake. 

 
Social Impacts 
Our complex, Park Lane Apartments, where we live, will have over 56 families displaced.  Are you paying 
us a relocation fee to find another place to live?  Will a true fair market value of properties be offered?  
How and where do the affected property owners find land to rebuild in the city and if they can, will these 
properties fit their needs?  Where are all of these displaced people going to live (in the City of Grand 
Haven) if Beacon Boulevard is widened? What about the hardships to <businesses and churches> them? 
- written comments dated 1/11/99 and 1/4/99.   
 

The Preferred Alternative eliminates impacts to Park Lane.  This was achieved by widening 
existing US-31 on the median side, or inside, of the facility as opposed to the outside of the 
facility.  
 
Property acquisition for this project will follow the regulations contained in the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act MDOT acquisition procedures.  
These procedures provide for relocation assistance and outline property owners’ rights and 
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responsibilities.  More information is provided in pamphlets entitled “Public Roads and Private 
Property” and “Your Rights and Benefits – When Displaced by a Transportation Project”, which 
are available through MDOT. 

 
A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan has been prepared for this project.  Regarding the 
availability of residential property, the plan states that there is “a sufficient supply of existing 
homes, new home construction, future planned development and apartment rentals in the county-
wide area to absorb the displacements as projected under any of the proposed Practical 
Alternatives.”  Regarding commercial properties, the plan states, “The displacement of any 
business for an alignment chosen will not have any major, lasting economic or generally 
disruptive effect on the community or county.  The displaced business, as is usually the case, will 
probably remain in business by acquiring a replacement site nearby.”  Regarding public 
institutions and churches, the plan states, “There is sufficient land for development and also many 
existing buildings on the market wherein any public institution would be able to find a 
development site or an existing facility for relocation.”  [Reference: “Relocation Plan – Conceptual 
Stage,” prepared by the Real Estate Division of the Michigan Department of Transportation.]  
 
Significant refinements to the Preferred Alternative were made after the DEIS.  These 
refinements reduced the impacts to property owners and provided additional access for local 
roads.  For instance, overpasses were added along the proposed route to improve land access 
and emergency services access.  Further, the alignment was modified to avoid businesses.  For 
property owners who are not displaced, construction mitigation plans will assure that impacts are 
minimal. 

 
We own and operate Plover Vale Farm just east of Zeeland.  The Recommended Alternative would place 
a bypass directly over our farm.  Businesses can put up new buildings in new locations, but the land 
cannot be moved and without the land our business and only means of providing for our families is gone!  
Who is going to give us a new career or train us for another occupation? – written comment dated 
1/20/99. 
 

The Preferred Alternative has changed since the DEIS.  There are no impacts to the farm.   
 
I’m concerned about schools.  How many are situated along the proposed F/J1 route?  In addition, what 
would be the impact on east and west traffic in the township? – written comment dated 1/22/99. 
 

There are no school properties directly affected by the Preferred Alternative. There are a few 
schools nearby.  

 
Environmental Impacts 
Who owns wetland mitigation sites once the man-made wetlands are constructed?  How are they 
protected and kept as functional parts of the watershed?  On page 6-34f, mitigation cost is estimated at 
$50,000 per acre.  How many years of site management, if any, is included in this estimate?  What 
happens if a constructed wetland that appears to be working 2 years after construction functionally fails 
before five years have gone by?  What would the cost estimate be if the management period were 
extended to 15 years?  Looking at the sprawl pattern maps (DEIS Fig. 5.2-3.3) it appears that Alternative 
F would result in the wetlands areas being bordered by intensive residential development.  How have 
these impacts been incorporated into the assessment of water quality in the Pigeon River basin?  Also, is 
it possible to construct a reed bed wastewater treatment facility on proposed Pigeon River mitigation site 
#4, near 96th Avenue? – 12/18/98. 
 

Wetland mitigation sites can be privately or publicly owned, but are preferred to be owned and 
managed by a public entity, such as MDOT, MDNR, MDEQ, County or City.  Properties are 
included within MDOT’s right-of-way, county or city owned property or, are protected with a 
conservation easement.  With the proposed Macatawa, Pigeon and Grand River Greenway 
Projects of the Ottawa County Parks Department, and the Macatawa and Pigeon Watershed 
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projects, ample opportunities exist to jointly work together to meet all of these parties needs and 
goals in preserving, restoring and adding new natural habits.  
 
MDOT monitors the wetlands using the MDEQ Technical Guidance for Wetland Mitigation, dated 
September 9, 2003 for typically a period of 5 years.  If the mitigation is failing, a mid-course 
correction or corrective action is implemented to ensure the success of the mitigation site.  Costs 
of management of the wetlands are performed by MDOT. 
Alternative F was not carried through as a Practical Alternative into the FEIS process and as 
such, there are no impacts to the Pigeon River.. 
 
The proposed Pigeon River mitigation Site #4 was not selected as one of the two mitigation sites 
carried into the FEIS process and therefore this suggestion was not evaluated.  No evaluation of 
the feasibility of constructing a reed bed wastewater treatment facility was conducted as part of 
this study. 

 
The MDEQ said that the Pigeon River wetland system “should be avoided”.  Where is the information that 
led them to say this, in the DEIS or elsewhere? – 12/8/98. 
 

They are simply referring to it being a well preserved and undisturbed natural area that they 
would prefer seen avoided if possible.  Impacts to this area have been avoided, with the Preferred 
Alternative by spanning the river.  

 
Noise impacts have been studied, but has anyone looked at the impact of noise on the frog population?  
Normally, the frogs all go quiet when vehicles pass. – 12/18/98. 
 

Noise impacts to the frog population were not considered as part of this study. 
 
Concerned with the rural bypasses and their impacts on the environment and wildlife. – court reporter 
statement taken at December 8 or 9, 1998 Public Hearing.   
 

All efforts were taken during the development of the FEIS to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts 
to wildlife to the extent possible. 

 
In Chapters 4 and 6, the DEIS discussed conformity with the NAAQS and the CAAA in regards to air 
quality.  Chapter 6 of the DEIS described only carbon monoxide analysis.  Aren’t there six basic 
components that have to be checked, including lead, volatile organic compounds, sulfur dioxide, oxides of 
nitrogen, and particulate matter, as well as carbon monoxide?  Why are these not mentioned in the 
DEIS?   
 

In accordance with FHWA and MDOT guidelines, the analytical element of the DEIS air quality 
analysis focuses on CO emissions - the most prevalent air pollutant in motor vehicle exhaust.  
However, because the project is located in a "maintenance /attainment" area for the pollutant 
ozone, compliance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) is also addressed - this in 
accordance with the Transportation Conformity Rule of the Federal Clean Air Act.  By 
demonstrating that the project is included in the Transportation Plan (TP) / Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), the potential effects on ozone, nitrogen oxides and volatile organic 
compounds are properly addressed.  Lead and sulfur dioxide are not considered significant 
components of motor vehicle exhaust.  The project area is in attainment of the NAAQS for 
particulate matter and therefore, an analysis of this pollutant is considered unnecessary. 
 

Air quality seems to be treated only insofar as human receptors are impacted.  What about crop damage?  
Michael Renner, in his research paper entitled, “Rethinking the Role of the Automobile”, Worldwatch 
Paper 84, published by the World Watch Institute, Washington DC, 1998, p.36, states that emissions from 
cars cause crop losses of $1.9 to $4.5 billion for just four cash crops in the U.S.  Shouldn’t we be adding 
estimated crop damage costs to the agricultural impacts that a rural freeway is sure to impose? – 
12/18/98. 
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The Clean Air Act, the Transportation Conformity Rule and the NAAQS are designed to protect 
both the human and natural environments.  Therefore, compliance with these regulations helps to 
ensure that impacts to agricultural crops are also minimized. 
 

On p.4-20 of the DEIS it says, “Transportation projects can typically provide positive or negative benefits 
to air quality depending on the congestion relief provided”.  What is a “negative benefit”?  Congestion 
relief for how long?  The period of the study (2020)? – 12/8/98. 
 

It is likely that the reference to a “negative benefit” was a mistake and was likely intended to read 
a “negative impact”.  The Air Quality section of the FEIS (Chapter 4) has been updated and does 
not include a reference to a negative benefit.  The air modeling uses the highest expected CO 
concentrations predicted for the year 2020.   This project will help to improve air quality conditions 
by providing additional capacity to the roadway network and reducing periods of stop-and-go- 
traffic - a condition that causes the generation of "excess" emissions.   
 

I know people don’t want to lose farmland, but how much is actually farmed? – 1/4/99. 
 

Farmland is classified by various types.  There are 46,000 acres of land classified as farmland in 
the study area.  There are 4,175 farms in Allegan, Kent, Muskegon and Ottawa Counties on 
667,129 acres.    

 
Where is all the wildlife by us going to go? – 12/8/98. 
 

Ottawa County is expected to have approximately 80% of its land in open space by the year 
2030.  Wildlife will relocate to these areas where there are suitable habitats.  
 

The bypass problem is a problem that is impacting wetlands and agricultural land, so why not solve it by 
elevating the expressway over the wetlands or bayous?  By elevating over other sensitive places most 
agriculture areas would be undisturbed and the present road system undisturbed. – 1/12/99. 
 

The Preferred Alternative spans the wetlands adjacent to Little Robinson Creek and the Grand 
River, in order to avoid or minimize impacts.  The number of piers will be minimized to limit 
impacts to wetlands as much as possible.  In addition, storm water draining off these structures 
will be collected and sediments such as salt will be allowed to settle out before the water flows 
back into these river systems. 

 
Transit 
Given the concerns over right-of-way acquisitions, displacements, and environmental impacts, why was 
the transit option (both bus and train) not studied further? What about high-speed railway transportation 
along the west coast of the lake? Why isn’t it possible to “fold in” alternative transportation to a lower 
impact and lower cost alternative?  - written comments dated 12/6/98, 12/8/98, and 1/7/99. 
 
Suggested using the existing rail line west of US-31 for a mass transit solution instead of constructing 
widened or new roadways. Supports Alternative A and further investigation of a transit option utilizing the 
existing railroad west of US-31.  Suggests that Transit option be given more study as a long-term 
solution. –  court reporter statements taken during December 8 or 9, 1998 Public Hearing. 
 

For a Transit Alternative to independently satisfy the “Purpose and Need”, it must eliminate the 
need for additional through lanes on US-31 in the two urban areas. 

 
MDOT eliminated further study of a stand alone Transit Alternative based on: 

 
• Current ridership being less than 2% of what is needed to eliminate the need for an additional 

through lane in Holland, and less than 3% in Grand Haven. 
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• The absence of existing or proposed fixed route line-haul service providers throughout the 
entire study area. 

• The overall high cost of implementing, funding, a transit fleet of that size (larger than Grand 
Rapids transit system).   

 
MDOT does however acknowledge that several transit components could be implemented with or 
without the Preferred Alternative, such as: 

 
• Construction of expanded and/or additional park & ride lots, including the possible addition of 

dedicated transit stops at one or more of these to improve transit access. 
• Possible future intermodal facilities (Holland/Holland Township, Grand 

Haven/Ferrysburg/Spring Lake, and Muskegon areas). 
• Expansion of the area’s current ride-share programs. 
• Possible addition of transit pull-out lanes on cross-streets near US-31 in the urban areas of 

Holland/ Holland Township and Grand Haven, where fixed route transit service routes 
presently exist or are proposed. 

• Increased use of transit for special events or peak shopping times, such as Tulip Time, Coast 
Guard Festival, Christmas shopping rush, etc.   

 
See Chapter 3 for further discussions on Transit. 
 
Other 
How many more years are we going to toss this US-31 plan around because it doesn’t suit every single 
person involved?  Please get on with it! – written comment dated 11/19/98 
 
Suggested a decision just be made and that MDOT just move on with an improvement. – court reporter 
statement taken during December 8 or 9, 1998 Public Hearing. 
 

Comments noted.  The construction of the Preferred  Alternative is based on approval of the FEIS 
and dependent on funding availability.  The goal would be to have it fully implemented no later 
than the design year, which is 2020. 

 
Last weekend I reviewed the drawings of Alternative P1r and noticed that the aerial photography was at 
least 8 years old.  Our facility (Hortech, Inc.) has been fully developed since this time and none of the 
structures show up on your map.  What does this mean in light of statements and financial figures that 
relate to the impact of this and other bypass proposals? – written comment dated 12/14/98. 
 

In the time since the DEIS, aerials from 1999 have been obtained for much of the study area.  
Field checks for accuracy have been made throughout the study area, and changes since that 
time have been incorporated in the study.  Statements and financial figures in the FEIS are based 
on information available at the time of the printing. 

 
Who would pay for the cost of maintaining both old US-31 and the bypass, including snow removal, 
maintenance, additional mileage to use the bypass, and additional pollution? – written comment dated 
12/9/98. 
 

The Michigan Department of Transportation is responsible for maintenance and related items as 
long as the roads remain a Michigan trunk line.  Traffic flow will be greatly improved by the 
Preferred Alternative; therefore, air quality is expected to improve.     

 
Secondary impacts of a rural bypass are reflected in the maps of residential sprawl (DEIS, p.3-9).  These 
additional VMT do not appear to be factored into the traffic counts or the emission assessments.  Are 
they?  How is generated traffic assessed by MDOT? – written comment dated 12/18/98. 
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Future traffic volumes and resulting Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) are used in the FEIS for air 
quality and are based on future development patterns and other factors.  

 
Alternative P/P1r appears to have the greatest impact on traffic volumes at the US-31/M-104 interchange.  
Is this due to the availability of another option to get from Grand Haven to I-96/Spring Lake?  Also, with 
any of the alternatives, what impact would reducing the size of the facility (from 4 lanes to 2 lanes, for 
example) have upon traffic diversion? – written comment dated 12/8/98. 
 

Traffic volumes at the existing US-31 Grand River crossing are reduced more in Grand Haven 
with these alternatives because the proposed second crossing of the Grand River is closer to the 
existing crossing and urban area, than the other alternatives.   However P/P1r does not meet the 
purpose of and need for the project and does not address traffic issues in the study area as the 
Preferred Alternative does.  MDOT and the City of Grand Haven have modified the Preferred 
Alternative within the city to minimize impacts.   

 
Why would someone want to use Alternative P/P1r?  It would not save any time, nor would it improve 
overall congestion in Grand Haven. – written comment dated 12/9/98.   
 
Opposed to the Local Grand Haven Bypass (4), supports an elevated freeway through Grand Haven (1), 
and supports a second crossing of the Grand River at 120th Avenue (1). The Spring Lake Public School 
superintendent opposed to the local Grand Haven Bypass, Segment B2a, which goes through their 
almost new high school. - court reporter statements received at December 8 and/or 9, 1998 Public 
Hearing.   
 

Alternatives P and P1r were two of many alternatives examined.  They were eliminated from 
further consideration after the release of the DEIS due to the lack of support they received, 
opposition to them that was received, and because they did not meet “Purpose and Need”.   

 
Other cities have worked these projects through, but I think someone isn’t looking at this “big picture”.  
How much have these planners looked at this elsewhere for examples? – written comment, no date. 
 

MDOT evaluated over twenty alternatives for this study.  This was a very complex project due to 
the size and number of municipalities and townships that the facility traverses.  Similar studies 
from around the country are constantly being reviewed by MDOT to seek other examples on how 
best to handle complex issues on this type of study.  The Preferred Alternative addresses both 
existing route improvements as well as growth occurring in central Ottawa County.  

 
Why does everything have to be “limited-access freeway”?  Grand Haven is just fine the way it is! – 
written comment dated 1/8/99. 
 

The Preferred Alternative retains the boulevard through both the Holland and Grand Haven 
areas.  Limited access maintains the capacity of the roadway by not allowing driveways or 
development along the route, and provides a limited access freeway only for theUS-31 Freeway 
Connection.   

 
Why has not a corridor between Holland and Zeeland been studied?  Why east of Zeeland? – written 
comment dated 12/9/98. 
 

The Illustrative Alternatives G and H discussed in the DEIS involved a freeway from I-196 
between Holland and Zeeland north to I-96 at Nunica.  The area between Holland and Zeeland 
has been urbanized, and such a freeway would require the relocation of many more homes and 
businesses, and impacts to the natural environment than other alternatives, therefore they were 
eliminated from further consideration. 

 
Would a new fixed span bridge, and maybe changes or limiting crossroads in the City of Grand Haven 
buy some time? – written comment dated 1/19/99. 
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The Preferred Alternative includes a phased approach for improvements in Grand Haven. 
Improvements include widening to six lanes within the median between Washington Street and 
Jackson Street.  This will only be done if warranted following analysis of the impacts of the 
bypass. 

 
If Ludington, Pentwater, Hart, Shelby, Montague, Whitehall, and Muskegon, have been by-passed (or in 
the case of Muskegon, have a limited access highway which was once a by-pass), then why wouldn’t that 
be a good idea for the tri-cities area where lakes and rivers funnel traffic into restrictive urban areas? – 
written comment dated 11/9/98. 
 

The Preferred Alternative includes a new two-lane  roadway connecting M-45 to M-104/I-96 west 
of and parallel to 120th Avenue. 

 
Have any studies or estimates on lives saved or additional lives lost been done from one alternative to 
another?  Also, any studies on time & fuel savings for each route? – written comment dated 11/15/98. 
 

Crash rates along portions of existing US-31 exceed the statewide average.  The Preferred 
Alternative was designed to improve safety by improving the level of service (LOS) at specific 
intersections.  The FEIS did not specifically project how many lives would be saved. 

 
The specific estimate of time and fuel savings was not completed for each alternative.  Travel 
time along the new roadway portion of the Preferred Alternative will be faster than existing US-31, 
because it will be a limited access roadway. 

 
Why at this time are we concentrating on moving traffic off US-31 and onto other roads?  We should be 
looking at modifying US-31 to handle the traffic in a more efficient manner.  The current options for US-31 
appear to be too costly.  Why not convert the current road structure into a freeway with a system of 
overpasses, etc.? – written comment dated 11/24/98. 
 

Alternative A (freeway on existing) was considered but was dismissed because of the social 
impacts within the urbanized Holland and Grand Haven areas.  In addition, Alternative A would be 
more costly to build. 
 

If you aren’t going to be adding any additional lanes to US-31 but are only diverting about nine percent of 
the traffic, how is traffic supposed to move along US-31? – written comment dated 12/9/98. 
 

The Preferred Alternative includes the addition of a third lane in each direction through Holland, 
Holland Township and Grand Haven.  This will provide enough additional capacity for the 
projected traffic volumes of 2020 to provide and acceptable level-of-service. 
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C.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO FEIS 
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Methodology for Environmental Justice 

E-2 

The Environmental Justice methodology that was used to conduct an Environmental Justice analysis of 1 
the Preferred Alternative followed MDOT and FHWA guidelines (US DOT Order 6640.23).  That 2 
methodology has several steps that need to be followed along with a series of questions that need to be 3 
asked and answered in order to determine if there will be disproportionately high and adverse effects on 4 
minority populations groups within the Preferred Alternative. 5 
 6 

Step One: Determine if a minority population group or low income population group is 7 
present within the Preferred Alternative. 8 

 9 
Step Two: Determine whether project impacts associated with the identified low-income and 10 

minority populations are disproportionately high and adverse. 11 
 12 
Step Three: Propose measures that will avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate disproportionately 13 

high and adverse impacts and provide offsetting benefits and opportunities to 14 
enhance communities, neighborhoods and individuals affected by the proposed 15 
project. 16 

 17 
Step Four: If after further mitigation, enhancements, and off-setting benefits to the affected 18 

populations, there remains a high disproportionate adverse impact to minority 19 
populations or low income populations then the following questions must be 20 
considered: 21 

 22 
 Are there further mitigation measures that could be implemented to 23 

avoid or reduce the adverse effect?  If further mitigation measures exist, 24 
then those measures must be implemented unless they are “not 25 
practicable”. 26 

 Are there other additional alternatives to the proposed action that would 27 
avoid or reduce the impact to low income or minority populations?  If 28 
such as alternatives exists, and it is “practicable”, then that alternative 29 
must be selected.  If further mitigation or alternatives that avoid the 30 
impact are judged to be not practicable that conclusion must be 31 
documented, supported by evidence, and included in the NEPA 32 
document. 33 

 Considering the overall public interest is there a substantial need for the 34 
project? 35 

 Will alternatives that would still satisfy the need for the project and have 36 
less impact on the protected populations have other impacts that are 37 
more sever than the proposed action, or have increased the costs of 38 
extraordinary magnitude. 39 

Step Five: Include all findings, determinations, or demonstrations in the environmental 40 
document prepared for the project. 41 

 42 
Impacts of a No-Build Alternative: No impacts to Environmental Justice communities are expected for the 43 
No-Build Alternative. 44 
 45 
Impacts of a Preferred Alternative: The Preferred Alternative will include minor improvements along the 46 
existing US-31 in Holland Township and the City of Grand Haven, and a new alignment bypass located in 47 
Robinson Township and Crockery Township.  The small minority population in the study area is dispersed 48 
and no concentration of minorities groups will be disproportionately impacted by the Preferred Alternative.  49 
Although there are no disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income groups within the study area, 50 
these groups are impacted by the Preferred Alternative as part of the overall population. 51 
 52 
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APPENDIX F: US-31 DEIS RE-EVALUATION 1 
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US-31 DEIS Re-Evaluation 

APPENDIX G: WETLAND MITIGATION/PUBLIC INTEREST FINDING 1 
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