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

DB AEMENTE |7 I FEIS Preferred Alternative,
Segment Segment Segment Segment F-la
C1 C6 C4 C7
Total Points 195 166 120 179 99.5

Prime and Unique Farmlands are discussed in Section 4.2.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service (Rev. 1-91)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) i 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request 6/28/09 " sheet1of 1
1. Name of Project 5. Federal Agency Involved
je¢t Us-31 FEIS FHWA

2. Type of Project  prapgnortation 6. County and State Ogtawa County, Michigan
- D : Form- " .

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) 1 Alternative Corridor For Segment

Corridor D

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C. Total Acres In Corridor )

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1. Area in Nonurban Use [ 15 1 M

2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use | 10 |

3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed | 20 |
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 |
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average B ]
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

7. Availablility Of Farm Su* it Services { 5 1 5

8. On-Farm Investments :

9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use !

TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 0

PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency) | |

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) ‘

Total Corridor Assessment {From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 0 o

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 fines) 260 | qq . g ‘ 0 ‘ 0 0
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Corridor A Converted by Project:
115.8 6/28/09 YES D no 7]

5. Reason For Selection:
We have selected Corridor A because there will be less impacts to farmland, wetland, and ROW acquisitions.

%G\AM%&@W@’ L[2§[09

Signature of Person Completing this Rgrt: IDATE v

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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Consultation and Coordination

U, 5. Departmant Commender 1240 E. MWinth St,
of Transportation ! Minth Coast Guard District Claveland, Ohio 44199-2060
United States Staff Symbol: (obr)
Coast Guard Phona: 216-522-3993
16590

Ser. B=203/rwb
26 October 1994

Mr. Scott A. Cook, A.S.L.A.
Surface Transportation Division
Grainer, Inc.

3950 sSparks Drive, S.E.

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49546

Dear Mr. Cook:

We have reviewed the information submitted to us concerning the
proposed construction of a new bridge in Grand Have, Michigan.

Comments provided by Mr. Nick Mpras at the August meeting are
indicative of Bridge Administration Program regquirements.
Specifically, to reiterate, the Draft Environmantal Impact
Statement shall address, impacts associlated with new bridge
crossings, boat traffic data, classification of vessels,
freguency of bascule bridge openings, and optimization of proper
vartical clearances of a new bascule bridge to effectively reduce
the number of openings reguired. Relative to classification of
vassaels, it will be incumbent upon the State of Michigan to
perform a survey of vessels to determine the height of sailboat
masts in the area to establish what vertical clearance will be
raguired for a fixed bridge should such a design be proposed.
The same data then can be utilized to determine bascule bridge
height to effectively reduce opening reguirements.

Thare is no guestion that a dual bridge needs to be constructed
adjacent to the existing U. S. 31 Bridge in Grand Haven. Such a
structure will provide relief to wehicular traffic and, in
particular, during those times when the existing structure may
bacome inoperable in the open position. Concerning the best
location for any bypass structure to be constructed to the esast,
the alternatives being considered and impacts associated with
egach crossing have been satisfactorily addressead.

As you are aware, the Coast Guard's role in this process is to
reprasent the needs of navigation and assure that, no matter

which crossing site is proposed, those needs are not neglected.
The Coast Guard's position is not one to determine whather or not
a particular crossing is needed or will provide more vehicular
benefit than any other crossing site. The determination for need
is best served by those agencies and officials who represent tha
various modes of land traffic. However, when sach of the
crossing sites is addressed, Mr. Mpras stated that it will be
beneficial if the DEIS contains a matrix to Bummarize impacts,
both positive and negative.

Sincerely, Eg

ROBERT W. BLOOM, JR.
Chief, Bridge Branch
By direction of Commander,
Ninth Coast Guard District
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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:

e 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;

e 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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U5, Department Cernmander {obr) Phone. (218) 9026084
of Transportation Minth Coast Guard District FAX:  (218) 0026088
124 Ezst Minth Siresl

United States Cleveland, Cila 44155-2060
Coast Guard
16500
Ser, B-145mwb
£ December 1998

Mr. Jose A. Lopez

Acting Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
F. 0. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Dear Mr. Lopez:

This refers to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation which
addresses the ['S-31 from [-196 in Allegan County North to [-96 in Muskepon County project.

We have reviewed the subject document, specifically that portion which addresses the Grand
River in Grand Haven and bridge construction proposals for crossing that waterway, and have
determined it meets the requirements of the U, 5 Coast Guard as relate to NEPA. Further, each
of the proposals, with final selection not yet determined, provides adequate navigational
clearances for existing and prospective navigation. The clearances as proposed are based upon
previows studies accomplished by the Michigan Department of Transportation and input from
this affice as relates to navigation.

As a cooperating agency, we thank you for providing the document for our review and will
continue to provide comments and data to assist in developing a project to meet the increasing
necds of vehicular and vessel traffic,

Sincmly,

RDEERT W. BLOOM, JH.
Chief, Bridge Branch

By direction of Commander,
Ninth Coast Guard District

United States Coast Guard (USCG), December 8, 1998

No response required.
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United States Coast Guard (USCG), October 17, 2007

>>> "Bl oom Robert" <Robert.W Bl oom@uscg. m|> 10/17/2007 9: 49: 28AM >>>
Good Mor ni ng,

| have reviewed the file for the proposal, with the file going back to 1996
when a week-long neeting was held in G and Haven to discuss the possibilities
of replacing the U S. 31 bascule bridge in G and Haven and the construction of
a bypass structure near 120th Street, upriver from the U S. 31 Bridge. The
several neetings held that week were attended by the mayor and city manager of
Grand Haven, a few council menbers, Regi ne Beaubeouf of the MDOT with severa
of her staff nmenbers and Jim Kirschensteiner of the Federal Hi ghway
Admi ni stration, a Corps of Engineers representative and a few other state and
federal agency representatives. | attended the neetings, as did M. Nick
Mpras from Coast GQuard Headquarters in Wshington, D.C., Bridge Program
Admi ni strator for the Coast Guard's nationw de bridge program During that
week, we di scussed replacenent of the U S. 31 Bridge and a repl acenment bascul e
bridge with a vertical clearance of 45 feet in the closed position was
di scussed. That figure, being greater than now exists, would provide passage
of at |east 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
| ess inpactive to businesses and hones, and Spring Lake in particular, to
consider a replacenment bridge with clearances as now exist at the 31 bridge
One of the proposals was to construct a replacenent bridge of a fixed design,
but to provide for boating it would have to have a vertical clearance of 60
feet, at a mininum That proposal quickly was put to rest due to the extent
of negative inpacts that woul d have occurred to busi nesses and hones.

The ot her subject of discussion during the week was the bypass bridge,
subj ect of your emmil below. Initial thoughts were that if a bypass
bri dge were constructed, it would be of a fixed design and possibly
require a mnimumvertical clearance of sixty (60) feet. However, after
doi ng a survey of the boats using the waterway and those that
potentially could use the upper reaches of the waterway, it was

determi ned by the Coast Guard that a bridge of forty (40) feet vertica
cl earance woul d provide for existing and prospective navigation. That
figure was agreed to by the MDOT and the FHWA. As part of the

di scussi ons concerni ng the bypass bridge and its location, we were
provi ded a boat and crew by Coast Guard Station Grand Haven to do an

i nspection by water of the proposed crossing site and to be able to go
ashore at the crossing site and do a "wal k-around" inspection. That

i nspection 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 vesse
and |l and traffic.

Since the tine of the neeting, there have been personnel changes at the
city, state and federal level and the proposal is being viewed in
sonewhat different |ight fromthose various offices and agenci es.
However, fromthe 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 nmaintain and enforce the federal regulations
under which our Bridge Adm nistration Program operates.
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Based upon the results of the week-long neeting in 1996, and the fact

t hat not hing has changed since that tinme to bring about a change in

cl earance requirenments, | advise you that we are firmon our requirenment
for a clearance of not less than forty feet for a fixed bridge at the
proposed crossing site. Navigation trends and nunbers of boats using
any given waterway may change sonmewhat every few years, going up or down
i n nunber and type of usage, but overall there is an average consi stency
of usage and that is what we have to consider when | ooking at the

exi sting and prospective navigation needs and requirenents.

At the time of the neeting in 1996, it was stated that the proposed
projects in the area would be a long tine in conming to a devel opnent
stage due to the state not having funding to match federal doll ars.

VWhat changes have there been since that tine for the state to now conmit
funding to match federal dollars and make the projects, or just the
bypass bridge, financially viable?

Bob

Robert W Bloom Jr

Bri dge Program Manager

Ni nth Coast Guard District
1240 East Ninth Street

Cl evel and, Onhi o 44199-2060

Tel e: 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@ri chi gan. gov [mailto: WEERSTRAV@ri chi gan. gov]
Sent: Wednesday, Novenber 07, 2007 3:22 PM

To: Bl oom Robert

Cc: Dennis Kent; Carlson, Kurt; Striffler, Scot

Subject: RE: US-31 Bypass @G and R ver

M. Bl oom

Thank you for responding to our request for clarification of the vertical
cl earance requirenments for the planned new G and River crossing near 120th
Avenue in OGtawa County. | understand your concern over accommpdating 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 | ess than 40 feet
woul d acconmpdate the anticipated river traffic. Also, a few niles upstream
vessel passage is limted by the 68th Avenue structure which has a vertical
cl earance of approximately 24 feet.

Based on discussions at the neeting held in 2005 with, WMOT staff, river
users, US Arny Corps of Engineers and Coast CGuard staff, it appeared that 30-
35 feet of clearance woul d be adequate. That finding was again reviewed in a
conversation in May 2007 with you and your staff. |In addition, it was MDOT' s
understandi ng that the 35 foot naximum cl earance proposed in My was verified
by your staff during a survey in the area.

Since the 1996 neetings, 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 hi ghway needs,
MDOT devel oped a revi sed Bypass proposal. The revised alternative is still on
the F/J-1 alignnent, but linmted to connecting M45 and 1-96 including the
same river crossing scenario, near 120th Avenue. The required Final
Environnental Inpact Statenent wll be subnmitted to FHWA in early 2008,
reflecting this nodified Preferred Alternative, estimated at approxi mtely
$150 MIlion. Based on anticipated state and federal funding availability,
i ncluding federal earmarked funds from US Representative Hoekstra, MDOT plans
to begin construction of the new river crossing in 2010. MDOT's ability to
mat ch federal aid was never an issue in 1996 and will not be an issue in 2010.

Prelimnary design engineering will begin shortly for the new river crossing.
MDOT can devel op those plans based on 40 feet of vertical clearance, if that
is the requirement. However, the 35 foot clearance |evel would reduce visual
and environnmental inpacts, as well as costs. It is MDOT's responsibility to
identify reasonable and feasible opportunities to nore cost effectively spend
federal and state transportation funds. Therefore, we woul d appreciate your

consi deration of reducing the required vertical clearance to 35 feet, based on
the user information obtained to date. Pl ease let us know the process that
needs to be followed to request and inplenent the reduced cl earance standard.

Thank you for your assistance. Pl ease contact me if you need additional
i nfornati on on this project.

Vi cki Weerstra

Associ at e Regi on Engi neer - Devel oprent
VDOT- Gr and Regi on

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

Vi cki ,

W agai n have gone through the file information concerning the construction of
a new bridge near 120th Street. Wile the originally established forty feet
vertical clearance was based upon agreenent 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 workabl e. We do understand that the difference
between the 35 and 40 feet is not a nickel and dine difference and feel that
the lower <clearance wll best serve the taxpayer and yet provide for

navi gati on needs, present and future, on the Gand River.

Since we are the permtting federal agency for the project, and obviously a
cooperating agency in the NEPA process, we wuld very nuch appreciate
receiving a copy of the Draft EI'S and the upcom ng Final ElS.

Bob

ROBERT W BLOOM JR

Bri dge Program Manager

Ni nth Coast Guard District
1240 East Ninth Street

C evel and, Oni o 44199-2060

tele: 216- 902- 6085
FAX: 216- 902- 6088
emni | :  Robert. W Bl oom@JSCG mi |
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OETACHT MATRICT, CORFS OF EMOINEERS
BE 1027
DETAOIT, MIGHIGAN 48231, 1027

October 28, 1994

i EDFLY REFEA TO

Construction-Operation Divigion
rRequlatory Functions Branch 94-050-010-0 A

Michael O0'Malley, Environmental Coordinator
Bureau of Transportation Planning

Michigan Department of Transportation

P.0. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 4890%

Dear Mr. O'Malley:

Reference is made to the U.S5. 31 scoping document, US-31
Location Design Study; Allegan, Ocvtawa, and Muskegon Counties,
Michigan, and to the Natural Environment Bioclogical Assessment,
both dated "September 13%4," provided to this office on behalf of
the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) concerning State
Projects 93-0341 and %4-0759; Federal Project No. DPR 0045(001).
The bypass is a portion of the reconstruction and relocation of
U.5. Highway 31 from Holland, Michigan north over the Grand River
in or near Grand Haven, Michigan.

This letter provides the U.3. Army Corps of Enginesrs
(USACE) comments on thess documents and acknowledges the first
concurrence point under joint Federal Highway Administration
{FHWA} , USACE procedures undsr Sectiom 404 of the Clean Water
ACC,

1. All of the proposed alternatives would involwve
dizcharges of dredged or fill material in navigable waters [(the
Grand River) and adjacent wetlands and would require a permit
from USACE. The permit for the bridge(s) would be processed by
the Coast Guard, while attendant features, such as shoreline
gtabilization, and approaches through wetlands adjacent to the
Grand River would be permitted by USACE.

2. USACE maintainz the Federal navigation channels in
the Grand Haven Harbor and in the Grand River. The navigation
channel depth at the existing US 31 bridge is 18 feet deep and
supports barge and recreational craft, including fairly largs
gailboats harbored in the Grand River and in Spring Lake. The
Grand Riwver channel ig 100 feet wide and maintained to an eight
foot depth. This channel supports barge traffic. We suggest
that any bridge piers be placed a minimum distance of 10 fest
from the edge of the channel. Thus the minimum span would bs 120
feet between bridge piers. Maps describing these Federal
channels are available in the Detroit office. The point of
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contact is Mr. Wayne Schloop, Acting Chief, Qperations and
Maintenance Branch at 313-226-6796.

3. USACE policy reguires that all practicable
alternatives which aveid and minimize impacts to special agquatic
sites including wetlands be thoroughly analyzed. Past permit
applications reviewsed by this office that did not avoid or
minimize wetlands to the maximum practicable extent have
generally been denied, We note that the alternatives within
Grand Haven using the existing alignment pose the least wetland
impact. In addition to selecting the least damaging alignment,
design options may also be used to reduce wetland impacts. These
can include adjustments in read alignment and the use of clear
spans to pass over webland areas. We note that estimated bridge
costs are nearly identical for each alternative crossing of the
Grand River. Extensive wetlands ars present at the Grand River,
particularly at the Robbins Road and EBastern Corridor crossings.
Consideration should be given to additional spans to cross
wetlands fringing the Grand Riwver., This should considerably
reduce wetland impacts. Also, USACE and the Michigan Department
of Natural Resources (permit numbers 90-050-008-2 and 90-9-312,
respectively) have required construction of a wetland mitigation
area directly under the propeosed Central Corridor crossing. This
permit was issued to Joe Walsh/Lake Michigan Contractors, Inc. A
marked copy of Sheet C-10 is enclosed for your reference. A
review of our records alsc shows there is & Wational Register
historic site (Spoonville site, #73002158) betwsen the Central
Corridor alignment and Crockery Cresk.

4. Once it is establisghed that wetland impacts hawve
been avoided and minimized to the maximum practicable extent,
compensatory mitigation will be considered. For a project of
this type and magnitude, compensatory wetland mitigation would
likely be regquired. We assume that any wetlands affected by the
project would be replaced at a replacement ratio of greater than
cne for one based on acreage or on functions and values. We note
that no estimate of costs for wetland mitigation is included in
the preliminary design costs for alternatiwve plans. These costs
are likely to be extensive and must be estimated prior to the
gelection of the most reasonable alternatives. A copy of the
Detroit District's Mitigation Policy is enclosed for your
referanca. We also offer the following additional comments on
mitigation:

a. We gtrongly prefer that mitigation be in-kind and within
the watershed where impacts occur. Specifically, impacts in the
Black River (Macatawa Creek]) watershed should be compensated for
within that watershed; impacts to wetlands fringing the Grand
Riwver should be replaced along the Grand Riwver. In contrast, a

C-15



Consultation and Coordination

gingle mitigation site excavated from uplands would likely be
unacceptable to this office.

b. We prefer that compensatory mitigation be accomplished
in ar=as that were formerly wetlands, such as disturbed areas
along the Grand River or areas that have been affected by past
hydrologic modifications. We feel these areas have a greater
chance for successful wetland mitigaticon than areas excavated
from uplands.

5. Based on our knowledge of traffic patterns in the
Grand Haven, Michigan area and on established planning for
enhancing the US 31 corridor along the Lake Michigan shoreline in
Michigan, this office concurs with the purpose and need for this
proeject, which is to provide additional capacity on US 31 between
Helland and Grand Haven, Michigan. We agree that a new crossing
over the Grand River with additional capacity is needed in the
near future. We will require considerable additional information
regarding improved traffic movement and relative environmental
impact, particularly wetland impacts and proposad compengatory
mitigation, before we can comment on which alternatives ars most
reagonable. One sub-alternative which is not considered in the
gooping document is to extend the Robbins Road crossing beyond
M-104 to I-96 (about three miles). It appears such an extansion
would allow traffic to bypass Spring Lake and relisve likely
congaestion on M-104, a two-lane arterial road.

We appreciate the cpportunity to provide commente regarding
this scoping document for the planned Environmental Impact
Statement. Should you have any guestions on this matter, please
contact Tom Allenscon at 313-226-2222.

Sincerely,
PGINAL
Gary R. Mannesto

Chief, Regqulatory Functions Branch
Construction-Operations Division

gIGNED BY

Enclosures
copies furnished:

Campliance and Enforcement Section, w/ encl. Sh. C-10
Grand Haven Area Office, R. Kittleman, w/ encl. Sh. C-10
Norman Stogner, FHA, Lansing, MI, w/encls. p’ff
Scott Cook, Greiner, Inc., Grand Rapids, MI, w/encls.

K. Eckert, MISHPD, w/ Encl. Sh. C-10

C-16



Consultation and Coordination

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.

The Preferred Alternative no longer includes construction of a replacement crossing for the existing
US-31 Bridge between Grand Haven and Ferrysburg.

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/a1.

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.

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.

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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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
DETACAT DISTRICT, COAFS OF ENGINEERS
BOX 1027
DETACIT MICHIGAN 48231-1027

February 1, 1993

1 RERY FRFER TO

Construction-Operations Division
Regulatory Branch
File No. 24-050-010-1

Mr. Ron Kinney, Manager

Environmental Section

Project Planning Division

Michigan Department of Transportation
F.O. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 483509

Dear Mr. Kinney:

This letter provides comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for US Highway 31 from I-1%6& in Allegan
County to I-%6 in Muskegon County, Michigan. The DEIS is dated
Coctober 23, 1998 and regards State Project Number 33955 and
Federal Project Number DPR 0045(001). A wvariety of alternatives
involving a range of improvements on the existing right-of-way,
to new freeway or boulevard crossing of the Grand River, with and
without local bypasses for the cities of Holland, Zeeland, and
Grand Haven are discussed in the DEIS,

Feed for a Corps Permit. A3 you are aware, a permit from
the Corps of Engineers will be reguired for any structure or
discharge of fill material in the Grand River and its adiacent
wetlands., The Grand River is the only navigable water body
acheduled to be affected by the various alternatives. A permic
for work in non-navigable waters and in other wetlands will be
required from the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ) . The DEIS states that portions of the Grand River may be
dredged or temporarily filled to allow equipment access for
bridge construction. We request that you provide plans and work
descriptions for bridge construction which include provisions for
equipment access when an applicaticn for a Department of Army
permit is submitted to our office.

Uncertain future of barge channel unstream of Grand Havep.

& sraff economist with our Detroit District staff had a telephone
conversation with URS/Greiner regarding navigation interests in
the Grand River in September, 1%%8. The Corps wishes to note
that although the 17 mile long, eight foot deep, barge channel
has recently been dredged, no barge traffic is using the river at
this time. One firm that the Crops is aware of has indicaced
that they may use the channel for transporting scrap steel in the
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future. The Corps is performing an assesament of the economic
benefits of maintaining the barge channsl and may consider
gbandoning this channel in the future. Reguired bridge
clearances, particularly in the 120th Street corridor, could be
affected.

Alternatives. The description of TEM alternatives is
unclear regarding the fate of the existing bascule bridge in
Grand Haven. On page 3-2 the DEIS states that "the existing
bagscule bridge would also be retained with the TSM alternatives.®
But in describing the TSM 2020 alternative on page 3-4, the DEIS
states that "... a new astructure at the existing US-3l1 Grand
River crossing would be constructed.® We understand that ths
existing bascule bridge would be replaced with either a new
bascule bridge or a new fixed span bridge in all alternatives
other than "MNo Action® and "TSM 2005."

In reviewing the alternatives studied, we wonder if a hybrid
of freeway and boulevard alternatives could avoid cthe need of a
local bypass at Grand Haven. The local bypass of Grand Haven
would only remove 17,400 vehicles a day from US-31, while
disturbing a sizgeable portion of the city and creating an
unsightly crossing over a State Game Area with extensive wetlands
associated with river channels. What would the level of service
ke in Grand Haven if a freeway were constructed up to Grand Haven
and a six lane boulevard were constructed through the portion of
existing US-31 in the city? How much congestion in Grand Haven
is acceptable given the options of a freeway across the entire
city at an average cost of 522 million per mile?

Regarding alternatiwves which were eliminated during the
study, we find the DEIS is unclear in describing how an eight
lane boulevard option in Grand Haven (Alternatiwve C) was
discarded. The statement on page 3-44 that "...eight lane
boulevards are not desired" does not explain how the alternative
was eliminated. We understand that widening US 31 would result
in & large increase in property conversions in Grand Haven, but
the DEIS does not discuss how this take was determined to be
unacceptable,

We concur in eliminating Alternatives K,L, and M (all of
which involwe & Grand River crossing at &4th Street in the
Eastern Corridor. The DEIS notes these slternatives would have
only a minimal impact on US-31 traffic velumes while causing high
levels of impacts te farmland in rural townships, and substantial
wetland, floodplain, and wildlife impacts.

Hetlands. Wetland impacts seem very high for the length of
the highway segment under study in this DEIS. We note that
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Alternative R has the lowest take of wetland acreage. Howsver,
Alternative R likely will subject the 120th Street Corridor of
heavy development pressure which could result in secondary and
cumulative impacts to wetlands as well as to farm lands.
Alternative A has the second lowest wetland take of the DEIS
alternatives, and all direct impacts would be in areas adjacent
to an existing heavily traveled four lane highway. It asems
reascnable that the functions and values of the wetlands along
existing US-31 are limited, as seems to be brought out in the
wetland assessment discussicn in the DEIS.

Wetland impacts for most alternatives may actually decrease
through aveoidance techniques in the final design stage since the
DEIS assumes all wetlands identified within the proposed right-
of -ways will be destroyed. We also note that the scope of
wetland impacts may inerease for the local Grand Haven bypass
alternatives as mare detailed information on how equipment can
access the new bridge pier sites becomes available. The DEIS
notes that wetlands and shallow water areas may have to be
dredged to allow barge access. Also temporary fills may be
needed to allow land based equipment access.

We agree with the MDEQ that impacts to a high gquality
wetland complex along the Pigecn River can be avoided by
eliminating Alternatiwve F,

Hetland Mitigation. All wetland mitigation plans must
contain clearly stated objectives, criteria for judging success,
and provisicns to allew for corrective actions during development
of new wetland areas. Also, all mitigation sites should be
preserved permanently as natural resource areas under
conservation easements or egquivalent commitments. We agree with
the practice of looking for interested owners of "pricr converted
wetland" property. Field checks of these properties are needed .
to determine if any areas have reverted to wetland conditions due
to the abandonment of crop production. The Corps considers prior
converted lands to be abandoned if wetland conditions return and
no commodity crop has been produced for five years. Aerial
photos provided in the DEIS show that agricultural crops have
been produced recently on most of the properties identified as
prior converted lands. Wetland determinations should be
conducted on sites which have not been recently cropped, such as
Grand River Site #2, which is described as fallow old field (page
6-48) .

We note that Grand River Site #4 is the only site close to
the Grand River. We suggest that more effort be put in locating
potential sites wicthin the Grand River floodplain so that impacts
to wetlands associated to the Crand River itself may be more
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adecuately compensated for. If dredging and/or filling of Grand
River wetlands iz considered necessary to construct the local
bypass option for Grand Haven, sufficient wetland miktigaticn
credie for Grand River wetland impacts may not be available.

Alternatives to be Carried Forward for Detailed Study. The

Corps of Engineers has not provided concurrence on Alternatcives
to be Carried Forward for Detailed Study. It appears that
Alternative F might be eliminated. EBefore further narrowing the
available alternatives, we wish to review information regarding
the potential of a hybrid of Alternatives A and C through Grand
Haven. Further, we would like to review estimates of wetland
avoldance that might be possible through adjustments in highway
design for various alternatives.

Should you have any gquestions, please contact Thomas E.
Allenson at the above address or telephone (313) 226-2221.
Please refer to File Mumber: 54-050-010-1.

Sincerely,

A

Chl&f Requlatery Branch
Construction-Operations Diwvision

Mr. Gerald Fulcher, MDED
Mr. Jim Kirschensteiner, FHWA
Mr. Mike MacMullen, USEPFA; ATTN. Sherry Kamke
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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.

10.

11.

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.

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.

The Preferred Alternative no longer affects the Bascule Bridge in Grand Haven.

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:

e Approximately 38 residential and 49 commercial displacements would occur.

e Weaves lanes required for local traffic using US-31 to move only one block to the north or south.

e Additional lanes for pedestrians to cross would limit accessibility and decrease safety in crossing
US-31.

e Opposition from the Cities of Grand Haven and Ferrysburg.

¢ Does not meet the Purpose of and Need for the project.

e Could not independently maintain long-term congestion relief.

See response to 4 above and Chapter 3 discusses the alternatives considered.

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.

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.

The Preferred Alternative no longer directly impacts the Pigeon River.

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.

Mitigation for wetland for the new Grand River crossing has been adequately identified in Section 4.9.

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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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
DETROIT DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
477 MICHIGAN AVENUE
DETROIT MI 48226-2550

July 8, 2009
EPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Engineering & Technical Services
Regulatory Office
Permit No. LRE-1994-500101

David Williams

Environmental Programs Manager
FHWA- Michigan Division

315 W. Allegan, Room 201
Lansing, M1 48933

Dear Mr. Williams:

This letter provides comments on the Preliminary Final Environmental Impact Statement,
dated April 27, 2009, for US Highway 31 Holland to Grand Haven project in Ottawa County,
Michigan, which is a revision of the original project study; the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for US Highway 31 from I-196 in Allegan County to 1-96 in Muskegon
County, Michigan. The Corps commented on previous stages of this overall project on October
28, 1994 and on February 1, 1999. Subsequently, the Corps attended a meeting on October 19,
2006 regarding the “120™ Avenue corridor” crossing of the Grand River, and the “M-231"
proposal from M-104 to M-45, as well as a field visit to potential wetland mitigation sites on
November 12, 2007.

The Corps of Engineers interests include using the FEIS approval process to streamline the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting process,
and to assure that the FEIS completes as much agency coordination as possible prior to the
submittal of any permit application,

NEPA/404 “streamlining”

The Corps concurs with the revised Purpose and Need statements, and the range of
alternatives under study in the preliminary FEIS. After review of the revised suite of alternatives,
and reduced work in aquatic sites, the Corps of Engineers agrees that the preferred alternative of
creating the M-231 highway on new right-of-way meets the Purpose and Need statement and
appears 1o be the least damaging practicable alternative. We would like to review opportunities
for further minimization of wetland and aquatic impacts that might be possible should highway
design proceed.
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D

Consultation on Endangered Species and Historic Properties

The Corps encourages your agency to complete any necessary consultation under the
Endangered Species Act and the National Historic Preservation Act during the completion of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement, so that consultation is as complete as possible for impact
sites and any potential wetland mitigation sites.

Navigation

The selected alternative includes a bridge crossing of the Grand River over the Federal
navigation channel. We concur with statements at page 4-91 of the Preliminary FEIS, that a 35-
foot vertical clearance and a horizontal span of at least 160 feet (a clearance of at least 30 feet to
either side of the 100 foot wide channel) are sufficient for our interests. The project designer
must coordinate with our Detroit District Office to accurately locate the navigation channel to
develop permit and construction drawings.

Wetlands

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) takes primary Section 404
Jjurisdiction for inland waters not in or adjacent to federal navigable waters. A permit for impacts
to navigable waters and adjacent wetlands is required from the Corps of Engineers as well as
from MDEQ. Proposed work that would require a permit from our agency would include any
structures, dredging, or discharge of fill material in the Grand River, and appears to include any
discharges in wetlands adjacent to the Grand River, Wetlands C and D, as identified on pages 4-
67and 4-68 of the preliminary FEIS.

Wetland Mitigation

Mitigation wetlands should provide replacement of wetland services lost at project impact
sites. All wetland mitigation plans must contain clearly stated objectives, criteria for judging
success, and provisions to allow for corrective actions during development of new wetland areas.
Also, all mitigation sites should be preserved permanently as natural resource areas under
conservation easements or equivalent commitments. We agree with the practice of looking for
interested owners of "prior converted wetland" property. We are also in favor of expanding
Wetland C by removing fill from former riverside residences along Limberlost Lane. These
sites, with proper removal of old fill material and adequate control of nuisance plant species,
should closely reproduce lost functions since they were once part of the Wetland C complex. It
appears that approximately half of the preferred alternative wetland impacts would occur in
Wetlands C and D, and the Corps again encourages wetland mitigation in former wetlands
adjacent to the Grand River, such as the Bolthouse property (page 4-77). While the Roger’s
Property 1s near the Grand River floodplain, it is unclear how a Great Lakes Marsh could be
created with no actual connection to the river. Wetland delineations must be performed for

-

proposed mitigation sites, and data sheets in conformance with the Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual and the appropriate approved regional supplement must be supplied to this
office.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these extensive changes to the earlier DEIS.
Should you have any questions, please contact Thomas Allenson at the above address or
telephone 313.226.2221. Please refer to File Number: LRE-1994-500101.

Sincerely,

T~ T4
John Konik

Chief, Regulatory Office 55

Engineering and Technical Services

Copy Furnished:
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AXD WILDLIFE SERVICE
East Lansing Field Office (ES)
1405 Sauth Harrisaa Road. Room 502
East Lansing, Michigan 48523

October 27, 1994

Jamas Kirshensteiner

U.5. Department of Tramspertatien
Federal Highway Administration
315 West Allegan S5treet, Hoom Z11
Langing, Michigan 43%13

Be: Comments to Project Scoping Information Package: US-31 Location Design
Study, Helland te Grand Haven, Ottawa, Allegan, and Muskegon Counties,
Hichigan

Dear Mr, Kirshensteiner:

Thiz iz in response to your request of September 1%, 1994 feor U.5. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) comments on the subject document and ceoncurrence on
cthe firse sign-off jumecture of purpoasze and need, pursuanc te the Inceragency
Conzensus Agreamant on Concurrent NEPA/404 Proceszzes for Transportacion
Frojects,

Fish and Wildlife Coordimarion Act Comments

These comments have beer preparéd under che auvthority of the Fish and Wildlife
Coerdinacion Aet (&8 Sctat, &01, as amended; 16 U.5.C. 661l et. seq.) and are
consistent wich the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service Micigation Policy (&6 FR
78457 and the WNatienal Esvirermental Polity Act (HEPA) of 1969 (P.L. 92-190;
83 Stat, B52-8560) as amendad. These comments do net represent the views of
the U.5. Department of the Interior on any forthcoming environmental
statemant.

General Comments

High rates of traffiec congestion, delays, and accidents currencly occur on US-
31 between Grand Haven and Holland, Michigan. Michigan Department aof
Transportatien [(MDOT) has prepared a Location Design Study to address these
concerns. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is being prepared.

The referenced Froject Scoping Informatiom Package addresses fiwve potential
alignment alternmatives to improve and upgrade traffie flow between Grand Hawven

dnd Holland:
A. Ho Build.
B. Western Corrideor, which is E;ntr;lly within the exiating U.5.-31
alignment. :
c. Bobbins Road/la4ch Awenue Corridor (Grand Haven By-Pass).
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D. Central Corrider (120th Awvenue By-Pass).
E. Eastern Corrider (B4th Awvenus by-Pass).

Transportation Systems Management (TSM), Mass Transit, and Intelligent Vehicle
Highway Systems (IVHS) alternatives are also briefly addressed.

Purpose and Nged

The existing bascule bridge on U.5,.-31 ac Grand Haven experlepnces occasional
"lock-up® due to electrical and mechanical failure resulcing in significant
vehicular congestion. Traffic levels of service in the more heavily traveled
section during peak periods are ranked as "F" by the Hichigan Department of
Transpoertation (MDOT) and deemed unacceptable. According to MDOT pawvement
management evaluations, mest of U.5.-31 has "zero™ remaining pavement service
life and is in need of rehabilitacion or recenstruction. Accident rates in
various urban segments of U.5.-31 are more than twice the average rates for
comparable cross section roads in west Michigan., Fimally, inctreased traffic
wolumes are projected in the future. Without significantly increasing tha
capacity to carry traffic across the Grand River in Grand Haven, mabilicy
within Dttawa County will be negatively affected, .

The U.5, Fish and Wildlife Sexvice concurs with the purpose and need of che
proposed project. The Service will reserve comments on the next juncture of
the NEPA/ /404 Process, "altermacives to be carried forward for decailed scudy®,
until we have received and reviewed the forthcoming EIS.

W act

Broad leaf deciduous hardwood forest, emergent, and scrub-shrub wetland
habitat types have been identified within the project area. These watlands
provide various fiszh and wildlife species food, water, cover from predators,
and shelter during severe weather. These wetlands also filter debris,
pollutants, and sedimencs from surface water runoff and flood waters. The
wastern corrider alternative will impact between & and 13 hectares (1%-37
acres) of wetlands, the central corrider will impact between 20 and 33
hectares (49-132 acres), the sastern corrider will impact between 21 and &6
hectares (53-184 acres), while the Robins Read corridor will impact 17
hectares (42 acres). All corridor alternatives invelve a high propertion of
forested wetlands,

Tha Service has decermined these forested wetland habicat to be ef high value
for resident wildlife species, fish, and migratery birds end te be relatively
ECATCE OF becoming scarce on a national basis or in the ecoregien. Im
accordance with the Service's Mitigacien Pelicy, our micigatien goal for chese
wetlands is no nec loss of in-kind habitac walus. Due to its walue and
telative diffieulry in successfully mitigating this type of wetland, the
Service would encourage an alignmenc altermative that minimizes impacts to
forested wetlands, even at the expense of additional impacts te othar types of
wetland habicat.

Cc-27




Consultation and Coordination

In accordance with the Wetlands Executive Order 11990, wetland impacts should
ba first avolided and then minimized to the fullest extent possible. In
addition, any wetlands unavoidably destroyed during the proposed activity
should be compensated for by enhancing existing low quality wetlands or
ereating wetlands equivalent to those destroyed in another locacion adjacent
and/or contiguous to an existing wetland system. Therefore, an alignment
alrernacive that utilized existing rosdways and thus minimize wetland impacts
would be preferred over a route on new alignment. The forchcoming EIS should
more precisely disclose petential wetland impacts for the alignment
aleernacives considered and address how unavoidable losses would be offset,
In addicion, non-aligmment optlens such as Transportation Systems Management,
Mass Transic Oprions, and Intelligenc Vehicle Highway Systems should be fully
addressed.

Wecla Mit

The Service suggests that in order to expedite the project and avold delays, a
comprehensive wetlands habitat mitigation plan be developed that fulfills
Service mitigation goals and be provided for advance agency rewview and
inclusion in the DEIS. The plan should include the following:

o The exact location of habicat mitigation sites (If there are no
exsct sites, where are the likely sites?).

o 4 commirment for om-site wetland mirigetiom, If on-site
mitigation is impessible, it should be within the watershed of the
wetland [mpact.

o A replacement ratioc for wetlands impaeted of at least 1.5 to 1.

o Size plans that include a 30 meter (100 foot) perimeter buffer
adjacent to habicat mitigation sices,

o A commitment for waetland habitat creation before highway
construction begins.

o A no net loss of in-kind habitat value for any forested wetlands
dastroyed and a no net loss of habitat walue while minimizing loss
of in-kind habitat wvalue for amy emergent and shrub/shrub werlands
destroyed, in accordance with the Service Micigaclion Policy,

o A commitment te monitor the progress of the micigacion werland
habitat following their eonscruetion for a period eof 3 years,

a A timetahle for the habicat monitoring that includes the cime of
year and the frequemncy of sampling.

o Parformance criteria to measure habitat success.
& Steps to be taken te correct of improve the biological

productivicy of the proposed wetland micigation habitats are
spelled ouc,
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-] The sponsor's commitment to submit annual monicoring reports to
the MHichligan Department of Natural Rescurces and the Service.

o The sponsor’'s commitment to the establishment of a protection and
management plan im perpetuicy for the wetland hebitat mitigacien
areas.

We welcome the oppertumity te review drafe wetland habitac mitigacien plans,

ndange i t Comments

The U.5, Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concurs with the finding that no
federally listed or proposed species occurs within the area of the subject
project. This presently precludes the need for further action onm this project
as required under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, (the Act)
as amended. The Service advises, however, that should a species become
officially listed or propesed before completion of this project, the federal
action agency for the work would be required to reevaluate its
responsibilities under the Ace. Further, should new information becoms
available that indicates listed or proposed species may be present anﬂJor
affected, consultation should be initiated with the Service.

S5ince threatened and endangered specieszs data is continually updated, new
infermation pertaining to this project may become available which may medify
these recommendations. Therefore, the Service recommends your ageney annually
request updates to this list,

Féderal candidate species likely vo be im the projecc vieinicy are the
Kirctland's snake (Clonophis kirclandil) and the lake sturgeon (Aclpenser
fulvescens), Candidate specles are currently under review by the Service for
considerarion as endangered or threacened., Candidare specles have no
pretection under the federal Endangered Speciles Act and a decerminacion of
"may affecc” for candidartes does not require preparation of a blolegical
assessment or consultacion with the Fish and Wildlife Service. Candidate
species are included as advance notice to federal agencies or their designees
of species which may be proposed and listed in the future. If early
evaluation of your project indicates that it is likely te adversely impact a

candidate species, your agency may wish to regquest technical assistance £rom
this office.

We appreciace the opportunicy te provide these commentcs and leck forward to
centinued coordinacion wich your agency. Any gquestions can be direcced to
Mark Hodgkins ac this office at (517) 337-6650.

Charles M. Woolaey
Fiald Supervisor

" Michigan Department of Transpertation, Lansing, Michigan (Attn: Andy

Zleglar)

Michigan Department of Hatural Resources, Wildlife Division, Lansing, MI
{attn: Tom Weilsze)

U.5, Environmental Protection Agency (WOW-16-J) Ehi:a;n, IL (Attn: Mike
Mae Mullen)

Michigan Department of Matural Resources, Land & Water Management Div.,
Langing, MI (Attn: Peg Bostwick)

ARD, Twin Cities, MN (AES/DHC) Atcn: Bob Krska
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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

MICHIGAN AGENCY
FEDERAL SQUARE OFFICE PLAZA
IN REPLY REFER Tix: 2001.% 1-75 Business SP ur
SAULT 5TE. MARIE, MICHTIGAN 49783-3519
(906) 6326809 Phone
Realty (906} 6321689 Fax

AUG 2 3 1994

Greiner, Inc.

Attn: Scott Cook

1950 Sparks Drive S5.E.
Grand Hapilds, MI 43546

Re: Proposed Improvement of Highway U.S5.-31
Dear Mr. Cook:

Thank vwyou for informing the Bureau of Indian Affalirs of the
upcoming scoping meeting concerning the improvements proposed for
Highway U.5.=31 in Ottawa County, Michigan. As our Acting Realty
Officer, John Haarala, stated, at this time, there would be no
Indian lands affected by any such improvements. The Michigan
Agency recently was informed of the addition of three new Federally
recognized tribes, one of which is located in close proximity to
ottawa County. A= these new tribes begin acguiring lands, it is
possible that they may purchase land which may be impacted by
improvements to other highway corridors. Therefore, would you
please put our office on your mailing list so that we may he
apprised of future developments. Thank you for your concern on this
matter.

If you should have any guestions or require additional information,
please fesl free to contact the Agency Realty Section at the above
numbar .
Sincerely,
- .
/ﬂ e M&M

Gerald F. Parish
ACTINGSuperintendent

cc: Michael OfMalley
Regine Beauboeuf
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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
Agricultural Stabilizatlon and Conservation Service

Ottawa County ASC Committes
16731 Ferris Straet
Grand Hawven, MI 49417
Telephona! B42-5852

October 28, 1994

Scott Cook
Enviranmantal Planner
Greiner, Inc.

3950 Sparks Drive, S.E.
Granmd Rapids, MI 49546

Duwar Mr. Coak,

This lettar is sent in regards te the scoping meeting and
documents prowvided on the U5-31 project.

I wish to than® your agency for the cppertunity to comment
on the proposed project. I was wvery Impressed with your
approach and the response of other agencles. I am sure
this will make the decision process easier.

I have discussed this topic and distributed +the material
with other Agricultural leaders in Ottawa County. To make
this letter short and to the point I will summarize the 1
discusslions and decision. LEAYE U5-31 WHERE IT I5. Fi= if¥
you have to but leave the agricultural corridor alone.
Ottawa County is a fast growing-urban area. This Lls taking
it's tell on a  nonrenewable rasource, malnly precious
good Fertile growing land. Using your flgures, the amount
of traffic diverted from the existing corridor would be
limitad. Can we really justify the cost involved in
building a new corrider thru the heart of the best ag
graund 1in  the county. The Ffeeling of the agricultural
sector i no. Yes I Know it is a view that has blas. By
filsing the existing US-31 it would take less land, disrupt
less people., and would accomplish the task with less

marnéy . We did not address the problem with the Grand river
crassing in Grand Hawven as it was not our task to solwve
that praoblem. Everyone agrees that really ls one of the

maln problems trying 1o be addressed with this study.

Again thank you for allowing our input inte ftThe process.
I¥f I can be of further assistance to your project please
fael free to contact me.

Sincarely,
Blaimn Becktold

County Executive Director
Ottawa County ASCS
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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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S DA United States Natural Michigan State Office
b Department of Resources 1405 South Harrison Road Rm 101
ﬁ Agriculture Conservation  East Lansing, MI 48823-5243

' Service 517-337-6701 (t); 517-337-6905 (f)

Movember 12, 1998
SUBJECT: Proposed US-31 Improvements

M. Jose Lopez

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
PO, Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48509

Drear Mr. Lopez:

We received the Draft Environmental Impact stalement for the propesed improvements to US-31
from [-196 in Allegan County to I-96 in Muskegon County.

Of the alternatives presented, we support Alternative A which is the new freeway on the existing
J5-31 corridor. This alternative would have the least impact on prime and unique farmlands. We do
not support the alternatives which reguire a new US-31 comidor east of the existing highway, Not
anly do thess altematives directly convert more acres of prime and unigue farmlands, but the
associated future development would also impact farmlands.

Disturbed areas should be seeded during and after construction to reduce the potential for soil
crosion, For further information on seeding mixtures and rates, please contact:

Jack Sage
Resource Conservationist
16731 Ferris St.
Grand Haven, Mi. 49417-9601
We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this proposed projeet.

Sincerely,

———

/mﬁﬁ{ L % o
Jane E, Hardisty I
State Conservationist

ce: Jack Sage, NRCS, RC, Grand Haven, MI

JEH: les:eia3 Ldoe 190-13-15

The Naturzl Resourses Conservation Sefvice
warks kand-in-hand with the American people AM EQUAL OPPORTUMITY PROVIDER AND EMPLOYER
b canserve natural resources an privale lands
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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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unr U.5. Department of Housing and Urban Development sone
;* Midwest - Grand Rapids Area Office m
s i Il’7 Northbrook Office Plaza, Building #2 .-ﬁ

s 2922 Fuller Avenue, NE ‘
Grand Rapids, Michipan 49505-3499 AR

hugust 25, 1994

Scott Cook
Environmental Planner
Graeiner, Inc.

3950 Sparks Drive, 5.E.
Grand Rapids, MI 49546

Dear Mr. Cook:

SUBJECT: EIS, Improvement of U.5.31
Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon Counties

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed EIS
for the location design study being undertaken for the affected
areas noted above.

HUD's concern will lie with any existing or currently
proposed federally assisted housing adversely affected by the
various alternatives under consideration. In addition to the
potential environmental impact of the project, we will also be
concerned with possible marketability and property value issues.

We are interested in the further development of your plans
and may have additional comments as more definitive information
is made available. Mr. Daniel Doane, Envirommental Advisor for

our office, is your contact person and can be reached at (616)
£56-2111 if you have any gquestions.

Sincerely,

dénat Matthews

Chief, valuation Branch
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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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It * m’*!. UMNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION &
ﬁ % 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
,@5}' CHICAGOD, IL B0&04-3590
el
MECLY TO THE ATTENTION GF
JAN 211999 B-19]

Mr. James A, Kirschensteiner, PE
Federal Highway Administration
315 West Allegan
Room 207

Lansing, Michigan 48933
Tear Mr. Kirsnhmmtein:n.

In accordance with our responsibilities under the Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, we have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DE13) and Section 4(f) Evaluation for US-31 from [-196 in Allegan County Morth to 1-96 in

Muskegon County.

We have received your letter dated Movember 9, 1998 requesting that EPA provide concurrence
and comments regarding the second NEPA/Section 404 concurrence point “Alternatives Carried
Farward.” Although U.S, EPA has agreed to utilize the NEPAMD4 Process for this project, it has
nol yat pr-n-v[dud wrilten concurrence on the “Purpose and Meed for the Proposzed Action™ or on
the “Alternatives to De Carried Further.”

Several alternatives were evaluated in the DEIS, including Mo Action, two Transportation
Systems Management (TS} Altermatives (Low Capital Improvement Alternatives), five Limited
Access Freeway Alternatives with and without bypasses for the Holland and Grand Haven areas,
twa Controlled Access Doulevard Alternatives [both utilizing the existing US-31 alignment and
the additicn of a new local Grand Haven bypasa) and an Uncontrolled Access Boulevard
Alterative [utilizing the existing US-31 alignment and increasing the capacity of 120™ Avenue].
Except for the No Action and 2005 TSM alternutives, each of the alternatives will have impacts
to wetlands, woodlands, wildlife, and agricultural land. All but the No Action, 2005 and 2020
TSM alternatives would have significant impact on wetlands, a3 well as natural and historic
respurces and communities,

Based on our review of the information provided in the DEIS for this project, we have rated the
present DELS ax EQ-2, The “EO™ means that we have environmental objections with the
propased action, and the “2" means that additional information needs to be provided in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), From a NEPA perapective, wo have issucs with the
level of detail of information that is documented in the DELS in the areas of Purpose and Need
and Runge of Alternatives, Furthermore, it appears that wetland impacts under all but a few

MocpdnlFocpcluble « Prioded willh Vogolabde 00 Davcd Inks on 30% Mecyched Mapar (20% 7

C-39



Consultation and Coordination

2

aliernatives would be significant, Based on our review of Title 40 of the Caxle of Federal
Begulations (CFR) Section 230, the substantive requirersents reluted to the protection of
wetlands and other special aquatic sites have not been met, Based on the information provided in
the DEIS and ths significance of the above-mentioned issues, our agency believes that substantiul
pdditional information will need to be submitted in aubsequent environmental documentation,
Our detailed comments on the DEIS are attached.

We are anxious to further discuss this letter with you and other interested parties in further dotail,
If you would like to arrunge a confarsnce or if have any questions, please contact Sherry Kamke
of my staff at (312) 353-5794,

Sincerely,

cting Mml,g,ﬂ
Environmental Review Group
Office of Strategic Environmental Analysis

ee: Mr, Jelf Suxby, PE
Michigon Department of Transporiation
Design Division
425 West Ottawa Street
Lansing, Michigan 48933
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U5, Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 Comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Seetion 4(0) Evaluation for
US -31 from I-196 in Allegan county North to 1-96 in Muskegon County

Burpese and Need

The Purpose and Need for the project is not consistently and clearly stated in the DEIS, U.S.
EPA would liks to provide concurrence on the praject's purpose and need but before we can do
so we nead to have a clearly specified Purpose and Need Statement. ‘The section in the DELS,
Section 2: Purpase of and Need for the Proposed Action, is a 13-page description of the existing
problems wilh traffic congestion and automehile collision history of the US-31 study area. In the
Summary portion of Section 2: Purpose of and Meed for the Proposed Action, it appears that the
"urposs and Meed for the project is to reduce tralfic congestion and improve safety for the
traveling publie. In Section 2.1.3 (Pumposs of the Proposed Action) und Scction 2.3
(Conelusion), the DEIS states that “If no action is taken to decrease demand or improve capacity
and operational characteristics along US-31, unacceptable traffic delays are projected to occur at
the majority of intersections. In arder for US-31 to provide a safe und efficient means of local
and regional travel, eapacity must be increased or demand decreased for US-31, particularly at
the Grand River.”

It ia elear that unzcceptable conditions with traffie congestion and autemaobile collisions are
cecwring in the US-31 earrider. Howewver, there is not sufficient elarily reguvding the project's
purposs and need for LS. EPA to provide eoncurrence on this point, In the statements listed
above there is o sufficient level of umbiguity to hamper further analysis. For example the first
statement, “reduce traffic congestion and improve safety for the traveling public™ is the leust
specific statement and it does not point to the locutions of any specific problem area. The second
statement, “The primary purpose and need for the propoged project is to alleviate congestion on
the existing route, to rebuild the existing route and to improve safety and service," focuses on
triavelers utilizing the existing alignment. This statement secms to favor the highway build
alternatives that utilize the existing alignment for 178-31. “The last staternent, “capacity must be
increased or demand decreased for US-31, particularly at the Grand River,” ia the broadest
Purpase and Need Statement which allows for the widest range of poasaible alternatives, This
statement opens the door for altematives that address both capacity incoeases OR alternatives that
utilize demand management strategies for the US-31 corridor. Furthermore, it emphasizes that
the project altsrnatives should focua on providing relief in one area, the Grand River,

Since the Purpose and Need Statement sets the stage for the range of possible alternatives, it is
important to have this point clarified in all subsequent NEPA/404 documentation.

The DEIS states that existing and forecasted conditions for the US-31 corridor indicate that
without ingreased capacity or decreased demand within the corridor, mebility within Otlawa
County will be negatively affected, Although it is clear that a problem exists today In the
corridar, without additional information documenting how cenditions in the corridor were
prajected, the reader is left to questivn if the problem of [uture congestion problems is being
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understated or overstated. Therefore, US. EPA recommends thet additional infarmation
detailing how forecasted conditions for the US-31 corridor were determined should be ineluded
in the forthcoming environmentsl documentation. The DEIS states that the Existing (1997}
Peak-Hour Levels-of-Bervice values were determined by wsing Highway Capacity Software
(HCS). Mo cxplanation was given to explain how Design year (2020) LOSs were determined.
The EIS could be improved by ineluding a short summary of the HCS software and its
application. Tnformation sech as the purpose of the soltware, history of its use, inputa/outputs
and assumptions made, along with a reference to more information would be vseful information
to include.

Alternatives

The alternatives evaluated in the DEIS included Mo Action, two Transportation Systems
Managoemont (TSM) Alternatives (Low Capital Improvement Alternatives), Ave Limited Acces
Preeway Alternatives on varlous alignments, utilizing various combinations of new and existing
right-of-way, with and without bypusses for the Holland and Grand Haven areas, two Controlled
Access Boulevard Altematives [hoth utilizing the existing US-31 alignment and the addition of a
new local Grand Haven bypass] and an Uncontrolled Access Boulevard Alternative [wtilizing the
existing US-31 alignment and increasing the capacity of 120™ Avenuc].

The DEILS does not give the Transit and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) ulternutives
equal development compared to those listed above. The suilability of these alternatives for
satisfying the project’s purpose and nced in conjunction with other alternatives should be further
digscussed in the fortheoming environmental documentation. The DEIS evaluates only the ability
of a fully implemented transit altcrnative in providing an acceptable LOS in the year 2020 if it is
uged by itself. Although it may be teue that a fully implemented transit alternative may not
provide an mplﬁblt LOS in the year 2020 by itsclf, the effectiveness of these altematives in
reducing traffic congestion in the US-31 corridor should not go unevaluated. The effectivencss
of a fully implemented Intelligent Transportation System (ITS), transit slternatives, pedestrian
and bicycle altenatives, along with enhanced intermodal facilities or elements of these in
combination, have the potential for reducing travel demand enowgh that it eould affect the
selection of other build alternatives.

Tho DEIS stutes that components of a propased transit and an ITS alternative are recommended
for {nclusion with the remaining “Alternatives Under Consideration.” We strongly recommend”
that the efféctivencss of these other measures to reduce travel demand in the US-31 study area be
fully evaluated in the subsequent environmental documentation. This analysis sheuld be used to
show what combination of highway build and transitTTS alternatives may be effective for
meeting the project’s purpose and need. 1,8, EPA belizves that this level of detuil is neccasary
in order to demonstrate that the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA)
under Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 230 is boing selected.
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Envirenmental Consequences

Wetlands Asgessment -

The wetlands assessment documented in the DEIS is well done for this stage of the project.
However, it indicates that a substantial and significant loss to wetlands (between 48 - 90 acres),
particularly forested wetlands (between 30 and 60 acres), could occur if any one of the build
alternatives (ull but the No Action, 2005 TSM and 2020 TSM) is implemented. Our agency
considers these resources valuable and impacts to them should be avoided and minimized
wherever possible,

In addition, Section 230.10 of U.S. EPA's 404(b)(1) guidelines state that five basic requirements
must be sutisfied before a 404 permit can be issued for a project. In particular, the alternatives
analysis provided in the DFIS does not demonaicate that there are no other practicable
alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need of the project while having less udverse impact on
the nquatic environment. As discussed in the Altematives section, it appears that some
combination of alternatives such s the 2020 TSM along with key components of the ITS and
transit alternatives could satisfy the purpose and need for the project (adequate LOS in the year
2020). This eould significantly reduce the wetland impacts. U.S. EPA alsa believes that the
filling of 47 1o 90 acres of wetlands (30 ta 60 of which are forested wetlands) may be in the range
of a significant degeadation to waters (including wetlands) of the U.S, under 40 CFR Section
230.10(¢).

U.S. EPA recommends that subsequent environmental documentation focus on the context and
scope of wetland impacts and their consequences for water quality. In order for NEPA and 404
(b){1) guidelinea to be fully addressed, every nttempt should be made to develop an alternative
that cffectively meets the purpose and need for the project while avoiding and minimizing
impacts to wetland resources (both direct and indireet). For nonwater dependent projects, tho
applicant of the 404 permit must demonatrate LEDPA alternative has been sclected for project
implementation. [nless a compelling LEDPA argument is made for Alternatives F/J1 (90 acres),
J1(76.8 acres), P w/ B2b (61.4 acres), Ple w/ B2b (61.4 acres), 1I/F3 w/ P1r (58.9 acres), A (54
acras) and R {47.6 acres), these alternatives would be unaceeptable relative to an effective I'SM
alternative beeause of their direct impact to wetlonds,

Scction 1502.16 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementation regulations for
MEPA requires a discussion of environmenial consequences associated with aliernatives
evaluated in an Environmental Impact Statement. This analysis should include direct elTects,
indirect effects and cumulative impacts. The direct effects of the alternatives are evaluated in the
majority of the DEIS. Indirect impacts were analywed in the DEIS and documented in Section
5.2.3. This section includes a fairly extensive analysis centered on projected lund use changes
resulting in the implementation of the various alternatives. These land use changes were
depicted in a series of maps showing areas that would experience urban influcnce. The
secondary impact analysis went ¢ good step forward by projecting probable impacts of this land
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wse change to the envirenment (agricultural land, wetlands, and water quality). We agree with
the assessment that many of the build alternatives have a high potential of contributing to
wetlands losses due to secondary impacts. The potential for impacts to wetlands may be greater
feom secondary impacts than from the direct impact of the highway project. U8, EPA
recognizes that some of the forecasted wetlands lossca would be significant due to secondary
effeets with the most significant losses likely to be from Alternatives F1/F3, F/J1, and R (then F,
J1 and P/P1r). We believe that an improved cumulative impact analysis for wetlands losses
could help to substantiate the LEDPA demonstration.

The DEIS makes a comment regarding ewmnulative imnpacts thut we believe needs to be clarified.
Section 5.2.3 states thut cumulative impacits are these impacts related to the natural environment
or the human community structure that eccur due to the changes in land use. While this
statcment is not inaccurate, we believe the definition needs to be expanded. The CEQ defines
cumulative impact to be the impact on the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the actions when added to other past, present, and ressonably foresecable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertokes such other aclions,

Although we agree that cumulative impacts related to water quelity, pround water, wetlands,
ecological systems, culturnl resources and human community structure for this study arca would
be diecetly related to the secondary impaeets on land use (to which this project would likely
contribute), we do not want to cquate the two types of impacts. Specifically, we think that the
DEIS provides an adequate assessment of likely secondary or induced land use changes as a
result of the alternatives. However, we do not believe that Scetion 5.2.3 provides a complete
cumulativo impact analysis because it does not provide enough information on the past impacts
to water quality, groundwater, wetlands, ecological systems, cultural resources and human
community structure. The U5, EPA would like additional information regarding the cumulative
wffect of this action, along with others, on wetlands losses and water quality degradation. We
believe that these arcas have been identified by varlous resource agencles as heing particularly
yulnerable resources in the study arca. This analysiz should be provided in the forthcoming
environmental decumentation, 3

Comparable Format -

‘The table used to summarize the Impacts associated with exch of the allematives (Table 1.3-1)
could be improved by adding a section that provides an aszesament of each alternative's
cffectiveness in satisfying the purpose und need for the project. The projected 2020 1.OS would
be a good evaluation indleator to include in this table,
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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.

See response to Comment 1.
The methodology used to project the 2030 traffic volumes is described in Section 2.2.3 of the FEIS.

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.

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

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.

See response to Comment 6.
See response to Comment 6.

A table addressing the impacts of the Preferred Alternative is located in Chapter 4.
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington, D.C. 20240

ER 98753

JAN 15 1599

Mr. James I, Stesls

Division Administrator

Region 5, Michigan Division
Federal Highway Administration
315 West Allegan Street, Room 207
Lansing, Michigan 485933

Drear Mr. Stesle:

This is in response to the request for Depanment of the Intenior's comments on the Daft Environmental Impact
Statement (DETSWSection 4(f) Evaluation for the Proposed Reconstruction of US-31 from I-196 in Allegan
County north to 1-96 in Muskegon County, Michigan,

SECTION 4{f) EYALUATION COMMENTS

The arca of potential effect (APE) for the proposed project includes many park and recreation areas, historic
properies, archeological resources, and recreational irails, The APE also includes several proposed park and
recreation areas. The DEIS describes 11 action alternatives, all of which could adversely affect some of these

properties.

At this time, we are unable to concur with the first proviso of Section 4(f) because we beliove, s explained
below, that the DEIS does not adequately analyze low impact alternatives. Such low impact altematives may
achieve project objectives without adversely affecting Section 4(f) properties or other important resources.

The draft Section Hf) Evaluation states thar there are no Land and Water Conservation Act (LWCF) Section
G{f) propenies within the study area. This is incomect. The Matt Urban Sports Complex, also known as the
Haolland Softball Center, was acquired with assistance from LWCF ander project 26-01023M 1. If any propenty
within the boundary of the Man Urban Spons Complax will be used for the proposed improvements o US-31,
the Federal Highway Administration should consalt with the official who administers the LWCF program in
Michigan to determine potential conflicts with Section 6(f) of the LWCE Act (Public Law 85-375, as
amended). Section 6{f) of the LWCF Act states, “WNo property acquired or developed with assistance under
this section shall, without the approval of the Secretary (of the Interior), be converted to other than public
outdoor recreation uses,” The administrator is: Mr, K.L. Cool, Director, Michigan Depantment of Matural
Resources, P.O. Box 30028, Lansing, Michigan 48909,

1T further analysis of altemnatives still indicates unavoidable adverse impacts 10 Section 4(f) properties, the Final
Section 4(f) Evaluation should include specific measures w minimize harm o thoss properties. It should also
show evidence of consultation and coordination with agencies that manags the propertias, and illustrate that
the agencies concur with any suggested mitigation. Copiss of signed, documented agreements should be
included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.
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ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS
General Comments

The TEIS lacks a comparison of wetland functions and values among the build altematives, making selection
of an alternative ralative (o the amount and quality of wetland 1o be destroyed difficult. The DEIS also lacks
an acceptable suite of alternatives that minimizes wetland habitst impacts yet fulfills project objectives.
Therefore, the U5, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) advises that it cannod concur wath the second concumence
point, that of the scceptability of altematives cartied forward, pursuant to the NEPA/M04 Merging Process, In
addition, the DEIS iz deficient in not including a requested comprehensive wetland habitat mitigation plan,
e sulficient detail, describing how the significant and substantial adverse wetland impacts associated with
freeway and new alignment altematives would be offset, We recommend that a supplement e the DEIS be
prepared that addresses these concerns,

Specific Comments

Project Description

The DELS states that the purpose and nead for the proposed project is to reduce traffic congestion and improve
safety for the traveling public between Holland and Grand Haven., The DEIS reports that accident rates in the
area are more than double the statewide average on comparable facilities. Five alternatives are presented in
the DEIS:

*  Mop-Action Altemative (rehabilitation of exsting facihties without additional capacity)

*  Low Capital Improvement Alemnatives (2 Sub-altematives)

*  Limited-Access Freeway Allernatives (5 Sub-aliematives)

*  Controlled-Access Boulevard Alternatives (2 Sub-altematives)

*  Uncontrolled-Access Boulevard Altemative (Upgrade of existing US-31 alignment)

The DEIS reports the no-build alternatives, e, Mo Action And Low Capitol Improvement alternatives (three
total), would not impact wetland habitats but woold also not increase taffic capacity.  All other build
alizmatives (eight total) would impact wetlands, mnging from 19.25 hectares (4755 acres) to 30,42 hectires

{29.9% acres).

Impacts of Proposed Build Aliematives

Any freswiy or new alignment alternarive would have sebstantial impacts on wetlands, uplends and other fish
and wildlife habitat. Broad-leaved deciduous hardwood forest, emergent, and scrub-shrb wetland habitat
types have been identified within the project area. These wetlands provide various fish and wildlife species
food, water, cover from predators, and shelter during severe weather, These wetlands also filter debns,
pollutants, and sediments from surface water mnoff and floodwaters. We believe that low capital improvement
alternatives, in conjunction with lower impact build alieratives, need to be more theroughly analyzed in an
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effort to avoid or minimize impacts to the aforementioned fish and wildlife habitats. More investigation,
discussion, analysis, and creativity are needed to develop low impact altematives, which may include, but not
b Timited to, wraffic-calming strategies, road widening ot key congestion areas, methods of rerouting throngh-
traffic coupled with low impact city bypasses, etc.

Wi mpact Companzons

The DEIS adequately comparss potential primary and secondary wetland impacts among the different baild
altematives. Also, mitigation objectives for the different watersheds in which build altematives would occur
wepe well executed. Howewver, the DEILS lacks any comparisons of wetland functions and values among the
build alternatives, making selection of an alternative relative o the amoumt ard quality of wetlands to be
destroved difficult,

Wetland Habi itigati

The DEIS provides an adequate description of the general mitigation design goals and target wetland functions,
Wetland mitigation impacts, replacement ratios, and mitigation acreage requirsd by watershed, exact locations
of habitat mitigation sites, and estimated costs were included. The DEIS also deseribes the advantages of
wetland restoration over creation of new wetlands, I wetlands must be destroyed for this or any action, we
support wetland restoration as a prionty in selection criteria for wetland mitigation sites. Converted wetlands
usually retain suilable hydric soils and “seed banks" that help increase the likelihood of wetland mitigation
success upon the reestablishment of wetland water regimes

However, the decument is deficient in that a comprehensive wetlands habitat mitigation plan is ahsent, The
October 27, 1994, letter from the FWS's East Lansing Field Office recommended that a comprehensive
wetlands habitat mitigation plan that fulfills FWS mitigation goals should be developed early in the planning
process and provided for advance agency review and inclusion inte the DEIS. As previously recommended,
the mitigation plan should include, but not be limited to:

*  Site plans, or commitments, that include a perimeter buffer of at least 30 meters (100 feet) adjacent w all
habitat mitigation sites.

s A commitment that wetland mitigation actions be initisted in advance of project construction so that
wetland habitats may be functioning conciment with the action's adverse wetland impacts

* A commitment for post-constraction menitoring of mitigation wetland habitats following their
construction for & period of at least & vears for emergent and shrrb-zorob wetlands, and 10 years for
forested wetlands,

» i timetable for habitat mitigation monitonng describing the time of year and the frequency of sampling.
* o Performance criteria to measure habitat mitigation success.

* A commitment to steps that would be taken o correet or improve the biological productivity of the
proposed wetland mitigation habitats in the event that performance criteria are not met. This would
include planting desirgble hydrophytic vegetation, controlling exotic and invasive plant species, and
implementing other measures, as necessary, to achieve successful mitigation, for the duration of the
monitoring period,
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*  The sponsor's commitment to submit annual monitoring reports (o the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources and the FWS,

*  The sponsor’s commitmeant to the establishment of a protection and management plan in perpetuity for the
welland habitat mitigation areas, This would include legal surveys of the specific boundanies, protective
buffers, and appropriaie conservation easements.

NEPA/M04 MERGING COMMENTS

In a Movember 9, 1998, letter fransmitting a copy of the DEIS to the FWS East Lanzing Field Office, the
Michigan Division of the Federzl Highway Adminisiration requested the FWS concurrence regarding the
second concurrence point, "acceptability of aliernatives carried forward,” of the March 1994 NEFA/Section
404 Merging Process. In light of the potential substantial and significant impacts on valuable wetlands and
ather fish and wildlife habitat, the FWS remains unconvinced that the altematives presented, in their current
form, avoid and minimize environmental impacts to the extent practicable. Therefore, the FWS 1z comently
unahle to concur. The FWS will reconsider this concumrence point when altematives are creted or modified
that would substantially reduce current projected wetland impacts,

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT COMMENTS

The FWS has determined that there are presently no records of federally listed threatened, endangered,
proposed, or candidate species in the project area. However, the absence of records for any federally listed
species does not rule out the presence of such species. IF the project is modified or new information about the
project becomes available that indicates listed o proposed species may be present andfor affected, consultation
with the FWS should be reinitiated.

If any species in the project anea or affected by the project is fadenlly listed or proposed during the action, the
Federal Highway Administration should initats consultation with the FWS to fulfill its responsibilines under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Since threatened and endangered species daia is continually updaied, the
FWS sugpests you request an updated Federal st of the species occurring in the project area every six months
during the remaining planning and building perod pursuant to section 7(c) of the ESA (CFR & 402.12{c)].
I sumimary, the proposed freeway and new alignment allematives addressed in the subject DEIS would have
considerable, unacceptable environmental impacts on wetlands, uplands, and other fish and wildlife habirats,
The DEIS lacks a thorough analysis of low impact, low capital improvement possibilities that would address
level of service, traffic congestion, and acewdent rates. Therefore, the FWS is unable to conewr with the second
concurrence point of the NEPAM04 Merging Process. In addition, the DEIS lacks a comprehensive wetlands
habitat mitigation plan, with commitments, that had been requested by the FWS early in the planning process.
Finally, the DEILS lacks any comparisons of wetland functions and valoes among build altematives, making
selection of an altermative relative to the amount and quality of wetland to be destroyed difficult. A supplement
to the DELS or the Final EIS shoald address these concems.

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the Federal Highway Administeation and the
Michigzan Department of Transportation to ensure that impacts to fish and wildlife resources are adequately
addressed. For continued coordination on fish and wildlife issves, please contact the Field Supervisor, 1.5,
Fish & Wildlife Service, 2651 Coolidge Road, East Lansing, Michigan 488236316, The telephone number
is: 517 351-25533.
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SUMMARY COMMENTS

At this ime, we are  unable 1o concur with the first proviso of Scction 4(f) because the DEIS does not
adequately analyze low impact altématives, that could avoid adverse impacts to Section 4(f) properties. We
will provide you with further comments on the propesed project upon the receipt of a supplement 1o the
DEISSection 4(f) Evaluation or the Final EIS when circulated for public review and comment.

10

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments,

Sincerely,

e

Willie B, Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance

co: M Jeff Saxby, PE.
Diesign Division
Michigan Department of Transportation
425 West Oftawa Street
Lansing, Michigan 48933
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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.

The Preferred Alternative no longer affects Section 4(f) properties.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 detalil,
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

The Old Post Office Building
1100 Pennsylvanda Asenue, NW, #8058
Washingten, DC 20004

R

Tames A. Kirschensteiner
Federal Highway Administration
315 West Allegan, Room 207
Lansing, Michigan 48933

REF: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
[mprovements to US-31 from [-96 in Allegan County North to Muskegon County
Michigan

Dear Mr. Kirschensteiner:

We want to thank the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for providing the Council with
an opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Section 4(f)
Evaluation for the referenced undertaking. We have reviewed the draft EIS and have prepared
comments for you consideration. However, we ask that you indicate to us if FHWA's request for
the Council’s review of the draft EIS for the referenced vndertaking is intended as a notification
of adverse effect and an invitation for the Council to participate in consultation.

‘We offer the following comments and recommendations based on our review of the deaft EIS:

. As currently written, the Summary section in the draft EIS suggests that FHWA may seck
Council comment on separate determinations of no adverse and adverse effect. This
section should be revised because the Council provides a single comprehensive comment
when an undertaking will affect historic properties, not a separate comment on each
effect. Furthermore, when a Federal apency determines that the undertaking will have an
adverse effect on historic properties that dedermination becomes the statement of effect
for the entire undertaking.

. Once FHWA and the Michipan State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) agree that the
proposed action will adversely effeet historic properties, FHWA should notify the
Council of this determination and invite our participation in consultation, in accordance
with 36 CFR. § 800.5(e). If we elect to participate in consultation, FHWA should provide
the Council with sufficient project documentation so that we may participate fully. In this
case, the Council would be a full signatory to any Agreement document developed
through consultation. On the other hand, the Council may elect not to participate in
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2

consultation whereupon the Agreement would be submitted for Council acceptance.
Summaries of the process described by the Council's regulations, “Protection of Historic
Properties™ {36 CFR Part 800), which are found in the Summary, Cultural Resources
(5.8} and Mirigation (6.8) sections of the draft EIS should be revised to more accurately
reflect the Section 106 process.

Since these same sections [Summary, Cultural Resources (5.8) and Mitigation (6.8)]
appear to be intended to provide an overview of the Section 106 process, they must also
make it clear that FHWA should afford interested persons with an opportunity to
parlicipate in consullation regarding how to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects
te historic properties, if they so request. In accordance with the Council's regulations,
FHWA is also responsible for identifying such interested persons. The connection
berween public concems, potential effects to historic properties and selection of an
alternative 1s clearly stated in the succinct and informative Areas of Confroversy section.
However, the draft EIS should make it clear that identification and consideration of the
concems of interested persons is furthered through Section 106 consultation.

The Summary and Cultural Resources sections of the draft ELS state that the Michigan

Department of Transportation (MDOT) has evaluated effects pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.9.

This statement must be revised because under the Council”s regulations it is only the
Federal agency, in this case FHWA, which has responsibility for making a determination
of the effect.

We note that the undertaking's Area of Potential Effect (APE) is described in Section
4.8.2. However, the discussion in the Summary section would also be sipnificantly
enhanced by inclusion of a map or verbal description of the APE. The deaft EIS should
also explain the basis on which the APE has been defined. In this way, any questions
regarding its adequacy may be more precisely addressed.

Section 4.8.3 should indicate when additional studies to determine the eligibility of
certzin archeological sites will be conducted.

In Section 5.8.3 and again in 6.8.2, you state that eligible archeological sites may be
adversely affected by implementation of the project. However, the discussion in these
sections, erroneously connects significance under Criterion D) with the “Exceplion to the
Criteria of Adverse Effect™ in 36 CFR. § 800.9( 2). fan archeological site is eligible
under Criterion D, it does not necessarily follow that the Exeeption to the Criteria of
Adverse Effect apply. The exceplion is applicable when a site is of value only for its
potential contribution to research, Note here that the emphasis of the exception is on the
site's limited “value” not “significance.” An archeological site significant under
Criterion D may be of value for research, but may also possess other very important
values. For example, we would not recommend applying the exception to an
archeological site containing human remains. Therefore, when considering the
 applicability of the exception you should evaluate and consider all of the values of the
site, Likewise, a site could be eligible under another criterion but be of value only for the
information it contains.

In Section 5.8, you have determined that the proposed alternatives will affect the setting
of the Boer Farm, a property considered eligible for listing in the National Register of

C-54




Consultation and Coordination

3

Historic Places. However, FHWA has determined that this affect will not be adverse.
We recommend that vou reconsider whether this affect will introduce “visual, audible or
atmospheric elements that are out of character with the property or alter it seiting " in
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.9(b)(3). Although omitted from consideration here, we
niote that this criterion was a major factor in determining effects on other properties, ie.
the Chtawa Schoaol,

We hope that you will find this review helpful, Should you require additional elarification or
assistance do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 606-8527, Thank you for your cooperation in

this matter.

Laura Henley Diean, Ph.DD.
Historic Preservation Specialist
Office of Planning and Beview
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, January 21, 1999

1.

2.

Comment acknowledged. The Preferred Alternative does not impact any historic properties.

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.

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.

The language has been revised in Section 5.8.

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.

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.

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.

The Preferred Alternative does not affect the Boer Farm.
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o
i { DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Putiic Health Service

'Jbr
Eriny
Cantars for Diseasa Confrol

and Prawantion (GOCH
Allanta GA 30341-3724

January 8§, 1999

Mr, Jose A, Lopez, Acting Public Hearings Officer
Bureau of Transportation Planning

Michigan Department of Transportation

P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48909
Diear Mr, Lopez;

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for US-31
from [-196 in Allegan County North to I-96 in Muskegon County. We are responding on behalf
of the U.S. Public Health Service, Department of Health and Human Services.

Generally, we believe this DEIS addresses our potential concerns. However, our review did not
reveal a specified “Preferred Alternative.” Although not specifically required by NEPA, we
recommend that firture DEISs state a preferred aliemative based on the best available information
and current thinking of the sponsors so reviewers may compare alternatives to it. Based on
comments received, modifications may be made or a different preferred alternative may evolve
and be presented in the Final document for review.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. Please send us a copy of the
Final DEIS, and any future environmental impact statements which may indicate potential public
health impact and are developed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Sincerely,

Fomdl M

Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH

Special Programs Group (F16)
Wational Center for Environmental Health

C-57




Consultation and Coordination

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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ETATE OF MICHIGAN

MATURAL RESCURCES
COMMSRION |
SRR C. BARTHIE
Ly DEvuwsT
e Lt JOHN EMGLER, Governar
CAYID WOLLY
Y Sy DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
MOIOEM B TATTER Tiwenra T. et Bulding, =0, Bor 3008, Laraing, 14 52300

HOLAHD SMARNES, Frsns

Movemier 29, 1994

Mr. Ronald Kinney

Environmental Section

Bureau of Transportation Plarning
Michigan Department of Transporiation
P.O. Bax 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48609

Daar Mr, Kinney:

This is in response o your September 19, 1994 request for comments on the
Scoping Document for the proposed US-31 location design study axtending
from Holland to Grand Haven in Ottewa, Allegan and Muskegon courties,

Based on our review of materials submitted to this office as well as extensive
field review of the project area, the MOMR: does concur with the purpose and 1
need for this project.  This determination is made in accordance with the
recently signed Memorandum of Understanding between the Michigan
Department of Transportation and the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources as well as agresments on merging the National Ervironmental
Protection Agency and Section 404 regulatory process for transportation
projects,

Permits from the MDMNR will be required for this project under the provisions
of the Inland Lakes and Streams Act, (1972 PA 346 as amended), the 2
Goemaere-Anderscn Wetland Protection Act, (1979 PA 203 as amended),
and the State's Floodplain Regulatory Authority, (1929 PA 245 as amended
by 1968 PA 167). Other pamit requiremarnts may be identified at a later date
as the project's tolal impacts are more adequately addrassed.

Please ensure that the environmental document adequately addresses the
statutory provisions of these Acts which requires a demonstration that the 3
project is in the pubfic interest is necessary and will not cause &n
unaccaptable disription to the aquatic resounces,

Ervironmertal documents andfor plans submitted for our review should
include, or have as an attachment, a base map or aeral plan view of the
project area showing the alemates, the prefarred routa, wetland locations,
types of wetlands involved, their resource values, tofal wetland acreage,
number of acres being impacted, proposed available mitigation sites,
ok mitigation methods, location of endangered and threatened species,

[LRLr]
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Nr. Ronald Kinney
MNovember 29, 1994
Page 2

hazardous waste sites, floodplains, watercourses, waterbodies and iheir 4
proposed crossing methods and areas of special interest or unigue character.
Submigsion of the above information will allow the MDMR to conduct a
comprehansive review and submit more detailed comments to your office
within a reasonable time frame.

The Department of Matural Resources has defermined that the wetland
habitats involved with all but the existing alignment are of a extremely high 5
value. Every effort must be made to eliminate or minimize to the extent
possible, loss of ihesa valuable resources since mitigation for these types of
wetland values are very difficult and extremely costly. As a minimum the
ritigation ratios for emergent scrub-shrub type wetlands is 1.5 to 1 with a
mitigaticn ratio of 2 to 1 for [oss of forested wetland nabltat,

Proposed alterations to the involved watercourses which have a contributing
drainage area of grester than two square miles, will require sufficient 6
hydraulic computations to determine that any proposed alteration or
placemant of structures will not cause a harmful interference: to flood flows.

Although the hydraulic computations need not ba part of the environmental
document, it is recommended that they be conducted in the sary stages of
design to minimize any unnecessary delays during the processing of your
permit application. The analysis should include computations for a range of
discharges up to and including the 100-vear urbanized (if applicabla)
discharge, A design discharge may be requested from this office to assist
you in conducting your hydraulic review. Please direct such reguests to Mr.
David Hamilten, Hydrologic Studies Unit, Land and Water Management
Division, MDNR, P.0O, Box 30028, Lansing, Mi 48909

Frior to permit application and early in the design stage, a praliminary 7
meating should be held between our agencies to lay the ground work

necessary to effect a feasible and acceptable mitigation proposal.  This
exchange of ideas will minimize costly delays which could oocur during
parmit processing.

We encourage you to devole a substantial effort in the environmental
document to the project’s secondary impacts associated with accelerated and 8
expanded development that may result from ils approval. Induced growth
can eliminate forested areas used for wildlife habitat and will put pressure on
remaining areas, Lakes, straams and wetlands that cumently give the region
its unique and attractive character will also be parficularty vulnerable to
developmental impacis as a result of filing, dredging, increased recreational
use, inﬂeasadmnuﬂvdummmﬂm.mwnmdmmrﬁunaqd
fitration capacity. The proximity of noise, light and human activity wil
discourage wildlife uses in the remaining areas.
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The environmental assessment should address impacts to surface water
quallty, which may result from in-stream bridge and culvert activities,
proposed increase in discharge rates to the recelving watercourse, increased
stream velocities, and potential water guality impacts associated with
roadway runoff,

The following comments wera received from the Michigan Natural Features
Inventony(M.N.F.L):

Plants - p 36 - Lihospermum falifofium - The habitat listed for this species
should also include Southem Floodplain Forest. Walk through surveys may
or may not have been adequate to discover rare specios. No conclusions
about the probabilty of cccurmence of rare plants within the comidors can be
drawwn form this repord.

Survey methodology - The survey methodology is not adequately explained
to determine wheather or not any of the surveys were adequate to draw
conclusions about species presence of absence. Report should include
maps with survey routes noted, amount of time spent on each route, time of
day, weather conditions and details of methad.

Anjmals - “Pedeslrian” and canoe surveys are not adequate for determining
presence/absence of certain listed specles. In particular, king rail, Kirlland's
snake, fish, and Blanchard's cricket frog require special technigues or timing.

Based on the habitat described as present, wa feel there is a high potential
for rare animal cccumences.

King rail surveys require use of taped calls and mwust be
sccomplished in a faify namow time window. You would not expect to
find this secretive spacies in July, or at any time without using taped
calls. Additionally, the methods description indicates that fittle survey
work was done in the appropriate habitat for this specias,

Kirtland's snake is notoriously difficult to detect.  The report notes
thal there is litthe appropriate habitat, but this small species doos not
necessarly require large habitat patches. It is unclear from the
methods descripion whether or not the appropriate habitat was
wisited,

Blanchards's cricket frog - To detect this species, night surveys
during the mating season are required. The species would not Rkely
be found by walking through its habitat in daylight.

H:h-NeﬁmerpademiannmcmwsmMmmmm
detect rare fish species. Seining or other capiure techniques are
necessary to detect fish.
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Mr. Ronald Kinney
Movamber 29, 1954

Page 4

The black rat snake is fisted on p. 32 as a common species. This species is
rare in Michigan and is considered of Special Concem by MNFL  Several
points in the report refer to information obtained from *MNAL" which &t one
poirt is idenfifled as "Michigan Natural Areas inveniory.” | am aware of no
such organization in the state. Did the report mean to refer to MNFI
(Michigan Natural FFeatures Invantory)?

It iz the opinion of the MNFI biclogist that more comprehensive detailed
surveys would likely discover cccumences of endangered, threatened or
special concem species within these coridors. MNFI recommends that this
report be foliowed up by more comprehensive surveys of appropriate habitats
along the coridars,

H you have any guestions or i | may be of further assistance please feel free

to contact me at 517-373-1170.
5@ g

David A Bastian, Supervisor
Transportafion Review Unit
Land and \Water Management Division

DAB:sas

e T Weise, WMD
K. Eustice, LWMD
Pag Bostwick, LWMD
Dist. 8, LWMD
Dist. 12, LWMD

13
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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.

2.

Concurrence on “Purpose and Need” acknowledged.
Permit requirements, including those noted, are discussed throughout in Section 4.22.

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.

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.

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.

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.

o 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.

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.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

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.

Surface water quality topics are included in Section 4.10 of the FEIS.

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.

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.

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.

Comment acknowledged. MNAI has been corrected to MNFI.

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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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM LaNsING REBECCA A. HUMPHRIES
GOVERNOR DIRECTCR

July 26, 2007

Mr. Brandon Earl

URS Corporation

3950 Sparks Drive, SE
Grand Rapids, Ml 49546

RE: Proposed redesign/enlargement of two existing segments of US-31
Dear Mr. Earl:

The location of the proposed project was checked against known localities for rare species and unique
natural features, which are recorded in a statewide database. This continuously updated database is a
comprehensive source of information on Michigan's endangered, threatened and special concern
species, exemplary natural communities and other unique natural features. Records in the database
indicate that a qualified observer has documented the presence of special natural features at a site.
The absence of records may mean that a site has not been surveyed. The only way to obtain a
definitive statement on the presence of rare species is to have a competent biologist perform a field
survey.

Under Act 451 of 1994, the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, Part 365,
Endangered Species Protection, “a person shall not take, possess, transport, ...fish, plants, and
wildlife indigenous to the state and determined to be endangered or threatened,” unless first receiving
an Endangered Species Permit from the Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife Division.
Responsibility to protect endangered and threatened species is not limited to the list below. Other
species may be present that have not been recorded in the database.

The presence of threatened or endangered species does not preclude activities or development, but
may require alterations in the project plan. Special concem species are not protected under
endangered species legislation, but recommendations regarding their protection may be provided.
Protection of special concem species will help prevent them from declining to the point of being listed
as threatened or endangered in the future.

The following is a summary of the resuilts for the project in Ottawa County, sections 14, 15, 16, 21, 22,
23, 28, 33, T8N R15W,; sections 4, 9, 16, 21, T7N R15W, sections 20, 21, 28, T8N R16W.

The following list includes unique features that are known to occur on or near the site(s) and may be

impacted by the project.
common name status scientific name
Pitcher’s thistle* state/federally threatened Cirsium pitcheri
Ginseng state threatened Panax quinquefolius
Great Lakes marsh N/A N/A

Pitcher’s thistle has been known to occur in section 20, T8N R16W and is known to be growing

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
Keith J. Charters, Chair « Mary Brown e Hurley J. Coleman, Jr. « Damnell Earley e John Madigan e J. R. Richardson e Frank Wheatlake

STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING e P.O. BOX 30028 e LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7528
www. michigan.gov/dnr e (517) 373-2329

Great Lakes, Great Times, Great Outdoors!
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extensively along the shoreline. Pitcher's thistle typically grows on open sand dunes and
occasionally on lag gravel associated with dunes. All of its habitats are along the Great Lakes
shores, or in very close proximity. Pitcher's thistle often occurs in association with the Great
Lakes endemic Houghton's goldenrod (Solidago houghtonii) when interdunal wetlands are
present.

This monocarpic (once-flowering) plant produces a vigorous rosette that may mature for 5-8 years
or more before it flowers. Pitcher's thistle blooms from approximately late-June to early
Septembe. Seeds are uisperseu |||urv:uu=my uy wind or as entire flower heads blown across the
sand or possibly transported by water. Seeds germinate in June, and most seedlings appear
within 1-3 meters of parent plants. The taproot of this thistle, which can reach 2 m in length,

enhances its ability to survive the often desiccating conditions of its dune habitat.

Pitcher's thistle can be locally extirpated by destruction or major disturbance of its habitat (e.g. by
shoreline development, vehicular or ORV traffic, heavy foot traffic and/or intensive recreation).

Ginseng has been found in section 20, T8N R16W. It also occurs in wooded dune hollows and
leeward slopes along the Lake Michigan shoreline. Common associates include sugar maple,
hickory, basswood, red maple and white ash, although not all are required to be present. Ginseng
is a long-lived plant. Flowering may occur during the fourth year; however, often it is not until the
fitth year or later that mature fruit is produced. Flowering occurs during June and July, with flowers
developing small green fruits in late July and early August. In late August and September the
fruits ripen, becoming bright crimson (red) in color.

A Great Lakes Marsh has been recorded in section 28, T8N R15W. Great Lakes marshes are
characterized as being multi-seral, non-forested wetlands that are directly influenced by and
connected to a large freshwater lake. The habitat is important for migrating and breeding
waterfowl, shorebirds, spawning fish, and mammals. Vegetational patterns and dominance are
influenced by the type of coastal feature, but generally include: a deep marsh with submerged
plants (ex. wild-celery, waterweed, pondweed, water-milfoil); an emergent marsh of mostly
narrow-leaved species (ex. cat-tails, bulrushes, arrowhead, bur-reed, wild-rice); a marsh meadow
which is inundated by storms (dominated by sedges), and at the upland margin dogwood, willow,
speckled alder, sweet gale, and sedges. Seiches, storms and water level cycles change
vegetation over short periods by destroying some vegetation zones, creating others and forcing
all zones to shift lakeward or landward to accommodate water levels.

In summary, the project site may include suitable habitat for the above listed species. Potential impacts
might include direct destruction of species and disturbance of critical habitat. Clearance from this
office in the form of a “No Effect” statement will be needed before work on this project begins.
To obtain an evaluation for project clearance, please provide at least one of the following to this office:

1. Description of the project area with regard to the species habitat type(s) described above.
A recent photo of the project site and a map that shows habitat type(s) and location(s) of the
proposed project will be necessary. This can be done by the landowner, other responsible
party, or knowledgeable source (i.e. botanist, ecologist, biologist, experienced birder, etc.).
This level of evaluation will only define the presence or absence of available habitat. If this
office determines that there is no significant available habitat, the project may be cleared at this
point. If potential habitat does exist, the next level of evaluation must be undertaken (see
options 2 or 3 below).

OR
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2. A statement from a knowledgeable source (see above) stating that suitable habitat is or is
not present and why the project will not impact the species or habitat(s) identified above.

OR

3. Resuilts from a complete and adequate survey by a knowledgeable source (see above)
showing whether or not the above listed species are present in the affected project area.
Guidelines for conducting surveys can be obtained from this office on request. For additional
information and guidance for conducting surveys, including consultation with MNFI staff
biologists, please contact me at the number below or go to the DNR website at
www.michigandnr.com/publications/pdfs/huntingwildlifehabitat/TE consultants.pdf .

In most situations, the most efficient, thorough, and expeditious evaluation of the project and its
impacts results from option 3. Please provide information in writing to the mailing address or e-mail
provided below.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife Division — Natural Heritage Program
PO Box 30180

Lansing, Ml 48909

Thank you for your advance coordination in addressing the protection of Michigan's natural resource
heritage. If you have further questions, please call me at 517-373-1263 or e-mail at
SargenlL.2@michigan.gov .

Sincerely,

? . Slus
Lori G. Sargent ()
Endangered Species Specialist
Wildlife Division

cc: Craig Czamecki, US Fish & Wildlife Service
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October 26, 2007

Ms. Lori Sargent

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife Division

P.O. Box 3044

Lansing, M1 48909

Re: Proposed Existing US-31 Improvements and Construction of New Alignment
T8N, R15W, Sections 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 28, 33
T7N, R15W, Sections 4, 9, 16, 21
T8N, R16W, Sections 20, 21, 28, 29
TSN, R15W, Sections 8, 9, 16, 17, 21
Ottawa County, Michigan

Dear Ms. Sargent:

As part of our compliance with Part 365, Endangered Species Protection of the Natural
Resources and Environmental Protection Act (Act 451 of the Michigan Public Acts of
1994), an endangered species habitat assessment was performed in late August 2007 on
behalf of the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) by URS Corporation.

Our client is proposing to redesign and enlarge two segments of US-31 near Holland and
Grand Haven. The Preferred Alternative keeps construction activities within the
highway’s current footprint by narrowing the median. MDOT is also propesing to
construct a new alignment which connects Lake Michigan Drive (M-435) and 1-96. Please
see the enclosed maps for the preferred alignment. This project will reduce crashes and
congestion that routinely occur on US-31.

According to correspondence with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources
(MDNR), two threatened species and one special natural community are known to occur
within the project area. The project area was examined by Sherry Slocum and Brendan
Earl, Environmental Scientists for URS Corporation, for the presence of Pitcher’s thistle,
American ginseng, and Great Lakes marsh and their associated habitats.

The habitat along the two segments of existing US-31 in Grand Haven and Holland
Township is almost entirely developed or landscaped. It consists of commercial
buildings, landscaped lawns, and disturbed roadside habitat. Neither the Pitcher’s thistle
nor American ginseng was observed and are unlikely to inhabit this unnatural and
routinely disturbed habitat. The only wet areas in the area were county-maintained
drains.

Several different habitat types exist along the proposed new alignment in Robinson and
Crockery Townships. The upland areas consist of mesic southern forests, grasslands/old
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fields, nurseries, and agricultural land. The mesic southern forest habitat includes white
oak (Quercus alba), red oak (Quercus rubra), red maple (Acer rubrum), American beech
(Fagus grandifolia), sassafras (Sassafias albidum), black cherry (Prunus seroting),
scotch pine (Pinus sylvestris) and stands of eastern white pine (Pinus strobus). The
understory consists of bracken fern (Pteridium aquilium), ground pine (Lycopodium sp.),
false Solomon’s seal (Smilacina racemosa) and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus
quinquefolia). The old field habitat is dominated by Queen Anne’s lace (Daucus carota),
milkweed (Asclepias spp.), goldenrod (Solidago sp.), mullein (Ferbascum sp.), chicory
(Cichorium intybusy and sumac (Rhus sp.).

Wetland habitat was present within the project area, mainly around the banks of the
Grand River and other smaller waterways. These wet areas support emergent, wet
meadow and wet prairie habitat as well as forested habitat. The emergent wetland areas
are dominated by reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), arrow arum (Peltandra
virginica) and cattail (Typha spp.). Some of the wetlands have a sapling fringe
dominated by green ash (Fraxinmus pennsylvanica) and assorted willow species (Salix
spp.). The forested wetland areas contain eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), silver
maple (Acer saccharinum) and green ash. The project area also contains areas of wet
prairie which support joe-pye-weed (Eupatorium maculatum), blue vervain (Verbena
hastata), late goldenrod (Solidago gigantea) and swamp milkweed (Asclepias incarnata).

Pitcher’s thistle (Cirsium pitcheri) grows extensively along shorelines on open sand
dunes and low open beach ridges of the Great Lakes’ shores. It is most often found in
near-shore plant communities but can also grow in all non-forested areas of a dune
system. This native thistle often occurs in association with the Great Lakes endemic
Houghton’s goldenrod (Solidago houghtonir).

American Ginseng (Panax quinguefolius) is found in rich hardwood forests often on
slopes or ravines and sometimes in swampy areas and wooded dune hollows. Ginseng
grows best in heavy soils (clay mixed with gravel) covered with leaf mold or rotted
wood. Flowering occurs during June and July with the flowers developing into small
green fruits in late July and early August. In late August and September the fruits ripen
and become bright crimson in color.

A Great Lakes marsh, a mutli-seral, non-forested wetland, is directly influenced by and
connected to a large freshwater lake. They are important habitat for waterfowl,
shorebirds, fish, and mammals. Vegetational pattern and dominance are influenced by
the type of coastal features including deep marsh, emergent marsh, marsh meadow, and
upland margin.

After a thorough examination of all habitats potentially impacted by the new alignment,
this proposed project should have no significant impact on state listed species or their
associated habitat. No Pitcher’s thistle was observed during the site assessment and this
species is unlikely to exist within the project area due to the lack of suitable open dune
and shoreline habitat. Additionally, no Great Lakes marshes were observed on account
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of the absence of large freshwater lakes in the project area. No American ginseng was
found within the project area, however, small pockets of suitable habitat may exist in the
upland forest areas. One small area of potential habitat was identified north of Lincoln
Street, near the Beeline Drain. This Dry-Mesic Southern Forest habitat is situated on
sloping terrain and contains a thick litter layer consisting of rotting leaves and wood.

Should you have any questions or if you need additional information, please contact Ms.
Sherry Slocum at (616) 560-5245.

Sincerely,

URS Corporation

Sherry Slocum Brendan M. Earl
Environmental Scientist Environmental Scientist
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&
STATE OF MICHIGAN & S
a,

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES s

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM LaNsING REBECCA A. HUMPHRIES
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

January 15, 2008

Mr. Brandon Earl

URS Corporation

3950 Sparks Drive SE
Grand Rapids, Ml 49546

Dear Mr. Earl:

Information received dated November 13, 2007 (received November 19, 2007) regarding the
impacts of the proposed improvements and additon to US-31 in Ottawa County (sections 14, 15,
16, 21, 22, 23, 28, 33, T8N R15W, sections 4, 9, 16, 21, T7N R15W, sections 20, 21, 28, T8N
R16W) has been reviewed. The information was found

X to adequately address the concems for potential threatened and endangered species
at the site in question.

not adequately address the concems for potential threatened and endangered
species at the site in question.

Based on the provided information,

X The proposed project should have no direct impacts on known special natural features
at the location(s) specified if it proceeds according to the plans provided. Please
contact me for an evaluation if the project plans are changed.

The following special features occur on the site(s) and should be avoided and
protected from harm from all activities associated with the project and in perpetuity
from any future activities on the property.

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION
Keith J. Charters, Chair « Mary Brown e Hurley J. Coleman, Jr. e Damell Earley ® John Madigan e J. R. Richardson e Frank Wheatlake

STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING e P.O. BOX 30028 & LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7528
www.michigan.gov/dnr e (517) 373-2329
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X An endangered species permit is required if activities will harm the species that are

present, including transplanting them to another location.

The project may proceed with recommendations listed below. You are advised to
minimize or eliminate impacts on endangered and threatened species and to report
observations to this office.

Other recommendations:

Thank you for your cooperation in addressing the protection of Michigan’s Natural Resource
Heritage. If you have further questions | can be reached at 517-373-9418.

Yai g

Lori G. Sargent
Endangered Species Specialist
Wildlife Division

SargenL.2@michigan.gov

cc: Craig Czamecki, US Fish & Wildlife Service
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Jarwary 11, 1998

Mr. Ron Kinnay, Manager
Ervironmental Seclion

Project Planning Division

Michigan Departmant of Transportation
PO Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48309

Dear Mr. Kinney:
SUBJECT: LIS-31 Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Thank you for the eppartunity to review the DEIS for the proposed US-31 connection between
Holland and Grand Haven. On August 18, 1958 we provided comments to Carolyn Melson of
MDOT on a prefiminary draft of the EIS. Some of those suggestions wera nol made to the
revised draft and are listed below with any new comments. Please review and incorporate these
comments into the Tinal EIS as appllcabla.

We concur with the altemafives Indicaled in the DEIS as these alternatives which should ba
carried forward, [t ehould be noted thal our previous objections to altematives F and FIJ1 still
stand, The proposed project in the vicindy of the Pigeon River would result in severs adverse
impacts to tha floodplain and wetland areas. It is our recommendation that this area be avoided
a5 other feasibla and prudent atematives exist,

Other comments to the document are as follows; -

Section 1.7 - Permits:

-In paragraph 1, page 1-13, the following werding should be weed:

A, parmit from the Michigan Departmant of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) may will be reguired
to “occupy, fill, or grade lands in a fioodplain, streambed, or channel of a stream under the
State's Floodplain Regulatory Authority found in Part 31, Water Resource Profection, of the
Matural Resources and Environmental Pratection Acl, 1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA).
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A permit from the MDEQ may be required under Part 301 infand s and St
for any of the following activities: ' Lake reams of NREPA

a} Dredge or fill bottomland of a lake or siream.

B) S:muct, enlarge, extend, remove, or place a structure on bottomiand of a lake or
am.

€] Create, anlarge, or diminish an indand lake or straam.
d) Structurally interfere with the natural flow of an inland lake or stroam,

€} Construct, alter or extend a new or existing waterbody located within 500 feet of the
ordinary high-water mark of an existing Inland lake or stre rd which
exlsting inland lake or stream. T kb The

Any activities below the ordinary high water elevation. . . of 1893,
-In paragraph 2, page 1-13, the following wording should be used:

The MDEQ monitors the MDOT to ensure compliance with Part 81, Soil Ercsion and
Sedimentation Control, of NREPA. MDOT is not ... Agency.

-In paragraph 3, page 1-13, we recommend rewording the first sentence to * A wetland permit
from the MDEQ is required under Part 303, Wetland Protection, of NREPA, 1o place fill material
inte a welland, dredge, remove or permit removal of soils from a wetland, or to drain surface
walter from a wetland. The project .. the permit

Section 4.6.5

-1* paragraph,2™ Sentence, page 4-33- The following wording should be changed to ... and
Spring Lake participated in the Federal Emergency Management Agency pragram and have
published Flood Insurance Rate maps and or Flood Insurance Studies,

=it should be noted that all rivers have a floodplain and floodway. Figures 4.6-4a and 4.6-4b are
misleading in that only fisodplaing, which have baen mapped, are shown, 1st paragraph, 2nd
sentence, page 4-34 should be changed to *Figures 4.6-4a and 4,6-4b indicate the 100 year
floodplains, which have been mapped. Floodplains for tha ather river have not bean mappad
and may also require parmita.”

-2™ Paragraph, 1" senlence, Page 4-33- The following wording should be used, The 100-year
flood has been adopted by the Federal Emergency Management Agency....

-Page 4-34,1% paragraph, 1st full sentence and the last sertence of page 5-49. The following
wording should be used.

*...1896, which amended Part 31 of Act 451, encroachment in the floodplain is limited to that
which will cause a harmiul interference with the discharge and stage characteristics of streams.
Harmful interference is defined as likely to cause any of the following: 1) damage to property,

2) a threat to life, 3) a threat of parscnal injury, 4) poliution impairment, or destruction of water or
other natural resources.

Note: In some cases no increase in stage would be allowed due to an encroachment.
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Zectien 4.7 Ecological Resources
4.7.1 Surface Water Quality, Pages 4-35 to 4-39.

Macatawa River

-The discussion of the Macatawa River is somewhat inaccurate. The entire Macatawa River
watershed, including Lake Macatawa, has been ldentifiad as a nonattaining waterbody by the
department and does not support designated uses, Causes of impairment include nutrient
enrichment, poor macroinvertebrate communities, impaired fish communitles, elevated turbidity,
hydrologic instability, and sedimentation. Information contained in the following staff reports
should be incorporated into the text, MI/DNR/SWQ-05/044, MUDEQ/SWQ-07/087,
MI/DEQ/SWQ-87/080, and M/DEQ/SWO-68/015. Copies of these reports are available through
Mr. Scott Hanshue of MDEQ's Surface Water Quality Division.

Page 4-37, paragraph 3 -should be rewriten as follows:

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality has conducted a project to identify point and
nonpoint sources of phosphorus loadings into Lake Macatawa, Lake Macatawa I8 currently
axpenencing algae blooms and is considered to be hypereutrophic. Phosphomus concentrations
in the lake have been measured as high 250 micregramefliter, sampared to the MDEQ goal of
50 microgramallter. The project is in its second year and a majority of the sources of
phosphorus loadings have been identified. Tha MDEQ conducted a ane-year water quality-
sampling program involving 44 sample locations. The resulis indicate 81% of the iotal
phosphorus loadings I8 from nonpolnt sources (agricultural, residential, and commercial) and
9% from municipal and industrial discharges.

Pigeon River

-The Pigaon River ie aleo listed as a nonattaining waterbody by the department. Causes of
impairmant include paar fish and macroinvertebrate communities, nutrient enrdchment, nuisance
plant growths, sedimentation, and hydrologic instability. These siressors should not bo
censidered minor water quality problems. Information included in staff report MYDNR/SWQ-
80/099 should be incorporated into the text. Also, the Pigeon River Watarshed Advisory Council
Is working to improve the quality of the Pigeon River fishery, information contained in An
Ecological Assessment of Opportunities for Fishery Rehabilitation (Wiley and Seelbach, 1848)
should be consulled, Again, copies of these reporis are available through Mr. Hanshue,

Grand River

-Altheugh tha lower Grand Rivar is en the nonattainment list for fish consumption advisories and’
combined sewer overflows, we do not agrea with the overall conclusion that the water quality
within the lower reaches is poor, The text does not contain the analytical rasulis used by the
Grand Valley State University Water Resources Institute to develop the Water Quality Index,
therefore, no evaluation can be made., The water quality data collected by the Surface Water
Quality Division and the United States Geological Survey indicate the lower Grand River does
nct exceed Water Quallty Standards for the parameters listed In the draft EIS.

C-75

10

11



Consultation and Coordination

e, AL P T Y 4 Ja.ﬂu-lf]"11, 1899

Page 4-39, paragraph 5.

~The point source discharges (NPDES permitted facilities) are regulated by tha
Erwircnmental Quality, not Natural Resources, } o & Popariment of

Section 4.7,3- Wellands. page 4-39, 3rd sentenca

-Michigan Resource Information Systern (MIRIS) maps can be less accurate than National
Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, due to the differant years and types of aerial pholegraphy used
in their phatointerpretation. Therefore, we recemmend omitting the third sentence of paragragh
1, page 4-42 and adding to the second sentence that bath NWI and MIRIS maps were utilized in
determining approximate locations of wetands,

Wetland Identification Methods

-in paragraph 2, page 4-43: Please add the word “typically” bafare the word *must” in the last
senlence, since there can be normnal circumstances where not all thrée parameters are present,
but an area can siill be classified as a wetland per the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USCOE) delinaation manual.

-Uniike the USCOE's manual, the MDEQ's draft Wetland Datermination Manual does not require
the presence of all thres parameters {hydraphytic vegelation, hydrls soils, and wetland
hydrology) to classify land as wetland. Part 303 of the NREPA identifies that vegetation and
hydrology are sufficient to identify an area as wetland, however, noting that soils can be used o
verify the hydrology parameter. Since discrepancies between the USCOE and MDEQ can
occur, please check your records for any areas that wera not classified as wetland despite

having had both hydrophytic vegetation and hydrology. If none exist, we recommend including a
sentence In the DEIS nating that the findings of wetlands using the USCOE manual arefwaould

be consistent with findings made using the DEQ manual,

-In paragraph 1, page 4-44. The use of the fedaral definition to excluds intermittent and
perennial streams fram being waters of tha state is not appropriate. Part 201 and Part 203 of
the NREPA require permits for activities within intermittent and perennial streams; therefore,
thege areas must be included in your review of the alignments and segments of the project.

-0n page 4-45 first bullet: You may want to recheck field notes given that Enchanter’s
Hightshade (Circaea futetiana) is a facullative upland spacies and Dwarf Enchanter's
Nightshade (Circaea alping) is a fasultative wetland species.

-The sources used to depict the wellands on maps 4.7-1a and 4.7-1b should be listed en the
maps,
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Section 5.7 Environmental Consequencas

5.7.1 Surface Water Quality, Pages 5-56 and 5-57.

-The draft EIS indicates the greatest patential for water quality d

associated with glre:m_c-maainﬂs but falls to identify hﬁulalim?b:d:;m:;;m?n?:y
oceur. This qauhnn is Fmited to only the major crossings of the Macatawa River, Pigeon River
and Grand River. Appendix A identifies numerous crossings of other surface watars, mmmng
designatad trout streams, which will Iikely be impacted by such crossings, What impacds will
these crossings have on local and watershad hydrology and the aqualic biola? The EIS should
identify each of these crossings and provide information regarding these resources. The
cumulative impacts of these crossings may be more detrimental to water quality and to fish and
other aquatic life than the crossings of the major rivers. Withaut this information it is not possible
to determine the environmental consequences the proposed alternatives may have on aquatic
resourceas.

-Page 5-65, Could Table 5.7.3-2b be expanded to Include the types of wetland impacts for each
alternativa within each watershed?

Seclion 6.6.5 Navigation

-2nd paragraph, page 6-24, last sentence, The number of piers, which are placed in the water,
should be minimized and located outside of the main poartion of the channe| when possibile.,

-Any naw bridge upstream of the existing US-31 should provide an adequale underclaarance for
any existing boat trarfic.

Saction 8,7 M'EH' ation
8.7.1 Surfaca Watar Quality, Pages B-25 and 628

-The draft EIS indicates best management practices will be employed during construction to
mitigate short-term water quality impacts. How will potential long-term impacts such as
increased hydrologic leadings be miligated? Also, what measures will be taken to miligate the
loss of aquatic habitat associated with dredging and bridge construction?

Section 6.7.3.1 Slate and Federal Wetland Mitlgation Requirements:

-1 paragraph, page 68-27 Wa recommand changing the word "is* to “can be”, to say that
weiland mitigation can be required by either or both the MREPA and Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act for unavoidable impacis to wetlands. The MDEQ can make a decision, separate of
the USCOE, on whether to require mitigation or not.

6.7.3 Wetiand Mitigation, Page 8-28,

-The draft EIS indicates wetland mitigation sites will not include areas east of 120™ Avenue.
Many of the impaiments identified in both the Macatawa River and Pigeon River watersheds
are linked to hydrologic modifications due to watland losses, primarily In the headwatler regions.
The Macatawa Area Coordinating Commitee and the Plgeon River Watershed Council have
identfied headwatar wetland restoration ag a means to rehabilitate lost designated vees in theas
watersheds. In arder to maximize the benefits of wetland mitigation, we recommend the target
area for wetiand mitigation sites include the headwater regions east of 120" Avenue
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Macatawa Mitigation Site # 1 & 2, Page 6-36 & 8-38

-Have the private landowners expressed an interest in sefling thess sites? If n
not be listed as potential sites. ? ot fhey should

Pigeon River Mitigation Site #1 & 2, page 6-39 & 540

-Have the private landowners expressed an interest In selling these sites? If nat, they should
not be listed as potential sites.

Pigeon River Mitigation Site 4. page B8-42

-Same concem with private ownership as indicated above. Also, any proposad mitigation site
should not be used as a filler to clean affluent from the Sara Lee Corporation turkey operation.
if thiz water has already been treated propery it may be suitable.

Pigeon River Mitigation Sites #5 and #6- Page 6.43, Grand River Wetland Mitigation Area #1

and #2- page 6-46, Grand River Welland Mitigation Area #3-page 6.47

- Al these sites were identified as being prior converted. Prior converted needs to be defined.
Prior converied does not necessarily mean that these sites can be used for mitigation. We
would require that the sites had been continuously farmed since 1880 and had been effectively
drained since 1980. Effectively drained is defined as meaning that if the farming operation
ceased the wetlands would not be restored on their own because the drainage system prevents
the re-establishment of the hydrology.

~The same comment on private ownership would apply for any of the Grand River sites,

Grand River Polantial Mitigation Sites- page 6-45, Grand River Wetland Mitigation Area #3 and
#4-page 648,

~The term shrub-carr wetlands is used. Should this be shrub-scrub?

Grand River Wetland Mitigation Area #4, page 6-48

-Has the DNR made any commitment allowing this sile to be used for mitigation? If not, it may
have to be dropped as a polential candidzte.

Grand River Potential Wetland Mitigation Sites, page 6-45

-MDEQ reguests that other patential riverine floodplain mitigation sites along the Grand River be
identified 10 offset any riverine wetland loss associated with this project.

Impacts During Construction, page 8-57

-Il is expected that methods listed in this section to avoid impacts to the walerways and welland
areas will be coordinated with the permitting agencies well before a final design is submitied.

Section 7: list of preparers, page 7-2

-Jerry Fulzher has 18 years of experanca, not 10 as indicated,
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Section 9, Purpose and Neead for the Proposed Ardion, page 9-2

=Tha MDEQIMENR cencurred a5 to purpose and need in ifs November 29, 1594 letter to

Mr. Ron Kinney of the Michigan Depariment of Transportation.

-The paragraph concerning the MONR comments on page 9-4 should ba included under
comments of the NEPA/MD4 Coordinating agencles on page $-3. Al that time MONR was one of
the coordinating agencies

Altamatives to be Carried Forward for Detail Study, page 9-4

“Concurrence on the Allematives to be Carred Forward for Detailed Study was nol received
from the MOEQ. In its October 17,1996 mema to Mr. Michae! Jagger the MDEQ indicatad that it
would comment of the altematives 1o camy forward during review of tha Draft EIS.

If you have any guostions please feel free to contact me.

L

Gerald W. Fulcher, Jr., P.E. Chief

Transporation and Flood Hazard Management Unit
Land and Water Management Division
517-335-3172

Sincerely

et Mr. Jim Kirsheneteiner, USFHWA
Mr. Mike MacMullan, USEPA
Mr. Gary Mannesto, USCOE
Mr. Charles Wooley. USFWS
Mr. George Burgoyne, MDNR
Mr. Scott Hanshue, MDEQ, SWQD
Mr. Luis Saldivia, MDEGQ, LWMD
Msz. Kim Rice, MDEQ, LWMD
Ms. Peg Bostwick, MDEQ, LWMD
Mr. Stu Kogge, MDEQ, LWMD
Ms. Holly Vickers, MDEQ, LWHWD
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), January 11, 1999

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Comment acknowledged. The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts the Pigeon River or
its watershed.

The need for permits from the MDEQ is acknowledged. Specific permits required by all
governing agencies are noted in Section 4.22

Comment acknowledged. MDOT is now its own permitting agency, and monitors Soil
Erosion and Sedimentation Control measures internally.

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.

The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts Spring Lake.

The wording has been changed to reflect this, see Section 4.11.

The wording has been changed to reflect this, see Section 4.11.

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.

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.

The Preferred Alternative no longer impacts the Pigeon River.

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.

The wording has been changed to reflect this, see Section 4.10.

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.

This wording is no longer included in the revised Section 4.9.

This wording no longer included in the revised Section 4.9.

This wording no longer included in the revised Section 4.9.

This plant species is no longer included in the revised Section 4.9.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

The source used to depict the wetlands are National Wetland Inventory and delineated
wetland boundary points.

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.

Table 4.9-1 quantifies direct wetland impacts for the Preferred Alternative by wetland type.
All wetland impacts are within the Grand River Watershed.

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.

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.

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

Comment acknowledged and changed.

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

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

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.

Comment acknowledged. Wording has been changed.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

The potential Grand River mitigation site owned by the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources is no longer considered as a potential wetland mitigation site.

Two sites were identified, which will address mitigation requirements.

MDOT will coordinate with resource agencies prior to final design.

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.

Comment acknowledged.
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY P
LANSING i" -5
p—" ]
JOHN ENGLER RUSSELL J. HARDING
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
July 25, 2002

Ms. Theresa Petko

URS Corporation

3950 Sparks Drive, SE

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49546

Dear Ms. Petko:

SUBJECT:  Coastal Zone Management Act Federal Consisiency Determination for US-31 from
I-196 in Allegan County north to 1-96 in Muskegon County

Staff of the Land and Water Management Division (LWMD) has reviewed the above-referenced
project for consistency with the Michigan Coastal Management Program, as required by Section
307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act, PL 92-583, as amended. Thank you for providing the
opportunity to review these projects.

The permitting criteria contained in Part 303 (Wetland Protection), Part 301 (inland Lakes and
Streams), and Part 91 (Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control) of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 P.A. 451, as amended, comprise the standards and
enforceable policies of the Michigan Coastal Management Program that would be relevant to
this particular project. Potential impacts to coastal resources will be considered during the
permit review process. Issuance of all necessary permits will certify that the activities for which
the permit is issued is consistent with Michigan’s Coastal Management Program.

LWMD staff has expressed concern with possible impacts to resources outside the coastal
boundary. Although these concerns are beyond the purview of the consistency review process,
we encourage you to continue to work with LWMD staff and the Michigan Department of
Transportation through the NEPA process toward resolution of these issues.

This consistency determination does not waive the need for permits that may be required under
other federal, state or local statutes. Please call me if you have any questions regarding this
review.

Michigan Coastal Management Program
Land and Water Management Division
517-335-3452

cc: Ms. Holly Vickers, LWMD
Mr. David Schuen, MDOT
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MDEQ, LWMD, Michigan Coastal Management Program, July 25, 2002
Comment Acknowledged
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AERDHAUTICS COMMISTION
-k Char STATE OF MICHIGAN

Ao J, Gostafion, Vies Char
Jevazgh M, Paers
Amald P, Sedsna

Lowesd . Wrft
Adarmes . Dafiana JOHK ENGLER, GOVERMOR
mwm DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
g, Khen, hwld L Sty 27030 EAST AIRPORT SERVICE DRIVE, LANSING, MICHEZAN 48308-2160
Vliam £ Getman, Cirecior PHOKNE: (517) 315-6283 FAX MO (517) 3218422
James R, DeSana, DIRECTOR
January 8, 1999

Mr. Jose A, Lopez
Acting Public Hearings Officer
Burzau of Transportation Plansing
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Mr. Lopez:

Subject: Review of Draft Environmenial Tmpact Statement

US-31 from I-195 in Allegan County Morth 1o 1496 in Muskegoen County

We have reviewed the draft document dated October 23, 1998, which was transmitted to this offics. Our comments on this draft
are as follows:

There are a pumber of airports in the vicinity of the proposed project, which causes the Michigan Depaniment of
Transpostation, Burean of Acronautics concern. Those sirports are under grant obligations and/or licensing obligations by
the Stzte of Michigan and the U.5. Department of Transportation’s Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and must meet
state and federal rules and regulstions. These include the Tulip City Airpor, Holland; the Park Township Adrport,
Holland; the Ounawa Executive Alrport, Zeeland, the Flying-A-Ranch, Fruitport; the Hat Field Airport, Nunica; the
Jablonski Adrport, Munica; Memorial Adrpark, Grand Haven; and the Muskegon County Alrport, Muskegon,

Due to major adverse impacts to the Memorial Airpark, Grand Haven, we strongly object to Alemnatives P and Plr,
Pursuit of either of those altsrnatives impacts facilities which have besn invested in with both state and federal funds.

Alternatives 200572020 TEM, A&, F, FU'F3, FL, JI, and K are acceptable provided that any construction meets all State
of Michigan and FAA aviation laws, regulations, and requirements, including those for approach protection and safe
alrport aperation.

Please note mode specifically, that aoy aliernative with associsted construction of retention or detention basing, wetland
mitigation sites, or other wildlife atcactants must be designed and implemented in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular
150/5200-33 {copy enclosed).

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please call me at (317) 335-0866,

[

& lT

Sincerely,
Elise A. Harrington, P.E. w_7
Environmental Lizison

Abrports Division
BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS

Ron Kinney, Manager, Environmental Section, Projest Planning Division, MDOT
Warren Benaway, Alrport Manager, Memorial Airpark, Grand Haven

Ernest Gubry, FAA-ADO

Mark Donarje

o s Ll
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U.5, Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Subject: HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS ON  Date: /157

OR MEAR AIRPORTS

1. PURPOSE. This advisory circular {AC)
provides guidance on locating certain land uses
having the potential to attract hazardows wildlife 1o
or in the wicinity of public-use airports. [t also
provides guidance conceming the placement of
new airport development projecis (including airport
construction, expansion, and renovation) pertaining
o aircraft movement in the vicinity of hazardous
wildlife  attractants, Appendix | provides
definitions of terms used in this AC.

2. APPLICATION. The standards, practices,
and suggestions contained in  this AC  are
recommended by the  Federal  Aviation
Administration (FAA) for use by the operators and
sponsers of all public-use airports. In addition, the
standards, practices, and suggestions contained in
this AT are recommended by the FAA as guidance
for land use planners, operators, and developers of
projects, facilities, and activities on or near airports.

3. BACKGROUND, Populations of many
species of wildlife have increased markedly in the

GO _F ™

DAVID L, BENNETT
Director, Office of Airport Safety and Standards

Advisory
Circular

AC Now 150/5200-33
Initiated by: Change:

AAS310 and APP-G00

lasi few years. Some of these species are able 1o
adapt 10 human-made environmenis, such as exist
on and around airports. The increase in wildlife
populations, the use of larger mrbine engines, the
increzsed wse of twin-engine asirerafl, and the
increase in air-traffic, all combine to increase the
risk, frequency, and  potential severity of wildlife-
aircraft collisions.

Most public-use airpons have large tracts of open,
unimproved land that are desirable for added mar-
gins of safety and noise mitigation. These areas
can present potential hazards to aviation because
they often attract hazardous wildlife. During the
past century, wildlife-aircraft sirikes have resulied
in the loss of hundreds of lives world-wide, as well
as billions of dollars wonh of aircraft damage.
Hazardous wildlife atractants mear airports could
jeopardize future  airport  expansion bhecause of

safety considerations,
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AC IﬁD-"iI_EIEI-}]

SECTION 1. HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR
AIRPORTS.

1-1. TYPES OF HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE
ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR AIRPORTS.
Human-mads or natural areas, such zs poorly-
drained areas, retention ponds, foosting habitats on
buildings, landscaping, puirescible-waste disposal
-:.peratimi wastewater Irafment FEH-I'I-'IS..
agriculivral  or  aguacoltural  activities, surface
mining, or wetlands, may be used by wildlife for
escape, feeding, loafing, or reproduction.  Wildlife
use of areas within an airport's approach or depar-
ture airspace, aircraft movement areas, loading
rismps, o aircraft parking areas may cause condi-
tions hazardous to aircraft safety.

All species of wildlife can pose a threat to aircraft
nfe-l:,-. Hawever, SO0Me  Species are  mane
commaonly involved in aircraft sirikes than others.
Takle 1 lists the wildlife groups commonly reported
as being invelved in damaging strikes 1o LLS.
atreraft from 1993 o [995,

Table 1. Wildlife Groups Involved in Damapging
Strikes to Civilian Aircrafi, USA, 1993-1505,

Wildlile Percent involvement in

Groups reparted damaging
strikes

Giulls 8
Waterfowl 28
Raplors 11
Dioves [
Vultures ]
Blackhirds- 5
Starlings

Corvids 3
Wading birds 3
Dieer 11
Canids L

1-2. LAND USE PRACTICES. Land  use
practices that atiract or sustain hazardous wildlife
populations on or near airports can sigrificanily in-
erease the potential for wildlife-aireraft collisions.
FAA recommends against land use practices, within
the siting eriteria stated in -3, that auract or sustain
populations  of hazasdous wildlife  within the
vicinity of airports or cause movement of  haz-
ardous wildlife onto, inte, or across the approach or
departure airspace, awrcrall movement aréa, loading
ramps, or aircraft parking area of airports,

Airport operators, sponsoss, planners, and land use
developers should consider whesher proposed land
wses, including new airport development projects,
would increase the wildlife hazard, Caution should
be exercised to ensure that land use praciices on or
near airports do not enhance the siractivensss  of
the res o hazardous wildlife,

1-3, SITING CRITERIA. FAA recommends
separations  when  siting  any  of the wildhife
anractants mentioned in Section 2 or when
planning new airport development projects  to
accommodate aircrafi movement.  The distance
bepween an airport’s aircraff movement  areas,
loading ramps, or gircraft parking areas and the
wildlife attractant should be as follows:

a. Adrports  serving  piston-powered
alreraft, A distance of 3,000 feet is recommended.

b. Alrports serving  turbine-powered
aircraft, A distance  of 10,000 feet - is
recommended.

. Approach or Departure airspace, A
distance of 5 statute milss is recommended, if the
wildlife attractant may cause hazardous wildlifs
movement into or acress the approach or departurs

airspace,

I {and 2y
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AC 150/5200-33

SECTION 2. LAND USES THAT ARE INCOMPATIBLE WITH SAFE
ATRPORT OFERATIONS.

2-1. GENERAL. The wildlife species and the
size of the populations afiracled to the airport
environment are highly variable and may depend
on several famrg, including land-use  practices on
or mear the airport. [t is important to identify those
land use practices in the airport area that attract
hazardows wildlife. This section discusses land use
practices known o threaten aviation safety,

2-2. PUTRESCIBLE-WASTE DISPOSAL
OPERATIONS, Putrescible-waste  disposal
operations are known to atiract large numbers of
wildlifz that are hazardous to aircrafll. Becawss of
this, these operations, when located within the
separations identified in the sitting criteria in 1.3
are considered incompatible with safe airport
operations,

FAA recommends against  locating
putrescible-waste  disposal  operations  inside  the
separations  identified 0 the  siting  criteria
mentioned above, FAA alo recommends against
rew  aipon development  projects  that  would
increase the number of aireraft operations or that
would accommodate larger or faster aircrafi, near
putrescible-waste  disposal  operations  located
within the separations identified  in the siting
criteria in 1-3.

2.3, WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILI-
TIES. Wastewater  treatment  facilities  and
associated  senling ponds ofien awract  large
numbers of wildlife that can pose a threat to aircraft
mafety when they are located on or near an airport,

A New wastewaler freatment [acilities.
FAA recommends against the construction of new
wastewater treatment Facilitiss or associated senling
ponds within the separations identified in the siting
criteria in 1-3. During the siting analysis for
waslewater treatment Tacilities, the potential to
attract hazardous wildlife should ke considered if
an airport 5 in the wicinity of a preposed site.
Airport operators should voice their opposition o
such sitings. In zddition, they should consider the
exislence of wastewater treatment facilities when
evaluating  proposed  siles  Tor  new  airport
development projects and avoid such sies when
practicable,

b, Existing wastewater treatment
facilities.  FAA  recommends comecting any
wildlife hazards arising from existing wastewater
treatment  facilities located on or near airpars
without delay, using approprizte wildlifs hazard
mitigation techniques. Accordingly, mensurss 1o
minimize hazardows wildlife anraction should be
developed in consultation with a wildlifs damage
management biologist.  FAA recommends that
wastewater treatment fazility operators incorporate
appeopriate wildlife hazasd mitigation technigques
into their operating practices.  Airpori operators
aleo should encourage  those  operators to
incorporate these mitigation techmiques in their
operating practices,

¢, Artificial  marshes, Waste-water
wreatment facilities may create  artificial marshes
and wse submergent and emergent  aguatic
vegetation as natural fileers, These artifizial
marshes may be used by some species of flocking
birds, such as blackbirds and swaerfiowl, far
breeding or roosting activities. FAA recommends
against establishing artificial marshes within the
separations identified in the siting criteria stated in
1-3.

d. Wastewater discharge and sludge
disposal. FAA recommends against the discharge
of wastewater or sludge on  airport  property.
Regular spraying of wastewater or  sludge disposal
on unpaved areas may improve soil moisture and
quality. The resultant turf growth requires more
frequent mowing, which in tum may mutilate os
flush insects or small animals and produce straw.
The maimed or flushed organisms  and the Sraw
can atract  hazardous  wildlife and  jeopardize
aviation safery. In addition, the improved turf may
attract grazing wildlife sech as desr and geose.

Problems may also occur when discharges saturate
unpaved airport areas. The resultant soft, muddy
conditions can  severely restrict or  prevent
emergency vehicles from reaching accident sites in
a timely manner,

e. Underwater waste discharges. The
underwater discharge of sny food waste, g, fish
processing  offal, that could attracl scavenging
wildlife is not recommended within the separations
identified in the siting criteria in |-3,
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2-8, WETLANDS.
a.  Wetlands on or near Airporis,

(1) Existing Adrports,  Mormally,
wetlands are attractive to many wildlife species
Airport operators with wetlands  Jocated on or
nearby  airport property should be aler o any
wildlife use or habitat changes in these areas that
could affect safe aircraft operations.

(2}  Alrport Development.  When
praciicable, the FAA recommends siling new
airports using the separations identified in the siting
criteria in 1-3.  Where alwemative sites ase not
practicable or when expanding existing  airpaets in
or near wetlands, the wildlife hazards should be
evaluated and minimized through a  wildlife
manzgement plan prepared by a wildlife damage
managenent biolegist, in consultation with th.p LS.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the LS.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE).

MOTE: If guestions exist ag to whether or not an
area would qualify as a wetland, contact the LS.
Ammy COE, the MWatwral Resource Conservation

Service, or a weiland consultant  cerfified to
delinzate wetlands.
b. Wetland mitigation.  Mitigation may

be necessary  when unavoidable  wetland
disturbances result from new airport development
projects.  Wetland mitigation should be designed so
it does not create a wildlife hazard,

{1} FAA recommends that  wetland
mitigation projects that may aftract hazardows
wildlife be sited outside of the separations

M7

identified in the siting eriteriz in 1-3.  Wetland
mitigation banks mecting these siting criteria offer
an ecologically scund approach to mitigation in
these situations.

(2} Exeeptions 1o Jocating  mitigation
activities ouiside the szparations identified in the
sitimg criteria in |3 may be considered if the
affected  wetlands  provide  unique  ecological
functions, such as criticn] habitat for threatened or
endangered  species or  ground water recharge,
Such mitigation must be compatible with safe
airport operations.  Enhancing such  mitigation
arcas to attract hazardous wildlife  should be
avoided. On-site mitigation plans may be reviewed
by the FAA to determine compatibilicy with safe
airport operations.

(3) Weiland mitipation projects that are
needed 1o protect wnique wetland functions {sce
2-4.b.2)), and that must be located in the siting eri-
teriz in 1-3 should be identified and evaluated by a
wildlife damagz management  biclogist  before
implementing the mitigation. A wildlife damage
management plan should be developed to reducs
the wildlil= hazards

NOTE: AC 150:5000.3, Address List for Regional
Afrports Division  and  Airports  DistrictField
Offices, provides information  on the focation of
these offices,

2.5, DREDGE  SPOIL  CONTAINMENT
AREAS. FAA recommends against locating
dredpe  spoil  comtzinment  areas  within the
separations identified in the siting criteria in 1=3, if
the spoil contains material that would attrct
hazardous wildlife,
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SECTION 3. LAND USES THAT MAY BE COMPATIBLE WITH SAFE
AIRPORT OPERATIONS.

i-1. GEMERAL. Even though they may, under
certain circumstances, aliract hazardous wildlife,
the land use peactices discussed in this ssction have
flexibility regarding their location or operation and
may even be under the airport operator’s or
sponsor's control.  In general, the FAA does not
consider the  activities  discussed  below as
hazardous to aviation if there is no apparent attrac-
tion to hazardous wildlife, or wildlife hazard
mitigation techniques are implemented to  deal
effectively with any wildlifie hazard that may arise.

3-2. ENCLOSED WASTE FACILITIES,
Enclosed trash transfer stations or enclosed wasie
handling facilities that receive garbage indoors,
process it wia compaction, incineralion, or similar
manner, and remove all residue by  enclosed
vehicles, generally would be compatible, from a
wildlife perspective, with safe airport operations,
provided they are not located on airpost propenty of
within the runway protection zone (RPZ).  No
putrescible-waste should  be handled or stored
outside at any time, for any reason, of in a partially
enclosed structure accessible to hazardous wildlife.

Partially enclosed operations that accept
putrescible-waste ars considered to be incompatible
with safe airport operations. FAA recommends
these operations occur outside the  separations
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3.

3-3. RECYCLING CENTERS. Recyeling
cemters that accept  previsusly sorted, non-food
iterns such as plass, newspaper, cardboard, or
aluminum are, in most cases, not abractive to
harardous wildlife.

34, COMPOSTING OPERATIONS ON
AIRPORTS. FAA rccommends against locating
composting operations on airports.  Howewer, when
they are located on an airport,  composting
operations should not be located closer than the
greater of the lollowing distances: 1,200 feet from
any mircraft  movement area,  loading ramp, of
aircraft parking space; or the distance called for by
airport design  requirements, This spacing is
intended  to prevemt material,  personnel, os
equipment from penetrating any Obstacle Free Area

(OFA), Obstacle Free Zone ([OFZ),  Threshobd
Siting  Surface  (TES), o Clearway (5ee
AC 1305300-13, Afrport  Design). On-airport

disposal of  compost by-products i3 not
recommended for the reasons stated in 2-3.d.

a. Compesition of material handled.
Companenis of the compost should never includs
any municipal solid waste. Won-food waste such as
lzaves, lawn clippings, branches,  and  twigs
generally arc not considered a wildlife attractant.
Sewage sludge, wood-chips, and similar material
are not municipal solid wastes and may be used as
compost bulking agents,

b. Monitering on-airport composting op-
erations. Il composting operations are  io be
lacated on airport property, FAA recommends that
the airpori opersor monitor composting operations
T enswre that steam or thermal riss does not affect
air traffic in any way, Discarded leaf disposal bags
or other debris must not be  allowed to blow anta
any active airport area,  Also, the airport operator
should reserve the right to stop any operation that
creates  wneafe, undesirable, or  incompatible
conditions at the airport,

3-5. ASH DISPOSAL. Fly ash from resource
recovery facilities thar are fired by municipal selid
waste, coal, of woad, is genecally considered not to
be a wildlife anractant becawse it contains no
putrescible  matter. Fas generally does not
consider landfills accepting only fly ash 1w be
wildlife sttractants,  if those landfills:  are
maintained in an orderly manner, sdmit no putres.
ciblz-wasts of any kind; and are not co-located with
oiher disposal operations.

Since warying degrees of waste consumption are
associated with generzl incineration, FAA classifies
the ash from general incinerators as a regular waste
disposal by-product and, therefore, 2 hazardous
wildlife aftraciant.

36, CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION
(C&D) DEBRIS LANDFILLS. C&D debris
(Class 1Y) landfills have visual and operational
characteristics similar 10 putrescible-waste disposal
sites.  When co-located with  putrescible-wastz
disposal operations, the probability of hazardous
wildlife attraction 10 C&D  landfills  increases
becausz of the similarities beoween these disposal
activities.

FAA generally does not consider C&D  landfills to
be hazardous wildlife etiractants, if those landfills:
are mainfained in an orderly manner; admit no
putrescible-waste  of any kind; and are not co-
located with other disposal qp-:mlims,
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3I-7. WATER DETENTION OR RETENTION
PONDS. The movement of storm water away from
runways, taxiways, and aprons is a normal function
on mast sirports and is necessary for safe aircraft
operations. Detention ponds hold storm water for
short periods, while retention ponds hold water
indefinitely. Both types of ponds control runeff,
protect water quality, and can attract hazardous
wildlife. PRetention ponds are more attractive fo
hazardous wildlife than  detention pends because
they provide a more relizble water source,

To facilitnte  hazardous  wildlife control, Faa
recommends  using steep-sided, narrow, linesrly-
shaped, rip-rap lined, water detention basins rather
than retention basins. When possible, these ponds
should be placed away from  aircraft movement
areas to minimize airerafi-wildlife interactions. All
vegetation in or around detention  or retention
basing thay provide food or cower for hazardous
wildlife should be eliminated,

If zoil conditicns and other reguirements allow,
FAA encouwrages the wse of  underground storm
water infiltration systems, such as French drains or
buried rock fields, because they are less attractive
o wildlife.

3-8. LANDSCAPING. Wildlife attraction to
landscaping may vary by peographic location.
FAA recommends that airport operators approach
landscaping with caution and confine it to airport
areas not associated with aircraft movemems,  All
landscaping plans should be reviewed by a wikihife
damage management biclogist. Landscaped areas
should be monitored on a continuing basis for the
pressnce of hazardous wildlife If hazardous
wildlife 15 detected, comective actions should be
implemented immediately.

3-8, GOLF COURSES. Golf courses may be
beneficial o airporms because they provide open
space that can be used for noise mitigation or by
aircrafl during an emergency.  Owmeairpert golf
courses may also be a concurrent use that provides
income to the airport.

Because of operational and monctary benefits, golf
courses are often deemed compatible land wses on
or mear aigperts,  However, watarfowl (especially
Canada  gesse) and some specizs of gulls are
attracted to the large, grassy arcas and open water
found on mast golf courses.  Because waterfowl
and gulls occur throughout the U5, FAA recom-
mends that airport operalers exercise caution and
consult  with & wildlife domags  management
biologist when  considering proposals foe goll

51097

COURsE  CONSIrUCTion OF expansion on  of. near
airports. Goll courses should be monitored on a
continuing  basis for the presence of hazardous

wildlife, i1 hazardous wildlife is detected,
corrective  actions  should  be  implemented
immediately,

3-10. AGRICULTURAL CROPS, Az nated

above, airport operators ofien promote revenue-
generating  activities to supplement an airport’s
financial viability, A commen concurrent uss is
agriculiural crop production. Such use may creats
potential hazards w sircraft by anrmcting wildlife.
Any proposed  on-airport  agricultural  operations
should  be  reviewed by a  wildlife damage
management biologist, FAA geoerally doss not
obhject 1o apgriculmesl crop production on airports
when: wildlife hazards are not predicted; the
guidelines for the airport areas specified in 3-10.a-£
are observed, and the agricultural operation s
closely monitored by the  airport  opemtor or
sponsor to ensure that hazardous wildlife are not at-
tracted.

NOTE: [f wildlife becomes a problem due 1o on-
airport agricultural operations, FAA recommends
undertaking the remedial sctions  deseribed in
3-10.E

a. Agricultural activities adjacent 1o
TURWRYS. To ensure safe, efficient aireraft
operations, FAA recommends that no agricultural
activities be conducted in the Runway Safety Area
(RSA). OFA, and the OFZ (see AC 150/5300-13).

b. Apricultural  activities In  areas
requiring minimum object clearances. Restricting
agricultural operations to areas outside the RSA,
OFA, OFZ, and Runway Visibility Zone (RVE)
(zee AT 150V5300-13) will normally provide the
minimum object clearances required by FAA'
airport design standards,  FAA recommends that
farming operations not be permitted within arcas
critical 1o the proper operation of localizers, glide
slope indicators, or other wisual or elsctronic
navigational aids. Delerminations of minimal areas
that must be kept free of farming operations should
be made on a case-by-case basis. I navigational
aids are present, farm leases for op-airport agri-
cultural astivities should be coordinated with FAA's
Airway Facilities Division, in zccordance  with
FAA Order 673016, 3iting Criteria for Instrument
Landing Systems.

NOTE: Crop restriction lines conferming to the
dimensions set forth in Table 2 will pormally
provide the minimum object elearance required by
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FAA airport design standards.  The presence of
navigational aids may require expansion of the
restricted arca.

¢.  Agricultural  activities within  an
airport's approach areas. The RSA, OFA, and
OFZ all extend beyond the runway shoulder and
into the approach area by varying distancss, The
OFA normally extends the farthest and is usually
the contrelling surface. However, for some
runways, the TS5 (see AC  150/3300-13,
Appendin 2} may be more controlling than the
OFA.  The TS5 may not be penstrated by any
object. The minimwm distances shown in Table 2
are imended to prevent penetration of the OFA,
OFZ, or TS5 by crops or farm machinery.

NOTE: Threshold Siting standards should not be
confused with the appreach areas deseribed in
Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 77,
{14 CFR.7T), G.I;:,l'acﬁ Aﬂ'ecrfng Harlgab!e
Alrspace.

d. Agricultural activities between
intersecting runways. FAA recommends that no
agriculucal activities be permitied within the RVZ.
If the terrain is sufficiently below the runway
elevation, some types of crops and equipment may
be acceptable.  Specific determinations of what s
permissible in this area requires topographical data.
For example, if the terrain within the RVZ is level
with the runway ends, farm  machinery or crops
may interfere with a pilot’s  line-of-sight in the
RVZ

AC E50/5200-33

& Agricultural  activities in areas
adjacent o iaxiways and aprons. Farming
activities should not be permitted within a taxiways
OFA. The outer portions of aprons are frequentiy
used a5 a taxilane and farming operations should
nat be permitted within the OFA, Farming
operations  should not be permiited between
runways and parallel raxiways,

f.  Remedial actions for problematic
agricultural  activities. [f a problem with
hazardous wildlife develops, FAA recommends thar
a professional  wildlife damage management
biologist be contacted and an on-site inspection be
conducted,  The biologist should be reguested o
determine the source of the hazardous wildlife
attraction and suggest remedial action. Regardless
of the source of the atraction, prompt remedial
actions o protect aviation safety are recommended.
The remedial aclions may range from choosing
another crop or famming technique 1o comples
termination of the agriculiural operation.

Whenever on-zirport agricultural operations  are
stopped due 1o wildlife hazards or annual harvest,
FAA recommends plowing under all crop residue
and harrowing the surface area smooth, This will
reduce or eliminate the arca’s aliracliveness 1o
foraging  wildlife.  FAA recommends that this
requirement be written into all cn-airport farm wse
contracts and clearly understood by the lesses,
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SECTION 4. NOTIFICATION OF FAA ABOUT HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE
ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR AN AIRPORT.

d4-1. GENERAL. ﬁ.irpnn: operaters,  land
developers, and owners should notify the FAA in
writing of known or reasonably  faresecable land
use praclices on or near airports that either attract
or may atract hazardous wildlife.  This section
discusses those notification procedures.

4-2. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
FOR WASTE DISPOSAL SITE OPERATIONS.
The Envircnmental Protection Agency (EPAJ
requires any operaior proposing 8 new or expanded
waste disposal operation within 5 statute miles of &
runway end to notify the appropriste FAA Regional
Adrponts Division Office and the airport operator of
the proposal (40 CFR 258, Criteria for Municipal
Solid Waste Landfills, section 25810, Airpor!
Safety). The EPA also requires owners or opemtors
of new municipal solid waste landfll {MSWLF)
umits, or lateral expansions of existmg MSWLF
units that are located within 10,000 fest of any
airport runway end used by  turbajet atrerall or
within 5000 fzet of any airport rumway end used
only by pistondype  aircrall, o demonsirate
succesifully that such units are nod hazards o
aircraft,

a. Timing of Netification. When new or
expanded  M3WLFs are being proposed near
airports,  MSWLF  operstors should notify the
airpar operator and the FAA of this as early s
possible pursuant to 40 CFR Pan 258, Airport
operators should encourags the MSWLF  operators
to provide noti fication as early as possible,

NOTE: AC 1503000-3 provides information on
these FAA offices.

b. Putrescible-Waste Facilities. In their
effort o satisfy the EPA requirement, some
putrescible-waste facility proponsnts may offer Lo
underiake experimental messures to demonstrale
that their proposed facility will not be a hazard to
aircraft To date, the ability to sustain a reduction in
the numbers of hazardous wildlife to levels that ex-
isted before o putrescible-waste  landfili began
operating has not besn successfully demonstrated,
For this reason, demonsirations of experimenizl
wildlife eontrol measures should not be conducted
in active aircrall operations areas,

. Other Waste Facilities. To claim suc-
cessfully that a waste handling fscility sited within
the separations identified in the siting eriteria in 1.3

does not attract hazardous wildlife snd does not
threaten aviation, the developer must establish
convincingly that the fecility will not handle
putrescible material other than that as ocutlinad in
3-Z. FAA requesis that waste site  developers
provide a copy of an  official permit reguest
verifying that the  faciliy  will not handle
putrescible material other than that as outlined in
32 FAA will use this information to determine if
the facility will be a hazard 1o aviatisn,

4-3. NOTIFYING FAA ABOUT OTHER
WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS, While U 5. EPA
regulations  require  landfill owners o provide
netification, no  similar regulations  reguire
nodifying FAA about changes in other land use
practices that can  create  hazardous  wildlife
attractanis,  Alhough 15 not required by
regulation, FAMA requedts thase proposing land use
changes such as thase discussed in 243, 2-4, and 2-3
to provide similar notice to the FAA as early in the
development process as possible,  Airport operators
that become aware of such  proposed development
in the vicinity of their :Lrpnru should alin pmiﬁr
the FAA. The notification process gives the FAA
an opporfunity to evaluate the effect of a particular
land use change on aviation safety.

The land wse operatar or project proponent may use
FAA Form  T480-1, Notice of Proposed Con-
struction or Alteration, or other suitable documents
to nofify the appropriasic FAA Regional Adrports
Drivision Office.

It is helpful if the notification incledes a 15-minute
quadrangle magp of the area identifying the location
of the proposed sctivity, The land use operator or
pmjer:t proponent should  alsg  forward 5pg¢u|‘||:
details af the proposed land  use change or
operational change or expansion.  In the case of
salid waste landfills, the information  should
include the type of waste to bz handled, how the
wasie will be processed, and  final  disposal
nethiads.

4-5. Fas REVIEW OF PROPOSED LAND
USE CHANGES.

a. The FAA discourages the development
of facilities discussed in section 2 thet will be
located within the 5,000010,000-foot criteria in [-3.
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b. For projects which  are located outside
the 5000/10,000-foot erteria, but within 5 statute
miles of the airport’s aircraft movement areas,
Ioading ramps, or aircraft parking areas, FAA may
review  development plans, propossd land use
changes, operational changes, or wetland mitigation
plans to determine if such changes present potential
wildlife hazards to aircraft operations.  Sensitive
airport areas will be identified as  those that lie
under or next to approach or deparfure airspace.
This brief examination should be sufficient to
determine if further investigation is warranted,

¢ Where further study has besn conducied
by & wildlife damage management biologist to eval-
usle 2 sile’s compatibility with  airport operations,
the FAA will use the study results to make its
determination.

d. FAA will discourage the development
of any excepted sites (s2e Section 3} within the
criteria specified in 1-3 if a study shows that the
area supports hazardous wildlife species,

45 AIRPORT OPFERATORS. Adrport
operators should be awsre of proposed land use
changes, or modification of existing land uses, that
could ereate hazardows  wildlife atirectants within
the separations identified in the siting eriteria in
I-3. Particular attention should ke given to
proposed land uses invelving creation or expansion
of waste water treatment facilities, development of
welland  mitigation  sites, or development or
expansion of dredge spoil containment arezs,

a. AlP-funded alrporis. FAA
recommends that aperators of AIP-funded airpars,
to the extent peacticable, oppose off-airport land
use changes or practices {within the separations
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3) that may
attract hazardous wildlifs.  Failure to do so could
place the airport opemator or  spemsor  in
noncompliance with applicable prant zssurances.

FAM recommends against the placement of airport
development  projects  pertaining  to aircrafl
movement in the vicinity of hazardous wildlife
attractants, Airport  operators,  sponsors,  and
planners should identify wildlife atractants and any
associated wildlife hazards during any planning
process for new airport develepment prujetm.

b, Additlonal coordination. I, after the
initial review by FAA, questions remain about the
existence of & wildlife hazard near an airpart, the
airport operator or sponsor should consult & wildlife
dunage management  biologist.  Such questions
may be triggered by a history of wildlife strikes at
the airpert o the proximity of the airport to a
wildlife refuge, body of water, or similar feature
known to attract wildiife.

¢, Specialized assistance. I the services
of a wildlife damage management biclogist are
required,  FAA recommends that land  use
developers or the aiport operator contact the
appropriate  state dicector of the United States
Department of Agricultura’Animal Damage Control
(USDAADCY, or a consultant specializing in
wildlife damage management, Telephonz mumbers
for the respective USDASADC state offices may be
obtained by contacting USDAYADCs Operational
Support Staff, 4700 River Read, Unit 87,
Riverdale, MDD, 20737-1234, Telephans
{301) 734-7921, Fax (301) 734-5157. The ADC
biologist or consultant should be requested o
identify and quantify wildlife commen to the ares
and evaluate the potential wildlife hazards.

d. Motifying airmen. If an existing land
use practice creates a wildlife hazard, and the land
use practice or wildlife hazard cannot be immedi-
ately eliminated, the airport operator should isspe a
Maotice o Aimen (WOTAM)  and encourage the
land owier of manager 1o lake steps fo control the
wildlife hazard and minimize further atiraction.

501097
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SAeT

AC 150/5200-33
Appendix |

APPENDIX 1. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN THIS ADVISORY CIRCULAR.

1. GENERAL. This appendix  provides
definitions of terms used throughout this AC.

a. Alrcraft movement area The
nmtway$, taxiways, and other areas of an airpont
which are used for axiing or hover taxiing, air
taxiing, takeofl, and landing of aircraft exclusive of
loading ramps and aircraft parking areas.

b. Airport operator. The operator (private
or public) or sponsor of 8 public use airport.

c. Approach or departure airspace. The
airspace,  within 3 statule miles of an airport,
theough which airceaft move dur]ng landing or
taken T,

d. Concurrent use, Aeronautical property
used for compatible non-aviation purposes while af
the same time sesving the primary purpoese for
which it was acquired; and the use i3 elearly bene-
ficial to the aigport.  The concwrrent use  should
generate revenue fo be used for aipoet  purposes
(gee  Owder  51906A, Alrport Compliance
Hequirements, seet. Shi,

e. Fly ash. The fine, sand-like residue
resuliing from the complete incineration of an
oiganic fuel source, Fly ash typically results from
the combustion of coal of waste uwsed 1o operate a
power generating plant.

f. Hazardous wildlife. Wildlifs species that
are commonly associated with  wildlife-airesall
strike problems, are capable of causing strectural
damage to airport [acilities, or act as attractants o
other wildlife that poss a wildlife-aircraft strike
hazard,

g Fiston-use airporl, Ay airpnﬂ that
would  primasily  serve FIXED-WING, piston-
powered aircraft.  Incidental use of the airpont by
turbine-powered, FIXED-WING aircraft would not
affect this designation. Howewver, such aircraft
should not be based at the airpart,

h. Public-use airport. Any  publicly
owned airp-:u.rt or @ Wiuatet:,'-wued ai-pn:-r: used or
intenclad 10 be used for public purposes.,

I,  Putrescible material. Rotting organic
material.

J-  Putrescible-waste disposal eperation.
Landfills, garbage dumps, underwaier waste
discharges, or similar facilitics where activities
include processing, burving, storing, of otherwise
disposing of putrescible material, trash, and refuse.

k. Runway profection zone (RPZ). An
area off the mnway end 1o enhance the protection
of people and property on  the ground (see
AL 150WS300-13).  The dimensions of this zone
vary wilh the design aircraft, type of operation, and
visibility minimum

. Sewage sludge The de-waiered
effluent  resulting from  secondary  of  terliary
treatment of municipal sewape andfor  industeial
wastes, including sewage sludge as referenced in
L5, EPA’s Efffuent Cuidelines and Standards,
41 C.F.R. Part 401.

m. Shoulder. An area adjacent to the edge
of paved munways, taxiways, or aprons providing a
transition between the pavement and the adjacent
surface, support for aircraft running off  the
pavemnent, enhanced drainage, and blast protection
(see AC |3V3300-13).

i, Turbine-powered  airerall.  Aircraht
powered by turbine engines mcluding turbojets and
turboprops but excludimg turbo-shalt rotary-wing
aircraft

o, Turbine-use airport. Any airport that
ROUTIMELY serves FIXED-WING  turbine-
powered aircrafi.

p- Wastewater treatment facility, Amny
devices andior systems used to slors, treal, recycle,
or reclaim municipal sewags or liquid industrial
wastes, including  Publicly Owned Treatment
Waorks (POTW), as defined by Section 212 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L. 92-300)
as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977
(F.L.%5-570) and the Water Quality Act of 1987
(P.L.  i00-4) This definition  includes  any
pretreatment involving the reduction of the amount
of pollutants, the elimination of pollutants, or the
alteration of the mature of pollutant properties in
wastewater prior to or in liew of discharging or
otherwiss  introducing  such pollutants into a
POTW. (Sec 40 C.F. R. Section 4033 {o), (p), &

().
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AC 150/5200-33
Appemdix 1

q. Wildlife. Any wild animal, including
without limitation any wild mammal, bird, reptile,
fish, amphibian, mollusk, crustacean, arthropod,
coelenterate, or other invertcbrate, including any

parl, product, egg. or offspring  there of
(50 CFR 1012, Taking, Pussession,
Transportation,  Sale, Purchase,  Barter,

Exportation, and Importation of Wildiie and
Flanis). As used in this AC, WILDLIFE includes
feral animals and domestic animals while out of the
cantrol of  their  owners (14 CFR 1393,
Certification and Operations:  Land  Alrports
Serving CAB-Certificated Scheduled Air Carriers
Operating  Large  Alrcraft {Other  Than
Helicopters]).

SifeT

r.  Wildlife attractants. Any human-made
siructure, land use practice, o human-made or
natural geographic feature,  that can attract or
sustain hazardows wildlife within the landing or
departure airspace, aircrafl movement area, loading
ramps, or aircrafi  parking areas of an airport
These attractants can include bt are not limited 1o
architectural features, landscaping, waste dispasal
sites, wastewater treatment facilities, agriculural or
aquacultural sctivities, surface mining, or wetlands,

5. Wildlife hazard. A potential for a
damaging aircraft collision with wildiife on or near
an airport (14 CFR 139.3).

2. RESERVED.
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Michigan Department of Transportation Airports Division, January 9, 1999

1.

2.

None of the noted airports is adversely impacted by the Preferred Alternative.
Alternatives P and P1r have been eliminated from further study.
Comment acknowledged. No response required.

Comment acknowledged. No response required. Receipt of Advisory Circular
acknowledged.
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Candice 5, Miller, Secretary of Suae

Lansing, Michigan 4591 8-0001

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Michigan Histerical Center
TIT West Allegan Street
Lansing, Michigan 48918- 1800

February 13, 1997

MARGARET BARONDESS

STAFF ARCHAEOLOGIST ENVIRONMENTAL SECTION
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PO BOX 30050

LANSING MI 48509

RE: ER-940543  US-31, Holland to Grand Haven, Ottawa, Allegan, and Muskegon Counties
(MDOT)

Dear Ms, Barondess:

We have reviewed vour letter regarding the status of the above referenced project. The proposed
research plan appears to be adequate for the project. We concur that the following properties do not
appear lo be eligible for listing in the national register: West Olive, 13704 Winans, 12721 M-104,
and Mortonville Historic District.

Since the praject has shifted away from 10831 Cleveland and the Ferrysburg Historic District, we
concur that no further work is necessary for these properties.

It is the opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer that the Boer Farm does appear to meet the
criteria for listing in the Mational Register of Historic Places. Every attempt should be made 1w
avoid this property.

1f you have any questions, please contact the Environmental Review Coordinator at (517) 335-2721.
Thank you for this opportunity to review and comment.

Sincerely,
K AM? #
i
athryn B. Ecken
State Historic Preservation Officer

KBE:EMEK
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State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO), 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 (SHPQO), 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 naotified.
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), March 18, 2009
Comment Acknowledged.
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C.2 LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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': A Cooperative Effort Among Units of Gevemment

July 13, 19494

Michael J. Jacger, P.E.
Cireiner,

3950 Sparks Drive, 5.E.
CGrand Rapids, MI 49546

Dear Mike:

Following our telephone conversation, [ am writing on behalf of the Macatawa Area
Coordinating Council's Technical Committes, to request that vou meet with us to
review the more detailed options now under consideration for US -31 upgrading or
reloeation. T understand that it would be best for all concerned if we have such a
presentation after you have completed the scoping process and, therefore, am
requesting that you meet with us on September 12 at 10:00 a,m. (location to be
determined).

It would be most helpful for all of our member units of government to receive such a
presentation through the MACC, our metropolitan planning organization rather than
individual presentations to each local unit of government. 'We are most interested in
understanding the options, and not so0 much ready 1o veice our opinions.

Your assistance in presenting the most corrent information to all seven units of
government that comprise the MACC will be very helpful in distributing that
information to the decision-makers and the citizens of all of our area.

Thanks so much for your consideration, I look forward to hearing about the progress

of this very exciting, and far-reaching, project.

Sincerely,

I'H___ -

. VP
Sue Higgins
Executive Director

cor Tech Committes

325 Morth River Holland, Michigan 49424 Phone: (616) 395-2688 - Fax: (616) 196-3774
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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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January 25, 1999
Page 2

These issues are particularly important in such a rapidly growing area as this part
of West Michigan.

We appreciate the expertise that the Michigan Department of Transportation, their
subcontractors (URS Greiner), and the Federal Highway Administration have
brought to this Major Investment Study, We are particularly pleased with the
unified consensus that has resulted from this extensive study, Not only are all of
the members of the MACC in agreement, but the Mayors of Holland and Grand
Haven also delivered to us today a joint letter of support for our recommendations,
helping to unify the northern and southern parts of the study area,

In addition, the Boards of Directors of the Holland Area Chamber of Commerce
and the Zeeland Chamber of Commerce, representing our business community,
also have issued resolutions in support of these reccommendations. They

recognize that the businesses directly impacted by the current US 31, as well as the
businesses throughout our entire area, will greatly benefit from the implementation
of these recommendations,

While we realize that there are many demands upon available resources for road
construction throughout the State of Michigan, we urge you to support the early
implementation of the improvements that have been unanimously agreed upon for
the future of US 31. The strong economy of West Michigan needs the support of
these significant improvements to our infrastructure to best sustain the high level
of growth that we are experiencing.

Sincerely,
..,;—“*'-'—

Sue Higgins

Executive Director

Encl.
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IV A Macatawa Area

M=

Coordinating Council

A Cooperative Effort Among Units of Govemnment

RESOLUTION

Resolution of the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC) Policy Committes
regarding future improvements to the US 31 corridar,

WHEREAS, the MACC is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the
Holland/Zesland urbanized area; and

WHEREAS, the MACC is responsible for overseeing the 3-C Urban Transportation
Planning Process and making related decisions, in the Holland/Zeeland urbanized area; and

WHEREAS, the MACC, in conjunction with MDOT and FHWA officials, initiated a
Major Investment Study (MIS) to analyze future improvements to the US 31 corridor in the
MACC area; and

WHEREAS, through the work of the MACC"s US 31 ad-hoc Committee, Technical
Committes and Policy Committee assisted MDOT officials in analyzing altematives
contained in the MIS; and

WHEREAS, members of the committees noted above desired to take a comprehensive
approach to the recommendation of improvements to US 31 with the goals that any
improvements provide congestion relief, improve safety, and minimize impacts on rural
and urban areas; and

WHEREAS, the recommendations proposed by the MACC address short term and
anticipated long term problems in the US 31 corridor, effectively address congestion and
safiety issues, minimize impacts on rural and urban areas, and should be considered

concurrently, and

WHEREAS, the attached recommendations urge MDOT to immediately begin
implementing short term solutions such as Transportation System Management and
Intelligent Transportation System improvements as well as the various transit activities as
detailed in the US 31Draft Environmental Impact Statement; and

WHEREAS, the attached recommendations call for more permanent solutions which
include a narrow median boulevard on the existing alignment and limited access
improvements, following the F/J| alignment, consisting of a bypass around the east side of
Zeeland and a freeway along 120th Avenue with the recognition that the boulevard will
maost likely oceur in the near term and the bypass in the future as the need arises; and

WHEREAS, it is recognized that implementation of these recommended improvements
could be significantly hampered if right-of-way is not acquired in a timely manner and
MDOT is urged to actively pursus the right-of-way necessary to implement the
recommended improvements; and

AN . 196th Avenue Snite 416 Halland Michiosn 40474 Phane: (6161 1952688 - Fax: (A16) 31959411
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WHEREAS, it is also recognized that proper land use controls are needed to manage
growth not only to preserve the corridors necessary to implement the recommended
improvements but also help ensure the preservation of agriculture and natural areas and
that the Counties of Ottaws and Allegan can play a vital role in sasisting local units of
government in developing such controls.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the MACC Policy Committee adopts the
recommended improvements, attached hercto, as the peeferred course of action to address
the travel demands in the US 31 corridor.

Y M /259

Rabert Den Herder Date
MACC Policy Committes Chairperson
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Recommended Future Improvements

to the

US 31 Corridor

Macatawa Area Coordinating Council

January 25, 1999
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Baec unid

Uig-31 from Interstate 196 to Interstate %6 has been under study for several years. The purpose of the
study is to reduce traffic congestion and improve safety on and in the vicinity of US-31. A 1990
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) report which provided a preliminary assessment of
the conditions on the corridor recommended further study of several alternatives on the existing US-
31 alignment. It also identified the possibility of an altemate by-pass alignment.

The current US-31 Location Design Study was initiated in 1993, [n 1995, following the creation of
the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC) as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for
the Holland-Zeeland Area, a Mzjor Investment Study (MI5) was initiated for that portion of the study
area south of Mew Holland Street. A MIS is required when improvements to a transportation facility
result in significant costs and have a substantial impact on the metropolitan transportation network in
terms of raffic and capacity. As part of the MIS process, the MACC worked with MDOT to develop
the data necessary for traffic modeling, reviewed traffic projections, and analyzed alternatives. It
also assisted in reducing the number of alternatives that were carried forward as practical altematives
and further studied as the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was developed,

The DEILS, released Movember 1998, was prepared by MDOT a5 required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DELS describes the practical altematives being considered
within the study area and analyzes the social, economic, and environmental impacts of each
altenative. The DEIS presents the results of a combined NEPA/MIS planning study. NEPA focuses
on environmental analyses of alteenatives, whereas MIS procedures call for a comprehensive
investigation of investment options.

The DEIS has been studied by MACC members, staff, and the MACC's US-31 ad-hoc Committee,
which was established by the MACC Policy Chair, in 1995 when the MIS was initiated. The
MACC's US 31 ad-hoc Committee is comprised of the following individuals:

Bob Den Herder MACC Policy Chair

Bill Melson Allegan County Road Commission
Tom Palarz Ottawa County Road Commission
Bill Driesenga Holland Township

Gord Ellens Zeeland Township

Diave Langhorst City of Zeeland

Soren Wolff City of Holland

Meetings of the US-31 ad-hoc Committee were held to discuss research conducted by MACC and
MDOT staff, consider comments regarding the US 31 study made by the MACC's Technical and
Policy Committees as well as the general public, and, most recently, the analyses contained in the

DEIS.

As a result of these efforts based on a desire to provide congestion relief and improve safety on
and in the vicinity of US-31, while minimizing impacts on rural and urban areas,
recommendations for future improvements to US-31 have been developed and are described
below.

U35 31 Recommended Future |mprovement
11899
Page |
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Recommendations for Future Improvements to US-31

This document is intended to provide recommendations about the future improvements desired by the
MaACC for US-31. The MACC, recognizing that improvements to LIS-31 will be the largest
transportation project this area will experience for many years to come, has attempted to take both a
short term and long term approach to its recommendations. Therefore, these recommendations are
viewed as solutions to both short-term and anticipated long-term problems. The recommendations
will most effectively address the congestion and safiety issues that we face today, as well as minimize
the impacts on rural and urban areas, if they are implemented concurrently. Rapid growth in the
entire study area requires an early implementation of all components of this recommendation. Itis
particularly important to note that future development controls, including acquisition of needed right-
of-way, occur a5 500n as possible and that they are viewed as significant components of cach of the
recommendations.

Please note that thess recommendations contain references to information contained in the DELS. A
map which graphically represents this phased recommendation is included at the end of this
document.

Right of Way and Future Development Contrals

The need for improvements to US-31 is due to the growth and development experienced within the
study area and this growth is expected to continue. This development, if not managed properly, has
the potential of hampering the implementation of some of the recommendations. Furthermore,
managed growth will help ensure the preservation of agricultural land and natural areas and allow for
needed improvements to supporting infrastructure, The MACC calls upon Ottawa and Allegan
Counties, along with each local governmental unit, to take measures to create or amend their master
plans to manage development and growth in such a way as to allow the implementation of these
needed improvements while minimizing possible negative impacts. It would be helpful and
appropriate for Allegan and Ottawa Counties to provide technical and financial assistance Lo
individual units of government in reviewing and amending master plans and zoning regulations in
order to take a significantly different approach to managing future growth. Negative impacts are
more likely to occur il proper controls are not instituted.

The Home Builders Association and individual developers and builders could be helpful in
spearheading, with the support of local units of government, development sirategies such as
clustering as a means to mitigate impacts of infrastructure improvements and preserve open spaces.
Density bonuses could be utilized and other techniques implemented to provide landscaping and
ather buffers from the roadways,

The MDOT should actively s=ek to acquire necessary right-of-way by purchasing parcels beginning
as soon as the specific alignments can be designed in order to preserve the corridor and protect it
from future development which would impede construction of the recommended infrastructure
improvements,

US 31 Resammended Futurs Improvement
1185%
Page 2
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Omawa County should institute a proactive program to provide assistance to individual units of
povernment, as well as property owners and developers, to encourage growth that is consistent with
these recommendations and which minimize impacts of the infrastrueture on both urban and rural
areas. Such a program might appropriately be referred to as “Sensible Growth™ and should wtilize
lessons leamned from other areas (c.g., Peninsula Township in the Traverse City area) while being
developed to specifically meet the unigue needs of this study area and the long-term growth
philosophies of each affected unit of government.

Holland-Zeeland Bypass (ELI1)

The preliminary engineering of a freeway bypass following the F/J1 alignment from 1-196 to 120®
Avenue is recommended. The specific alignment of this component of the recommendations should
be identified as scon as possible, and development controls should be implemented, in order to
preserve the corridor and protect it from future development that would impede the actual
construction of the bypass. Construction is viewed as a possible future need to oceur when funding
becomes available. Additional overpasses should be included in order to provide good connectivity
of the local roadway network. Interchange types and right-of-way widths should be examined to
safely minimize impacts to agricultural areas and manage development.

Comments: Current and future development in the northern portion of the MACC and eastemn
Ottawa County, and the anticipated travel demand from that development, requires a
long term transportation improvement. The bypass option would allow for a roadway
that would facilitate goods and people movement, in primarily an east/west direction,
between the Holland/Zeeland and Grand Rapids metropolitan areas, a traffic flow that
continues to increase. At the same time, it would provide a safe and convenient route,
along with the freeway option noted below, for through north/south traffic along a
freeway system that is continuously connected from the Indiana state line to the areas
north of the study area. To preserve community cohesion, additional overpasses (2.8
Ransom Street) should be included. Construction of this segment, along with the F/J1
freeway recommendation, closes the freeway gap in US-31. Conducting preliminary
engineering to delincate the alignment of this improvement can greatly assist in
preservation of the corridor and acquisition of right-of-way as it becomes available.

Appropriate right-of-way should be set aside and protected, as soon as possible, in
order to best implement this component of the recommendations.

U5 31 Recommendsd Future Improvement
1/18/9%
Pape 3
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Transportation m Ma ni

Immediate improvements to US-31 to relieve congestion and improve safety are needed in the short-
term, regardless of what future, more permanent, improvements are constructed. The Transportation
System Management (TSM) improvements contained in the DEIS are recommended (in addition to
the pavement rehabilitation activities on US-31 already in MDOT's five-year plan) to be fully
implemented by the year 2005. Examples of TSM improvements include:

»  [Increased radii at comers to improve tuming movements
s Modifications to traffic signal timing and progression
s Addition and extension of auxiliary turn lanes

Comments: These low cost capital improvements are intended as short-term solutions to ease
congestion and improve safety until the construction of more permanent improvements
can be completed, It is understood that many of these improvements can be
incorporated into other recommended improvements thereby preserving the investment.
The MACC intends to immediately begin working with appropriate MDOT officials to
implement these types of improvements.

']

Intellizge n EMms

The implementation of Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) activities can also assist in providing
short-term relief. The DEIS identifies several ITS technologies including Advanced Traffic
Management Systems (ATMS), Advanced Traveler Information Systems, and Commercial Wehicle
operations. These technologies, especially demand responsive traffic controls, should be explored
and implemented in conjunction with the TSM improvements.

Comments: While not as specifically defined as the TSM improvements, it is recognized that ITS
improvements ean also help. The MACC will work with MDOT officials to begin
identifying potential ITS technologies that are appropriate for the MACC area.

Transit Components

The DEIS states that further consideration should be given to the expansion and/or creation of park
and ride/intermodal facilities. Several improvements for the MACC area are noted. The MACC in
its Long Range Transportation Plan seeks to encourage and develop a balanced transportation
system, supported by significant additional funding, that gives residents choices. The transit
components should be fully explored and incorporated into these recommended improvements in
order to eventually realize a coordinated and comprehensive transit service that serves the entire
study area.

Comments:  Likewise, in an effort to achieve a balanced transportation system, appropriate
improvements are needed in conjunction with these recommendations to encourage
non-motorized transportation in & safe and attractive manner throughout the study
arca. The proposals of the Greenway Partnership to protect and preserve open space
corridars should be considered and incorporated as well.

US 31 Becommended Future Impravement
1118599
Page 4
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Construction of Narrow Median Boulevard (P1r)

Construction of Plr, the narrow median boulevard using direct, protected, left tumns, is recommended
fram [-196 to Mew Holland Street, [t is imperative that lower speed limits be implemented on this
segment, in an effort to address safety concerns, and especially to reduce the severity of crashes. Itis
expected that many of the TSM improvements noted above can be incorporated into this
improvement. Grade separated intersections should be considered for a very limited number of
intersections, specifically those intersections with existing or anticipated poor levels of service. A
grade separated intersection design which minimizes or eliminates the need for additional right-of-
way and enhances pedestrian/nonmotorized safety shoold be utilized. Specific attention needs to be
made to avoid increased speeds when utilizing any grade separated intersections. Additional design
features that can be implemented to mitigate the potential for higher average speeds could include
landscaping, pedestrian improvements, and perhaps even curbs and gutters,

Comments: The construction of 2 narrow median boulevard results in the minimization of business
displacements and employment loss. The boulevard altemative allows for the slowing
of speeds, provides direct access to US-31 at every intersection, and maintains
community cohesion. The consideration of grade separated intersections recognizes the
safety and capacity benefits that grade separated intersections provide. However,
issucs related to potential increases in average speeds need to be addressed as noted
above, It is assumed that ramps will be provided at these intersections to allow all
turning movements to occur thereby preserving full access to the adjoining land uses.

It is understood that a specific type of interchange, the single-point interchange, may
meet the requirements of this recommendation,

Construction of Freeway (F/J11)

Construction of a freeway following the F/J1 alternative alignment from New Holland Street to 1-96
is recommended. Additional overpasses should be included in order to provide good connectivity of
the local roadway network. Interchange types and right-of-way widths should be examined to safely
minimize impacts to agricultural areas and manage development.,

Construction of the freeway bypass following the F/J1 alignment, delineated by the preliminary
engineering activity recommended earlier in this document and based on funding and need, would be
completed. In addition, on the existing US-31 alignment from New Holland to the Grand Haven City
limit, the Plr improvements are recommended.

Comments: This recommendation recognizes the need for anather crossing of the Grand River
between Grand Haven and 68 Avenue and, along with the recommended bypass,
addresses the freeway gap that exists in the US-31 corridor. It provides a direct north-
south route with a logical connection to existing US 31, The recommendation calls for
preserving the continuity of the local roadway network and attempts to limit the impact
of the transportation system on urban sprawl by carefully examining the location of
interchanges.

U5 31 Becommended Future Improvement
11852
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Summary

The MACC recommends the following improvements to the US 31 Comidor. These improvements
are to be viewed as occurring concurrently, the listing is not an indication of priority, and they
include:

+ ROW Acquisition and Future Development Controls - right-of-way acquisition and
effectively managing development is essential in arder for the timely implementation of all
recommended improvements

« Holland-Zeeland Bypass — completion of preliminary engineering for a freeway bypass from I-
196 around the east side of the City of Zeeland with a connection to the freeway at 120* Avenue

+ TSM Improvements — implement low cost capital improvements to ease congestion until 2 more
permanent solution is constructed

+ ITS Improvements — implement technologies such as demand responsive traffic signals, traveler
information systems, etc, as appropriate

s Transit Components — incorporate various transit components such as park and ride lots,
intermodal facilities, ete. into other improvements as appropriate

+ Boulevard Improvements - construction of 2 narrow median boulevard through the City of
Holland and Holland Township

« Freeway Improvements — construction of & freeway north of the MACC area along the 120®
Avenue corridor across the Grand River to [-96 with a freeway connector to existing US 31.

s Holland-Zeeland Bypass — construction of a freeway bypass from [-196 around the cast side of
the City of Zeeland with a connection to the freeway at 120 Avenue

These recommended improvements to US-31 will address the traffic congestion and safety concermns
on this corridor, minimize impacts on rural and urban areas, respond to the short-term and long-term
transportation needs of the area, and remain consistent with the goals and objectives contained in the
MACC's Long Range Transportation Plan.

Contact Information
Questions concerning this document should be addressed to:

Sue Higgins, Executive Director or Steve Bulthuis, Planner
Macatawa Area Coordinating Council
400-136® Avenue, Suite 416
Holland, MI 49424
(616) 395-2688
email: bulthuis{@macatawa.org

J5 31 Recommended Future Improvement
11899

Fage 6

C-125



Consultation and Coordination

Recommended Improvements to US 31 Corridor

e, . | i . —
i e
e . e d:' s ...l.rﬁ'___éf-_-_'f-_f
FEFRISELRG 1) M) <1 t 4
10 NHWYNE
: " !T‘.“:t- e
¥ '_! —‘Lh,l--\\
- 1 je S T T
! 3 |
GRMDY RAUBENE N N
HAVEN, i
2 | e
vV By - ™ | e Pir in Holland Areo
= B 525 | aaaa FLI1 with 120th Avenue
: . L [T Bridge
E \ s Tl fe===Pir
i i i o S S S
e R o e
r \ . - -_1_ =
f U 1-1
F Y I e L X
yyas :
FIETICd N HI_"'
; ild
L
E
.r"'r:;'
= A
1 f L]
(™1
'..1-3"""I ¥
; 1
fJ " P

N
@"'1/ X

[
A

S2

NORTH

HDT TGO SCALE

C-126



Consultation and Coordination

Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC), January 25, 1999

1.

2.

Right-of-way acquisition generally begins after receiving the Record of Decision (ROD).

Many operational improvements have been made along US-31; any interim improvements should not
interfere with the NEPA process.

See response to comment 2.

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.

At this time no grade separations are planned for existing US-31.
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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WEesT MICHIGAN SHORELINE
ReaclioNAL DevELOPMENT COMMISSION

December 17, 1998

Mr. Jose A Lopez, Acting Public Hearings Officer
Bureau of Transportation Planning

Michigan Department of Transportation

PO Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Mr. Lopez:

domnwmmastheuﬁcml pmmnofMushugnn ﬁrﬂﬂanmmwludmsmas the
Miuskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee. 'We are submitting this as input to the
comment period ending January 11, 1999,

Your consideration of our comments in this matter is greatly appreciated. If you should have any
questions on this matter, please fieel free to contact us.

Sin_uer:l:.r, :
M i Sandeep Dey, Executive Director
‘Muskepon County US . ] West Michigan Shoreline Regional
Blue Ritbon e Development Commission

enclosure

SDijk
137 MUSKEGON MALL (616) 722-TETE
P.0. BOX 387 MUSKEGOM, MICHIGAN 40443-0387 FAX [616) T22-93562
WAAWOWMSRDC.ORG e-mail WMSADC &WWMSEDC.ORG
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MUSKEGON AREA RESPONSE
TO THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
FOR US-31 IN ALLEGAN, OTTAWA,
AND MUSKEGON COUNTIES

Prepared for
Muskegon Area Community Leaders meeting as the
Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee

by the
West Michizan Shoreline Regional Development Commission

December 1998
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BACKGROUND

In the coming months, the Michigan Department of Transportation will be making an important
decision about improvements to the US-31 Comidor in West Michigan. The decision will provide
a remedy for decisions made in the past, will address traffic issues faced in the present, and will affect
the communities along the lakeshore corridor far into the future, Tt is a monumental decision, with
much more than monetary costs involved.

The Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee, a committee comprised of local government,
community, and business leaders, has previously provided input on potential solutions regarding the
UI8-31 issues, as transmitted to the Michigan Department of Transportation in a position paper dated
April 1998, The position paper noted the importance of this corridor to the Hves of Muskegon
County residents and provided reasons that the corridor should be preserved and improved on its
current alignment. The position provided input on short term solutions that could be taken to
improve the situation, and left open the door for Muskegon County to comment on additional long-
range improvements once the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the US-31 issue was

completed,

On November 3, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was made available for review,
and a public comment period was begun. The Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committes met
to discuss the study and directed that a response be prepared to show the Muskegon Area’s unified
position on the issue. This paper is intended to serve as the Muskegon Area’s response to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and as the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon
Committee's input to the public comment process ending January 11, 1999,

STATEMENT OF POSITION

Muskegon area leaders, meeting as the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee, strongly
believe, as shown by a unanimous Committee vote on the issue, that the US-31 Corridor should
remain on its current alignment, with the long term solution to the issues of the corridor being
Alternative A, a freeway on the existing alignment. Preparations should be made immediately to
begin the development of Alternative A, with Transportation System Management strategies being
utilized for short term improvements until Alternative A is constructed,

SUPPORT FOR THE MUSKEGON AREA'S POSITION

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement analyzes the potential effects of numerous alternatives
and leaves the tough decisions to the Michigan Department of Transportation and the communities
of Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon Counties. The following are numerous reasons that the
Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee believes that Alternative A should be chosen as
the long term solution to the problems of the cormidor.
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US-31 is the economic lifeline of the lakeshore communities. To alter the alignment of this
corridor is to disturb the area’s most important linkage, both in regards to transportation and
economy. As exemplified by figures in the study, US-31 is the lakeshore’s primary transportation
corridor, carrying far more traffic than either 1-96, I-196, or any other route in the study area. This
traffic illustrates the north-south linkages that have naturally developed amang the lakeshore
communities all along Lake Michigan, and the resulting importance of the US-31 corridor. These
linkages are shown in development patterns, economic activity, and transportation characteristics.
The existing corridor has served, and will continue to serve, as the primary link for transportation and
economics. Any changes in the alignment of this corridor will result in a disruption of lakeshore
dewvelopment parterns and economies.

The anticipated levels of traffic diverted to any of the proposed bypass routes is insufficient
to warrant their consideration as a solution to the US-31 corridor trafTic levels, The DEIS
shows that the majority of traffic will continue to utilize the eurrent corridor in any scenario. At best,
one of the alternate alignment scenarios estimates that 13,400 vehicles may utilize a bypass daily in
the year 2020, This still equates to a year 2020 traffic level of 69,600 north of Grand Haven, an
increase of 19% over 1597 daily traffic levels in the Grand Haven area. Traffic will get worse in the
Grand Haven area without a major capacity improvement. The DEIS option that best meets this need
and the intent of the US-31 study project (which, according to the DEIS, is to reduce traffic
congestion and improve safety for the traveling public) is Alternative A. Tt accommodates the
expected levels of traffic, reducing congestion in the safest manner,

A limited access freeway along the current corridor provides the highest level of mobility for
travelers and appropriate levels of access through interchanges and access roads. Historically,
State Highways are designed to serve a mobility purpose, with local roads and streets serving access
functions. Alternative A constructs the US-31 roadway to a design that promotes mobility along the
lakeshore, as should have been done years ago, and provides appropriate access roads and links to
the neighboring communities to perform access functions.

All of the options included in the DEIS require additional Right-of-Way and widening in the
Grand Haven area. Aliernative A provides the best form of roadway within the right of way
to be purchased. Arguments that US-31 in Grand Haven can remain as a four lane boulevard are
countered by the DEIS. As such, it makes little sense to purchase ROW in two corridors, The extra
ROW should be obtained along the current corridor, and the appropriate fixes made on the current
alignment. As shown in the DEIS, this would adversely impact the fewest communities in the study
area.

Any realignment of the corridor will result in changed land use development patterns for
Ottawa County and West Michigan, at a rapidly accelerated rate, The development of a major
transportation corridor through rural areas will change the character of the area and result in some
of the most devastating urban sprawl ever experienced in Michigan. Some of Michigan’s most
productive farmland would be threatened, as would the community character of rural West Michigan,
The appeal of living in the “rural” areas within easy driving distance of urban centers would further
degrade the urban centers and induce additional and longer transportation trips. The sprawl will also
cost local communities immensely as the delivery and provision of services will need to expand.
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Furthermore, the Ottawa County Development Plan categorizes the majority of the land being
considered in the bypass options as agricultural and rural preservation areas. Alternative A results
in the least negative impact on development patterns and land use changes,

Altermative A is one of the least disruptive alternatives in regards to the natural environment.
West Michigan has a rich resource of natural environments to protect and preserve. Alternative A
avoids unnecessarily altering these areas in the attempt to solve a problem created by people and
travel patterns. Alternative A is also supported by the DEIS as one of the most beneficial in regards
to the air quality of the region.

The creation of another state-owned corridor in the study area is fiscally irresponsible.
Whereas the development of Alternative A would bea logical investment in a corridor already owned
and maintained by the Michigan Department of Transportation, the development of any new corridor
would result in two corridors for MDOT to manage and maintain in perpetuity. While the initial
consiruction costs for many of the alternatives is similar, the long term costs will be much greater
with any bypass alternatives, as it is reasonable to believe that the current corridor will remain a state
roadway, with state-incurred costs, under any of the proposals. These long-term operational costs
have not been appropriately considered to this point.

The development of Alternative A will provide for better and safer East/'West and North/South
travel in lakeshore communities. Two of the primary concerns with the current traffic situation
along US-31 s that North/South travelers face congestion, and that East/West travel in the
neighboring communities is blocked by US-31 traffic. Both of these concerns can be addressed with
Alternative A, as grade separations (overpasses) will separate the North/South traffic from the local
traffic, and remove the through-traffic as a barrier to local mobility. Both sectors of the traveling
community can be satisfied as the traffic situation is resolved, and interchanges allow for the
integration of mobility and access. Furthermore, the creation of pedestrian and bicycle facilities under
the overpasses will also make travel safer for the non-motoring public,

The fixed-span bridge called for along the current alignment in Alternative A is the best
solution for maintaining traffic flow over the Grand River. While malfunctions of the bascule
bridge can be minimized through proper design and maintenance, routine openings and closings of
the bridge to accommodate recreational boaters are unreasonably disruptive to the transportation
system, A fixed span bridge designed to accommodate a reasonable majority of Grand River traffic
is a much better alternative than the bascule bridge alternatives,

Laod uses affected by Alternative A in the urban areas can quickly be restored in better,
planned locations, whereas the rural land uses changed by the bypass alternatives will never
recover., While it is true that a certain level of commercial displacement will oecur in the urban areas,
it is reasonable to expect that many of these displaced entities will continue to do business in the area
and can be reestablished in the local community. Through proper community planning and zoning,
these commercial establishments can be directed to the most appropriate locations for development,
and eventually enhance the area's development. These same accommodations cannot be made in
rural areas, where the displacement of a farming operation or undeveloped parcel is unlikely to be re-
established elsewhere,
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The Cost-Effectiveness Analysis in the DEIS shows that Alternative A provides the highest
mezasure of effectiveness in each of the categories for which cost-effectiveness was caleulated:
This is strong statement in support of Alternative A, especially when it is considered that the cost-
effectiveness analysis did not seem to measure the costs associated with MDOT’s future maintenance
costs for multiple cormdors or the secondary costs associated with the land use changes of the bypass

options.

CONCLUSION

The rationale set forth in this position paper is a sampling of the reasons that Muskegon Area
Community Leaders, meeting as the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee, are
in favor of Alternative A. The Freeway on Existing US-31 provides the best solution to the existing
problem and causes the least disruption in long term development patterns for shoreline counties.

The Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee looks forward to the decision of the Michigan

Department of Transportation, and to the opportunity to continue discussions on this important issue
with other communities in the area,
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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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COHMMIGHORERT:
BARUGE D CLAVER WA L RELEDN, =
JAMETS 5. AOLFE DIELWAN L REDOER, Ayt
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Board of County Road Commissioners
of Allegan County

ALLEGAN, MICHIO&N 45010
TELEFHDME
T8 LMCOUN FOSD (LB §-Tp el L]

Movegber 18, 1994

Mr. Scott Cook
Environmental Flanner
GEBINER, INC.

3850 Sparks Dr., S.E.
Grand Rapids, MI 49546

Re: US-31 Location Study
The Allegan County Road Commission has been informed of your current study and
different options. We have no comments at this time. As further details become

agvailable, we will review their impact on the Allegan County Transportation
system.,

Very l:ru]:.r YOUrs ,
[ illons ) %

wWilliam L. Nelson
Managing Directar

WLN/TC
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Board of County Road Commissioners of Allegan County, November 18, 1994

Comment acknowledged. No response required.
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VALLLAM L. NELEOR, ismaging Dimosr
s

At & VR
sa R R I
Board of County Road Commissioners
of Allegan County
TACA LINGDLN MOAD
TELEFHENE @e) 1732104 AL EAN . WG HMILAN 40016 0TeS FAX (W18} §T-BaE
EXTRACT cory

It was moved by Commissioper Cravens snd second by Commdssioner Rolfe that the
Boazd of County Road Commissioners of Allegen County supporcs che 053]
Alternative FAJ1 proposal as approved by the M. A.C.C. Technical Commirttee.

ROLL CALL VOTE AYES: Commissianers Culver, Relfe, asnd Cravens
MAYS:  pone Motion Carried

I haraby certify that the abowe is 8 true extract copy of the Resoluclon Taken
from the minutes of tha Board of Coumnty Read Commissicpers regular mesting of

Janvary 13, 1999 in thedr office in Allegan County. Michigan.

:II%II z.- Etri;:i, é!:‘;!ﬂlr}'
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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 Hlolland

HOLLAMD, MICHIGAN 49423

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANASER
270 Frvar Sooscnms
[B16) ID4-1300

Movember 16, 1994

Mr. Scot Cook
Environmental Planner
Greiner, Inc.

3950 Sparks Drive S.E.
Grand Rapids, MI 49546

Dear Mr, Cook:

On behalf of the Holland Dial-A-Ride system, I have reviewed the US-31 project scoping
information package which Ronald Gregory, of Greiner, sent to me.

The only concerns that the City has in relation to the Dial-A-Ride system are the increased
congestion along the existing US-31 within the City limits and the increased safety concerns
resulting from this congestion.

These concerns are expressed only in regard to the Holland Dial-A-Ride system and do not
represent an official position on behalf of the City concerning the 1UUS-31 location design
study. I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this matter and look forward to future
correspondence from your office.

Assistant City Manager
GWR/b

WHERE IT'S TULIP TIME IN MAY
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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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RESOLUTION

&E IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the Glty of Holiand does hersby andorse the MACC Tachnieal
Cemmitter recommandation sancaming fulura imprevements ta the U-31 esrfidar, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that tha City Councl! of the City of Holland haraby confirmsa the May 7, 1987
recommandation of the City Planning Commisaion, which is a3 follows:

1) Development of boulevard Improvements to U.5. 31 as the Smte Highway passes mm Clty of
Holland, with the cbjective of creating the *finest beulavard”,

2) The City and Macalews Arsa Coordinating Council should ratsin specialized design senvices to gasist
the City, the MACG, MOOT, and URS Greiner in developing an appropriata vision af what the boulevard
should become,

3) The character and furiction of the recommanded boulevard (MDOT altsmatives P and P1) should ba
carefuliy studied,

&) Indﬁnhhmumhuﬂ.rﬂmﬂuﬁnmmdmm

over characier and detall s extramely Imporant, with. an sccommedation ef curk and gutter
improvements, pedestian and bicycle access, significantpark-like landscaping, longer-term oppartunitas
for integration of future aitemative transportafion systerns and programs, with reduced speeds as
necessary to suppart such improveameanis, and -

5) All improvemants should minimize land acqulaliion and bualness disruption, and afrhwa to connect the
community ecross and along the highway rather than dividing the community sast fram west, and,

WHEREAS, the Holland City Council and MACE ancoursge MBOT to undertake imprevermants within the City an
an eccalerated ima frame, independeant of the schaduling far improvementsin the Grand Haven area, and

WHEREAS, tha Halland City Councll urges MDOT and MACE to conlinua comprehensive planning and study for
wwmmhmwwqmmwm Macatawa area, and.

mnhuumdnunhmmm-mm-mmmm.mwmm
for highway infrastructure slong the present U.S. 31 comider, capebia of sarving the community’s needs for the
next 10 to 20 yaars, and,

WHEREAS, the existing U.5. 31 comider through the Cliy ls not the final solutien for meating the State's longer
term needs for completing the highway systam from the southwest to nodhwest comers of the Lower Peninguls,
and,

WHEREAS, the Clty recognizes the need for continued long-range traffic and land-use planning throughout the
reglon which will aliow appropriate land scguisiion and completion of the State Highway serving thoss longer-
term, innger-acale trafic needs,

HOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Clty HmuﬂunDDT'Md the Siate of Ful:hlgm ln devaiop
necassary legisiabon which will allew land sequisition fer such long term, Rulure highway Improvameants. .

| hereby certify that the foregeing Resalution Is a true and complate copy of @ nnmnm-pmwmw
City Council &t its regular mesting heid January 13. 1999

Alpert H. McGeahan
Mayar
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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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cwﬁ 9’{; Hlollama afg %w%a CITY OF GRAND HAVE!

HOLLAND, MICHIGAN 49423 g Gail M. Ringefberg

=
%%F Mayor
OFFICE OF THE MAYOHR
{616) 355-1314 Q,W@‘pg

FAX (616 255-1490

January 21, 1998

Mr. Jose A. Lopez, Public Hearings Office
Bureau of Transportation Planning

Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT)
P.0. Box 30050

Lansing, Ml 48905

Dear Mr. Lopez:

Thank you for extending the time for receiving input from interested parties regarding
US.-31. This extension has allowed our councils to review the D.E.L.S. and make a
better response.

The cities of Holland and Grand Haven are the two largest cities in Ottawa County. We
both are directly impacted by US-31. The current route bisects our cities and we have
seen the traffic grow throughout the years and have seen the impact of that growth on
our communities. We have also seen that the growth in our local traffic is due to growth
in population beyond our city boundaries. Yet our two cities have born the full brunt of
that traffic growth.

Both the City of Holland and the City of Grand Haven would ask that MDOT look for a
long-term solution to the traffic growth in Ottawa County. Building a new bridge
crossing the Grand River at 120th, and continuing south on an improved road to link up
with 1-96 (F/J1 option) is the only long-term solution that makes sense. Ottawa County
must have another route for the fast growing eastern part of the county to move north
and south. The traffic going through Ottawa County along US-31 expects an efficient
route that does not impede their travel. There is consensus among all narthemn
governmental units and the City of Holland that another bridge is needed at 120th. This
consensus will be affirmed by the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council (MACC) on 2
January 25, 1999.

We encourage MDOT to move as quickly as possible to acquire land and begin the
process of constructing a new US-31 route along the 120th corridor.

Sincerely,
Albert H, McGeehan ail Ringelberg
Mayor, City of Holland Mayer, City of Grand Haven
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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 120™ Avenue, and connects with 1-96 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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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Michigan Department of Transpertation has recently completed a Draft
Environmental impact Statament (DEIS) for US-31 in Allegan, Ottawa and Muskegon Counties
to determine the preferred alternative(s) for addressing treffic cengestion on US-31;

WHEREAS, US-31 is a vital transportation coridor for Muskegon County; serves a
significant number of commercial and industrial anterprises in the county, and will cantinue to
be an important north-south comidar in the aconomic development of the Wast Michigan
Region;

WHEREAS, eammunity laaders in Muskegen County rapressnting business, industry,
tourism, govemnment, financial institutions, and other intereatz have organized under the
umbralla of a Muskegon County US-31 Blus Ribbon Committee to review the Environmental
Impast Study and formulate a Musksgon County position regarding the alternatives under
consideration;

WHEREAS, the position of tha Muskegen County US-31 Blue Ribban Committes ia
summarized in the enclossd position paper, which was unanimously adoptad by the committee
on November 16, 1888;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the County of Muskegon hereby endorses
the pesitien of the Muskegon Ceunty US-31 Blue Ribbon Committes and requests the
Michigan Department of Transportation enter this resslution into the recerd of public comments,

Adfcpted:; January 2B, 1988
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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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Bttawa County Road Commisgion

Rosy Mound Dirive at US-31
B.O. Box 739
GEAND HAVEN, MICHIGAN 49417
Phone (616) 842-5400 Fax (616) B50-7237

January 5, 1999

Mr. Jose A. Lopez

Acting Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transporiation Planning
Michigan Depariment of Transportation
P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Re: US-31 from I-196 to [-96 in Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon Counties
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Lopez:

The Ottawa County Road Commission has reviewed the above Draft EIS document and
appendices and offers the following comments, suggestions, and requests for Michigan
Diepartment of Transportation’s consideration. We trust this input will be used in the
Department’s decision process in sclecting an ahternative to relieve traffic congestion on US-31.

L. Draft EIS, Page 3-3, Section 3.2.1
Last paragraph states “LOS (Level of Service) ‘E’ is acceptable ....". LOS “E” is considered
upper limit of acceptability and indicates delays up to 60 sec. would be occurring on a regular
basis, This LOS would not be acceptable to motorists in this area on a long term basis.

2. Appendix A, 2005 & 2020 TSM Alk., Figure 3.2-2.7
Reconstruct BL-196 interchange to add southbound 1S-31 to eastbound BL-196 off ramp as
loop configuration. This is necessary to reduce existing backup and delay on existing
southbound U8-31 off ramp.

3. Appendix A, 2005 & 2020 TSM Alk., Figure 3.2-2.8
East Lakewood Bivd. east of US-31 is presently 5 lanes {center lane for left turns),

4. Appendix A, Alt. A, Figure 3.3-4.12 & Drafl EIS, Page 3-5, Table 3.3-1
Construet Greenly St. east of U5-31 to Beeline Rd. to provide access to existing businesses
and properties.

5. Appendix A, All. A, Figure 3.3-4.19 & Draft EIS, Page 3-5, Table 3.3-1
Add grade separation at Buchanan St.
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6. Appendix A, Alt. A, Figure 3.3-4.20 & Draft EIS, Page 3-5, Table 3.3-1
To provide access to US-31 from Lincoln St. extend service roads south to Lincoln St.

7. Appendix A, Alt. A, Fipure 3.3-4.21 & Draft EIS, Page 3-5, Table 3.3-1

To provide access to US-31 from Rosy Mound Dr. and Hayes St. construct grade separation

at Rosy Mound Dr, and extend service roads,

E. Appendix A, Alt. F, Fipure 3.3-8.5 & Draft EIS, Page 3-7, Table 3.3-2
Add grade separation at 112th Av.

&. Appendix A, Alt. F, Figure 3.3-8.8 & Draft EIS, Page 3-7, Table 3.3-2
Add interchange at Filimore St.

10. Appendix A, Alt. F, Figure 3.3-8.13 & Draft EIS, Page 3-7, Table 3.3-2
Add ramp Fom eastbound M-104 to southbound US-31.

11. Appendix A, Alt. J1, Figure 3.3-17.3 & Draft EIS, Page 3-16, Table 3.3-5
Add interchange at 120th Av,

12. Appendix A, Alt. P/P1r, Figure 3.4-4.38
Reconstruet or realipn Michigan Av. west of Apple Dr. Connection to Michigan Av. not
adequate as showi.

13. Appendix A, Alt. Plr, Figure 3.4-7.13
Add left turn lane for northbound and median opening at Barry St

14. Appendix A, Alt. Plr, Figure 3.4-7.14
Add lefi turn lanes and median opening at Bingham St.

15. Appendix A, Alt. Plr, Figure 3.4-7.16
Add left tumn lanes and median opening at Stanton St

16. Appendix A, Alt Plr, Figure 3.4-7.17
Add left tum lane and median opening at Pierce St.

17. Appendix A, Alt. Plr, Figure 3.4-7.20
Add left turn [ane and median opening at Rosy Mound Dr.

18. Appendix A, Alt. B, Figure 3.5-4.12
Add ramp from eastbound M-104 to southbound US-31.

In addition, please find enclosed copy of March 23, 1995 letter to Mr. Michac] Jagger regarding
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3,

interchange and intersection locations. Onee again, the Ottawa County Road Comraission
requests the opportunity to review more detailed design plans of the selected allemnative before

eonsidering final approval of access locations.

The Road Commission encourages the Michigan Department of Transportation and Federal
Highway Administration to complete and approve the final Environmental Impact Statement
document in a timely manner and would urge the Department to select an alternative to relieve
US-31 congestion as soon as possible.

If there are questions regarding the Road Commission’s comments, please contact Mr. Thomas A.
Palarz, Engineering Director, at (616) 850-7221.

Sincerely, I,
: ';: Ej-.—.r__-,a;f{,_l.- Pl pedite™
nce B. Bruurseris
Chairman
Board of County Road Commissioners
County of Ottawa
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Gﬂttama @County Road Commission

Rosy Mound Drive at US-31
P.O. Box 739
GRAND HAVEN, MICHIGAN 49417
Phone (616) B42-5400

March 23, 1995

Mr. Michael J. Jaeger . @@V

Greiner, Inc.
3950 Sparks Drive, S.E.
Grand Rapids, MI 49546

Re: US-31 Location Design Study
Interchange & Intersection Locations

Dear Mr. Jaeger:

In response to your request, the Ottawa County Road Commission
has reviewed your list of proposed interchanges and intersections
for each alternative (A, F, & P) as well as Task 9.0 Corridor
Alternatives plans that were provided to our office. Realizing
that concerns of the Macatawa Area Coordinating Council are
generating additional discussions with Greiner, Inc., our review
at this time did not include area south of New Holland Stresat.
Also, areas north of Robbins Road within City of Grand Haven and
City of Ferrysburg are outside of our road jurisdietion and are

not addressed.

Enclosed are preliminary recommendations regarding location of
interchanges, overpasses/underpasses, intersections, and road
closures for Alternatives A, F, and P. It is emphasized that
these recommendations are preliminary in nature, based on limited
design information, and only intended for US-31 Study purposes.
The Road Commission reguests the opportunity te review more
detailed design plans of the final selected alternative before

considering approval of access locations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and provide input in the
Us-31 Study process.

Sincerely,

Thomas A. Palarz
Engineering Director
TAP:jd

ozt Ms. Sue Higgins, MACC

Mr. Ed Koryzno, City of Grand Haven
Mr. Dennis Craun, City of Ferrysburg
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3/21/9%

Ottawa County Road Commission
E ]n.j E i!.u

= Fraa st =

Interchanges

1. New Holland Street

2. Port Sheldon Street

< Croswell Street

4. Fillmore Street

5. M=-45 (Lake Michigan Drive) & Winans Street

6. Lincoln Street & Ferris Street (combination with
frontage roads)

7. Rosy Mound Drive, Hayes Street, & Comstock Street
{combination with frontage roads)

8. Robbins Road

9. Van Wagoner Street

aAsSsSa sas

1. Van Buren Street
2. Tyler Street

3. Stanton Street
4. Winans Street

5. Buchanan Street
6. Lincoln Street
i Ferris Street

8. Rosy Mound Drive
9. Hayes Street

10. Comstock Street
11. Taft Street

Closed Roadway Access
1. Barry Street (new frontage road)
2. Bingham Street (new frontage road to 136th Avenue)

3. Blair Street .

4. Bagley Street (accommodate existing commercial traffic)
5. West Olive Road

6. Taylaor Street .

7. 152nd Avenue (realign/new frontage road)
B. Pierce Street
9. Warner Street

10. Hickory Street
11. Wilson Street
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L‘I‘

cf

Ottawa County Road Commission
E !.E E Ill
Alterpative F - Freeway on New Alignment

Interchanges

1. Existing U5-31

2. Port Sheldon Streaet

3. Fillmore Street

4. M-45 (Lake Michigan Driwve)
5. Horth Cedar Drive

6. I-o96,/M=-104
overpasses/Underpasges

1. Hew Holland Street

2. Van Buren Street

3. Tyler Street

4. Polk Street

5. 120th Avenue

6. Stanton Street

Ta EBuchanan Street

B. Lincoln Strest

8. Johnson Street

10. Leonard Street

Closed Boads

1. Bingham Street

2. Blair Street

3. Tayler Street

4. Piarce Strest

5. Sleeper Street

6. 120th Avenue (new frontage road)
7. Arthur Street (new frontage road)

3/21/95
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A. Intersections

Hew Holland Street

Van Buren Street

Port Sheldon Straet

Blair Street ‘

Tyler Street

Bagley Street

Croswell Street

Taylor Street

Stanton Street

Fillmore Street

Winans Street

M-45 (Lake Michigan Drive)
Buchanan Street

Warnar Street

Lincoln Street

Ferris Street/168th Avenue
Rosy Mound Drive

Hayes Street

Comstock Street

Robbins Road

B. (Closed Roads

1. 128th Avenus
C. Ho Access Across Median*
1. Barry Street
2. Bingham Street
3. West Olive Road
4. 152nd Avenue
5. Pierce Street

3,/21/95

* Include median crossovers/turnarounds at appropriate intervals
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n-l

Dl‘

3/21/95

Intersections

1. 172nd Avenua

2. 168th Avenue

3. 1s0th Avenue

4. Mercury Drive

5. H-104/144th Avenue
6. 136th Avenue

7. 130th Avenue

B. 120th Avenue
OVerpasses

1. Boom Road

2. Leonard Road

3. Robbins Road/152nd Avenue
Closed Roads

1. Existing Comstock Street
2. Canary Drive

3. Harry Street

No Access Across Median®
1. Airport Drive

2. Indian Trails Drive
3. Eharon Street

4. 140th Avenue

5. 124th Avenue

#* Include median crossovers/turnarounds at appropriate intervals
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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.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

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.

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.

The aerial mosaics have been updated to year 2004.

Requested improvement was added to Alternative A to maintain access to existing local businesses;
however, Alternative A was not selected as the Preferred Alternative.

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

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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

The requested Michigan Avenue reconstruction/realignment west of Apple Avenue was considered,;
however, Alternative P/P1r was not selected as the PA.

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.

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.

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.

17.

18.

19.

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.

The requested left turn movements at Rosy Mound Drive for Alternative P1lr were considered,;
however, the P1r was not selected and PA does not impact this area.

The current PA will have access from eastbound M-104 to the new roadway alignment southbound.
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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LA
F) OFFICE of the COUNTY CLERK

414 Washingtan Streat, Aoom 301 « Grand Haven, MI452417 - B16/846-8310 « FAY 5188488138

Duanisl C. Kneager
County Clark

Francas M. Homik
Chiaf Daputy

Janpary 27, 1999

Mr. Jose' A, Lopez’, Hearings Officer
Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 30050

Lansing, Mi. 45909

Dear Mr. Lopez’,

The enclosed US 31 Staff Position Paper prepared by the Ottawa County Planning and Grants
Department was approved by the Ottawa County Board of Commissioners on Tuesday,
January 26, 1999 by the following motion: "To approve the US 31 Staff Position Paper and
its recommendation for an FJ1 Alipnment and forward a copy of this resolution to the

Michigan Department of Transportation™.

Daniel C. Krueger,
Ottawa County Clerk

CC: Mark Knudsen, Planning and Grants Director
Enclosure

P.S. Thers was no resolution presented or passed at this Board of Commissioners meeting.
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US 31 STAFF POSITION PAPER

Prepared by the Ottawa County Planning and Grants Department

January 22, 1999
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This paper was made possible through the support of the
Ottawa County Board of Commissioners:

Comelius Vander Kam, Chair
Leon Langeland, Vice Chair
Edward Berghorst
Joseph Haveman
Joyce Kortman
D. Dale Mohr
Robert J. Rinck
Roger Rycenga
Harris Schipper
Gordon Schrotenboer
Dennis W. Swartout
Frederick Vander Laan
Cynthia Visscher
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SITUATION STATEMENT

The discussion of the problems surrounding US-31 have been occurring for over ten years and a
decision from MDOT regarding the future alignment is finally at hand. The County understands
and appreciates the opinions and fears of all the various communities and recognizes that since
this is such a controversial issue, complete consensus cannot be attained. However, the County
also understands that it is in the best interest of the County as a whole to resolve present and
future problems on US-31. Therefore, it is the intent of the Planning Department and the
Planning Commission to provide the County Board of Commissioners with a recommendation
from a planning perspective that represents a long term solution beneficial to the County as a
whole.

METHODOLOGY

Knowing that it will be impossible to reach a complete consensus on the preferred alignment for
LJS-31, the priority in selecting a preferred alignment is 1o select the alternative that is in the best
interest for the entire county. To this point, several criteria were used in considering each
alternative: 1) The need to plan from a countywide transportation perspective; 2) The need to
plan for 30 to 50 years; 3) The need for an uninterrupted north-south freeway; and 4) The
immediate need for an additional bridge across the Grand River,

This paper summarizes the analysis that was conducted on each viable altemnative from several
different objective perspectives (public comment, transportation, cost, social, economic, farmland,
environmental, and secondary impacts) to select an alternative based on factual information and
logical assumptions. The format of the paper is as follows:

I. Each alternative is ranked in a table, by category, according to the information contained in the
Drraft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

2. Each DEIS ranking is followed by the Planning Department’s preferred alternative based on
long term planning (30 to 50 years),
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It is important to keep in mind that no matter which alternative is selected, it will likely be at least
10 years before it is completed, so it is essential that the selected alternative not be one that will
be obsolete the day that it is firished. In some cases, our conclusion for the best alternative based
on long range planning in a particular category is different than the alternative that ranked highest
based on the 2020 information in the DEIS.
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ELIMINATION OF WEAK PROPOSALS
The following alternatives were eliminated from further consideration by the Otawa County
Flanning Department:

No Action

Based on the traffic analysis of year 2020 traffic volumes in the DEIS, this alternative will result in
increased highway congestion and a Level of Service (LOS) of “E” and “F" during peak periods.
The LOS refers to the average amount of delay experienced by vehicles at an intersection. LOS
“A" indicates free flow traffic conditions while LOS “F” indicates intersection failure. Thirty of

the 42 intersections will operate at a LOS of “F" during one or both of the peak periods in the
year 2020,

2005 TSM (Tran i ent)

This alternative cannot be used as a stand alone option and is meant to be a short-term solution to
ease traffic congestion prior to construction of a selected alternative. The option of
Transportation System Management will help the traffic flow by improving signals and limiting
access in the short term, but will not change the volume of traffic or adequately plan for the
future. This option should be used in conjunction with a separate stand alone solution,

2020 TSM (Transportation System Management)
This alternative cannot be used as a stand alone option. Based on the traffic analysis of year 2020

traffic volumes in the DEIS, this alternative will result in 18 of the 42 intersections experiencing a
LOS of "F” during the evening peak hour. The option of Transportation System Management will
help the traffic flow by improving signals and limiting access in the short term, but will not change
the volume of traffic or adequately plan for the future. This option should be used in conjunction
with a separate stand alone solution.

Iternati

This alternative is not practical due to the fact that there is no connector north of Holland and will

not decrease demand on existing US-31 enough to attain an acceptable LOS on existing US-31.
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Alternative J1
This alternative was eliminated because the Planning Department felt that it was just a weaker
duplication of portions of Alternative A and Alternative F/T1.
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PUBLIC COMMENT

Numerical Ranking OF Choices For The Best Alternative

Alternatives Public Opinion Ranking
F/l Opposition/Support  [Cannot be Ranked
Fi/F3 Opposition'Support  |Cannot be Ranked
A Opposition/Support | Cannot be Ranked
P Opposition/Support | Cannot be Ranked
Pir Opposition/Support | Cannot be Ranked
R Opposition/Support | Cannot be Ranked

If a decision were to be made based solely on public opinion, it would be very difficult to select a
preferred alternative, The communities that will be directly impacted by the location of US-31
have all stated that they do not want the freeway in their “backyard * While most people agree
that something needs to be done to alleviate the traffic problems on existing US-31, there is no
community consensus for which alternative is best. Existing citizen groups, local units of
government, and other community organizations have gone on record to support their distinct, yet
preferred alignments. For this reason, the alternatives cannot be ranked based on public opinion.

Long Range P:l:n ning (2030-2050)

Although a preferred alignment cannot be selected at this time based on public opinion, it is the
belief of the Planning Department that the vast majority of Ottawa County residents will prefer a
freeway along the 120th as opposed to a freeway along the existing alignment once it is built.
This opinion is based on the fact that communities in Ottawa County can and will adjust to
whichever alignment is ultimately selected, whether it be the existing alignment or a bypass.
However, in 30 to 50 years and even further beyond, the traffic scenario in Ottawa County will be
such that if the existing alignment is selected, it will not be adequate to handle the immense
volume of cars since Alternative A does not divert any traffic. 'We will then be faced with the
difficult task of trying to build a freeway to divert vehicles onto another route. Then, the cost and

social implications of acquiring the right-of-way necessary to construct a freeway 50 years from
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now will be enormous due to the projected development that would have taken place during that
time. For this reason, it is logical to think that 50 years from now, residents of Ottawa County
will commend us for making the difficult decision of building a new freeway along 120th Avenue
and preparing Ottawa County for the growth they will surely have rather than admonish us for
choosing an alignment that is sure to fail again in the future forcing the next generation to grapple
with this issue yet again.
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TRANSPORTATION

Numerical Ranking Of Choices For The Best Alternative

Alternatives Traffic Use LOS on New | LOS on Existing | Ranking
Alignment in 2020| US-31 in 2020
Fm 17,400 AorB CorD 1 (First)
P 17,400 CorD CorD 2
Pir I?,4UEI_ CorD CorD 2
FI/F3 17,000 CorD CorD 3
A B3,000 CorD MIA 4
R 16,000 E CorD 5 (Last)

(Pages 3-12, 3-15, 3-21, 3-24, 3-28)

Design Year 2020

The most important compenent of any transportation project is the ability to efficiently move
traffic. Using this standard, Alternative F/J1 is by far the superior choice if considering the level
of service and total overall traffic diversion. According to the DEIS, Alternative F/T1 will be used
by 17,400 vehicles a day and traffic on the F/J1 alignment will operate at a Level of Service
(LOS) of A or B while traffic on the existing US-31 will operate at a LOS of C or D. Alternative
A would have the most traffic use at Grand Haven and some other specific points along the
corridor, but building a 4 lane freeway on the existing alignment will not lower traffic counts due
to the fact that no vehicles are diverted. Traffic will move at a faster rate of speed but according
to the DEIS, a LOS of A or B will not be attainable due to the large volume of vehicles on the
road.

Long Range Planning (2030-2050)

Not only is F/J1 the best alternative to alleviate total overall traffic, and provide the best level of
service for the design year 2020, it also proves to be the best when planning for 2030-2050.
Alternative F/J1 will offer travelers passing through the county an uninterrupted north-south route
meaning that vehicles traveling to destinations north of Grand Haven will no longer have to mix
with local traffic. This is especially important when you consider that truck transportation has
increased 137% from 1990 to 1996, Construction of a bypass will divert trucks that are traveling
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through the county on US-31, easing congestion and degradation of the road surface as well as
increasing safety on the road. This is especially important when considering the economic growth
that is occurring in the Allendale, Coopersville, Zeeland and Holland areas. These local
economies will require an uninterrupted north-south route to serve their commercial needs. The
goal of any highway system is to move traffic as efficiently and safely as possible and an
uninterrupted north-south route from the Holland area to Interstate 96 will accomplish this.

A second advantage to Altemative F/J1 when planning for 2030-2050 is the fact that this
alternative is centrally located making it easily accessible to all county residents. This is especially
important since the rural areas of the County are experiencing tremendous population growth
with emerging commercial/ industrial centers that are pushing towards the central rural corridor.
This population and economic growth will facilitate the need for an uninterrupted north-south
route that 15 more centrally located.

Last, if highway capacity is expanded through corridor “A" with Federal Funds, the only
expansion possible in the future would be to widen the same strip again. Building additional
capacity through Corridor “F/T1" now, provides for two optional channels for traffic expansion in
the flture,

The State, the County, and local communities must work together to ensure that travel within the
county is safe and efficient and contributes to a high quality of life for residents and visitors.
There must be a balance between access to land use and the need to move traffic along major
highways. Long range travel routes must be available throughout the area to connect major

concentrations of employment, shopping, and homes. Alternative F/I1 is the clear choice for
achieving these goals.
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COST

Numerical Ranking Of Choices For The Best Alternative

Alternatives Constroction Cost Ranking
Plr $434. 1 Million 1 {First)
R £43E. 1 Million 2
P $468. 4 Million 3
A £577. 2 Million 4
F1/F3 %378 6 Million 5
Fin 1587 5 Million & {Last)
(Page 3-29)
Design Year 2020

If a decision for the preferred alignment had to be selected based solely on construction cost for
the design year 2020, Alternative Plr is the least expensive to build. However, this is misleading
since Alternative P1r is not a freeway option therefore it is logical that this alternative is the least
expensive to construct. Similarly, Alternatives P and R, neither of which are freeway options,
have construction costs within 7.9% of Alternative PIr. The construction costs for Alternatives
F/T1, A, and F1/F3 are within 1,7% of each other but are more expensive than the other three
Altemnatives since they are all freeway options.

Long Range Planning (2030-2050)
Numerical Ranking of Choices for the Best Alternative
Alternatives Rate of Return on Ranking
Imvestment
A 5278 1 (First)
FI/F3 $1.79 2
E $1.10 3
R $0.56 4
Plr $0.51 5
P $0.42 6 (Last)
(Page 5-106)
n
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Possibly more important than the construction costs of each Alternative is the Rate of Return on
Investment, The Rate of Return on Investment refers to the amount of benefit received for each
$1.00 of investment. By definition, any option that has a return on investment greater than $1.00

has benefits that outweigh the cost and therefore is considered a viable option. Alternatives F/J1,
A, and F1/F3 all have return rates of greater than $1.00.

Numerical Ranking of Choices for the Best Alternative

Alternatives Tax Base Loss Ranking
R $461,000 1 (First)

P §534,600 2

Plr $573,500 3

Fill $633 400 3

A $1.66 Million 5
FI/F3 $2.46 Million 6 (Last)

(Page 5-7)

Another measure of the costs associated with the various options is the tax base loss that will
occur as a result of each alternative. The tax base loss is due to the acquisition of properties for
construction of the various routes. Alternatives A and F1/F3 will have the greatest loss of tax
base and clearly have the most detrimental financial impact

12
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SOCIAL
Numerical Ranking Of Choices For The Best Alternative
Alternatives Number of Ranking
Residences Impacted
F1/F3 183 1 (First)
A 188 2
P 194 3
FiTl 205 4
Pir 211 5
R 202 6 (Last)
(Page 1-7)
Design Year 2020

The impact upon residences is perhaps the most personal of all the impacts from this project,
With the exception of Alternative R, the options are relatively close effecting between 183 and
211 residences.

Long Range Planning (2030-2050)

Each of the alternatives include improvements to the existing US-31 alignment such as the
addition of another lane of traffic. Although this will have an impact on the Grand Haven
community, putting a freeway or 8 lane boulevard through the city will have a more pronounced
impact to the established community than a freeway would have on a relatively rural area - not
that it isn’t significant.

As development continues into the rural corridor it will become increasingly difficult to plan for
future transportation routes and make any future right of way acquisition very difficult. If we
prolong building a freeway along 120th Avenue, the delay will become very costly. First, the cost
of acquiring right-of-way will increase as time goes on due to the natural development along the
corridor.  Second, as more homes and businesses are built in the area, the social impact of
displacing the increased number of buildings accumulates. Growth will come with or without the
bypass. It will be a lot easier to build a highway now, when land is available, than years from now
when more homes and businesses may have to be displaced.
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ECONOMIC
Numerical Ranking OF Choices For The Best Alternative
Alternatives Number of Businesses Ranking
Impacted
R 147 1 (First)
Plr 149 2
FiTl 158 3
P 186 4
F1/F3 217 5
A 236 & (Last)
(Page 1-7)

Design Year 2020

Alternatives R, P1r, and F/I1 will impact the least amount of businesses - between 147-158.
Conversely, Alternative A will have by far the greatest impact on the local economy at 236

businesses impacted and approximately 1,370 jobs temporarily or permanently impacted.

Long Range Planning (2030-2050)

When planning transportation routes for the business community, we must consider the needs of

emerging commercial centers in the County. For example, the Allendale, Coopersville, Zeeland

and Holland areas are experiencing tremendous economic growth that is projected to continue

well into the future. These areas will have an increased need for an uninterrupted north-south

route to serve their commercial districts in the most efficient manner possible.
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LAND

Numerical Ranking Of Choices For The Best Alternative

Alternatives Acreage of Farmland Ranking
Lost
Plr a2 1 {First)
P 92 1
R 135 2
A 169 k)
F1/F3 462 4
Fim 830 5 {Last)
{Pages 5-34, 5-36)
Design Year 2020

According to the DEIS, Alternative R will have minimal impact to farmland from construction
due to its location on the existing alignment of 120th Avenue. However, this alternative is an
improved road with unlimited access and it is the Department's belief that this alternative will
incite the most pressure for development. For this reason, this alternative will likely have the
most detrimental impact to farmland in the long term.  Alternative R, P1r, P, and Alternative A all
have mimimal impact to farmland in Design Year 2020, However, it is the belief of the Planning
Department that Alternative A will have such a negative impact on the character of the Holland
and Grand Haven communities that it could prompt a wave of flight to more rural areas of the
County.

According to MDOT estimates, Alternative F/T1 will consume approximately 830 acres of
farmland. It is important to note that this represents approximately 0.0059 of the total Prime
Farmland and 0.0019 of the total Unique Farmland in the study area. Additionally, according to
the Water Resources Institute of Grand Valley State University Analysis of Land Use, the
projected loss of agricultural land due to residential development is projected to be 17,332.5 acres

countywide by the year 2020. The amount of residential growth projected for Ottawa County
cannot occur without substantial changes to the existing landscape.

20
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In 1978, agriculture accounted for 55% of land use in Ottawa County. By 1992, the percentage
had dropped to 47%. This translated to a loss of 27,947 acres or 44 square miles. From 1978 to
1992, approximately 3 square miles per year were converted from agriculture to some other use,
Alternative F/T1 will consume approximately 45% less farmland than that which will be lost
during any given year due to the natural development of the County.

Long Range Planning (2030-2050)
A highway itself will not harm agriculture in Ottawa County in the long term, That can only come
from local units of government approving rezoning requests prompting unchecked growth. The
loss of farms from continuing residential development can be best managed through concerted
efforts by local units of government.

21
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EN ENTAL

Numerical Ranking Of Choices For The Best Alternative

Alternatives Acreage of Wetland Ranking
Lost
R 48 1 (First)
A 54 2
F1/E3 59 3
Plr 6l 4
P 61 4
Ei i 5 (Last)
(Page 5-65)
Design Year 2020

If a decision was made based solely on wetlands, Alternative R will have the least impact to
Wetlands in design year 2020, However, since it is standard policy of the MDEQ to mitigate any
disturbance to existing wetlands at a ratio of 2:1 (meaning that two acres of wetlands must be
created for every 1 acre disturbed) for forested wetlands and 1.5:1 for shrub and emergent
wetlands, any wetlands that are disrupted during the construction of any of the alternatives will be
more than accommodated for, Any of the alternatives will have an effect on wetlands, but the
effects will be mitigated.

Long Range Planning (2030-2050)

According to the DEIS, any disturbances to the natural environment as a result of any of the
alternatives will be very minor and can be further minimized through route selection, vegetation
management, and engineering design features. In addition, the DEIS states that the fresway
options may have a positive effect on air quality because they will allow vehicles to travel more
efficiently thereby reducing idling which greatly contributes to air pollution. There may also be a
corresponding reduction in energy usage.

13
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SECONDARY IMPACTS

Ottawa County is experiencing tremendous growth that is predicted to continue well into the
future. The 1997 Census counted 220,403 people in Ottawa County, and the projection for 2020
is 338,450 - an increase of 54%. Allegan County will grow by 23% and Muskegon County by
11%. Such regional growth will have a direct effect on future transportation needs in the County.

It is the belief of the Planning Department that Alternative R will have the most detrimental
secondary impacts based on the fact that this alternative will transform 120th Avenue into a
unlimited access boulevard. By not controlling access into the community, development is free to
spring up all along the improved corridor. With the infrastructure in place and an increased
volume of traffic utilizing the route, it will be a prime location for strip malls, subdivisions, gas
stations, and fast food restaurants, Conversely, a freeway with controlled access will experience
most development pressure at access ramps, and this development can be controlled or restricted
through zoning by the local unit of government.

Concern has been raised over the fact that the Ottawa County Development Plan discourages
major read improvements into rural areas. [t is important to note that this plan was written in
1992 making it 7 years old. It must be conceded that the Planning Department and Planning
Commission have been neglectful in updating the document. At the time this document was
written, assumptions and recommendations were made based upon the best information that was
available at the time. The Planning Department now has the benefit of a comprehensive
Environmental Impact Statement containing crucial information needed to make an informed

decision.

Michigan State law dictates that local governments are responsible for determining land use

changes in land use need to be appropriately addressed by the various local governments within
the US-31 alternative corridors. In 1990, the US Census counted 187,768 people in 66,624
housing units in Ottawa County. However a build out analysis of existing zoning showed that

25
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local zoning could accommodate 782,309 people in 268,762 housing units. Furthermore, a build
out analysis of future land use in Master Plans shows that there will be zoning for 971,852 people
in 335,121 housing units, These numbers clarify the fact that local zoning will determine the
secondary impact of any decision. Nearly 90% of the total land in the county is zoned or planned

for residential uses of varying densities. Similarly, the county is currently zoned for 7,780 acres of
commercial development.

26
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SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

By carefully analyzing each of the Alternatives by category, it is clear that the best choice 1o
alleviate traffic and safety problems is Alternative F/I1. F/J1 invelves the construction of & new
limited access freeway bypass around the east and north sides of the Holland/ Zeeland area, a new
limited access freeway east of existing US-31 from just north of Holland to 1-95, and a controlled
access boulevard along existing US-31 from 1-196 to M-104. The new freeway will provide two
lanes of uninterrupted travel in each direction, and the boulevard on existing US-31 will provide
three lanes of travel in each direction in urban areas and two lanes of travel in each direction in

rural areas. It will also provide a new bascule or fixed span bridge in Grand Haven.

Alternative F/T1 is the only option that will operate at a Level of Service (LOS) of A or B and it
diverts the greatest amount of traffic off the existing alignment It is a centrally located,
uninterrupted, limited access freeway that is specifically designed to move large amounts of traffic
in a safe and efficient manner. Although transportation and safety are by far the most important
considerations when selecting a preferred alternative, they are not the sole considerations. The
cost to construct Alternative F/T1 is within 1.7% of the other freeway alternatives and has a rate
of return on investment of greater than §1.00. Additionally, the tax base loss from Alternative
FiIl is approximately $1.8 million less than the alternative with the greatest tax base loss. With
the exception t:n‘* Alternative R, all the options are relatively close in the number of residences
impacted - between 183 and 211 residences. Alternatives R, P1r, and F/J1 will impact the least
amount of businesses - between 147-158, Although Alternative F/J1 disrupts the largest amount
of farmland, farmland is already being impacted by growth, and this alternative represents a loss of
only 0.0059 of the total Prime Farmland and only 0.0019 of the total Unique Farmland in the
study area. Projections also show that this land is susceptible to urban influence with or without a

highway. Last, all of the alternatives have an impact on wetlands although any impacts will be
mitigated.

It is also the Planning Department’s recommendation that improvements be made immediately to

the existing US-31 alignment in the form of Transportation System Management. Further, the
Department recommends that another bridge be constructed across the Grand River at 120th
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Avenue. The construction of a two-lane bridge should begin immediately with foundations that
are adequate to build a four-lane freeway.
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CLOSING

Under any proposal chosen as the preferred alignment, the Ottawa County Planning Department,
on behalf of the Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners, is committed to coordinating
efforts to minimize the effects that the final chosen route will have on local communities. These
efforts should include joint meetings between local, County, and State officials to discuss street
access, freeway ramps, buffers, and other design considerations. Other efforts will be made to
assist with general land use planning, design charettes, strategic planning, and changes to Master
Plans and Zoning Ordinances.

The Planning Department is also committed to assisting with the potential implementation of
constructed wetlands technology that they have been demonstrating to minimize the effects of
stormwater runoff and will work with interested communities to implement concepts and
programs to promote rural preservation or urban vitality - whichever the case may be. The
Planning Department will also assist communities in obtaining financial assistance from MDOT
and ather funding sources to implement these initiatives,

29
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Alternatives Amount of Traffic Ranking
Diverted
Pir 17,400 1 (First)
P 17,400 1
Fl 13,400 2
F1/F3 13,400 2
R 8,000 3
A NA 4 (Last)
Alternatives Number of Major Ranking
Impacted Residences
R 36 1 (First)
F1F3 96 2
F/11 111 3
A 111 i
P 129 4
Pir 142 5 (Last)
Alternatives Number of Major Ranking
Impacted Businesses
Plr 35 1 (First)
EM 38 2
P 53 3
R 74 4
F1/F3 a5 5
A 113 & (Last)
Alternatives Number of Total Ranking
Major Impacted
R 116 1 (First}
Fi1 I 183 2
Plr 190 3
P 1 194 4
F1/F3 20 5
A 240 6 (Last)
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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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JOINT RESOLUTION TO MDOT

WHEREAS, the communities of Ferrysburg City, Grand Haven Chater Township, Grand Haven i
City, Spring Lake Township and the surraunding enmvinans will be significantly impacted by the 4725
eventual location of the ULS. 31 improverments; and B

WHEREAS, creation of an elevated freeway, surface freeway, or an expanded boulevard through  §f
the commurities where the existing U.S. 31 now exists will efiminste jobs, impact churches, ey
weaken neighborhoods, thresten park areas, affect community heritage and reduce property =7 &0 .0
walues in amounts totally unacceptable to the 30,000 plus anea residents; and :

WHEREAS, the governing bodies of Femysburg City, Grand Haven Charter Township, Grand 2
Haven City and Spring Lake Township have each gone on record requesting a U.S. 31 by-pass
with a Grar] River crossing elewhere 5o as to provide an akemate route across the Grand River
to more effectively carry the current 58,000 daily vehicles and the 40,000 additional vehicles

expected i the nest twenty years; and

WHEREAS, such alternate route will protect the: bees of our dtizens, protedt the economic vabiliy
of our employers, improve trafic fiow for regional and state wravelers alike and preserve our ;‘Z"
communities’ neighborhoods, institutions and history;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT JOINTLY RESOLYED that the communities of Ferrysburg City, Grand .+ -
Hwﬂme.Gmen&ywmemﬁﬁ;m?&Mdmaw
term solution to the LLS. 31 problems, speciically:

\We confinue to support the construction of a by-pass at, or near, |20th Avenue witha .34
Grand River crossing in a manner which most effectiely connects the Holland region to
the Muskegon region such that regional and state traffic can quickly, safely and less
“obtrusively reach their destinations, '

. '-.i-.'
We zre disturbed about the unilateral action by MDOT and MDEQ to eliminate the =
southemn spur of former Alternative F that cressesthe Pigeon Creek prior to a review in 48
the Environmental Impact Staterment due later in 1997, and we hersby request 374
rerstatement of Allermatihe F as a full option to be researched just as thoroughly as any 7
cther option in the Environmental Impact Statement.

“We are of ke mind that the best long term option, with the greatest trangportation £
benefis, is the July, 1996 version of Altemative F, coupled with Alternatire |1, to provide

a direct interstate link along the shortast route possible between |- 194 in Zeeland and
196 in Munica, Such transportation benefits justify the increased emvironmental mitigation
costs assocated with crossing the Pgeon Creek,
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resalutions in conflict hesewith, in whole or i part, are hereby revoked to the extent of | [
such conflict. i

Respectiully submitted this foe  qyo [“‘ 1997

The undersigned Supervisor of the Governing Body of Grand Haven Charter Township

The undersigned Supenvisor of the Governing Body of Sprng Lake Towrship

C-195



Consultation and Coordination

Minutes ol s Hegulae Meeting
of the
Spring Lake Township Board of Trustees
December 13, 1993 - 730pm

[he mesting was calied 10 seder by Supervisor Lloyd A, Wamers of 7:Mpm at the Spring
Lake Towmihip Hsll, 106 So. Buchanan Strest, Speimyg Lake, Michigan.

Fresenl: Llowd A, Warners, Supsrvitor;, Mary Ann Willoughby.
Clerk: Vietnria Deauregard, Treasurer; Trustees Frederick Peicrson,
Gordon Tenmerman, Lawrence Mierds, and Jomes Jeske

Absent: Mo

The peayer for guidance was offersd by Supendsor Wamers followed by the Pledge of
Allzgianes,

Motion by Peterson and seconded by Mitrds 1o approve the agenda a8 presemied. Ayes:
Unznimous, (Motion carried)

Mation by Beaursgard and secanded by Timmerman to spprove the Consenl Agenda a
presenbed with bills toaling S125.427.67 which include 2 check in th sisgunt of 317,300
pryable 10 the Speing Lake Township Duilding Authority. This amount reproacnis the gran!
mmoney received from Department of Natural Reowrces, Inland Fisheres Division. Ayes:
Unanimouws, (Motan carmed)

Motian by Timmerman and sseonded by Mierde to open the publs hearing for
comidenition of the establishment of 3 Special Asscespmend Disirict foe the paving ol
Central Avenue. Motion by Peterson and scconded by Miere to close the public hearing.
(Rl call vate.) Aves: Wamers, Willoughy, Beauregard, Peterson, Timmnerman, b ferle,
and Jeshe, Mays: Mane, (Motion carried)

Moticn by Willoughby 2nd s=conded by Timeermasn 1o direct the supenisar and cherk to
execute the resolution to extablish the Spocial Astessment Disirict fior the paving ol Ceniral
Avenue, Ayes: Wamers, Willoughby, Beauregard, Peterson, Timmerman, Mere, and
Jeske. Nays: None, (Motion carmied )

Nlation by Misrle and sscondsd by lesuregard 1o approve the Resolution of Convent for
tranafier of employment 1o the City of Meron Shores for Dynamic Conveyor Corporation.
:mmmuﬁzmw,whmmm
and Jeshe, Mays: Mone, (Molion caried)

Mation by Willaughby and seconded by Beauregard to direet the township supensos w
procesd with the sl of up 19 rwe acres o Rocusien property o Cassell Dance Srudio
wathin the price range of $15-18 thousand per acre. The properiy will be covered by
covensnt similer o (he Rulss and Regulstions sstablished for Spring Leke Township
indlisserial pasks, This propery must be rezomed to Comemercisl from Industrial to allow i
1o be used for this purpase. Discussion ensted regarding the application to be comidersd
by the Planning Commission for razoning of (e entire frontage 1o be rezoned for
commmercial Ayes: Wamen, Willoughty, Bessregard, Peerson, Tirenerman, and Jeke.
May: Micrle. (Motion carvicd)

lrs, Willi Pasima sppeared belore the board. ki, Postne mepresents Hopkina
Develepment Company. This company is in the precess of appearing belore the Flannieg
Comrémion to putne thelr proposal for building 3 subdhiting at the comer of 148th aod
Boom rosds. M. Postma and members of the development company, neighborhood
residents, and Ms. Ted Dosgrasf, the developer also spode reganding use of the propeny
formerly awned by the late Albert Hopkins, dr. Postma offered information regarding
the developaent of the property on the nonh Sde of the road for howsing and ihe south
side of the property being dedicated a3 park land. Moton by Jeske and socondsd by
Timmerman that e Boerd of Trusices g0 on recodd i beang, in oppotition 1o all and any
river eroising at 144t sndlor 128t (known as Corrider B of the TS, 31 Cormdor Stidy
by M-EOT) ar anywhere in Spring Lake Tonnship 1o be used as o bypass {comrider) er '
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Fage L,
finuaes of the Spring Lake Township Board of Dueernber 13, 1593

Iocal bridge. Ayes: Wamers, Willoughby, Besuregand, Peterson. Timmerman, Miers, and -
Teshe. Mays: MNone., (hlotion camied)

lotion by Potersun and secomded by Beaurcgand jo approve the preparation of plans and
specifications for improvements (o the Spring Lake Sewer Pumping Station al 2 iotl cost
of $140,580. The wwnsldp's sharz is 309 and will be paid e Wsier and Sever Fund
balance.

hfotion by Peterson and seconded by blistls 10 nominats Bud Bleyaer as the XNorth Bank
representative to the ACT Land Development Corporaiion Board of Dincstors. Length of

term will be determinesd by the by-laws heing drafied for this corporation. Ayes: Wamess,
Willoughby, Beaursgard, Pererson, Tummerman, Micrle, apad Jeske. (Motion canied)

Soibon by Peterson and seconded by Willoughby to sdopt the: resalulion 1o support the
participation of the Fire Chiel ar his designee on the Public Serdees Subcommities of
ACL Ayes: Wamers, Willoughby, Beauregard, Pelerson, Tinumerman. Nays: hlerle aml
Joske.

Clerk's Report .
1) Clerk awthorized the use of the $WAF (Seniencs Work Abatement Program) of

Citawa Covnty Community Comections Diepartmient for eemetery clzanup, Warkers ad 2
siepervisor were pasd 31 the rate of $2hour and worked 472 152 hours. Willsughby
expressed appreciation 1o Community Comections for this program and the services
provided,
) EARS (Emronmentally Aleri Resource Suppariers) mel on MNovember X2
EEnor Wicrsma s the new chadnssrsan,

¥) Announcement was made of the Christmas Lighting Contest the Morih Bank
Business and Professional Associadion ks sponsoring.

Alloriey's Report
1) Proposed State Bid nies wore discusced. B wiording will b= forthcomang,
1) Department of Public Waorks on call definifian and pay scale was dscussed,
Attomney reviewed the persorns] policy and sdvised that policy i being adminisiered
correcily.

Recreatlon Report

Jeske advised that Recreation Comanites was meeting December 14, Discussion
eraucd on the grant announced by the Chroniels of 250,000 for Rycenga Park. As of
taday, no official information kas been roccived by the township.

Supervisor's Report

1) Motion by Beauregard and secanded by Peicrson to bring back 1o the tablo the
Health Insurance Optione which were tablesd at the Novenber mesting. Ayes: Wamens,
Willoughby, Beauregard, Petersan, Timmerman, Mierle snd Jeske. (hdotion caned)

7} Motion by Timmerman siwl sscondsd by Peterson (o adopd resoluiva (o allow
an employees 1o opl out of the Health Plan affered by the towmship omee a vear, Fifiy
percent of the latal amaunt nermally eontribuied by the tovnship, for the employes's
specific plan, will bo contributed 1w another 1ax exempl iwwrship plan. Employes must
present an allernate prool of msurance. Ayes: Wamers, Willoughby, Bicaursgard, Petsruon,
Timemerman, Misrle and Jesks. {Motion camied)

3 Miotian by Mierls and seconded by Willoughby to panicipate in a Voluntary
Group Life Insarance program which will allow emplayees o purchass addifional life
irsurance if they desire, Ayes: Wamers, Willoughy, Beauregard, Pelersan, Timmerman,
Micrle and Jeske, (Motion carmed)

4) Supervisor Wamers announced the Warner Baird Library Grant Request for
ome-half of Phiss | Schematic Drawing lor the cepansion of (he Warner Daird Library, has
beeen approved by the Loutit Foandaiion.

) Wlotdon by Jeske and seconded by Beaurcgard to asthorize the Supenisar and
Clerk to sign the Cable Television Franchise with C-Tec. Ayes: Wamers, Willoughly,
Baauregard, Peterson, Timmesmar, hferle ond Jeske, (Motion carried )

&) Motion by Willaughby and seeondsd by Jeske that the iownship not participate
in the Jayeees Christmas Tree Disposal project this year due 1o lack of wilization of this
service by township residents. 11 was estimated that only 20 residents used this sorvice and
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Pape Three.
Minutes of the Spring Lake Township Bosnd dated Decomber 13, 1991

the cost was 3300, Aves: Wamers, Willowghby, Besuregand, Petgison, Timmerman,
Mlierle and Jeske, (Molion camied)

T) ddotion by Jeske and ssconded by Foloson 1o deny a request from Ihe Amenican I
Bed Cross for 2 donation of 3300, Ayes: Warers, Beauregand, Peierson, Timmenman
Alierle and Jesks, Mav: Willsughly, (Mation camied)

#) Modion by Merds and scconded by Peterson to begin the revensr process on
land purchassed by Les Bihnke fur Magnum Packeging, Ive. per ihe Speing Lake
Tovenship Industrial Park Covenant. Mr, Kifinke has Giled 1o build on the lamd in the time
speciticd per our covenant. Aycs: Wamwrs, Willooghby, Deaurcgard, Feterson,
Tinenerman, Misrle and Jeske, (Motion carred)

9) Discumsion crsucd regarding the Spending Authority Resolution. A few
resalution will be dmawn e envompass addetional funds i.2, salarfes sad pavroll, waler
purchases, sewages ireatment paymsnts, and debd servics paymsnts,

100 Mntion by Willsughty ond scconded by Peterson 1o change the January 14,
1994 me=ting, to January 17, 1994 at 730pn. Ayes! Wamers, Willoughby, Beourspard,
Peterson, Timmzmman, Miesls and Joske, {Molion caried )

Meeting adjourned at 9:50pm,

Dt For 5

Spnng Lake Townshap Clerk
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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 120" Avenue.
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&R CITY OF FERRYSBURG

=/ 408 FIFTH STREET. P.O. BOX 38 FHONE 616-8425803
s FERRYSBURG, M1 4940000038 FAX 615-8544-0200

Mr. José Lopez

Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

RE: US-31 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Between I-196 and [-96
State No. 33955, Federal No. DPR 0045 (001)

Dvear Mr. Lopez:

The Ferrysburg City Council has reviewed the US-31 Draft EIS. At its meeting on January 18, the
Ferrysburg City Council authorized me to submit to you the following comments regarding proposed
improvements to and/or relocation of U5-31]

1. We sirongly prefer Alternative F/J1, We believe this is the best alternative because:

a It is a true limited-access freeway which will allow traffic to move efficiently and
safely.

b. It 15 @ more direct Morth-South, South-North route for through traffic,

L. It provides & second bridge-crossing of the Grand River in closer proximity 1o
Ferrysburg/Grand Haven than the current 68th Avenue bridge in Allendale.

d. It would divert the most traffic from the current road.

e It would provide the highest Level of Service (LOS) for the longest time.

f. It is most responsive to the anticipated transportation needs created by current and
expected Ottawa County growth patterns.

B It avoids imposing unacceptable negative impacts along existing [JS-31 in Ferrysburg
and Grand Haven.

h. It provides for the replacement of the existing bascule bridge with a new bascule
bridge with 40' clearance.

L

3 clearanc i i 5
Ferryvsbuarg and Grand Haven. Any alternative whose route is the current roadbed

r i e Oppose 3 New
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Mr. Joze Lopez

January 20, 1999
Page Twao

and which includes a new fixed span bridge with 65' clearance owver the Grand River berween
Ferrysburg and Grand Hawven adjacent to the current bascule bridge 15 unacceptable. Such an
alternative would impose extremely negative impacts upon Ferrysburg and Grand Haven,

31

Eﬂlﬂ_ﬂiim. Lucm:luns l}f' mstmg sigmals uught tﬂ- he m'mwed, the saqugnﬂng uf
signals ought to be improved, and speed limits ought to be reviewed,

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the US-31 Draft EIS.

Sincerely,
CITY OF FERRYSBURG

S OIS

Dennis Craun
City Manager

c Sen. Leon Stille
Rep. Jon Jellema
Ryan Cotton, Grand Haven City Manager
Andrew Lukasik, Spring Lake Village Manager
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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 GRAND HAVEN

May 18, 1998

Jeff Saxby, Project Development Engineer
Michigan Department of Transportation
Design Division

425 W. Ollawa

Lansing, Ml 48933

Dear Mr. Saxby:

This letter is written 1o communicate to you the joint posilion of the communities of the City
of Grand Haven, Fermysburg, Spring Lake Village, Spring Lake Township and Grand Haven
Tawnship regarding the three options recently presented: P1 (six lane boulevard with direct
left turns), P1R (six lane boulevard with reduced median and road closures), and TSM (four
lane boulevard with traffic enhancements that shut down selected streets),

The communities below reviewed these concepls and uniformly concur that taken alone,
they do not address the county-wide fraffic issue. Mone of these proposals reduce the
traffic over one bridge in the northem portion of the county. Mone address the traffic issues
of the southemn end of the county. Given the growth of the county, another county-long
north/south roadway will be needed to the east of existing US-31. Furthermare, none of
the proposals presented relieve any traffic through Spring Lake Village or Spring Lake
Township.

The five communities agree for safety and backup reasons, another bridge is needed
immediately. Now that Federal ISTEA funding has been reauthorized, it should be built
without delay.

The communities below are not in favor of any option which would restrict ﬂﬁw within our
urban areas, anymore than what presently exists. Also these communities are not in favor
of any option that does not address the bigger county-wide issues.

Michigan Department of Transportation has made proposals for either a freeway or divided
boulevard to be built in the 120th Avenue area. MDOT should work with traffic data and
the desired outcomes of the townships to determine which road is best for the future.

Significantly, the City of Grand Haven is taking steps on its own to improve traffic flow by

studying the creation of a "Beechiree/Jackson Street Connector” that will facilitate
north/south fiow from Comstock to the US-31 bascule brdge. (Please remembar that the

FAR At A im - S F e Rkl AGAET 1408 2 Bhans IE4SH BAT TTIN 0 Cau AE4CT D8 OO
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bascule bridge is not the impediment fo fraffic flow and the number of bridge openings 5
have been draslically reduced. The real traffic flow impediment is the way that the
Jackson/US-31 signal functions.)

The City of Grand Haven would also consider allowing MDOT to use the median for new | 6
or longer queuing lanes at cross sireets.

Lasil'_.;'. please know that last November at a joint public meeting including all the 7
communities in northern Ottawa County, a consensus emerged for a neéw bridge located

along the 120th corridor.

Faor any additional information as to our joint positions, please see the attached resolutions

from last year.

Sincerely,

Ve 71[ Q - /% .

ﬁ;el’mrg Barbara Johnson ‘Q@Q@
City of Grand Haven City of Ferrysburg

Mayor Mayor

Lou Draeg a Jeske

Spring Lake Village Spring Lake Township

President Supervisor

éfﬁ;ﬁer

Grand Haven Charter Township

Supervisor

Loraiansdsy? i
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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.

Acknowledge receipt of comment on proceeding with construction ASAP. No response
required.

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.

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.

Acknowledged receipt of the proposed local road improvement (Beechtree/Jackson Street
Connector). No response required.

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.

Acknowledged receipt of Tri-City community support for a 120" Avenue Grand River
crossing. The Preferred Alternative includes a new river crossing in the vicinity of 120"
Avenue.
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CITY OF GRAND HAVEN

August 20, 1998

Jeff Saxby, Project Development Engineer
Michigan Department of Transportation
425 W, Ottawa

Lansing, Mi 48933

Dear Jeff:

This letter is written to alert you to two facts regarding the alternative alignment studies to US-
3.

First, the area known as “Old Kent Pond” directly west of US-31, north of the memorial bridge
and south of the bascule bridge, in the City of Grand Haven is designated park land by the City
of Grand Haven Master Plan. Attached i background information for your inclusion in the file,

Also, | have been thinking about your request for information on wetland mitigation areas that
would assist in the environmental impact being reduced for the 120th option. Please know that
the area known as “Rix Robinson Park™ Is generally wet, or could be more, and perhaps could
be included as one area. Itis directly east of US-31 between the memorial bridge and the
bascule bridge. Also, the City of Grand Haven is creating an area of wetland, approximately 100
feet wide by 1,000 feet long directly west of the City’s boat launch road on Harbor 1sland, which
may be useful far you te consider, as well,

Please do not hesitate to contact me if | can provide any additional information.

Sincerely,

o
City Manager

o CGail Ringelberg, Mayor
Members of City Council

Frmchatyrecon b

518 Washinglon Averne = Grand Haven, Mchegan 45417-1486 = Phone (616) B42-3210 « Fax (616} 842-0085
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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

Jose A Lopez

Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Deparment of Transportation
P.0. Bax 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

RE: Errors in Draft EIS and Questions
Dear Mr. Lopez:

This letter is written to identify factual errors in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement pertaining to the US-31 alternatives. Please correct them. Questions are
also asked at the end,

1. Old Kent Pond located on Harbor Island is officially designated in the City's
Master Plan as parkland. See attached correspondence which was sent to
MDOT to correct this matter once before, The site is listed in the MDNR funded
Michigan Wildlife Viewing Guide. This Island lies in the center of three major
water bodies: Lake Michigan, the Grand River and Spring Lake. Its marsh areas
provide food and resting areas for many species of migrating shore birds and
waterfowl. See the Harbor Island Plan appendices on existing vegetation and
the birds observed on Harbor Island.

2. The East Side Historic District is incorrectly shown on pages 64 and 69 of
the Cultural Resources Surveys section. The correct map is attached
showing that the west side of the district includes all the properties on US-31
between Pennoyer and Fulton and proceeds east to Beechtree.

3. On page 1-10, the DEIS asseris that the TSM Alternatives would not impact any
natural areas. This is false. The 2020 TSM option creates a new bridge which
destroys the edge of Old Kent Pond eastern area of Harbor Island which is
designated as parkland and is in the MDNR’s Michigan Wildlife Viewing Guide.

518 Washington Avenus = Grang Haven, Michigan 48417.94B8 + Phane (B16) B42-3210 = Fax (615] B42-0085
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The City's planned “local bypass” using a new Beechtree to Jackson
“connector” street is not shown or discussed. This new roadway will have a
very positive effect of reducing fraffic from Ferns to Jackson. See attached
correspondence and diagrams.

No changes to traffic at Jackson and Beacon appear to have been made to
note the dramatic improvement expected when Meijer moves to Comstock.
This store is expected to generate the traffic flow on the attached report and can
be subtracted from the congestion at Jackson. See especially page 19 of the
attached report. The existing store is 160,000 square feet. The new store is
210,000 square feet and is expected to generate 1,000 trips per peak hour. It
would seem that up to 760 trips during the weekday peak hour would be
removed from the Jackson intersection as turning movements. The diagram
attached shows that 63% of these trips will be eriginating south of Jackson and
will not pass through the Jackson intersection.

Would this reduction improve the level of service (LOS) at Jackson in year 2005
or 20207 A multi-screen theater is expected to be located at the current Meijer's
site. This use will generate traffic primarily in the evenings and on weekends.

The lost tax base analysis is understated in Table 5.1-6. Lost tax revenue to
the City, schools, county and other taxing units is $792,000 per year. This lost
tax revenue would be fell each and every year, forever. This loss is
compounded by the loss of revenue sharing from the reduced population. See
attached analysis.

On page 5-1, the report indicates there is no impact on neighborhoods by the
TSM alternatives, This is false. THE 2005 TSM closes off Woodlawn, Waverly,
Seventh and Monroe Street accesses. The 2020 TSM does the same, plus
interferes with the City’s plan to create an extended Olde Town neighborhood
where the Road Commission is located now on Adams Street. The City has long
planned to return this parcel to the tax roles. Such option takes this opportunity
away from the community. The neighborhoods impacted are Olde Town and
Washington Square. See their designation in the City's Annual Report as
attached.

Where is the Level of Service (LOS) intersection analysis for the year 2020
if alternatives F/J1 or R are built and P1r is not? We believe it is significant to
accurately determine the LOS at Jackson Street (and the lack of a need for P1r)
once a bypass and second crossing is in place (as well as Meijer changes,
Jackson/Beechtree connection is in place and through truck traffic is eliminated).

All of the construction costs and various impacts need to be calculated
showing the F/J1 and R alternatives when P1r is not included. Given the
traffic improvements of the changes in number 8 above, P or P1 may not be
necessary.
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10,

11.

12.

13.

14,

15,

The mitigation section for institutions/governmental on page 6-3 should
include a discussion on the lost taxable value, as corected according to
point number & above,

Harbor Island is not listed as a recreational area on Figure 4.9-1d and it
should be. (See point number 1 previously.) See also the Harbor Island
Implementation Plan attached.

The Table on 1.3-2 indicates no noise impacts on churches for the two TSM
alternatives and A, P and P1r. The reality is the New Apostalic Chureh (100
members) and St. Patrick's Catholic Church (4,000 members) are drastically
impacted by each of these options. Alternative A builds to within 25 feet of St.
Patrick’s Church building, where their classrooms are located, and entirely
destroys the New Apostolic Church,

The same table indicates only one park is impacted by the above options.
The Harbor Island parkland area consisting of Old Kent Pond is impacted, as is
Rix Robinson Park. Further, the tree-lined boulevard functions as an urban
linear park/visual corridor enhancement for urban travelers and should be noted
as an impact.

Northbound Seventh Street appears to be closed off in every option. It
should be clearly shown when closed. Figure 3.3 - 4.24. for example. This
community will not consent to any such closure. The Centertown Business
District's vitality depends upon its use.

The report does not address the greater impacts of larger trucks. The
report treats the impact of ten wheelers the same as cars. We believe that
creating a Bypass 31 and a Business Route 31 will be very attractive for fruck
drivers for whom time, not distance, is of the essence. The data which
determines the validity of treating trucks and cars as having the same impacts is
not present. Neither are any projections on the number of trucks diverted by the
bypass options present.

QUESTIONS

1.

How much widening would be needed to the Business US-31 route if Alternative
R were constructed according to the DEIS analysis? See 1.1.5 discussion on
page 1-5.

What are the growth and traffic assumptions, including the forecasted travel for
trucks, that is behind the numerous assertions that P or P1r is needed even
after F/J1 or R bridges are built over the Grand River in the vicinity of 120th?
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3. What are your lraﬁi—::-prujactiuns on Beacon when the impacts of correcting the
errors peinted out in numbers 4 and 5 above are known?

18

This lefter is written to respond to MDOT's request for public input and is in addition to
two other letters from the City of Grand Haven (regarding the F/J1 terminus and all of

the altermatives).
Sinceraly,

- ":0//‘?’ ] ﬂf}%{fé@-

ail Ringelberg
Mayor

on behalf of the City Council December 7, 1998

ce:  Jim DeSana, Executive Director*

Baob Costerbaan, Administrator,
Ottawa County™

Joe Haveman, Chair of Transportation
and Land Use Committee™

Denny Swartout, Ottawa County
Commissioner

Mark Knudson, Planning & Grants,
Oftawa County™

Andy Lukasik, Spring Lake Village

Dennis Craun, City of Ferrysburg

Jim Jeske, Spring Lake Township

Bill Cargo, Grand Haven Township
James Kirschensteiner, P.E.
Federal Highway Administration
James Steele, Division Administrator*
Federal Highway Administration
Jeff Saxby, Project Development Eng.”
All the signers of other correspondence
received concerning DEIS
Soren Wolff, City of Holland
Grand Haven City Council
Ryan Cotton, City of Grand Haven

* Letters include the referenced documents

Piomchcrahisr b
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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,

1.

10.

11.

1999, US-31 Public Hearing Summary.

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.

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.

The current Preferred Alternative no longer impacts the Old Kent Pond
Acknowledge receipt of proposed local road improvement plan.

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.

Acknowledged receipt of comment. No response required.

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.

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.

See comment #8 above.
Acknowledged receipt of comments. No response required.

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.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

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.

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.

Northbound Seventh Street will remain open with the Preferred Alternative (Appendix A).

Acknowledged receipt of comment. Truck diversion numbers from US-31 to the Freeway
Connection are difficult to estimate and were combined with total traffic.

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.

Future year 2030 traffic volumes were provided by MDOT.
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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EMN
o

§= -« CITY OF GRAND HAVEN
RS
b O,
December 8, 1998
Jose A, Lopez

Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transpartation
P.0., Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48808

RE: F/J1 Terminus
Dear Mr. Lopez:

This letter is written to suggest improvements to the F/J1 option.

The exit from northbound F/AJ1 at 1-86 and M-104 appears convoluted if one wants to
travel west to Spring Lake, See Figure 3.3-8.13.

The way it looks, someone would have to exit F/J1, onto eastbound 1-96, exit [-96 at
MNunica, procead north on 112th Avenue and then turn left {west) on Pickle Factory
Road until it connects to M-104 and proceed under the F/J1 option.

The total number of tuming movements are five. Total distance out of the way is about
2.4 miles. In contrast, the total distance from 1-96 to Spring lake Village is only 6 miles.
Thig interchange alone increases the distance to Spring Lake Village by 40%!

Anaother approach would be to exit from FA1 on the exit ramp, then curve slightly left,
{due north), to M-104 where a signal would control traffic movements. Total turhing
mavements: 2, Total distance: 100 meters or 328 feet. See attached diagram.

This suggestion was previously made at the Zeeland open house review of the plans on
August 27, 1938 and was placed in the suggestion bax.

This letter is written to respond to MDOT's request for public input and is in addition to

two other letters from the City of Grand Haven (regarding errors in DEIS and all the
other alternatives).

518 Washingbon Awenue = Grand Haven, Micregan 48417-1486 = Frone (616) B42-3210 * Fax (676) B42-0045
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Sincerely,
C Pt 137;%
ail Ringelbarg
Mayor

on behalf of the City Council, Decembear 7, 1988

cc:  Jim DeSana, Executive Director

Bob Oosterbaan, Administrator,
Ottawa County

Joe Haveman, Chair of Transportation
and Land Use Commitiee

Denny Swartout, Ottawa County
Commissionar

Mark Knudson, Planning & Grants,
Oftawa County

Andy Lukasik, Spring Lake Village

Dennis Craun, City of Ferrysburg

Jirm Jeske, Spring Lake Township

F oot Topk Hr

Bill Cargo, Grand Haven Township
James Kirschensteiner, P.E,
Federal Highway Administration
James Steele, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
Jeff Saxby, Project Development Eng.
All the signers of other comrespondence
received concerning DEIS
Saren \Waolff, City of Holland
Grand Haven City Council
Ryan Cotton, City of Grand Haven
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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
-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, 19598

Jose A Lopez

Fublic Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 30050

Lansing, M| 48809

RE: Alternatives, Impacts on Grand Haven and Phasing

Dear Mr. Lopez:

This letter is written by the City Council to underscore the apparent best option to select
for the US-31 options in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Alternatives

We appreciated the depth and breadth of the DEIS s review of options. The strongest
alternative for long-term connectivity is the F/J1 Freeway along 120th.

Comparative Analysis of Strengths and Weaknesses

Although Alternative A through Grand Haven has the strength of using the existing
alignment and having less wetland impacts, it creates tremendous impacts on the
existing homes, businesses, churches and the overall community.

The greatest disparities in envirenmeantal impacts between Alternatives & and F/J1
appear to be related to noise and view. (The differences of impacts on wetlands and
farmland is not as great as previously debated. Page 5-35 states "Based upon the
calculated total point values, none of the alternatives would have a significant
impact to farmlands.")

See the attached charts which graphically portrays the impacts.

518 Waghington Awenwe » Grand Haven, Michigan 454171486 + Phone (B16) BL2-3210 « Fax (616) 8420085
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Mitigation

We view the best way to compare these impacts is to analyze the ways to mitigate the
impacts.

For example, noise buffers can be installed for an additional one-time cost. Views can
be improved by foresting the right-of-ways and using a variety of construction materials.
(See the George Washington Parkway in Northern Virginia for a good example.) Urban
sprawl can be contained by limiting exits to M-45 and 1-98 only and purchase of transfer
of development rights. Wetlands are mitigatable. Our community, for example, is
willing to consider being taxed more to assist in mitigating environmental impacts.

Let's ook at the reverse.

Even assuming that all displaced homes and businesses could be successfully
relocated outside of Grand Haven, the mitigation for the lost tax base would be
payments totaling $792,000 per year, every year, forever, Which government taxing
jurisdiction can make these payments? Our Public Safety Director believes a fire
substation is needed on the east side of the highway if any of the options through
Grand Haven come to pass. Who is going to fund this $1,000,000 building and the
extra personnel (100,000 per year) forever?

The costibenefit ratios on page 5-106 needs to be re-worked to take this perpetual
mitigation cost inte consideration.

Further, how can any governmental entity successfully mitigate against regular
maintenance traffic snarls or unplanned closures of the bascule bridge when
substantially more traffic begins to be funneled into the bottleneck called Grand Haven?
Witness the congeslion this fall when US-31 was narrowead to two lanes for
maintenance.

The region wants and needs another bridge!

Costs
One trouble with F/AJT is it appears to be the most expensive. The inclusion of P1r with
he Ffl1 i ] the costs for the F/iJ1 option. It is included because it is

surmised that such traffic improvements will be required because not enough traffic will
otherwise be diverted to F/J1. We contend the assumptions leading to this conclusion
are false and incomplete:

1. The analysis does not account for Meijer moving to the south;
It does not analyze the benefits of the BeechtraalJackson connector being
planned by the City;

3. It ignores the expected diversion of through truck traffic to FrA,
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4. It ignores the need to recognize the existing route as a business route and let it
function as one by permitting as many movements as possible (rather than
eliminating them) which will have the impact of deterring thru traffic; and

5. It does not prove a need for Pir through an LOS analysis once the above errors
are comected.

The DEIS should be reviewed to delete P1r costs from F/J1 and then compare the
options, This revision would eliminate segments W5 - W7 of P1rin the City of Grand
Haven for a reduction in cost of at least $168 million. (Table 3.6-8 on page 3-34). The
resultant F/J1 cost then becomes $419 milion and becomes the lowest cost for all the
new roadway aptions. The costbenefit and ratios will correspondingly increase in
return.

Business Route 31

The current roadway fails because it is trying to function as both a local street as well
as a thruway. The brightest transportation future for the region is to clearly separate
these functions and aggregate them to whichever roadways are most capable of
delivering the local and thruway benefits respectively.

The existing alignment is functioning well as a local strest . . _ allow it to further evalve
in that direction without trying to stuff ten pounds of sugar into a five pound sack by
changing the median to add through traffic capacity (TSM or P options). In furn, create
a thru option that ensures it will not become clogged by local traffic over time by
minimizing the exits to only twe. This also is the best way to ensure long-term
connectivity.

Population Growth Dictates Routes in the Center of the County.

Every review of population growth shows substantial increase each decade for the
foreseeable future, increasing to as much as 300,000 people in Ottawa County. This
growth primarily emanates from the eastern townships and the Holland area and is
converging toward the County's center. A corridor in the center of the county is needed
to funnel this traffic to points narth of the Grand River,

Concerns and Phasing

One concept gained consensus when discussed with all the rural and urban
communities togather last fall... the necessity of another bridge crossing. Please set up
a phasing plan whereby you construct a second bridge at 120th first and then improve
the road accordingly at a later point. MDOT will then be able to assess the new
bridge’s real impacts on traffic (not assumed impacts) prior to any building on the
current alignment,
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Remember, that in the meantime, Grand Haven is working to do its share of traffic flow
improvernents. We are working on the Jackson/Beechtree connection to make a

positive difference.
Immediate Improvement

An immediate improvement would ba for MDOT to install an absolute state-of-the-art
traffic controller at Jackson and Beacon and institute reliable traffic signal coordination
along the cormidor, If further lane construction occurs at this intersection, the City will
participate as was done two years ago with the ereation of a continuous right turn from
Jackson to northbound Beacon.

Summary

Thank you for taking a broader and long-term view of this matter by imagining how best
to improve "connectivity”.  This is why freeways were invented in the first place and
replaced other modes of transportation, A freeway connection from |-186 to 1-96
provides the highest connectivity advantages.

FPlease also consider how best to mitigate the impacts of whichever option is chosen.
Please further remember the need for redundancy of another Grand River crossing to
assure the least interrupted travel into the next century.

Conclusion

We will not sit idly by and |et the existing inhabited areas be decimated. Attached are
the previous resolutions of opposition enacted by the five communities on the
Lakeshore. These resclutions support FiJ1 as the best option.

We are exhausted by the bridge break downs and maintenance in years past and will
not let this opportunity pass without demanding a by-pass,

Let US-31 transition gracefully to what it is naturally evolving into... a business route.
This letter is written to respond to MDOT's request for public input and is in addition to

two ather letters from the City of Grand Haven (regarding errors in the DEIS and the
FiJ1 terminus).

Sincersly,
) o
C fﬁ/sﬁ /{--’7.:"{3‘-::?
ail Ringelberg
Mayor

on behalf of the City Council December 7, 19898
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co: Jim DeSana, Executive Director”

Bob Qosterbaan, Administrator,
Ottawa County*

Joe Haveman, Chair of Transportation
and Land Use Committes*

Denny Swartout, Ottawa County
Commissionar

Mark Knudson, Planning & Grants,
Ottawa County*

Andy Lukasik, Spring Lake Village

Dennis Craun, City of Ferrysburg

Jim Jeske, Spring Lake Township

* Letters include enclosures.

RDC:cal

Flomslusd ToEt iy

Bill Cargo, Grand Haven Township
James Kirschensteiner, P.E.*
Federal Highway Administration
James Steele, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
Jeff Saxby, Project Development Eng.”
All the signers of other cormespondence
received concarning DEIS
Soren Wolff, City of Holland
Grand Haven City Council
Ryan Cotton, City of Grand Haven
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City of Grand Haven, December 8, 1998

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Acknowledge receipt of comment and support for Alternative F/J1. No response required.
Acknowledge concerns related to Alternative A. No response required.
Acknowledge concerns related to Alternative A. No response required.

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 120™
Avenue which will provide an alternative route for motorists to use to avoid congestion on
the existing US-31.

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.

Without improvements to Beacon Boulevard through Grand Haven, this alternative would
not meet “Purpose and Need”.

Comment acknowledged. No response required.
Comment acknowledged. No response required.
Comment acknowledged. Phasing of the current PA will occur in the following order:

New River Crossing in the vicinity of 120" Avenue

From the new River Crossing to the interchange with 1-96/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 120™ 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.

Comment acknowledged. No response required.

Comment acknowledged. Signal progression through Grand Haven has been implemented
since the DEIS.

Comment acknowledged. No response required.
Mitigation has been fully addressed in Chapter 5 of the FEIS.
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.
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CITY OF GRAND HAVEN
Gail M. Ringelberg
Mayor

January 22, 1999

Mr. Jose A. Lopez, Public Hearings Office
Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT)

P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, MI 48809

Dear Mr. Lopez:

The following governmental units have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement regarding the propesed routes for US-31. Following this review, we continue
to support the position put forward in a letter dated May 18, 1998.

Please enter that correspondence in the official record as our collective response to the

DE.LS.

Lou Draeger
Village of Spring Lake
President

Gail Ringelberg
City of Grand Haven
Mayor

James Jeske Barbara Johnson
Spring Lake Township City of Ferrysburg
Supernvisor Mayor
John Mortier
Grand Haven Charter Township
Supervisor

Sin ly,

ail Ringelberg

Mayor

18 Vashingion Street + Grand Haven, Michigan 43417-1485 - Phone (616) B42.3210 - Fax (616) 8420065
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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
City Manager’s Offie
519 Washington Avepue
Grand Haven, MI 49417

FEB 06 2001

616-847-4888
TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

FILE e
TG

Parties Inverested fii"the F/J1 Option

Ryan Cotton, City Mana
rcotton@grandhaven.org

January 29, 2001

City of Grand Haven Position on the F/J1 Option

Some individuals are not clear on the City of Grand Haven’s position.

1.

Fi\users\CMO\F] | Position

The City of Grand Haven supports the F/J1 Bypass beginning with a bridge at or
about 120%,

The City of Grand Haven does not support six (6) lanes through Grand Haven and
the associated consequences. Rather, the City of Grand Haven believes these six (6)
lanes can be forestalled, perhaps permanently, through the addition of a bridge at
120™; improvements to north / south traffic from the planned Jackson - Beechtree
Connector; a reduction in curb openings; improvements in inter-county public
transportation, etc. See position paper of February 14, 2000.

The concept of a fixed span bridge is still under review by the City of Grand Haven.
Two members of Council support the Spring Lake Village position of an additional
bridge at or around 144®. This position does not have a majority of City Council

support at this time.

It is not accurate that the City of Grand Haven wants another bridge at 144" ac this
time.

Any statements that the City of Grand Haven supports a bridge at 144" and a

Jackson - Beechtree connector, instead of a bypass, are not factual.

| 1
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¥

CITY MANAGER'’S OFFICE

CITY OF GRAND HAVEN
“LAKE MICHIGAN’S BRIGHT SPOT"

\’ENM/C
MEMO TO: City Council SgP %
FROM: Ryan Cotton, City Manager §
3
DATE: April 13, 2000 §
\ ]

CHIGANS S
SUBJECT: Coordinated Response to MDOT regarding P-1r
and the City of Grand Haven’s vision for Business Route US-31

What follows is a coordinated response which was delivered at a meeting with MDOT
and URS Greiner officials on April 13, 2000 with AGHAST in the Council Chambers.
Mayor Lystra, Council Member Naser and Ryan Cotton, City Manager represented the
City. (The underlined words represent changes that resulted from the discussions.

PRINCIPLES

The City of Grand Haven is opposed to any impact which:

| Increases the sense of east/west separation or further restricts east/west flow.
= Destroys the small town beauty and small town feel of the Boulevard.
= Replaces the current bridge before it reaches its normally scheduled

replacement date (year 2035).

L] Reduces access to the Downtown area from northbound Business Route US-31
traffic and/or reduces access to the Beechtree Industrial area from southbound
Business Route US-31.

» Causes loss to waterfront property for permanent roadway purposes (such as

what the P-1r plans would do to the Ottawa County Road Commission property).

L Creates major property losses on side street properties.

4a
4b

4c
4d
4e

4f
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PRE-CONDITIONS OF “TRIGGER POINT”

As a consequence, we cannot accept six-lanes being triggered through Grand Haven -
until all other possible alternatives are accomplished to the maximum extent
possible, including but not limited to;

1. The new bridge and connecting bypass at 120th should be completed and be in
operation for a minimum of two years.

2. Assistance is provided to fund and construct the Beechtree/Jackson connector
as an alternate north/south route.

3. A continuous right turn from westbound Jackson northbound is created with the
inclusion of an additional merge lane north of Jackson, as well as an additional
merge lane on the Memorial Bridge.

IMMEDIATE ACTION STEPS

In addition, we propose the following for Business Route US-31:

The State would:

u Make all possible attempts to institute commuter rail mass transit between
Muskegon and Holland with stops in Grand Haven and Ferrysburg.

= Install state-of-the art intersection improvements to maximize “through put”,
especially at Jackson immediately.

L] Eliminate Michigan turns in favor of direct left turns with accompanying
stacking/deceleration lanes wherever possible.

. Implement the best synchronization of traffic signals possible, including
“adaptive/responsive signaling” at each intersection.

u Mitigate environmental impacts along the 120" corridor not otherwise covered by
federal criteria. (It is understood that an appropriate taxation mechanism that
involves Grand Haven and all of Ottawa County would need to be instituted
locally.)

. Reduce the bascule bridge openings to once every two hours, in addition to not
opening during rush hours as is true now. (U.S. Coast Guard review/approval
would be needed.)

ba

5b

5c

6a

6b

6¢c

6d

6e

6f
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The City will:

u Experiment with staggered start and stop times for local industries and
commercial businesses.

L Identify and work to reduce, or eliminate, curb cuts onto Business Route US-31.

FURTHER ACTION STEPS IF ALL ELSE FAILS PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING SIX
LANES

Once the trigger point occurs, the City will agree to the following in priority order, prior
to actually implementing six lanes:

L Mutually accept the closing down of east/west through streets shown in P-1r,
along with mutual agreement to build several unimpeded east/west streets over,
or under, US-31.

n Other action steps which become apparent at that time as mutually desirable.

TRIGGER POINT

The Levels of Service (LOS) must drop to a Level of Service “F” at all three key
intersections on a majority of the legs (Robbins, Washington and Jackson).

This trigger point requires City pre-agreement on the timing and length of the traffic
counts (e.g. longer than three months in the summer).

The City must be alerted if levels of service go to Level of Service “D" and receive
consulting on how to improve flow at such time. (The same consuilting should occur if it
drops to Level of Service "E".)

DISCUSSION

The P-1r changes would radically alter east-west flow within Grand Haven and would
forever reduce the city’s tax base to an unacceptable degree.

We believe the future for US-31 in the Twenty-first century is to let it transition grabefully
into a “business route” and re-name it as such. US-31 never functioned well as a
throughway through Ottawa County, and it never will, since it goes through the heart of
the City. Two more lanes will only draw more traffic through an area ill-suited for the
purpose of serving as a throughway.

69

6h
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' CONCLUSION

We look forward to working with MDOT on your comprehensive traffic planning
approach. We wish you success in these efforts.

For our part, we will be working with private employers in our community to reduce the
traffic demands on Business Route US-31 immediately. Any assistance that you can
provide in the way of mass transit planning and immediate synchronization and other
intersection improvements, that will not reduce turning movements, will be readily
accepted as previously noted.

Thank you for providing the opportunity to understand the plans and to respond.

Footnote:  Attached is a list of errors from the Draft of the Environmental Impact
Statement needing correction. This reaffirms some of the points in our
previous letters of December 8, 1998.

f\emo\P1rvision021500.mem
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City of Grand Haven, January 29, 2001

1.

2.

Comment acknowledged. No response needed.

Comment acknowledged. See reply 4a for a response to this comment.

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 144" Street.

Principles

a.

oo

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.

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.

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

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

6.

a.

b.

C.

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.

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

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.

Immediate Action Steps

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.

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

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

See Reply 6b.

Environmental impacts along US-31 and the new M-231 will be mitigated
according to federal and state criteria.
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7.

8.

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.

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

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.

o Side streets previously proposed to be cul-de-sacs were left open to maintain local access.

e 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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\p<
Patrick McGinnis
City Manager

€nc.
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City of Grand Haven, April 22, 2004

Comment acknowledged, no response required.
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4814 Hanry Steat
Maorton Shares, Michigan
Fhone [£148] 798-439
Fa [416) 798-7103

January 20, 1999

Mr. Jose A. Lopez

Acting Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Dear Mr. Lopez:

The City Council of the City of Norton Shores at its meeting of January 19,
1999 adopted a resolution endorsing the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon
Committee's position on the recently completed Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for US-31 in Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon counties. Please enter the
enclosed resolution into the record of public comments,

Thank yvou.
Sincerely,
Lynhe A. Mahan _
City Clerk
LAM/jab
Enclosure
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Michigan Department of Transportation has recently completed a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for US-31 in Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon
Counties to determine the preferred alternative(s) for addressing traffic congestion on US-31,
and

WHEREAS, US-31 15 a vital transportation comdor for Muskegon County; serves a
significant number of commercial and industrial enterprises in the county, and will continue
io be an important north-south comdor in the economic development of the West Michigan
Region, and

WHEREAS, community leaders in Muskegon County representing business, industry,
tourism, government, financial institutions, and other interests have organized under the
umbrella of a Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee to review the Environmental
Impact Study and formulate a Muskegon County position regarding the alternatives under
consideration, and

WHEREAS, the posinon of the Muskegon County U5-31 Blue Ribbon Committee is
summarized in a position paper, which was unanimously adopted by the committee on
Movember 16, 1998,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Norton Shores hereby endorses
the posinon of the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Commuttee, and requests the
Michigan Department of Transportation enter this resolution into the record of public
comments.

At a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Norton Shores, held at the Norton

Shores Branch Library, 705 Seminole Road, on the 19th day of January, 1999, the foregoing

resolution was moved for adoption by Council Member Beecham. The motion was

supported by Council Member Kinney.

Ayes: Mayor Crandall, Council Members Broge, Beecham, Dolack, Kinney, McCartney,
Scolnik and Waldo

Mays: None

Excused: Council Member Wiersma

Resolution declared adopted.

: - P T i
e / A 4 .Illl‘/f-- .,
~Tynne A. Mahan, City Clerk
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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 Zecland

2] Socuh K= Serww

(B8 TTRLETR
Tusirad, bt lgun slidd EalX (210 Traclle

Jatiuary 18, 1999

Mr. Robert Den Herder, Chalrman
MACC Folicy Commirzes

400 136ch Aveoue, Suire 416
Holland MT 45424

Diear Bolkx

The Zeeland City Coundl appresiates the efforms of the MACC's Techgical Committee and it's
M}Emcﬁmnmuuﬁ:malm&r The Couucil saanguicai this Jillvulies in ssimilating
thc:mm diverse issues associared with the US-31 srudy into 2 rcommendation to the MACC Policy

Afer review and discussion of the isrues, the Zecland City Council finds juself concurring with

the recommendmion of the Techoicsl Commimee w the Policy Commimss  The 1
recommendatinng show o high degree of undenmanding of the isrues fasing the MACC and
Mt#hwuﬁmmlﬁmm-ﬁm This will

vltimately provide s way of Linking the faders] highway ryvtem through our part of the stazs.

[ regret nor being sble t have a Ciry represeatacive ar the Policy Commirtee meeting 1o

hm&ngidnﬁﬂilﬂmﬁkh&ﬂmmwmﬁwdhhﬂ:

our support o ittee in thei 11, 1995, £
ey .m. January statocpent of Recommended
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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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102 W, SAVIDGEST. = SPRING LAKE, MI 45456 = PHONE 616-842-1393
LLAGE OF ' FAX G16-B47-1393

SPRING IAKE

Jmﬁ, 1999

Mr. Jose A. Lopez

Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

RE: US-31 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
. STATE PROJECT NUMBER: 33955 -
FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: DPR 0045 (001)

This letter is written to communicate the Spring Lake Village Council’s comments on the
alternatives -presented in the US-31 Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The Spring Lake
Village Council has concluded that the problems that currently exist in the US-31 Corridor could
best be resolved by implementing a three-phased plan comprised of 1) improvements to US-31,
2) construction of a local Grand Haven area bypass and 3) construction of a regional bypass.

Transportation System Management:

The Michigan Department of Transportation has already begun improving the ability of US-31 in
the Grand Haven Corridor to handle existing and future traffic by installing “Michigan turns”. In
addition to these improvements, closing select intersections and better coordination of signaling
should be pursued immediately to address existing transportation needs.

Local Grand Haven Bypass (P1r)

The Village Council suppnrts “thie “coricept” of constructing a- local-Grand Haven dréa bypass,
including a Grand River crossing, to address both existing transportation needs as well as those
created -by “anticipated growth in the townships surrounding the Tri-Cities (Grand Haven,
Ferrysburg and Spring Lake). The bottleneck at the US-31 Bascule Bridge and the M-104 Bridge
will not be resolved solely by constructing & regional bypass (Altemative F) or expmdmg the
capacity of US-31 (Alternative A). Local traffic circulating among the communities, as well as
traffic using US-31 and M-104 to access the Grand Rapids area, contribute significantly to the
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Mr. Jose A Lopez
January 25, 1999
Page 2

traffic problems in Grand Haven and Spring Lake. Although we are aware that M-104 will not be
considered by MDOT officials when selecting a preferred alternative, we believe that M-104 will

have a sigmificant impact on US-31 as it continues to act as a conduit for traffic heading to Grand
Rapids and throughout northwest Ottawa County.

This mid-term goal (5-10 years) does not need to be constructed as a controlled access boulevard
as proposed in the DEIS. A bypass constructed as a local road with a bridge that presents fewer
engineering challenges would address the needs of the US-31/M-104 interchange, reduce the cost
of constructing a local bypass and mitigate some of the negative impacts in bioth Grand Haven
Township and the Grand River basin. Additionally, the local bypass should be located east of
144th Avenue in 1o avoid conflicts with the new Spring Lake Senior High School.

Regional Bypass (F/11):

Unlike expanding the capacity along the existing US-31 Corridor, construction of a regional
bypass can address the need for limited access freeway that will move north-south traffic
efficiently and safely while mitigating the potential negative impacts. This long-term solution (10~
15 years) is required to respond to the transportation needs of Ottawa County in the future.

This option is also important as it will provide for the replacement of the existing bascule bridge
with 40" clearance. A fixed-span bridge with a clearance of 65° would be unacceptable at this
location due to the negative impact on the cities of Grand Haven and Ferrysburg,

Summary:

These comments reflect the statements made in a resolution adopted by the City of Grand Haven,
the City of Ferrysburg and the Village in October, 1994. The Village Council believes that the
recommendations contained within this resolution are valid today based upon the findings in the
DEIS. Based upon the traffic origin/destination studies, more traffic will be diverted from US-31
in the Grand Haven area by a local bypass. 2020 projections indicate that the ADT at the US-31
Bridge will be reduced 13,400 vehicles by Alternative F/T1, while the ADT will be reduced 17,400
vehicles by Alternative P1r.

Anticipated growth patterns in Ottawa County create a compelling need for the regional bypass.

While the regional bypass is necessary to address future growth, this should not preclude the need
for a local bypass of the Grand Haven area.

On behalf of the Spring Lake Village Council, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
DEIS,
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Mr. Jose A. Lopez
January 25, 1999
Page 3

Village Manager

~engl,

onl State Senator Leon Stille
State Representative John Jellema
Leon Langeland, Ottawa County Commissioner
Ryan Cotton, Grand Haven City Manager
Dennis Craun, Ferrysburg City Manager
James Jeske, Spring Lake Township Supervisor
Bill Cargo, Grand Haven Township Manger
Larrv Mason, Spring Lake Public Schools Superintendent
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—4 .

W02 W. SAVIDGE ST. = SPRING LAKE, MI49456 » PHONE 616-842-15
VvVIiLLAGE OF FAX 616-B47-1393

SPRINGIAKE

EXCERPTS OF MINUTES

At a regular mesting of the ¥illage Council of the Yillage of Spring Lake held at 102 West Exchange
Street, Spring Lake, Michigan, on the 3rd day of Qcioher, 1994, at 7:30 p.m., local time,

PRESENT:

ABSENT: Nerplank

The President Pro-tem advised the Council that the next order of business was the consideration of 2
resolution establishing a joint recommendation of the Ave Northwest Ottawa County communities
reparding the solution of present and future transportation needs,

After completion of discussion, the following resolution was offered by Bolthouse and supported by
Elscher:

L] L

WHEREAS, the Michigan Department of Transportation has initiated a study commoanly kmown as the US-
31 Corridor Study (the Study) and said Study is intended primarily to develop solutions for the
improvement of traffic flow along the US-31 corridor in Ottawa County; and,

WHEREAS, MDOT has appointed Greiner Incorporated as project engineer and has assigned them the
task of developing a recommended solution based upon the best available traffic, social, environmental and
economic data; and,

WHEREAS, Greiner has proceeded to identify three comridors for further study and these cormidors have
been identified as West (existing US-31), Central (120th Avenue vicinity) and Eastern (8th Avenue
vicinity); and,

WHEREAS, the Study was initiated at the request of local units of govemment and Ottawa County in
recognition of the fact that the prosperity and wvitality of Ottawa County are threatened by fraffic impacts
which exeeed or soon will excesd the capacity of the existing state and local roadway network, and,

WHEREAS, to the cxtent traffic exceeds the capacity of our state and local bridgs and roadway system, it
is a detriment to the quality of life of each of our residents and a threat to the prosperity and economic
vitality that is our hallmark; and,

C-265




Consultation and Coordination

Resolutian .
Page 2 -

Whereas, each of the five units of government in Northwest Ottawa County, including the,
City of Ferrysburg, the City of Grand Haven, Grand Haven Township, Spring Lake
Township and the Village of Spring Lake, all recognize that inasmuch as each community
and its residents share in the prosperity of our economy and the benefits of our quality of
life, each community must also share responsibility for solutions to regional problems; and

Whereas, our area has a proven track record of cooperative regional successes that
include the North Ottawa Water System, Grand Haven/Spring Lake Sewer Authority,
Harbor Transit and economic development; and,

Whereas, it is clear that if our five communities cannot reach a consensus on this critical
regional transportation issue, MDOT may defer this project indefinitely to work in areas of:
the State where there is clear consensus or MDOT may elect to construct unprovmnnts
that do no meet our collective needs; and,

Whereas, the ACI convened a committee consisting of representatives of the five
Northwest Ottawa communities to share thoughts and information concerning the Study,. .
to meet with MDOT officials and to meet with Greiner officials, all with the purpose of - -
determining if some effective regional consensus could be dwc[upad regn.rdmg both
present and future-transportation issues and the Study; and;” -

Whereas, major findings of the committes include the following:

a) MDOT will work more speedily in regions where there is slear agresment = -
on the ransporation objective to be achieved;

b) Environmental impacts are key considerations in the decision making~
process and may preclude otherwise desirable options,

c) The time line for the US-31 Corridor Praject will be very long. It is very
likely that no construction will begin for 15 years from the date of completion of the Study
on an expressway bypass option.

d} We now face the most severe transportation problems in our history. The
US-31/M-104 highway system is over capacity now. The US-31 Bascule Bridge has
demonstrated its ability to severely disrupt our region.

¢) Traific will only get worse. Based on traffic projections prepared by
Greiner, our area will become progressively more clogged and congested. .

f) This problem is a threat to the quality of life of the residents of our region.
If it is not addressed systematically and on time, our residents, businesses and uu:mrs will

suffer;
g) It is clear that we need to develop a regional consensus where we all share

in the solution or we will suffer the inevitable consequences;
h) Our area requires at least a sccond local bridge 1o provide local traffic n:!;:f

and ensure that emergency services are not interrupted, and,
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Resalution
Page ]

Whereas, the AC[ Committee has worked to develop a comprehensive recommendationl
for consideration by each of the five communities and is prepared to do so in the form of
this resolution.

MOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:

l. The ACI study committee has recommended a phased approach to address our
regional traffic problem which includes the following stages:

a) Short Term Goal - to be accomplished in three to five years: Request
immediate US-31 improvements in the Grand Haven Cormridor that could include
intersection closings, signal removwals, installation of "Michigan turns" and widening and
recommend to MDOT that a fixed-span bridge with 35 feet of clearance be constructed
over the Grand River .

b) Mid Term Goal - to be accomplished within five to 10 years: That support
be given to the creation of a local, "ring-road” system (not an expressway) that adds a
local bridge with 35 feet of clearance or a bascule bridge in the most appropriate location’
when considering all factors in order to handle increased local traffie north and south
across the Grand River. The location of the "ring read” would be detsrminad by -fucther-
study; butssmcuid link M1 0dzpmd WS-21-ared would probably doso in a cerridor further
South of the currently proposed Robbins Road location. This alternative is not in lieu of]
nor can it preclude, the construction of the expressway bypasscontemplated in.the lsng=
term goal-detzited-below. - =

¢) Long Term Goal - to be accomplished in 15 to 20 years: That the US-31
bypass should be in a corridor west of 84th Avenue in the vicinity of 120th Aveaue. “This
bypass should link I-96 to the North with either US-31 or [-196 to the South. ~

2 That this unit of local government hereby accepts and endorses this recommended
conceptual plan.

3. That ACI and the ACI Committee are directed to join this unit of government in
advocatiag this concept to MDOT, State and Federal legislators, the Study team and other
appropriate audiences, Furthermore, the ACI committee is directed to monitor the Study

process and report periodically to member units.

4, That all resclutions in conflict herewith in whole or in part are hereby revoked to
the extent of such conflict.
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Resolution
Page 4

YES: Fischer, Donner, Bolrhouse te, Ruiter, MacLachlan

NO: Mans
RESOLUTION DECLARED APPROVED DATED __ Qce. 3, 199%
Village Presid Etim:k_

/&Q«,
ITS wvil lge Eltt#
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pr—— REGENED
£ j D FEB 7 1997 :
—
=a.\ CITY OF FERRYSBURG
PIEE % '\Ehlllf_-.t b1 = RPHING LAKE, 3149488 = l'liﬂi‘ﬁlﬂﬂﬁ-ﬁ-ﬂ-l]"
LLAGE OF FAX 616-847.139)

SP@IAKE

EXCERFTS OF MINUTES

At a regular meeting of the Village Council of the Village of Spring Lake, Ottawa County, Michigan,
held at the Barber School Community Building, 102 West Exchange Street, on the 3rd day of
February, 1997, at 7:00 p.m., local time, a quorum being présent:

PRESENT: Bolthouse, Fischer, James, VanStrate, Dracger

ABSENT: Hall, Hammond

The President of the Village advised the Village Council that the next order of business
consideration of a resolution indicating the Village's commitment to a long-term solution to the T::a
31 problems.

After complﬂmn of the discussion, the following resolution was offered by Councilperson
Fischer and supported by Councilperson _ Bolthouse

“BESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the communities of Ferrysburg City, Grand Haven Charter Township, Grand Haven
City, Spring Lake Township, Spring Lake Village and the surrounding environs will be significantly
impacted by the eventual location of the TLS, 31 improvements; and

WHEREAS, creation of an devated frecway, surface freeway, or an expanded boulevard through the
communities where the existing U.S. 31 now exists will eliminate jobs, impact churches, weaken
neighborhoods, threaten park areas, affect’ community heritage, and reduce property values in
amounts totally unacceptable to the 30,000-plus area residents; and

WHEREAS, the goveming bodies of Ferrysburg City, Grand Haven Charter Township, Grand Haven
City, Spring Lake Township, and Spring Lake Village have each gone on record requesting a U.S.
31 by-pass with a Grand River crossing elsewhcre 50 as to provide an alternate route across the
Grand River to mare effectively carry the current 58,000 daily vehicles and the 40,000 additional
vehicles expected in the next twenty years; and
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WHEREAS, such alternate route will protect the lives of our citizens, protect the economic viability
of our employm improve traffic flow for regional and state trl'-'elets alike and preserve our
communities' neighborhoods, institutions and history; 5

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Village of Spring Lake is committed to a long-
term solution to the ULS. 31 problem, specifically:

The Village of Spring Lake continues to support the construction of a by-pass at, or near,
120th Avenue with a Grand River crossing in a manner which most effectively connects the
Holland region to the Muskegon region such that regional and state traffic can quickly, safely,
and less obtrusively reach their destinations. (Any other solution short of the above, will
prove to be obsolete and ineffective in the long term.)

The Village of Spring Lake is disturbed about the unilateral action by MDOT and MDEQ to
eliminate the southern spur of former Alternative F that crosses the Pigeon Creek prior to a
review in the Environmental Impact Statement due later in 1997, and we hereby request
reinstatement of Altemative F as a full option to be researched just as thoroughly as any other
option in the Environmental Impact Statement.

The Village of Spring Lake is of the opinion that the best long term option, with the greatest
transportation benefits, is the July, 1996 version of Altemative F coupled with Alternative J1,
to provide a direct interstate link along the shortest route possible between I1-196 in Zeeland
and [-96 in Munica. Such transportation benefits justify the increased environmental
mitigation costs associated with crossing the Pigeon Creek.

The Village of Spring Lake continues to support the concept of a second local crossing in
addition to the above, to provide improved access to neighboring communities, to provide
emergency access when the bascule bridge malfunctions, and to reduce traffic on M-104
through the Village of Spring Lake.

AYES: ous her, ¥

Draegear

NAYS: None

Resolution declared  BFPPROVED

Dated this 3rd. Day of February, 1597,

— : kujldi {Ei}??bﬂjkﬂufg;ﬁ

ith VanBemmelen, Deputy Clerk

C-270




Consultation and Coordination

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.

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.

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.

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.

Acknowledged receipt of resolution dated October 3, 1994. See response 1.

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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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Michigan Department of Transportation has recently completed a Diraft
Eavironmental Impact Statement (DELS) for US-31 in Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon
Countics to determine the preferred alterative(s) for addressing traffic congestion on
Us-31,

WHEREAS, US-31 is a vital transportation corridor for Muskegon County, serves &
significant number of commercial and industrial enterprises in the county, and will
continue to be an important north-south corrider in the economic development of the
West Michigan Region;

WHEREAS, community leaders in Muskegon County representing business, industry,
tourism, government, financial institutions, and other interests have organized under the
umbrella of a Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee to review the
Environmental Impact Study and formulate a Muskegon County position regarding the
alternatives under consideration;

WHEREAS, the position of the Muskegon County US-3]1 Blue Ribbon Committee is
summarized in the enclosed position paper, which was unanimously adopted by the
committee on November 1, 1998,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Roosevelt Park hereby
endorses the position of the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee, and
requests the Michigan Department of Transportation enter this resofution into the record
of public comments.

Resolution Adopted by City of Roosevell Park on January 18, 1999,

@mﬂ%

\‘\ﬁ:& N\}-‘{\H:L\R\Jﬂ"ﬂ;"‘i" f lf

Ann Marie Cummings
City Clerk
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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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NUNICA, MICH. 49448
A Recognized Bicentennial Community

January 7, 1999

Mr. Jose A. Lopez

Public Hearings Officer

Burean of Transportation Planning, MDOT
PO Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Mr. Lopez:

We, as Crockery Township's governing body have, along with Robinson, Olive, and Zeeland Townships,
expressed our collective opposition to any “alternative’ to the US 31 traffic problem that places a bypass
through the center of Ottawa County.

Our collective position deals with the overall negative effect of a bypass and the reasons we believe the US 31
problems would be best solved by utilizing the existing route. That correspondence, signed by the township
supervisor from each of the four townships, is being forwarded to your office under separate cover.

We, the Crockery Township Beard of Trustees, would like to address additional concemns regarding present
traffic on M-104 {Cleveland Avenue) and any “bypass’ solution proposed along the 120" Avenue route in our

township.

HISTORY

When [-96 was extended west from Grand Rapids to Muskegon the highway geographically cut Crockery
Township in half. This severed all north/south roads within the township, except 112 Avenue. As a result
112" Avenue has become the ‘cross over” location for north/south traffic within the township. Alse as a result
of this same action, M-104 becamne the main route of travel for cast'west traffic to and from the Grand Haven
tri-city area.

M-104 is the only east/west highway for traffic on and off [-96 with a destination of the Grand Haven tri-city
area. The combination of lacal and other traffie has M-104 at or exceeding full capacity. [t is most comman
during the summer months to have traffic in a *stop and go” condition in the Spring Lake area, for a distance of
up to three miles on M-1044,
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Lopez letter, cont., pg. 2
FUTURE CONCERNS

The DEIS supports our contention that most traffic on US 31 in Grand Haven is ‘local destination”® traffic. W™
continue to believe that a bypass on 120™ Avenue will not give sufficient relief to Grand Haven's traffic
problems,

We do believe that a bypass on 120" Avenue will have some adverse effect on traffic distribution attempting 1o
get to the Grand Haven tri-city area from the east and south. -

At the present time traffic, destined for the Ottawa County lakeshore area, use four basic routes:
1. M-45 from Grand Rapids to US 31 south of Grand Haven,
2. 1-96 to M-104 and west to Spring Lake,
3. US 31 north from Holland.
4. US 31 south from Muskegon.

We expect that people not familiar with the area will conclude that the best and shortest route to the Grand
Haven area will be by jumping onto this bypass at some point and taking it to M-104.

We also expect that local traffic from Grand Rapids area will select a route west on M-45 to the bypass north to
M-104, and west into Spring Lake.

Mone of these projected traffic patterns will do anything to solve the existing US 31 problems, but they will
have a tremendous negative effect on those communities along M-104 from [-96 west to
Us 31,

While the cily administration of Grand Haven has repeatedly insisted that the bypass option is for the ‘through
traffic,’ their correspondence on this issue would indicate that they expect traffic to use the bypass and M-104 as
a route to and from their city. They have in fact pointed out what they consider a design flaw in the DEIS that
they feel is detrimental to this pattern and have requested that it be corrected. (Letter dated 12-8-98 from the
City of Grand Haven to your oflice.)

INTERCHANGE EVALUATION ~ I-96 and 120™ Bypass

In the event thet 2 bypass on 120" Avenue was 1o be selected, we find the engineered design as shown in the
DEIS for Crockery Township unaceeptable for the following reasons:

1. The current traffic capacity for 112* Avenue (Main Street) does not allow for additional traffic, in
the volume the bypass is expected (o generate, Particularly traffic attempting fo go west on M-104.

2. The merging of traffic on the west bound M- 104 and exit ramp #9 of west bound [-96 onte M-104,
i5 already considered the most dangerous intersection within the township. It is in need of additional
engineering as it exists today.

3. Any attempt to route traffic from a bypass into M-104 will require a major interchange that has n
been considered in the DELS. This additional cost would further reduce the *dollar return value® of
thiz alternative.
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Lopez letter, cont., pg. 3

In surnmary, it would appear that the desires of the Grand Haven City Officials 1o have a bypass on 20"
Avenue would, at best, take a north/'south problem through Grand Haven and further complicate it with an
past’west problem on M-104 through Crockery Township, Spring Lake Township, and the Village of Spring
Lake. It also appears that Grand Haven officials are aware that additional traffic is likely to use M-104 lo armive

at their city.

It is also likely that realignment of the traffic with a destination to the Grand Haven area is likely to adversely
effect those businesses along the existing route of US 31 without subsequently improving the problems existing
on US 31 in Grand Haven. An attempt to dump traffic from two interstate highways onto a two lane state
highway is not realistic considering the volume of traffic projected to use this route. Major traffic problems in
the future on M- 104 will present fewer options for 2 solution that the US 31 route through Grand Haven offers
al this time,

Thank you for taking the time to review our concems. We appreciate your attention to this matter,

Sincerely,
Mike Fortenbacher Rex Burkall Tom Holmgs
Supervisor Trust f"lym

- ; 7
Dk TRl TEE= o A L
Larry VanDussen Mae Muller
Treasurer Clerk

gﬂ(uj\;]m Dmaa“ 77 e M&b
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Copies of this letter have been sent to the following individuals or organizations:

City of Grand Haven

Spring Lake Township

Village of Ferrysburg

Village of Spring Lake

E. Christopher Byrnes, Ottawa County Planning Commission

Betty Gajewski, Ottawa County Planning Commission

Ed Hanenburg, Ottawa County Planning Commission

Joseph Haveman, Ottawa County Commission/Land Use Committee
Luciano Hemandez, Ottawa County Commission

Michael Jaeger, URS Greiner

Jon Jellema, Michigan House of Representatives

Foberi Karsten, Oriawa Couaty Commission

Jim Kirschensteiner, Federal Highway Administration

Mark Knudsen, Ottawa County Planner

Leon Langeland, Oilawa County Commission/Land Use Committes
D. Dale Mohr, Ottawa County Commission

Raobert Rinck, Ottawa County Commission/Land Use Comumitles
Roger Rycenga, Ottawa County Commission/Land Use Committee
Jeff Saxby, MDOT

Harris Schipper, Ottawa County Commission

Gordon Schrotenboer, Ottawa County Commission/Land Use Committee
Robert Sewick, Ottawa County Planning Commission

Leon Stille, Michigan State Senate

Dennis Swartout, Ottawa County Commission

Comelius Vander Kam, Ottawa County Commission

Frederick Vander Laan, Ottawa County Commission

=
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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 120" 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 130" Avenue to 1-96. Since this letter was written, MDOT has met with and received
support for the Preferred Alternative.

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

The westbound 1-96 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 124™ Avenue.

The Preferred Alternative has an at-grade intersection with M-104 rather than an
interchange, and is included in cost estimates for this project.

The Preferred Alternative includes improvements on existing US-31 in Grand Haven.
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The Joint Township Cormmilies Against the Bypass
c/o Robigson Township Hall

12010 1209 Avenus

Grand Haven, MI 49417

Jamuary 22, 1999

Re: FHWA-MI-EIS-98-01-D — U531 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Deer Mr. Lopex:

In attending meetings, reading nows quotes atiributed to local clected officials, and reviewlng
ies of lettars ssed to your office fram losal govermnment units, it is apparcat to us that the
following is true:

1. Officials of the City of Grand Haven, s well as most Dttawa County Comunissioners, have not
Formulated & total plan that is scecplable to them 1o handle the wraffic problem within the City of
Grand Haven on [JS3].

evidence that indicates this will not solve 2 sufficient amount of

traffic problems on US31. They also have refused to present a traffic plan for the City of
Grand Haven except for a suggested detour of soms teaffic within the City. To our
knowledge, no traffic engin sindy has been done to provide any evidence this snpgected
detour will be of eny real value if implemented. Their sugpestion also faile to address the
negative impact on themyriad small businesses and homes along this possible internal bypass

nowte.

2. They continue to push for a along Iiﬂrhﬂmuenﬁileiﬁmggpﬁtdmgmnf
existing

3. Eﬂﬁm%ugmwmwﬂamoﬁcﬂsmulb on 120th
Avenue or at least a b over the Grand River on 120th Avenue should be built es5 of
the information by the DEIS that doss niot support this as a total solution.
comments go on to suggest thel i this “does not work within 3 year or so”, then they weuld
consider deing something in Grand Haven, We have hoard o mention of duplication of costs
if the plan does not work.

As you arc well aware, there are additional problems and considerations associated with the traffic
problems on US31 in Grand Haven whh:hlmai:c this amimade enacceptable, The traffic on M104
from I-06 west through Croskery Township, Spring Lake Townshi and the Village of Spring
Lake js already a which must be addreseed at some point. Without some increass in the
efficient movement of traffic on US31, there are not a lot of options to address the M-104 problem.

Even a second bridge over the Orand River on 120th Avenue is likely to do little to help under

ﬂmmditims. Without #n infrastructure of county roads to this new bridge, it will be of po
value,

lof3
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Jaint Township Commities Against a Rural Bypass
An “Alternative Modification™ Suggcstion
229

A Reconstructed Alternative
we would like o offer thls as a ble “phase-ip aliemative”. We arc offcring this in view of the
fact that both Grand Haven and Holland have been reluctant to sccept Alternative A, at this tima.

1. Complete the Altermative A from the north city limits of Holland to the south city limits of
Grand Haven.

2. Incorporats into this modified Alomative A the controlled aceess boulevard as suggested in
P/Pir from the expressway on the south side of Grand Haven in the area of Comstock Street,
arotind Grand Haven, across the river (an additional bridge), and around Spring Lake,
following the route drawn in your DEIS 1o 1-96 in Crockery Township.

3. Allow Grand Haven to try thoss adjustments within their eity that they think will worke. The
City of Grand Haven should agree that if their plans do not prove efficient that wark would
begin to complete the expressway to M-104 oa the existing romta, Holland should be offered a
similar agreement,

Supporting Facts
1. ﬂ:'gn retail stores, car deslerships, new heasing, and industrial businesses are moving in 2
consistent pattern south out of Grand Haven toward Holland,

1. Spring Lake Village, Spring Lake Township, and Crockery Township residents who shop
locally have and will continuc to dive throngh Grand Haven ta shop and wock.

3. Ab:.rpasslrau.udSpﬁnilaksmcliﬂrﬂndemmmmuwﬂmfkbhhimRmd“ﬂlgiw
Grand Haven relisf with througli traffic to Holland and points south which originates nonth and
east of the Grand River,

4, ‘This will give Oftaws Counry the second bridge they want in 2 locstion which will much better
serve the heavy population areas on both sides of the river. This is more realistic for
eMergency purposes.

5. This solution will address the problem of what 1o do with the M-104 waffic between [-96 and
ussl.

6. A large amount of the truck treffic on M-104 is going to shops, stores, and factories south of
Grand Haven. (Our survey shows tractor trailer trucks on M-104 passing an observation point
al the rate of one cach minuie and a half during the working day.)

7. Both Grand Haven and Holland will have the time to fully evalute what they want for their city.
8, We believe that 25 the highway is built between the cities, the factories, shops, stores, and new
homes will continue their steady move 1o the south and north. We also think that end will put

tsnuustﬁuumﬂﬂimlbﬂdﬂﬁsuﬂmidﬂmiﬂlmbmﬁﬂbnlmmﬂuwmm
[e.

Z2of3d
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Joint Township d::mgni:ne; Aguinst 8 Rural Bypass
An “Aliemative Modification” Suggestion
2299

Megative Considerations _ o

1. We are aware that any altemative must ultimately meet the criteria of the Federal Highways
program. We fizl that this particular highway problem may be unique enough to give
justification for sdjustment i the mles.

2. This highway will not connect directly to any interstate fresway at this time. It could be ar
that the alignmeat is present for that connection at some future time If needed. (Or, :
mnﬂd:rnmkﬁ:n Comstock bypass and river crossing a frecway instead of a -
which would achieve a connection at one end.)

3. Without being completed through the Cities of Holland and Grand Haven, this revised
altemtive may not meat the need for traffic relief through 2020, Tt would, however, provide
tmmediate relief at two critical poinis = M-104 aod U331 through Grend Haven.

s
‘ﬁ.::::;rr{mnﬁugﬂmmanc&m to find something which i5 acceptable to the Cities of Grand
Haven and Holland which a!sua:d:lmsscsscvnmlm%ﬂdm

We are concemed that this apportunity to solve 8 major traffic problem in Otinwa County may not
present itself again in the near futore. We would hope that some adj could be made that
would not allow this one shor section of highway theough Grand Haven to scultle the entire

project. .

We have also taken into consideration the recent indication that the Village of Spring Lalke shows a
dazire far the PAP1r bypass around its Village.

Thank you for considering this submission.
Sincersly,

Ray Masko

Supervisor, Robinson Township

On behalf of the: Jaint Townehip Committes 4 guinst the Bypass ~ Robinson, Zeeland Charter,
Olive, and Crockery Townships

oo Ottawn County Planning Commission
Orther Invalved Units, Institntions, and Individuals

Jof3
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JOINT RESOLUTION of OLIVE, ROBINSON, & CROCKERY TOWNSHIPS

Submitted to Michigan Department of Transportation, March 25, 1997
With references to MDOT's Draft Environmental Impact Statement, November 5, 1998

1. WHEREAS, the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality previsouly stated that
the 120th Avenue corridor should be excluded from consideration; and

[DEIS p.9-5, statement from MDEQ.]
2. WHEREAS, freeway construction will have defrimental effect on the Pigeon River
watershed and vast additional areas of wetlands; and

[DEIS p.5-65, table 5.7.3-2b, Alt F = 89.96 acres, most among 8 alternatives.]
3. WHEREAS, archeologists working for MDOT have discovered Native American
burial sites within the 120th Avenue corridor north and south of the Grand River and
have propery concluded that these sacred sites should not be disturbed; and

[DEIS p.5-88, MDOT shifted the alignment, but see also p.6-51 and p.5-31.]
4. WHEREAS, a freeway slong the 120th Avenue corridor, like other proposead rural
corridors, will take thousands of acres of farmland out of production in the #1
agricultural county in the state, to the economic detriment of family farms as well as the
county and the state; and

[DEIS p.5-36, prime, unique, and locally important farmlands impacted: Alt

F = 1,940 acres, Alt F/J1 = 2,040 acres; see also p.5-31, Robinson Twp

would lose an additional 1,600 acres due to secondary impacts.]
5. WHEREAS, tha land taken out of prodiiction along thie 120th Avenue comridor, or
other proposed rural comidors, will be taken off the property rolls to the further detriment
of the region; and

[DEIS p.5-6 and table 5.1-4, Alt F = $218,900; see also p.6-4, no relocation

assistance for auﬂ-:ultura] property.]
6. WHEREAS, secondary development near any freeway proposed for this or other
rural comidars will cause unwanted and uncontrolled growth - urban sprawl - with
increased traffic at interchanges that will require road improvements without pfwulng
the funding for such improvements; and

[DEIS p.5-21 for discussion of Ottawa County Development Plan, 1992, see

figura 5.2-3.5.]
7. WHEREAS, a new freeway along the 120th comidor or any other proposed corridors,
rural or urban, will create a major noise pollution problem for residents, msuung ina
loss of peace m'n:l quiet; and

[DEIS pp.6-16 to 6-18, and note that noise impacts will not be abal:ad' unless

townships pay, p.6-9.]
8. WHEREAS, there will be a variety of additional negative impacts of the freeway on
existing land use proximate to the proposed freeway, such as dead ending roads, and
denying access to part of an owner's property due to the freeway cutting through that
property; and

[DEIS Appendix A, aerial photos of freeway and boulevard alternatives for

dead end roads and fragmented farms.]
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9. WHEREAS, a new freeway along the 120th cormidor, or other proposed rural or urban
comidors, will eliminate neighborhoods, split communities, and negatively impact the
quality of life; and .
[DEIS p.6-61 reminds us that land use planning is up to local townships.]
10. WHEREAS, federal law prohibits the construction of transportation projects that
decrease air quality in areas that are-technically categorized as having air quality
problems having to do with moderate non-attainment for ozane; and :
[DEIS p.5-39 notes that the conformity determination will be made after an
alternative has been selected.] ' _
11. WHEREAS, the proposed bypass will not alleviate traffic congestion along US-31
since the majority of the tion is south of New Holland Street or north in Grand
Haven; and e i O T TR O SR e
[DEIS p.3-7, "The new-alignment freeway does not decrease demand on
existing US-31 enough to attain acceptable LOS (Level of Service) on
existing US-31. Existing US-31 would require capacity increases in order
to attain an acceptable LOS."]
12. WHEREAS, the old highway will still have to be improved if a new one is built, and
both new and old roads will have to be maintained; and
[DEIS p.3-9.] .
13. WHEREAS, while western Ottawa County may well be significantly and negatively
impacted by the suggested US-31 improvements, a new highway will not solve growth
and traffic problems but rather will be the agent for even more rapid and excessive
growthin the county thatwill lead to far greater problems; and

14, WHEREAS, there have been no other models studied except construction of a new
freaway;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT JOINTLY RESOLVED, that the Townships of Crockery,
Olive and Robinson, County of Ottawa, State of Michigan are committed to a long-term
solution to the transportation problems of west Michigan, specifically: -

1. The 120th Avenue comidor is an unacceptable altemative and should be
dropped from further consideration for the US-31 bypass. This reaffims prior
decisions and procedures of MDOT and MDEQ, the state agencies having
authority in these matters. .

2. The proposed new freeway will add to the economic and social problems of
the Lakeshore region, rather than alleviating them, so it is not an appropriate
investment for the State of Michigan in any west Michigan location.

3. Other altematives to improving transportation in the area deserve careful
consideration on the part of suitable official state agencies, beginning
immediately.
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The Joint Township Committee Against the Bypass
/o Robinson Township Hall )
12010 120* Avenue

Grand Haven, MI 49417

Tanuary 6, 1999

Mr. José A. Lopez

Puhblic Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department Of Transportation
P.O. Box 30050 :

Lansing, MI 48909

Re: FHWA-MI-EIS-98-01-D - US31 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dwear Mr, Lopez:

As Township Administrators, we recognize the difficulty in interpreting the many emotional
responses from those concerned with all the possible solutions to the US3] problem. Because the
alternatives affect our county, townships, citizens, and future, we share many of those same
COTICETTS, '

We have individually, within our Townships, as well as within our Joint Committes Against the
Rural Bypass coalition of Townships, reviewed the DEIS in great detail. A summary of our
findings and views are as follows:

L. This study very accurately defines the existing traffic problems as we see them at
present, It also gives a complete projection of what the future could hold for this highway,
based on data provided to MDOT and Greiners by the City and County Planners in Ottawa
County, We find no reason to doubt those projections.

2. This study shows that the existing traffic problems must be dealt with at their present
location. Also, that any attempt to relocate this traffic is not going to be sulficient to
solve the traffic problems, now or in the future.

3. The City of Grand Haven has stated that a limited aceess highway will canse an excessive loss
of homes, businesses, and boulevard median. However, this loss will not be any more drastic
than will be required with any sufficient improvement to the existing route as a boulevard,
as pointed out in the DEIS. The City of Grand Haven will be required to lose some land with
every viable solution to their traffic problem.

{cont*d)
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Joint Township Commitles Against a Rural Bypass
DEIS Response Position and Fact Sheet
116799

4. The study shows that a bypass placed in the center of Ottawa County will change the
development pattern drastically, while not necessarily changing the growth of
Ottawa County. It would likely lead 1o the relocation of existing families and businesses in a
pattern consistent with any new roadway, further encouraging sprawl and the loss of much
more farmland than the original right-of-way acquisition would consume. '

5. - The primary and secondary effects of a bypass on farmland in Ottawa County will result in
loss that is irreplaceable. Any loss of homes, businesses, and shops in the urbanized
areas will not be permanent, as they can be relocated. The study shows sufficient land available
for these relocations in the immediate area affected. However, once gone to development,
farmland cannot be replaced and farms cannot relocate.

6. The total dollar return value is considerably higher on the existing route. The
negative impact is higher on all factors involving a rural bypass solution or altemative.

While understanding the concerns of Grand Haven City Administrators in fearing any change (o
the esthetics of their boulevard, the fact is that this corridor through Grand Haven has been going
through constant transition for at least thirty years. Homes have been removed or turned into
offices, chain stores have closed or moved, and shops have relocated. Even at the present time
major changes are taking place.

The: di ions caused by doing what is necessary in Grand Haven will be offset by the long-
range and immediate advantages to the City. .

Growth along the existing route of US31 is likely to continue in the future with or without & new
highway. The problems with traffic o this route will have to be addressed in the near future.

By placing a bypass through the center of our county, we will be starting another major line of
development parallel to the existing route. This will call for a grid of east/west roadways,
developing a “ladder effect” of primary county i s through the county to connect the
two highways. Those connecting roadways will also call for improvement and upgrade, putting an
unbearable financial burden on the residents of the mral wwaships.

This grid of improved east/west roads will, further, bring tremendous pressure to develop the
farmlands in those areas and lead Ottawa County to suffer the sprawl that other arcas of the
state have experienced, as demonstrated in Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb Counties.

As Township Administrators in Ottawa County, we have, along with County Planners, given
considerable thought and effort to planning for our future. We have given a priority 1o preserving
those imeplaceable resources that are vital to our future ity, as documented in the 1992
Ottawa County Development Plan as well as in several Township Master Plans.

We request that the Michigan Department of Transportation take into consideration this statement,
as well as the attached data sheets which are comments on excerpts directly from the DEIS. We

realize that members of your staff are also evaluating the information in the DEIS, but perhaps our
list of reference materials will make a contribution to the effort.

{cont'd)
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Joint Township Committec Against a Rural Bypass
. DEIS Response Position and Fact Sheet
L6/ .

In light of all the information we've gotten from the DEIS, as a Joint Committee, and as individual
Townships, we support Altermative A, the freeway on the existing route, as the only solution for
the traffic congestion on US31. Please feel free to contact any of us should you have questions.

Tim Dykstr3, Supervisor,

Olive Township
6480 136" Avenue
Holland, MI 49424
(616) T72-6701 _ : (616) 786-9996
%‘VP‘D : e e e —
- W{g ﬁ‘g’v Cr el
Ray M . Supervisor, Michael r, Supervisor,
Robinson Township o Crockery Township
12010 120" Avenue . 17431 112* Avenue
Grand Haven, MI 49417 Munica, MI 49448
(616) B46-2210 (6la) B37-6868

ee: Onawa County Planning Commission
Ottawa County Commission Land Use Committee
Oiher Involved Units, Institutions, and Individuals

Following: DEIS Facts (2 pgs.)

Jofs
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Joint Township Commities Against & Rural Bypass
DEIS Responsc Position and Fact Sheet
LG99 :

1. Grand Haven has a traffic problem on US 31 at the present time that must be addressed. (DEIS
page 2-5)

2. That traffic problem will remain and continue to increase in the future unless action is taken.
(DEIS page 2-14)

3. No local or regional bypass is going to give sufficient relief to the traffic problem on
1US31 at the Grand River without an increase in the capacity or a decrease in the demand on the
existing US 31. (DEIS 3-7) [A look at the traffic projections will tell you that a bypass
solution is not the most effective way to decrease demand on the US 31 route. ]

4. Beacon Blvd. is going to be changed no matter which altemnative is selected. If the Comstock
Bypass (boulevard bypass) is selected, Beacon is slated to become a 6-lane boulevard (DEIS 3-
22). If Alternative F (one Central Bypass option) is selected, Beacon is slated 1o become an 8-
lane boulevard (DEIS figure 3.3-5b)

5. The total number of bridge malfunctions from 1988 through May 15, 1997 was ten. One
failure resulted in 18 hours, 15 minutes of down time for the bridge. This does not list those
incidents which stopped traffic due to accidents on or near the bridge resulting from bridge
openings. (DEIS page 2-14) [The problem is not just malfunctions. Any mechanical bridge
is subject to high maintenance needs and failures, ans contribules to traffic congestion. ]

6. All 2020 alternatives except the No Action Alternative would take approximately the
. same amount of land through Grand Haven to increase trallic volume. (Appendix A -
Plans of Practical Altematives)

7. The rate of return on dollars invested varies widely: for example, Altemative A (limited-
access highway on the existing route) retumns $2.78 for every dollar speat; Alternative F (one
central bypass limited-access option), retums $0.98; and Altermnative P (boulevard option on
existing route), returns $0.42. (DEIS page 5-106) [Note: any return of less than $1.00 means
the construction costs on the option exeeed the benefit provided.]

8. A central bypass would be directly contrary to the 1992 Ottawa County Development
Plan adopted by the County Planning Commission on December 22, 1992. This Plan relegates
Agricultural and Rural Preservation Land to their defined *“Tier B”. One of the stated goals of
this Plan is “to maintain the rural character of Tiers A and B". (DEIS page 5-20 and 21,
and Figure 5.2-2)

9. Ottawa County is the leading county in Michigan in the market value of agricultural products
sold (DEIS 4-4).

{cont"d)

4of5

C-287



Consultation and Coordination

Joint Township Committee inst a Rural Bypass
DEIS Response Position and Fact Sheet
1/6/99 :

1. Relating to “Community Cohesion™: the F and F/J1 (rural freeways) would divide the
WHM%mmmedumm&mﬁmhm
mﬂnmummghnmmmmmrmmmuwmhm for farmers
traveling to separated ficlds, and for , fire, and EMT services, Altemnatives F and F/J1
would have adverse impacts wi Gnndﬂwm.sirmth:mﬂﬁ-uwa alternatives
would still result in either a 6-lane or an 8-lane boulevand in Grand Haven. ( 5-2 and 5-3)

2, Altematives F, F/J1, and J1 Mmh;hnumhusufmptpmﬂmﬂdﬁplmnu Major
% mm;?“aru:epmpmmmwhmh Mmmudurwm-:g* property is
acqu majority ts are cropland concentrated along the proposed
freeway at 120th ﬁmtﬂﬂsd?m

3. Altﬂnauvr.sll F1, uﬂthvelt:muﬂm:;urmdﬂﬂ:ml Major industrial
pmmhmwhuelh:mnnhmldm;n’am of the property is acquired,
5-!?]

4. Some shift in land use and development patterns would be expected 1o occur within Ottawa
Caunwmmmyofunmmmnmmmﬂlymum“ummﬁn
- and cumnulative impacts projected through 2020 on land use is on all
that involve a new alignment freeway [rural bypass]. (DEIS 5-26 527)

5. Jl,Fm,mdanﬂi:tmcmwndththeﬂuumantyDewiopmmﬁmunuuMbm
on Policy Tiers, developed in December of 1992, Alternatives A, P, and Plr are the most
compatible with these policies. One of the stated goals of this plan is to maintain the rural
character of Tiers A and B and preserve farmland. (DEIS and 5-21)

6. Alternative J1 would not contain urban sprawl to the south and west of the freeway in the
wmwmumwm;hwmmwmmﬁm

7. The bypass portions of Alternatives F, FI/F3, F/J1, and J1 would have the most direct impact
on farmlands. (DEIS 5-34)

8. Indirect *, . . design of alternative alignments (bypasses), in , and cul-de-
sacs of mmfmumjmmmnnghmmhmgafﬁm pam:l
fragmentation, i.e., leaving uneconomical remainders, and adverse wavel distances due 1o

" ... especially along altenatives F, F/J1, and the bypass portions of F1/F3

access changes
and J1. (DEIS 5-34)

Sof3
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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:

o MDOT letter from the City of Grand Haven dated October 25, 2001.
o 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.

e The construction of a two-lane roadway connecting the bridge over the Grand River to
M-45 and M-104.

e Improvements to M-104 include a five-lane reconstruction on existing M-104 between
124th Avenue and 1-96 in Crockery Township.

e New ramps at 112"/1-96 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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A Recognised Bicentennial Communily

Mr. Mike Jaeger, Project Engineer
URS Greiner, Inc.

3950 Sparks Drive SE

Grand Rapids, MI 49546

November 27, 2000
Dear Mr. Jaeger,

On behalf of the Crockery Township Board of Trustees, the Planning Commission and
myself, I would like to thank you for appearing, along with MDOT officials, to further
explain the proposed F/J1 Bypass alignment in Crockery Township.

For your files we are submitting a list of our objections that continue to stand following
that meeting. We are particularly concerned with the designed interchange for 1-96,
M-104 and the proposed bypass. The statement from one MDOT official that it “meets
minimum standards” would give it an even higher rating than we would have judged.
Factor in a realistic evaluation of the existing traffic conditions and problems and it
would be further lowered in its standards of an acceptable design. We believe an
interchange of this importance should start off by meeting the maximum standards as
time and traffic growth will continue to reduce its effectiveness.

As we acknowledged in this meeting, you and your company are limited by the amount of
usable space in which to place this interchange. We, as Township officials, would be
remiss in allowing this to proceed without objecting on behalf of those citizens whose
lives and safety will be endangered.

CROCKERY TOWNSHIP'S ORIGINAL OBJECTIONS TO THE BYPASS

1. It will not fulfill the purpose and need of the project.

2. It will destroy too much farmland, damage the environment, and encourage sprawl.

3. It will greatly increase traffic on M-104 through Crockery Township, Spring Lake
Township, and the Village of Spring Lake. This roadway is already identified as the
second most highly traveled roadway within the study area for traffic accidents behind
US-31, which is number one.

CROCKERY TOWNSHIP’S OBJECTIONS TO THE NEW ALIGNMENT MAP

1. Tt will not fulfill the purpose and need of the project.
2. It will destroy too much farmland, damage the environment, and encourage sprawl.
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Objections-New Alignment-continued

3. The new alignment disrupts one of the last undisturbed marshlands in West Michigan.
Any structure of this type will do major and permanent damage to this environ-
mentally sensitive area.

4. The proposed bypass will increase traffic on the M-104, I-96, and the proposed US-31
bypass has a number of design features that are unacceptable for Crockery Township,
for safety reasons. We question whether the design features are taking into account
the present traffic volume, along with the history of fatal and personal injury accidents
at this location. This design not only does not address those conditions, but proposes
to add additional traffic, entrance ramps and cross-over turns with some additional
visual obstructions.

CROCKERY TOWNSHIP’S SAFETY CONCERNS FOR THE NEW PROPOSED
US-31 BYPASS.

1. The entrance ramp from northbound US-31 bypass for west bound M-104 is too close
to the exiting ramp of I-96 onto westbound M-104. We continue to have accidents
related to high speed traffic coming off this ramp onto M-104.

2. Additional problems arise when other traffic from the eastbound lanes of I-96 exit
onto westbound M-104 must also enter this high speed lane within a short distance.

3. While the merge problem would normally be solved with the M-104 and the west-
bound I-96 ramp onto M-104 by providing two lanes, the placing of two or more en-
trance ramps onto this same lane in the very short distance will ultimately result in
rapid land changing thereby giving us the same problem with even more traffic.

4. It appears that some obstruction of view will occur by bridge abutments where the
eastbound 1-96 ramp onto westbound M-104 takes place into this same high speed
land.

5. The northbound interchange of 120™ Ave. is also too close to these same entrance
ramps, particularly in view of the fact that two businesses have a continuous flow
of double bottom semi trucks involved in the business.

6. These same double bottom, gravel hauling, semi trucks would be required to make a
“Michigan turn” or U-turn between the two bridges and cross two lanes of traffic to
go to and from their terminal.

7. Any traffic using this cross over to go north on 120™ Ave. in an improper manner
would leave drivers on westbound M-104 with no chance to take evasive action due
to the bridge abutments,

8. Traffic leaving the Nunica Cemetery and desiring to go east would have to go west
and make a U-turn someplace beyond the boulevard area. This would also apply to
two homes and five businesses on the north side of M-104.

1c

1d

2a

2b

2C

2d

2e

2f

29

2h
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Safety Concerns-continued

9. We consider the exit ramp from northbound US-31 bypass onto M-104 to be of an
unsafe design for this particular area due to the continued “lake effect” snow that
continues during the winter months, “Whiteouts” and icy bridges are a common
condition. This design requires braking for a 200 degree ramp that has a steep decline
while on the bridge overpass of M-104 and we feel this will lead to many accidents.

10. We also question the location of the “Park & Ride” because it requires cross traffic
at poor locations. It will also be used most often when M-104 is at its peak traffic
hours.

11. For reasons we do not understand, the section of I-96 from the entrance ramp of
east bound M-104, to approximately the Crockery Creek bridge, has an unduly large
number of accidents during the winter months. Most are loss of control with many
roll over accidents. While this is not of your making, it is a fact that can be substan-
tiated and should be factored into your construction safety design. We question the
use of a cross over design for this location with “on traffic” being required to cross
through “off traffic”. While this over on/off ramp is used a lot in your designs in
Michigan, most drivers consider them a poor design.

Crockery Township has and will continue to oppose this proposed bypass for the pre-
viously listed reasons. Our overall view continues to be that this is not an area suited
with enough land to be able to place this number of ramps and other traffic configura-
tions with sufficient distance for a reasonable factor of safety in a new highway inter-
change. On behalf of our residents we will work with you to provide whatever assistance
possible to assure that any bypass that is built would provide the best design possible for
our needs and safety.

Please feel free to call upon myself or any Crockery Township Board Member at any
time.

Sincerely,

Y~

Michael Fortenbacher, Supervisor
Crockery Township

2i

2
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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.

The Preferred Alternative has been maodified 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.
Impacts to wetlands have been minimized as part of the FEIS, and are now less than
three acres.

The proposed M-231 is projected to lead to an increase in traffic on 1-96, 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
[-96/M-231/M-104 interchange has been revised since the DEIS, and many of the
Township’s concerns have been addressed:

a.

-

T T oaQ

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.

The existing eastbound 1-96 off ramp to Cleveland Road will be eliminated and
replaced with a new off ramp to M-231.

A merge lane was constructed after the DEIS for the westbound 1-96 to westbound
M-104 movement. Additional lanes on M-104 west to 124™ Avenue as part of the
Preferred Alternative.

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.

The north leg of 120™ Avenue will not be relocated. It will be improved and included
in the new M-231 connection to 1-96.

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

See previous reply.

See previous reply.

This ramp is not a part of the Preferred Alternative. See reply 2a.

The park & ride lot will remain in its existing location.

As part of the Preferred Alternative, the eastbound 1-96 left off ramp will be
eliminated and replaced with two new right off ramps — one to the new M-231, and
one to 112™ Avenue, which is currently a partial interchange. The westbound
Cleveland Road to westbound 1-96 ramp will also be eliminated and replaced with
two new ramps — one from the new M-231, and one from 112" Avenue.
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FRUITLAND TOWNSHIP
RESOLUTION 99-1

WHEREAS, the Michigan Depariment of Transportation has recently completed
a draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for US-31 in Allegan, Ottawa,
and Muskegon Counties to delermine the preferred alternative(s) for addressing
traffic congestion on US-31; and

WHEREAS, US-31 is a vital transportation corridor for Muskegon County;
serves a significant number of commercial and industrial enterprises in the
County; and will continue to be an important north-south corridor in the economic
development of the West Michigan Region; and

WHEREAS, the position of the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon
Committee is summarized in the enclosed position paper, which was
unanimously adopted by the committee on November 16, 1998,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED

That the Township of Fruiland hereby endorses the position of the
Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee, and

the Michigan Department of Transportation enter the resolution into
the record of public comments,

Moved by _Jeske |, supported by Broner , and thereafter acted upon by
the Fruitland Township Board at a Reguiar Meeting held on January 12, 1898,
5 yeas, 0 nays _ 0 absent
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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
6543 Alrline Road
Frultport, Michigan 49415

Office of the Supervisor Telephone (616) 865-315!1
Ron Cooper Fax (616) B565-3118
January 25, 1959

Mr. Jose A Lopez, Acting Public Hearings Officer
Bureau of Transportation Planning

Michigan Department of Transportation

PO Bex 30050

Lansing, MI 43909

Re: Regarding US31 improvements
DmMnLopu:

Emgmﬂﬂl!mmhwhpﬂalﬂhhw ml[rﬂqnh'mﬂiqﬂnhlmﬁlrihﬂmdm
elong that road in Ottawa County, but will create problems for us also.

We are trying to contain urban spread along the present US31. By changing US31's course it
will make it difficult for the developers along the cumrent US31 to realize the necessary refurn on
their investment. [t will encourage development along its route on 196 in arcas that contradict the
desires of the people living in that area and the township in general,

It will neceasitate an interchange at Sternberg and raise more havoe and our quality of life for the
residents in that area as those people find businesses being built next to them and around the
imterchange. If you keep US31 where it is, only e off and en from the cest will be needed en
Stermberg Road.

The exit ramp of 196 merging onto 11831 north already Is becoming a problem and won't be able
to handle the added flow from & rerouted US31,

I believe you should keep US3| through Grand Haven on its current road bed. [ believe you
should take o good look at making it en elevated road bed ag it comes in to Grand Haven for
through traffic and put in ramps for local traffic. When the road gets close to the current bridge
on the Grand River then run the clevated road just to the west, The old bridge can continue to b
used for local traffic. When the cumrent U531 was built it was planned to go around Grand
Hoven. The CGrand Haven residents argued to have it go through Grand Haven. They have their
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rond where they wanted it. Now it needs to have added capacity and they nesd to sccept it as the
consequence of their previous desires,

ﬂxthcfnﬁtpuﬂTmhipﬁﬂpﬂﬁmImnﬂfrmmmmdhcphaUSH on its present
right-a-way.

Ron Cooper
Fruitport Charter Township, Supervisor
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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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B3

GRAND HAVEN CHARTER TOWNSHIP

13300 168TH AVE. . GRAND HAVEN, MICH. 49417 . 616/842-5988
Fax No. 616/842-9419

February 2, 2001

Greiner Engineering, Inc.

Mr. Mike Yeager, Project Planner
3950 Sparks Drive, S.E.

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49546

Re: US-31 Study; Beacon Boulevard and Six Lanes
Dear Mike:

Because of certain proposals that have been discussed to eliminate or postpone the need for
widening Beacon Boulevard and US-31 within the township (e.g., constructing a bridge at the Comstock
Street location or using 168" Avenue as a major traffic route), the township finds it necessary to become
more involved in the US-31 Study process.

To make sure there are no misunderstandings, the township remains opposed to the construction
of a bridge at Comstock Street as any part of the solution to the traffic issues associated with US-31.
As you are aware, over 400 letters were forwarded to the US-31 Study Process in opposition to the use
of Comstock Street as part of the solution. Moreover, a new subdivision has since been platted along
the necessary route of any Comstock Street bridge proposal.

In addition, although the problems associated with the idea to use 168™ Avenue as a north route
to delay or eliminate the need of six lanes along US-31 and Beacon Boulevard seem obvious and
numerous, [ believe it is necessary to state opposition to this proposal. Specifically, the following
problems and issues exist with this newly proposed north route:

v 168™ Avenue is inappropriate for a north route since the city’s Master Airpark Plan calls
for 168™ Avenue to be closed between Hayes Street and Comstock Street when the
east/west runway is expanded.

The proposal would bring a major thoroughfare into existing residential neighborhoods.
The proposal would require major realignments within the city to avoid 90 degree turns
when the route moved from 168"/Beechtree to Fulton Street and from Fulton Street to
Beacon Boulevard.

v/ This proposal might also have a major impact on the current land use resulting in

pressures to amend the township’s and city’s Master Plan.

4
v

Other problems might also exist which I have not yet considered.

Page -1-
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As a result of the aforementioned proposals, the Grand Haven Charter Township Board may
determine it is appropriate to adopt a resolution supporting MDOT’s proposal to widen US-31 and
Beacon Boulevard. However, before this type of resolution can be considered, I would request the
following information:

v The new traffic counts and projections that are being completed by your firm.
v The projected LOS at the following intersection both with and without the six-lane
widening of Beacon Boulevard and US-31:

vy vV v v vV v v ¥

»

Ferris Street
Hayes Street
Comstock Street
Robbins Road
Taylor Avenue
Grant Street
Washington Street
Fulton Street, and
Jackson Street

v A brief statement on the required takings within the City of Grand Haven with a
emphasis on whether any of these takings are the result of self-induced hardships
resulting from Zoning Ordinance language rather than practical difficulties for the
property or business owner.

v A brief statement on whether you believe that Ottawa County should create a regional
traffic model for the county to assist in finding local solutions to some of these traffic
issues not directly related to US-31.

1 suspect that the Township Board may request a presentation from you after we have received
and reviewed the aforementioned information. If you have any questions or comments, please contact
me at your convenience.

Warm Persv(;alﬁards,
WILLIAM D. CARGO

Township Superintendent/Manager

c: Correspondence File

Page -2-

C-302



Consultation and Coordination

Grand Haven Charter Township, February 2, 2001

1. The Preferred Alternative does not include a new route along 168" Avenue.

C-303



Consultation and Coordination

Mr. Mike Jaeger December 12, 1998
URS Greiner Woodward Clyde

3950 Sparks Drive, SE

Grand Rapids, Mi. 49546

Dear Mr. Jaeger:

The Holland Charter Township Planning Commission would like to go on the record in
the interest of the location of US-31.

We feel that there are very compelling reasons for leaving it in its> current location, with
some upgrades. Either a freeway as proposed in Alternate “A”, or some other design that
would limit the number of access points, would be acceptable to us.

We have just completed an upgrade of the Holland Charter Township Master Plan and feel
that any change in location of US-31 would do more economic harm that good to the
entire area. Some of the detrimental effects we see are:

1. Good agricultural land taken for roadway, plus the excess pieces of property that will
not be needed for the roadway will become waste land as it is no longer accessible for
farming.

2. The amount of traffic diverted by a bypass will not be sufficient enough to have any
major impact on the existing US-31 traffic.

3. If we build anything else, we will have another roadway to perform maintenance on
and the added expense in the years to come. We don’t keep the current roads in
adequate repair so this will cause even more problems.

4. Environmental impact - this approach will have very little to worry about as you will
not encroach into any new areas.

5. Your economic impact statements and cost analysis do not and cannot consider all the
loss of business losses and closing that may occur if we divert traffic to other areas.

6. New roads will give added interchanges in other areas of the county. This will create
pressure on those areas to develop into commercial and industrial zones, once again
taking away good farmland and adding cost to the local governments budgets.

7. US-31 will have to be upgraded no matter what proposal is eventually adopted. Why
not choose this alternative and have savings of millions of dollars as well.

These are just a few of the reasons that the Holland Charter Township Planning
Commission has instructed me to write to you, stating our opposition to any plan that
would move US-31 from its’ current route.

Sincerely,

L P77 /czt-&»-)\

Mr. Marion Hoeve, Chairman
Holland Charter Township Planning Commission
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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.

C-305



Consultation and Coordination

Resolution No. v9-

TOWNSHIP OF MUSKEGON

1590 APPLE AVENUE
MUSKEGON, MICHIGAN 49442.4247 Pt (G168} 7772555
Fax: [B16) 7774512

RESOLUTION
IN SUPPORT OF US-31 POSITION
oF
MUSKEGON COUNTY US-31 BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, the Michigan Department of Transportation has recently completed a
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for US-31 in Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon
Counties to determine the preferred alternative(s) for addressing traffic congestion on US-31;

WHEREAS, US-31 is a vital transportation corridor for Muskegon County, serves
a significant number of commercial and industrial enterprises in the county, and will continue to be
an important north-south corridor in the economic development of the West Michigan Region;

WHEREAS, commumity leaders in Muskegon County representing business, industry,
tourism, government, financial institutions, and other interests have organized under the umbrella of
a Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committee to review the Environmental Impact Study and
formulate a Muskegon County position regarding the alternatives under consideration;

WHEREAS, the position of the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Commuttes
is summarized in the enclosed position paper, which was unanimously adopted by the committes on
Movember 16, 1998,

NOW,THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Charter Township of Muskegon
hereby endorses the position of the Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committes, and requests
the Michigan Department of Transportation enter this Resohution into the record of public comments.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution be delivered to the
Bureau ol Transportation Planning Michigan Department of Transportation.

A motion was made by __ Bartos , seconded by __ Patton
to adopt the foregoing Resclution,

AYES: Aley, Bartos, Patton, Chaney, Ream, Rusch, and Timmer.

NAYS:  fone.
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RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED.
Darryl Bartos & |

Muskegon Charter Township Clerk
Date January 19, 1999

I hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes a true and complete copy of a Resolution adopted by
the Township Board of the Charter Township of Muskegon, County of Muskegon, State of
Michigan, at a regular meeting held on January 18, 1999, and that public notice of said méeting was
given pursuant to Act No. 261, Public Acts of Michigan, 1968.

Darryl Bartos

Muskegon Charter Township Clerk
Date____ January 18,1999

doeusd Lresol ution. wysd
[T LS
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MUSKEGON AREA RESPONSE
TO THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
FOR US-31 IN ALLEGAN, OTTAWA,
AND MUSKEGON COUNTIES

Prepared for
Muskegon Area Community Leaders meeting as the
Muskegon County US-31 Blue Ribbon Committes

by the
West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development Commission

December 1998
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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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Adastly. we would lika th add that we are-a small Furdl cofminity wich four churches
and two private schools at each end of the township;s We.-are proud of cur heritage and
are very family oriented. We would like to see our towmship.remain as_a whole, with
unity and opportunity for everyone. .With the .plan as.you have proposed going right
through our township, it would split that comeunicy right in half.

Thank you for listening and if you have any cosments or questions please feel free to
give us a call.

Wa are looking forward to mesting with you and discussing thess proposals.
Sincaraly.
The Olive Township Board

Baverly Jaarsma, Clark
B75-8900 or B75-8491
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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

6480 - 136th Ave. Phone (616) 786-9996
Holland, MI 49424 FAX (616) 786-3133

October 20, 2000

Department of Transportation
Jeffrey R. Saxby

425 West Otftawa

P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Dear Mr. Saxby,

The Olive Township Board of Trustees met in Regular Session Thursday, October 19™ at
7:00 p.m.

At that meeting your letter dated September 27, 2000, requesting a response to the
question of Tim DyKstra’s ability to duly represent both his Supervisor position and the
Executive Director for the Coalition for Sensible Transportation was presented and read. A
time for discussion between Board members, as well as, some input from residents in
attendance took place.

Following the discussion it was decided by the Board that Tim Dykstra, as oOlive Township
Supervisor and Executive Director for the Coalition for Sensible Transportation could in fact
represent both positions, due to the fact that the Mission Statement of the Coalition is as
follows:

“The Coalition for Sensible Transportation Solutions is an alliance of local governments working
together with farm, environmental, business, and civic organizations to protect agricultural land,
open space, fishery and wildlife habitat, and the environment. The Coalition will achieve its goals
by developing a credible, reasoned, and consensus-based alternative to the proposed US-31
bypass in Ottawa County, and by establishing a highly visible and influential public education and
communications program to build public support for that alternative.”

The Coalition is not saying:
“No by-pass”, they are saying “a Sensible Solution”.

Thank you for your concem in this matter, and I hope that this letier will clear up any
misgivings you may have had.

Also, a letter will be forthcoming listing our recent requests that were discussed at the
October 16" meeting and a few new issues we have thought of since then.

Sincerely,

Beverly Jaarsma, Clerk
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Olive Township, October 20, 2000

Letter acknowledged. No comment needed.
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Olive Township

6480 - 136th Ave. Phone (616) 786-9996
Holland, MI 49424 FAX (616) 786-3133
E-Mail: Olivetownship@wmol.com

October 27, 2000

Mr. Jeffery R. Saxby

Michigan Dept. of Transportation
Transportation Building .
425 West Ottawa P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, Mi 48909

Dear Mr. Saxby,

Thank you for your visit on October 16, 2000 to review the recent changes to the US-31 F/J1 proposal. We also appreciate the
engineers from URS Greiner attending so that they could hear our concerns first hand.

As a re-cap, we would like to reiterate the issues discussed at that meeting.

1. We appreciate the tightening of interchanges at Port Sheldon and 96™ Ave.

2. The interchange at the north/south and east/west, at approximately 120™ Ave and Van Buren, remains excessive.

Suggest tightening the interchange a bit and moved east so that 120" Ave is not impacted. 120" Ave. must remain a

straight road. This could also help in saving some of the land on the farms impacted by this interchange.

We would like an explanation on why the north/south portion was moved west from its prior location, particularly south

of Polk Street.

There is a development in process along 116" Ave. between Tayler and Polk on the parcel with the pond. This

development will have a 20-acre lake and a number of homes.

The Pigeon River is being bridged. We would like additional studies on impacts if the bridge were higher to provide an

overpass at Stanton Street.

A number of P.A. 116 properties are being effected either directly or as wetland reconstruction. Please advise us as to

which P.A. 116 properties are affected and where all wetlands will be mitigated.

7. How will capital gains taxes effect those who owned properties for a number of generations? Will this tax liability be

avoided or covered by the State? This was not answered from our last correspondence.

We've heard that there could be an interchange built at Fillmore Street. We must know if this will be the case.

The historic Ottawa Station area is being impacted at Stanton Street. This must be included in the EIS. A question of

impact was asked in our letter dated January 5, 2000. We are still waiting for a response.

10. In discussion about development pressures, especially from the south, we asked that the east/west portion be moved to
within % mile of New Holland Street. URS Greiner engineers, at that meeting, agreed this would be an effective way to
controi development pressure. We realize the interchange at the current US-31 will be a challenge, but believe that, with
all the expertise at URS Greiner and M-DOT, this can be overcome. This revision is necessary.

e o & o

©»

Please respond to these issues soon. We are currently in the process of updating our Master Plan. These issues will cause a
major impact on our planning process and the ordinances necessary to be effective as a township.

In closing, we wish to reiterate our continued displeasure and opposition to the F/J1 proposal. It is important, however, to
continue to work with M-DOT so as to limit the negative impacts our community will experience in the unlikely event it is built.

Timothy J. Dykstra, Supervisor
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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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January 7, 1999

To: Jose A. Lopez
Public Hearings Officer
M.D.O.T. Bureau of Transportation Planning
P.0. Box 30050
Lansing, Mi. 48709

From: The Robinson Township Planning Commission
Subject: Position Statement Regarding the Proposed Improvement/Relocation of US-31.

Afier careful evaluation of the Drafl Environmental Impact Statement, M.D.O.T.
literature, Greiner Engineering publications, and other considerations, the Robinson
Township Planning Commission endorses those Alternatives which utilize the existing
US-31 location and opposes all alteratives that involve the creation of a rural bypass or
the improvement of 120™ Ave, The following are offered in support of this position.

1. Traffic study data indicates that more than 80% of the subject traffic is local traffic
between Holland and Muskegon. A rural bypass represents an indirect route and will
not significantly reduce the traffic volume and congestion on the existing US-31.
Only increasing the capacity of the existing US-31 in it's present location will help.

2. Itis recognized that Grand Haven has a traffic problem and that the problem has been
amplified through Grand Haven's commercial development along Beacon Boulevard,
promotion of industrial development, and by extensively promoting tourism. The
existing US-31 route through Grand Haven needs to be improved to reduce the
congeslion caused by Beacon Boulevard and the bridge over the Grand River.

3. Ifany option, other than the “No Action Alternative” is selected, land will be lost i
Grand Haven to improving Beacon Boulevard anyway.

4. The Robinson Township Planning Commission has been actively trying to preserve
farmland and open spaces. All rural bypass options will be in direct opposition to the
Robinson Township Master Land Use Plan, The Robinson Township Zoning
Ordinance, and the Ottawa County Development Plan, Ottawa County is the number
one county in the State in agricultural production. . Robinson Township and Ottawa
County residents are and all Michigan residents should be proud of and preserve this
distinction instead of considering traffic alternatives that would negatively impact
upon this resource.
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5. The United States Department of Agriculture supports Alternative A and opposes any
alternatives utilizing a rural bypass.

6. According to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, all Alternatives except “No
Action™ will involve approximately the same amount of land conversion in Grand
Haven for road improvement. Any rural bypass however, will negatively impact
wetlands, wildlife, and the preservation of farmland and rural land.

7. The Robinson Township Planning Commission conducted a Land Use Survey of all
property owners in Robinson Township. In response to a direct question, the majority
of responses were in opposition to a rural bypass.

B. The most cost effective Alternatives involve the improving the existing US-31 in it"s
present location. M.D.O.T., as stewards of taxpayer dollars, should select cost
effective alternatives.

9. A rural bypass would divide Robinson and other rural townships, destroying
communities and adding life-threatening time to emergency responses. The majority
of responses by the Robinson Township Fire/Rescue Department are West from the
Fire Station located at 120™ Ave. The limited crossings resulting from a limited
access freeway would greatly increase the emergency response time. This problem is
compounded by the fact that the majority of Township firefemergency personnel
would reside on the opposite side of the bypass from the fire station at which all
equipment is located.

For these reasons, the Robinson Township Planning Commission opposes any rural
bypass Altematives and improvements to the 120™ Ave. corridor.

Robinson Township Planning Commission

e Brebheg?

Gloria Burkhart, Chair

CC: Sec attached list.
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cg; Governor John Engler; Jell Saxby, Project Enginger, MDOT; Jim Kirschensteiner,
Federal Highway Administration; Ed Hanenburg, Chairman, Ottawa County Planning
Commission, Mark Knudsen, Ottawa County Planner; R, Christopher Bymes, Oltawa
County Planning Commission, Betty Gajewski, Ottawa County Planning Commission;
Roben Sewick, Ottawa County Planning Commission; Roger Rycenga, Ottawa County
Commission / Land Use Committee; Gordon Schrotenboer, Ottawa County Commission /
Land Use Committee; Robert J. Rinck, Ottawa County Commission / Land Use
Committee; Joseph Haveman, Ottawa County Commission / Land Use Committee; Leon
Langeland, Ottawa County Commission / Land Use Committes; Dennis W, Swartout,
Ottawa County Commission; Lustano Hemandez IV, Ottawa County Commission; Harris
Schipper, Ottawa County Commission; Frederick Vander Laan, Ottawa County
Commission, Comclius Vander Eam, Ottawa County Commission; D. Dale Mohr,
Ottawa County Commission;, Robert W. Karsten, Ottawa County Commission; Mr. Lou
Lambert, Burcau of Transportation Planning, MDOT; Sue Higgins, Macatawa Area
Coordinating Council, Steve Bulthuis, Macatawa Area Coordinating Council, Rep. Jon
Jellema; Rep. Peter Hoekstra; Rep. Ken Sikkema, Sen, William Van Regenmorter, Sen
Leon Stille; Michael Jasger, URS Greiner; Gord Ellens; Tim Dykstra; Ray Masko;
Michael Fortenbacher, CLff Murray, Conni Schaftenaar; Nancy Zennie;, Thom Peterson;
Jack Fisher; Tom Mellema,
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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.

Modifications to existing US-31 are included in the Preferred Alternative to address
remaining congestion in the City of Grand Haven.

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.

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.

Comment acknowledged. Please see response to United States Department of Agriculture.

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.

Comment acknowledged.

The construction of Alternative A was estimated to be the highest priced alternative of all of
the Practical Alternatives.

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

Ottawa County
(B16) B4E-2210

MO - 120th Avenue Grand Haven, Michigan 43417 FAX: (616) B46-2369

Toe

From:

Janwary 21, 1999

Jose A. Loper, Public Hesrings Officer
Buareau of Transpomation Planning
Michigan Deparnment of Transporiation
P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, Mi. 48909

The Robinssn Townthip Planning Commitsion

Subject: Response 1o the Outaws County Planning Cormmission Position Paper on U5-31

The Ottawa County Flanning Commission hes oppased urban spraw] and has for many vears sdvocated
preservation of ireplaceable farmland. Their endorsement of a Position Statement that & contrery 1o some
of their fundamental beliefs is a shock 1o the entire rural community, Although we were susprized by this
County Planning Commission 2ction, we are nol 50 naTve as io expect everyons io agres with us,
However, this Position statement prepared by Mr. Enudsen and his staiT is so slanted towsard Aliemative
FYI0 that the inconsistencies and contradictions of the D.E.LS in it are unscoeptable to ug and we trust they
will be equally uaaccepiable o M.DUO.T. and Greiner Engineering,

I"or the sake of brevity, we will nar point cut every exaggeration and false statement in the County Position
Paper: we will however ouch on some of the more glaning ones.

I.  The County Position Paper neglects to mention that every altemative but the “Mo Action™ allernative
requires changes and improvements (o the existing U.S.-31 roadway.

2. Al through their Position Statemsent, Mr, Knodsen and his staff project thirty 1o fifty years into the
future. Mo one, inclading M.D.0.T. and Greiner Engincering, will even attempt 1o project beyond
Iweniy years.

3. Ia 1992, The Ottawa County Development Plan was adopted and discouraged major road
improvements in rural aress. Since the U.S.-31 Staff Position Paper prepared by Mr. Koudsen and his
tafl is & direct contradiction of the County Development Plan, they rationalize their sction by saying
the 1992 Flan was condectsd 7 years ago based upon the best information thal was available at the
tirne and 2% such is cbsolete. Yt their projections up to 50 years in the fubure in their Pozition
Statement they maintain are sccuraie,

4. The adoption of Aliemative FiJ| would place rwo major divided highways several miles spant from

each other. Has the stndard maintenance plus periodic resurfacing costs of this sitnsation boen
addressed?

5. For complete details regarding diserepancies in the County Position Paper. please refer 1o the January
I8, 1999 submission by the Homestead Trout Farm and Hatchery,

WE FEEL VERY STRONGLY THAT THE MOST LOGICAL AND COST EFFECTIVE OPTION
IS H"“"‘.;.ﬁ'm ATIVE A", COUFLED WITH A TWO LANE BRIDGE OVER THE GRAND RIVER
AT 104™ AVE,

1
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O Al Aoty

Wm. Maschewike, Secretary/ Treasurer

oc: USR Giciner Woodward Clyde
3930 Sparks Drve SE
Girand Rapads, Mi 49546
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ROBINSON TOWNSHIP -

Ottawa County
2010 - 120th Avenue Grand Haven, Michigan 49417 FAX: E:g}} mﬁg

POSITION STATEMENT OF THE ROBINSON TOWNSHIP BORRD OF TRUSTEES
regarding the proposed improvements and/or relocation of US-31
from I-196 north to I-%6.

hll comments, data and evaluations are drawn from the D.E.I.S.
and literature and newsletters published by Greiner Engineering
and M.D.O.T.

1. Grand Haven has a traffic problem on US-31 that will réemain
and continue to worsen unless some action is taken.

2. A regiocnal by-pass will not significantly reduce the
congestion on the existing US-31. Only increasing the
capacity of US-31 will reduce this congestion.

3. Regardless of which alternmative is selected, Beacon Boulevard
is slated to be improved and expanded to eight lanes.

4. MHNo matter which alternative is selected, except the Mo Action
Alternative, the same amount of land through Grand Haven
would be used.

5. The single most important issue facing the Ottawa County
Planning Commission and also all Township Planning
Commissions in the county is the preservation of
irreplaceable farmland.

6. The Lacts presented in the D.E.I.S. clearly address the
negative impact a regional by-pass will have on wetlands,
wildlife, prime farmland and the preservation of rural land,
and it further states in the D.E.I.S5. that the same amount of
land through Grand haven will be used regardlese of which
alternative is selected.

7. Therefore, the Board opposes ectablishment of any regional
by-pass because of the unavoidable negative effect of such a

by-pass.
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PAGE 2
Based upon the above stated facts, the Board of Trustees of
Robinson Township endorse Alternative A.

It is not only the most environmentally safe alternative, but
overall the most cost effective.

Respectfully,

Robinson Township Board of Trustees

FAYMONKE MASED, SUPERVISOR EARL RALYHA,

JEGKIE FRYE, ‘ USTEE

Monpe Aot

DONNA STILLE, TREASUORER

C-324



Consultation and Coordination

ROBINSON TOWNSHIP
Ottawa County
12010 - 120th Avenue Grand Haven, Michigan 43417 (616) B46-2210

FAX: (B16) B46-2369

January 22, 199%

Mr. Jose Lopez

MDOT

Stare Transportation Building
P.0. Box 30050

425 W, Ottawa Street

Lansing, MI 48509

Dear Mr. Lopez:

The loss of irreplaceable farmland is a primary concern to us
all. Once it is gone, it is gone forever.

Please find enclosed a document showing the financial leoss to
only one nursery man on only two farms. Add to this all of the
farmland that will be impacted by Alternative F/J1 and the
figures will be staggering.

We assert, as we have in our previous ‘comments that Altermative
F/J1 will negatively impact our fragile environment, cause harm
and loss to agriculture that is unrecoverable, and will not
accomplish the goal of significantly reducing traffic on existing
Us-31.

The only logical and cost effective alternmative is "A". We must
protect our farmland and our environment. ;

Sincerely,

Ray Masko
RM/mlr

Enclosure
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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.

Comment acknowledged.
Comment acknowledged.

The Preferred Alternative includes a two-lane roadway on a new alignment. Maintenance
has been considered in the selection of the Preferred Alternative.

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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B3
ROBINSON TOWNSHIP

Ottawa County

12010 - 120th Avenue Grand Haven, Michigan 4 (616) 846-2210
chigan 49417 FAX: (616) 846-2369

October 24, 20600

Mr. Mike Jaeger, Project Engineer
URS Greiner, Inc.

3950 Sparks Drive SE

Grand Rapids, MI 49546

Dear My, Jdaeger:

Thank you, your engineering staff, and the MDOT personnel for
taking time out of your busy schedules to come and discuss with
us the changes to the proposed FJ-1, 120th Avenue Bypass
alignment.

vour efforts to protect farmland such as the nursery at M-45 and 1
the trout farm at North Cedar Drive are appreciated, however, in
so doing you have impacted other farmland and endangered even
more wetlands by shifting the alignment to the west.

Providing Robinson Township with four overpasses, those being at
Fillmore, Pierce, Buchanan and North Cedar may on the surface 2
appear to be adequate, but in oxrder to accommodate emergency
vehicles, fire trucks, school buses and agricultural traffic, we
must insist that all east/west streets be provided with
overpasses.

When we asked about pollution of wetlands caused by runoff from 3
the bridges, we were told that the runoff would be channeled to
either end of the bridge into holding tanks and/or retention
ponds. We ask for a clearer definition of how the runoff will be
handled and where it will eventually settle.

We are enclosing an article that contradicts some of what we were
told and addresses our concerns.

our final request is for a map of the entire proposed FJ-1, 120th
Avenue Alternative because if this freeway becomes a reality, we
will not be affected by only the segment through Rebinson
Township, but by the entire length, from I-196 to M-104.

in closing, we reiterate that Robinson Township remains opposed 4
to this bypass not only because of the loss of wvaluakle farmland
and the threat to and destruction of irveplaceable wetlands, but
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because of the waste of over 500,000,000 taxpayer dollars on a
freeway that is projected to accommodate less than 18,000
vehicles a day when we are convinced that a two lane bridge along
with existing two lane roadways will accomplish the same.

An example would be the amount of traffic on M-104 between I-96
and Spring Lake. In 1995, this count was 18,000 vehicles per day
and has increased significantly since. Although this is an
exaggerated example and we realize that M-104 traffic is at times
too heavy, it does show how much traffic a two lane road can
handle.

Sincerely,

RM/mlr
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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-104/1-96.
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Spring
VA lake
=y TOWASHIP
“WHERE NATURE SMILES FOR SEVEN MILES"
106 South Buchanan, Spring Lake, Michigan 49456

Phone: (616) B42-1340
January 3, 1999 Fax: (616) B42-1546

Joseph A Lopez

Public Hearings Officer

Burean of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
PO Box 30050

Lansing, MI

Dear Mr. Lopes:

For your information, T am enclosing a copy of our Township Board Minutes
from December 13, 1993 where our Township Board went on record as opposing any
Bypass Corridor for US 31 in the arca of 144® Ave and 148" Ave (Denoted as Corridor B
in 1993). This corridor is now denoted as B Plr.

1 am also enclosing a copy of a letter which [ sent to our State Representative John
Jellema on July 6, 1993, indicating why [ believe what 15 now designated as the F/11
Corridor would be the best alignment to utilize. The rationale in that letter remains as
convincing now as it did in 1995 when the letter was originally written.

The P/Plr alignment can still enly be recognized as a band aid approach to
resolving the US31 traffic preblem. After reviewing the Drafl Envirenmental Impact
Statement it becomes obvious that any alignment on the P/ P1r Corridor is the least cost
effective (se2 pages 5-105 to 5-108 of Draft Environmental Impact Statement).

It should be further pointed out that the P/PLr B2a, B3 Cormidor Proposal passes
between Jeffers Elementary School and the currently under construction 24 million dollar
Spring Lake High School. To locate a highway between these two facilities would be
dangerous and beyond reason. The cost of purchasing right of way from the school
district would also be prohibitive. Also please note on page 10-8 of the Drafl
Environmental Impact Statement the impact that P/P1r would have on the Grand Haven
State Game Area .
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It is not my intention here to point out those factors which have heen so
exhaustively detailed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, suffice it to say the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement itself shows that any of the freeway alternatives
better handle the long term traffic problem in a cost effective way than the band aid
approach of a F/P1r “local by-pass”. Engineering traffic and cost analysis all indicate
that the P/P1r local by-pass in the arca of Comstock and 144" - 148® Avenues are the
least viable.

For your use I am also enclosing a copy of a Joint Resolution dated February 10,
1997 conceming our community consensus on the preferred alignment of US 31,

Sincerely,

James A. Jeske 11
Spring Lake Township Supervisor
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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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SErin
VA lake

: 18 MICHM AN 1:| fﬂ-ﬂlﬂ%h“p

“WHERE NATURE SMILES FOR SEVEN MILES”
106 Soulh Buchanan, Spring Lake, Michigan 45456

Phone: (616) B42-1340
January 25,1999 Fax: (616) B42-1546

Mr. Jose A. Lopez, Public Hearings Office
Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
PO Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48209

Diear Mr. Lopes:

I am enclosing a letter which was sent to you on January 22, 1999 which was
signed by the Mayor of Grand Haven. The letter refers to the enclosed letter of May 18,
1998 which was sent to Jeff Saxby. This letter is to advise you that the letter of January
22, 1999, was sent without the knowledge or the consent of Spring Lake Township.

The May 18 letter was sent before the DEIS was even released. [ sent you a letter
on Januwary 5, 1999, which included Resolutions setting forth Spring Lake Township's
afficial position. Thank you.

Sincerely,

<</

James A. Jeske [1
Spring Lake Township Supervisor
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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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eeland
harter '
. ) 6582 Byron Aoad
DW“Sh |p Zeeland, Michigan 49464
Phane (616) 7726701
FAX (616) 772-1857
December 8, 1998

Mr. Jose A. Lopez, Acting Public Hearing Officer
Bureau of Transportation Planning

Michigan Department of Transportation

PO Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

Re:  US-31 Study & Route Selection
Deear Mr. Lopez:

At last we have seen the DEIS on the proposed US-31 location. I think that all of us who
have read and studied it would say that it does represent zn in depth analysis, is
professional and is a remarkable objective piece of work.

Tt is obvious, that from all aspects of the study (environmental impact regarding farm land
loss and wetland mitigation, return on investment, cost of construction, producing the
hoped for result of improving traffic flow and safety) point to the selection of a frecway

on the existing route. If the remaining parts of this long process of route selection truly
have integrity it is our opinion that this will be the decision of the MDOT.

Than you for taking the time to study this issue as completely as you have and thank you
for listening, e

For the Zeeland Charter Township Board.
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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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eeland
harter

OWI"IShip - 6582 Byron Road

Zeeland, Michigan 49464

February 12, 2001 ‘ Phone (616) 772-6701
’ FAX (616) 772-1857

Mr. Jeff Saxby, Project Manager
Michigan Department of Transportation
PO Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

Re:  US-31 Bypass Project
Dear Jeff:

Following the recent adjustment to the US-31 Bypass alignment in Blendon Township, a
number of Zeeland Township residents have come into the township office with
questions and ideas.

Our position on the bypass remains unchanged and we appreciate the work MDOT has
done to accommodate our concern. We are now asking for two additional things.

1. With both Felch Street and Riley Street cut off a real problem is created for
agricultural business. We would request a design which would allow Riley Street to
remain open.

2. Could an overpass be built over I-196 at 72™ Avenue? The existing grades at
this point would seem to lend themselves to this overpass.

T would direct your attention to the enclosed position statement adopted by the MACC.
Again, we appreciate your co-operation and request that you review the issues identified
in this letter.

Sincerely,

/amémg 8%;%:

Gordon J. Ellens, Supervisor
ZEELAND CHARTER TOWNSHIP

cc: Board Members
Steve Bulthuis, MACC
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Ly~ JHIM 16 U1 17/:50 No.0OOL P.O1L

Recommended Future Improvements

to the

US 31 Corridor

——— et

Post-It* Fax Noto 7671 DS lin o [osges® o

Fn Gord Ellens From Stuve &/#w;f
Eﬂw Gecland Tup 1™ prae
Phone § 7 Phone #

712957y T 7

Macatawa Area Coordinating Council

January 25, 1999
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1u: JAN 16701 L¥:50 No.O0L P.G2

Ottawa County should institute a proactive program 1o provide assistance to individual unis of
government, as well as property owners and develapers, to encourage growth that is consistent with
these recommendations and which minimize impacts of the infrastructure on both urban and rural
areas. Such a program might appropriatcly be referred to s “Sonsible Growth” and should utilize
lessons learned from other arcas (v.g., Peninsula Township in the Traverse City area) while being
developed to specifically meet the unique needs of this study area and the fong-term growth
philosophics ol cach affected wnit of government.

Holland-Zecland Bypass (F/J1)

The preliminary cogincering of a freceway bypuss following the /3 alignment from 1-196 10 120"
Avenue is recommended. The specific alignment of this component of the recommendations should
be identified as soon as possible, and development controls should be implemented. in order to
preserve the corridor and protect it from future development that would impede the wctual
consteuction of the bypass, Construction is viewed as a possib'e future need to oceur when funding
becomes available. fAdditional overpasses should be included in order to provide good connectivity
of the local roadway networkYinterchange types and right-of-way widths should be examined to
safely minimize impacts to agricultura) areas and manage development.

Comments:  Current and future development in the northern portion of the MACC and eastern
Ottawa County, and the anticipaied travel demand from that development, requires a
long term transportation improvement. The bypass option would allow for a roadway
that would facilitate goods and people movemient, in primarily an cast/west direction.
between the Holland/Zecland and Grand Rapids metropolitan areas, a traffic flow that
continues to increase. Al (he same time, it would provide a safe and convenient route,
along with the fieeway option noted below, for through north/south traffic along a
freeway system that is continuously connected from the Indiana state line to the areas
north of the study aren.{ To preserve community cohesion, additiona) overpasses (e
Ransom Street) should be included JConsiruction of this segment, along with the F/J1
freeway recommendation, closes the freeway gap in US-31. Conducting preliminary
cngineering to delineate the alignment of this improvement can greatly assist in
preservation of the corridor and acquisition of right-af-way as it becomes available,
Appropriate right-of-way should be set aside and protected, as soon as possible, in
order o best implement this component of the recommendations.

US 31 Recommended Future Improvenam
1/125/99 .
Page 3
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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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S pﬁig Lake £ 2 Public Schools

Caentral Offico: (616) 846-5500
Suparintendent: (616) 847-7919
Fax: (616) 846-9830

345 Hammond Streot
Spring Lake, Ml 49458-2096

November 18, 1998

Burcau of Transportation

P.O. Box mm

Lansing, MI 48909
Dear Mr. Lopez:

w:minmimdeMmpmmamhng" the US 31 bypass options being considered for
future construction. The Board of Education of the S Lake Public Schools unanimously opposes
Options P1, and Plr, which cross the Grand River at Road and then proceed north to Rowte 104,

Either segments B2a or B2b, if constructed, would be a disaster for the students of Spring Lake Public
Schools, B2a goes north, contiguous to the site on which a new $24 million high school is under
construction and within 300 feet of the property on which Jeffers Elementary School is located.

Plgﬂﬁl:@fﬂ"ﬂlll‘ Draft Environmenit: atement seciion 1) ations states that
t B2a would require acquisition of the entire parce] i uding buildings™ referring to the new high
The reason the voters approved the construction of a new high school was the obvious
overcrowding of the current facilities. To acquire our new building and site for over $24 million would be
ammuf_mn:yudwnu]dnhvimulyeumdmummawdingfmmnym‘Jﬁl.halioct‘lhcu&m
options being considered, it seems ridiculous for this to even be a possibility.
Segment B2b, while not adjacent to our two schools, would still have an adverse effect on the students
attending them. It would be close encugh to create safety concerns for elementary students and obvious
noise and congestion problems in the vicinity.

While we applaud your efforts to find a viable solution to the US 31 traffic problems, we believe the
adverse consequences of P1 and Plr make it imperative to choose one of the other options.

:rmmwmmm&mmﬂuﬁmmmMmmnmmh
considered as a viable option, we ask that you contact us so that we might discuss the ramifications in
maore detail.
Sincercly,
SPRING LAKE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
F. Mason
Superintendent of Schools
LFM:ac

m.lmhmmmﬂmngsﬂﬁm
tof i
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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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Wesr Orttawa

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

294 W. Lakewoad Blwd.

Holland, Ml 49424

Tel. (616] 395-2300
FAX [616] 395-2391
[616] 395-2392

Administrative Cabinet

Rosemary Ervine
Superintendent

Dravid Farabee
Asst, Supedintendant
Tion Resources

Larry Fegel
Azst, Superintendant
‘aoching & Leaming

ay Johnson
Ssst, Supatintendant
inanclal Servces

Shirley Young
sggb, Supadntendant
supil Services

tough-mirded,
venderheorted place,
facused on people,
where quality i our habit
and service o humankind
5 aur comeon wisban,

Hovember-24, 1998

Mr. Jose A. Lopez

Acting Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.C. Box 30050

Lansing. M| 48909

Dear Mr. Lopez:

On behalf of the West Ottawa School District, | would like to comment on the
alternative “R* proposal for improvements of US-31 from 1-196 in Allegan
County north to -196 in Muskegon County. In alternate “R you are proposing
to use 120™ Avenue as the main corridor for the by-pass.

The District has an elementary school, North Holland Elementary, located on
120™ and Mew Holland Street. In 1990 we remodeled this building and in
1996 we added additional classrooms. This area has the fastest student growth
rate of any of our schools. For the last few years, we have been receiving
approximately 100 new students from the areas around Riley Street and 112" -
120", In the.next couple of years, we probably will have to build another
addition fo North Holland. This building will then house over 600 students.

if you were to build the by-pass along the 120" corridor, we would need to
relocate the school. We are probably 75-100 feet from the roadway now; and if
you were to expand the roadway, it would go through the center of the school.
The state would have to buy the school, which would be costly. We have just
completed a new schoal for a cost of $9 million. 1 do not think the taxpayers of
the West Ottawa School District would take kindly (o paying additional money
to have a pass-by along120®.

| appreciate this opportunity 1o comment on the proposed by-pass. If you have
any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 61 6/395-2311.

Sincerely,

WEST OTTAWA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

cofetant ﬁuperintendeni for Finances
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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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Deeember 10, 1998

Mr. Jose A. Lopez, Public Hrgs. Officer
Burean of Transportation Planning, MDOT
P. O. Box 30050

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Diear Mr. Lopez:

There are many proposed options in the US-31 Location Design Study by the
Michigan Department of Transportation. The recently released Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DELS) shows nine options under consideration. Altematives J1, F/I1
and F would significantly impact and alter the transportation infrastructure in the Zeeland
Public School District. Alternative R would also require some adjustments to our bus
runs but nothing as scvere as the other proposals. The alternatives to the east and north of
Zeeland are nol acceptable in their present recommended form for the following reasons:

The number of roads that would be closed

The great number of cul-de-sacs that would be created

The DEIS conclusion, pages 3-7 states, “The new-alignment freeway does not
decrease demand on existing US-31 enough to attain an acceptable LOS on
existing US-31. Existing US-31 would require capacity increases in order to
attain acceptable LOS."

Alternative J| would close 11 roads, table 3.3-5 pages 3-16 roadway segment C1,

2, Alternate F/J1 would close 17 roads, table 3.3-4, pages 3-13 roadway segment C1,
C6. Alternative F would close 16 roads, table 3.3-2, pages 3-7 roadway segment C1, C3.
Every time you close a road you in essence have created 2 cul-de-sacs. As of today there
are 7 high school routes and 10 elementary routes that would be effected by proposal F,
F/11. Therefore, 34 tumn arounds created by cul-de-sacs are very dangerous bus stops. A
bus needs 1o back up to change direction and the Michigan Department of Education
recommends that school districts eliminate as much backing as possible. Cul-de-sacs are
also the last parts of roadways to be plowed in the winter leaving these roads a difficult
place to maneuver a bus. 96® Avenue and 72 Avenue would be the only north south
roads open to through traffic in the Zeeland Public School District. The extra time and
miles needed to accommodate the proposed bypass would also lead to the need of
purchasing additional busses. This problem is addressed in the study in only one

. sentence DEIS pages 5-10 “Access restrigtions, and construction of cul-de-sacs,
temporary construction impacts, and property purchase for right-of-way may be
considered adverse impacts™ Alternatives J1, F/J1, and F all will have adverse impacts
on the Zeeland Public School district,
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The other arca of concem is the number of acres that will be lost in altemates F,
JU/F and J1. There could be 443 acres lost to wetland mitigation in the Zecland Public
Schools boundary area. Ovwer 2,040 acres would be lost to future development if
alternative F/J11 were selected. Mot all of those acres are in the Zecland Public School
District; however, the majority docs fall within our boundaries,

We provide this information as a resource to be used in the US-31 Location
Design Study. If further information is needed, or if we can assist you in anyway, please
let us know.

vid J. Meeuwsen
Transportation Director, Zeeland Public Schools

My K n S

Gary Feenstra
Superintendent, Zecland Public Schools

avid VanGinhoven
Assistant Superintendent of Business Services,
Zeeland Public Schools

C: Gord Ellens
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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 120™ 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

218 S. Beacon Bivd.
Grand Haven, Ml 48417

January 11, 1999
Jim DeSana, Director
Michigan Department of Transportation RECEIVED
425 West Ottawa
P.0. Box 30050 JAN 13 1999
Lansing, MI 45509

DIRECTOR

Dear Mr. DeSana, Departmant of Transpartation

The Grand Haven City Council has taken the position of opposing developments to LIS-21 (more
specifically, Beacon Boulevard in Grand Haven), that would EITHER create a fresway through
Grand Haven OR expand Beacon Boulevard into a 6 or B lane boulevard with no median and
clozed side streets.

Members of AGHAST (Area of Grand Haven Against Sid-lane Traffic) fully support our City
Council's position in opposition of these proposed changes to Beacon Boulevard. In support of
the City Council, we asked many of the local business ownars if they would post the enclosed
petitions in their business area and ask customers and clients to read the petitions and, if they
(the customers) agree with the content, to then sign in support of the Council.

We beliava it is important to nota these petitions were “on the street” for only a few waeks
{approximately December 18th, 1988 to January 8th, 1998) and that this time frame was during
the holidays In which most business owners did not have time or resources to do much more
than just set the pelitions on a counter for customers to find and read as the customers might.
Further, we ask that you nole there were no people actively pursuing signatures (i.e., going door-
to-door or standing al businass antrances explaining the petition and asking for signatures). As
such, we believe the number of signatures is a mere minimem of what we could have secured
had we had the time and resources to do a house-to-house and person-lo-person petition driva.

In light of the above, it is our belief that umber of signatures of these petitions (953) is a fal
indication that the citizens of Grand Haven arein Tull support of the City Council’s opposition

the expansion plans and, that MDOT decision makers should consider the significant majority of
tha citizens of Grand Haven area are in full support of the City Council and will oppose any
MDOT decision to expand Beacon Boulevard to 6 or 8 lanes or turn it into a freeway.

We thank you for your attention to this letter and the enclosed petitions.
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OPPOSE the solution to the long term traffic issue related to the anticipated growth of

Ottawa County that would mandate expanding Beacon Boulevard into a fresway OF a 6
to & lane boulevard with no median and closed side streets.

SUPPORT The solution which calls for the construction of an additional bridge across
the Grand River located at or near the 120th Street corridor.
If you agrea= with the two statements, please sign the petition.

SIGNATURE PRINT NAME ADDRESS PHONE
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Joel L,Schzmggg,ﬂi 1Ak (duewbus, | $9Y -SEL
W%ﬂrﬁnm stk gl | 847570
/ﬁﬁm,_é?’m fﬁi-f(fhﬁ -:f?r.fmﬂ 615 I"Ierﬂw-i DHL-34Lp
3 ﬁ -y e . I ' /Y9 £ Ltitee] FY e~ 7357

Aot Lo Jorreod Cook 11199 Ferris | K 46¢A92

V Wy fan Kastsy Macen | 14543 19y -30
2T 25 Horbert” M Blaw | 16013 Qanel Ra 0oty
m@«% Suzaune Smant |13351 ada £ 1| Sl-372%
My Lo ‘i"ncﬁm\lh Mary vane HeBeath (o245 Ferrs, 6ul 892-08177

T\u;r‘m——'ﬁ Stuene] Bioc Foest ke T4Y-£%93

B Varlicen |1253u Redbicel| G942 -loioze

Jeaws Dovee  [18940 Arypaiar | 841-67%7

Shaley Roken | 1gmus fobeshes o | Fya .cays

: TA TS0l Y2000 Gh) (e BYLA2T
‘;&Ji ;d.f wjm&xiﬂ Ll leqvers gf%m i [ Fo2 -2 20k
f,{.r /’BISTHL J,L EUJLLJ&"EMU k 77 it arnn | &4 7-QEF2
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AGHAST (Area of Grand Haven Aqgainst 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 120" Avenue. The
Preferred Alternative includes a crossing just west of 120™ Avenue.
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Resolution to Michigan Department
Of Transportation

WHEREAS, the Coopersville Chamber of Commerce, Cooperswille, Michigan and
the surrounding environs will be impacied by the evenlual location of the U.S 31
improvemeanis, and

WHEREAS, the Coopersville area is concemed wilh the possible use of the Grand
River crossing at 68" Ave wilh connection at 1-96. Knowing current lraffic in excess
of 58,000 vehicles daily, the U.S. 31 crossing in Grand Haven needs an ailernale
roule 1o camy this and fulure growih, .

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Coopersville Chamber of Commerce
doas hereby support the communilies of Ferrysburg City, Grand Haven Charter
Township, Grand Haven Cily, and Spring Lake Township to flind a long lerm solubion
to the U.5.31 problems, specifically:

1. We support the conslruction of a by-pass al, or near, 120" Avenue
with a Grand River crossing in @ manner which most effeclively
connects the Holland region to the Muskegon region such Lhat regional
and slale traffic can quickly, safely and less obliusively reach thair
deslinations.

2 We are of like mind thal the best long lerm aplion, wilh the greates!
transportation benefits, is the July, 1996 version of Allernalive F, o
provide a direct inlerslate link along the shorlesl roule possible
between the current U.S. 31 north of Holland and 1-96 in Nunica., Such
transportation benefils juslify the increased environmental mitigation
cosls associaled with crossing the Pigeon Creek.

3, We believe this resolution substantially stales tha best long-term oplion
desired by the region.

Respectfully submitted this the 2 day of AWJL . 1998

NN

Ward W. Versepul, Presidedt
Coopersville Chamber of Commerce

[_}u QLG’W:M&,

Jdn Richardson, Direclor
Coopersville Chamber of Commerce

COPRY
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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 120" 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

16731 Foemis St., Grand Haven, Michigan 48417
G16/846-8770

January 7, 1999
SURIECT: Proposed US-31 Improvements

Mr Jose Lopez

Acting Public Hearings Officer

Bureau of Transportation Planning
Michigan Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

Diear Mr Lopez:

“The Ottewa Soil and Water Conservation District Board of Directors was given the
opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact statement for the proposed
improvements to US-31 from I-196 in Allegan County to I-96 in Muskegon County.

The District Board of Directors would like to discourage adopting any of the alternatives
that involve a bypass around Zeeland as these alternatives would have the greatest
adverse impact on agricultural land, both at present and in the future. The Board would
like to see any alternative that is adopted include a plan for future use by the County that
would alleviate traffic flow problems through the year 2020.

"Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the proposed US-31
improvements. '

Sincerely,

Hoee St L,
Bill Miller, Chairman

Ottawa County SWCD
Board of Directors

SOIL FURMESHES ¥ OU WITH THE ESSENTIALS OF LIFE
DONSERVE IT

£
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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.

C-354



Consultation and Coordination

(%] Holland Area
W Chamber of Commerce

U5-31 Recommendation
January 1B, 1999

US-31 Is a major transportation corridor in the Holland area and transportation is a critical element for
business sucoess, At this time public input is being sought by the Michigan Department of Transpartation (MDOT)
for the alternatives that are under consideration for improvements to US-31 (maps attached). Research has been
conducted on the various US-31 alternatives by the MDOT and their consultants, the Macatawa Area Coordinating
Cowncil, local units of government and many others. The Holland Area Chamber of Commerce Environment &
Infrastructure Committes has developed priorities of Economic Impact, Transportation Demand and Smart Growth
Initiatives and considered the alternatives against these pricrities.

ANALYSI

Economilc Impact analysis has shown that the business displacement, tax kss and job lass is far too great
with the altematives that would put a freeway on the existing alignment. Thus, routes that do not require
additional right-of-way acquisition in commercial or industrial areas have been eliminated from consideration,

Transportation Demand analysis shows that industrial, commerclal and residential travel demands will
continue to expand throughout the region. This supports the idea that separation of local commercial and
residential traffic from long distance trucking and through-traffic will continue to be a critical factor. An improved
boulevard on the existing alignment for local traffic; coupled with a by-pass around the urbanized Holland-Zeeland
area for through-traffic will serve this need.

Smart Growth Initiatives must be utilized by local municipalities in onder to maximize the pasitive impacts
of development fostered by this transportation improvement, while minimizing the negative impacts.
Municlpalities that wish to advance their economic growth will have an opportunity to captune increased
development demands, but should do so with an eye toward the ultimate impact on the character of the
community. Conversely, municipalities that wish to deter growth from their area, have the ability to restrict
development throwgh effective land use planning, zoning and site plan réview.

RECOMMENDATION

Al its regularly scheduled meeting of January 18, 1999, the Holland Area Chamber of Commerce Board of
Directors unanimously endorsad the Environment & Infrastructure Committes recommendation of the US-31
alternative Ff11, with additional elements as suggested, and the implementation of the following improvements o
the US-31 Corridor:

+« Transportation System Management Improvements - implement low cost cGapital improvements to
ease congestion until a more permanent solution i constructed.

+ Intelligent Transportation Systems Improvements - implement technobogies such as demand
respansive traffic signals and traveler information systems as appropriate.

» Transit Components - incorporate various transit components such as carpool lots and inter-modal
facilities into ather improvements as appropriate.

« ROW Acquisition and Future Development Controls - right-of-way acquisition and effectivedy
managing development is essential in arder for the timely implementation of the recommendations.

+  Boulevard Improvements - construction of a narmow median boulevard through the City of Holland
and Holland Township.

»  Freeway Improvements - construction of a freeway north of the Holland/Zeeland area along the
120th Avenue corridor across the Grand River to 1-96 with a freeway connector to existing US-31.

» Holland-Zesland Bypass - construction of a freeway bypass from 1-196 around the east si

of the City of Zeeland with a connection to the freeway at 120th Avenue.
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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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143 MAIN PLACE
CELLANL, MICHIGAN $54b4

L e
Fhane (16} 772-2454 bipiwrwarslindeafeong Fax (616) 7720083
EOR_IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Date Jemuary 20, 1999
From: Agn L, Query, Exeoutive Direator
RE:

Leeland Chamber of Commerce Hoard recommendation for US 31 alignment

At their meesing on Thursday, Jaguary 14, the Zeeland Chamber of Commerce Board af
Directors voted unanimously to support the alignmant recommendztions proposed by the Macatawa
Arsa Coordinaring Council’s US 3. ad-hoc committee. Clting srong suppart for immediare
mprovements to the aurent T18 31 highoay, the group expressed coocern over safiety issoes with that
roud et presest.  Cootinping growth end development along that slignment mnd in the ercs in gensal
‘will exacerbate the safety cancerns with that highway. The 120™ Avenue comidor freewy , new
bridge censtruction, and connection te [-96 will eddreas ocar-futere noeds for traffic congestion and
safety.

The group expressed sympathy wath the concerns of rural townships wihich will be affected by
the proposed bypass to the esst of Zeoland  Howevar, the Jong-rangs projections for growth in the
area, At well at & need for saf access 1o and from industds! sreas, will mendags the bullding of this
bypass. Growth gdll contimue, and the best wey to manage thet growth is to be proactive in planning
fior the furare. It wes recommended that representatives from Zeeland Charter Tewnahip, Blesden
Township, Olive Township, Zesland Public Schools, City of Zeeland, Zeeland Chamber of
Commerce, end logistics/traffic exparts from local industry mest to maks recommendations for
imterchange and overpass Iocations and utility sccess points. This wall help to ensure the best possible
mmﬁrinﬁwguﬁﬁraﬂhmthnm

L
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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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November 24, 1998

An Open Letter to Ottawa County Residents:

In reviewing the long-awaited Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we find that
the following facts have been presented:

1. Grand Haven has a traffic problem on US 31 at the present time that must be
addressed. (DEIS page 2-5)

2. That traffic problem will remain and continue to increase in the future unless action is
taken. (DEIS page 2-14)

3. No local or regional bypass is going to give sufficient relief to the traffic problem
on US 31 at the Grand River without an increase in the capacity or a decrease in the
demand on the existing US 31. (DEIS page 3-7) [A look at the traffic projections will
tell you that a bypass solution is not the most effective way to decrease demand on the
US 31 route.}

4. Beacon Blvd. is going to be changed no matter which alternative is selected. If the
Comstock Bypass (boulevard bypass) is selected, Beacon is slated to become a 6-lane
boulevard (DEIS 3-22). If Alternative F (one Central Bypass option) is selected,
Beacon is slated to become an 8-lane boulevard (DEIS figure 3.3-5b)

5. The total number of bridge malfunctions from 1988 through May 15, 1997 was ten.
One failure resulted in 18 hours, 15 minutes of down time for the bridge. This does not
list those incidents which stopped traffic due to accidents on or near the bridge resulting
from bridge openings. (DEIS page 2-14) [The problem is not just malfunctions.
Any mechanical bridge is subject to high maintenance needs and failures, ans
contributes to traffic congestion.

6. Through numerous conversations with people in and around Grand Haven, we believe
many people think a boulevard option on US 31 includes a fixed-span bridge, solving
the problem of bridge malfunctions. However, of the nine alternatives offered in this
study, only two would place a fixed-span bridge in Grand Haven (J1 and A).
Both of these place a limited access highway through Grand Haven on the existing US
31. (DEIS page 3-18 and 3-6)

7. All 2020 alternatives except the No Action Alternative would take approximately
the same amount of land through Grand Haven to increase traffic volume.
(Appendix A — Plans of Practical Alternatives)

8. The rate of return on dollars invested varies widely: for example, Alternative A
(limited-access highway on the existing route) returns $2.78 for every dollar spent;
Alternative F (one central bypass limited-access option), returns $0.98; and Alternative
P (boulevard option on existing route), returns $0.42. (DEIS page 5-106) [Note: any
return of less than $1.00 means the construction costs on the option exceed the benefit
provided.]

9. A central bypass would be directly contrary to the 1992 Ottawa County
Development Plan adopted by the County Planning Commission on December 22,
1992. This Plan relegates Agricultural and Rural Preservation Land to their defined
“Tier B”. One of the stated goals of this Plan is “to maintain the rural character of
Tiers A and B”. (DEIS page 5-20 and 21, and Figure 5.2-2)

(cont'd. next page)

Page 1
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November 24, 1998
An Open Letter to Ottawa County Residents:

For several years now, we have been told by officials from many agencies and levels that
no decision would be made until the DEIS was released. Now that it is available, we
strongly urge that all involved in recommendations and decisions read and understand
the facts as they are presented. We further urge all those officials not to shrug off the
concerns of the central county townships and residents as being merely a case of “Not In
My Back Yard”. The facts presented in this study speak for themselves.

We further urge all residents in the county to take the time to find out more about the facts
presented in this study — it is available in many public locations, and several townships
have fact-sharing meetings scheduled. In many ways, understanding the facts presented in
this study and making your opinion known will be more important to your futures than
many of the elections in which you have voted.

We also call on you, the county residents, to hold all officials accountable to see that proper
action is taken to solve the present and future traffic problems on US 31 while we have the
resources available. Officials should focus on the US 31 issue and not attempt to divert
attention or resources to solve other county road issues. Those can be addressed fully, but
not as part of this issue.

Gord Ellens, Supervisor, Tim Dykstra, Supervisor,

Zeeland Charter Township Olive Township

(616) 772-6701 (616) 786-9996

Ray Masko, Supervisor, Michael Fortenbacher, Supervisor,
Robinson Township Crockery Township

(616) 846-2210 (616) 837-6868

Cliff Murray Conni Schaftenaar

Crockery Township Resident Zeeland Township Resident

15760 120" Avenue, Nunica 3755 72nd Avenue, Zeeland

(616) 837-1064 (616) 837-7387 (days) or 772-4660 (eves.)
Nancy Zennie ’ Thom Peterson

Zeeland Township Resident Robinson Township Resident

7723 Quincy Street, Zeeland 12134 112th Avenue, Grand Haven
(616) 875-7811 (616) 846-8875

Jack Fisher Tom Mellema

Crockery Township Resident Crockery Township Resident
15385 120th Avenue, Nunica 16496 124th Avenue, Nunica

(616) 837-6372 (616) 837-6973

cc: all signers above, editors of regional newspapers, reporters covering US31 issue,
Ottawa County Commissioners, Ottawa County Transportation & Land Use Committee,
Ottawa County Planning Commission, Road Commission, other Township Supervisors,
officials in affected cities/village, MACC, elected officials for area, MDOT, URS Greiner,
FHWA, other interested agencies. Also will be distributed to interested citizens at
township meetings throughout the comment period.

Page 2

C-360



Consultation and Coordination

Open Letter to Ottawa County Residents, November 24, 1998

Comment acknowledged

Comment acknowledged

Comment acknowledged

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.

Comment acknowledged

The Preferred Alternative does not include replacement of the existing bridge.

Comment acknowledged.

. Comment acknowledged.

0. Ottawa County now supports the Preferred Alternative.

arwd

BoOxo~NO
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MUCC
L nm"ﬂll.lml;lr.*;:

MICHIGAN UNITED CONSERVATION CLUBS
2101 Wood 5t. @ PO Box 30235 @ Lansing, M| 43509 @ 517/371-1047

Hovembar 17, 1994

Mr. Scott Cook, Environmental Planner
Greiner, Inc.

35950 Sparks Drive 5E

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49548

ke: Scoping Dooument, U5-31 Location Design Study
Dear Mc. Cook:

0n behalf of the Michigan United Conservation Clubs, I would like to
submit the following comments on the above-referenced scoping document.

In general, we concur with the list of issues you have presented. We
are particularly concerned about impacts of the proposed project on the
wetlands and water resources at proposed crossings of the Grand River and
other watercourses. We are anxious to review the draft Environmental Impact
Statement with respect to these issues.

Another area of concern is the induced development that would likely
occur in rural areas adjacent to the corridor eventually selected as the
preferred alternative, This issue would be assessed under the "Land Use”
and "Secondary and Cumulative Impacts” categories in your list of Eey
Issues. We are not necessarily in agreement that these issues are of lesser
significance that other impact categories your have identified. We suggest
that they be given careful consideration as the DEIS is dewveloped.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide these comments. We
anticipate substantial involvement in the review process and would
appreciate period updates on your progress on the DEIS as this project
moves forward.

Sincerely,

Tk X thom—

Richard X. Moore
Wakar Resource Specialist

oo Glenn Geerlings
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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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Michkigan Land Use Ingtiture Samuary | f, 1999
Coument on the IS 3] [mprovement Draft Enviroamiental Impact Statemaent Page 2

reconstructing the current U.S. 31 corridor. To guide its additional investigation, the Institute urges the MDOT
and FHA to consider the following items.

TRANSPORTATION AND LAND UsE GoaLs

Transportation and land wse are intimately connected. Decisions about where to locate new roads determine 1
the pattern of development of the land. Opening up land to automobile access is one of the driving forces in a
Michigan's loss of farmland, currently at 10 acres per hour, Stemming this loss is one of the top land use goals
across the state and a high priority of the new state Legislature.

Building a new bypass through the farmland east and south of Grand Haven will cause tremendous change in
land use. The DEIS confirms the bypass will result in farmland — the farmland inventoried in Section 4.3 — 1b
being converted into subdivisions and commercial and retail development. These changes in land use are well
described (Sect. 5-27).

The DEIS, however, fails to acknowledge that preserving farmland is a widely supported public policy. It
also does not consider that the predicted changes in land use will harm local taxpayers, who will bear the costs 1c
associated with outlying, sprawling development — namely tax money spent for more sewers, more local roads,
and more municipal services,

Although some engineers argue that controlling urban sprawl is a matter for local planning and zoning, the
Institute believes that MDOT has an obligation to avoid creating stresses that place undue demands on land use.
MDOT is in the enviable position of having a statewide view of land use, a view that local officials often never 1d
see. When new road construction enables sprawling new land development — as happened when bypasses were
built around several other Michigan cities — all of our resource-based industries suffer, from agriculture to
toursm,

Wetlands losses also are understated in Section 5-65 of the DEIS. This evaluation does not appear to include
the loss of wetlands from the secondary and cumulative effects, such as changes in land use resulting from le
building any of the bypass options. A more accurate evaluation would show that any alternative, including
constructing a bypass, will be more harmfiz] than indicated.

The Michigan Land Use Institute suppons effective transportation solutions, but not those that promote 1f
sprawling development. Any improvements to US-31 should be made along the current alignment. In this way,
new lands will not be opened up for development, and the existing infrastructure will be useful long into the
future.

INDUCED DEMAND

Communities throughout the world are quickly learning that building more and wider roads does not
eliminate congestion. Rather, new roads cause more traffic. This phenomenon is known as “induced demand.”

Sprawling development far from established population centers leads to more car trips, longer trips, and more
traffic as people drive farther and farther between destinations. The DEIS predicts that building any of several 2a
bypass alternatives will cause just this type of development. Alternative F is likely to cause the greatest amount
of Induced Demand.

The DELS, however, does not incorporate an evaluation of the induced demand caused by the various
alternatives that include building a new bypass. Without this evaluation, the DEIS dramatically overstates the 2b
transportation benefits of these options.

If induced demand were incorporated into an evaluation, improving U.S. 31 along its existing alignment
likely would be shown to be superior to other alternatives. It would reduce travel demand, decrease energy
consumption relative to the other alternatives, and reduce congestion in the region more than if a bypass were 2c
built, If this vital, induced-demand evaluation were done, the various bypass alignments may no longer appear
beneficial to the region, or & wise investment of taxpayer dollars,
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Mickigarn Land Use fnstitute January 14, .FPS'J
Comment on the US 31 fImprovement Draft Environmentel Impact Statement Page 1

RESPECTING TAXPAYERS AND THEIR INVESTMENTS

MDOT and FHA are responsible for not only meeting the mobility needs of Michizan®s residents, but alsa
wigely investing people's tax dollars in transportation infrastructure.

U.8. 31 already has fallen into a state of disrepair, and the DEIS considers the Grand River Bridge also to be
below par. Last year, the state had to raise taxes in order to maintain the existing road network. The public
should be concerned that if the new bypasses are built, taxes will have to be raised again in order to maintain the
expanded network. Otherwise, the region will just have more roads in poor condition,

The DEIS should evaluate the long-term costs of maintaining the road network proposed in each of the
alternatives. Such an analysis would show that investing in existing roads, rather than new roads, is less costly
over the long term and of greater benefit to Michigan's drivers.

When roads are in good condition, the driving experience iz more pleasurable, md.lwduals spend less on
automobile maintenance and repair, and traffic flows more smoothly. Simply bringing the region’s roads into
good condition could, in and of itself, provide a tremendous benefit,

The DEIS does not fully evaluate how an investment to bring 80% or more of the region’s roads into good
condition would improve regional mobility. Such an alternative would have virtually no impact on land use,
environinent of community. It warrants further examination,

In addition, our tax dollars should be used to support the types of land use and land conservation desired by
Michigan's citizens. Alternatives that result in & loss of farmland are not in the public’s interest. Serious thought
should be given to any decision that uses tax dollars in a manner contrary to stated public goals.

IDENTIFYING REAL NEEDS

The DEIS identifies two critical failings in the current transportation netwaork,

One is the need for a new river crossing due to the periodic failure of the existing bridge, which lifts up to
accommaodate large ships on the Grand River, According the data in the DELS, bridge failure happens less than
once per year. This problem alone is not sufficient reason to embark on a road building project that will
dramatically alter land uze patterns in the region. Rather, the DEIS should have considered an alternative to
install 2 new engine in the brdge mechamism,

The DEILS also acknowledges a need to relieve fture traffic congestion in a rapidly growing region. Efforts
to manage travel demand, however, are not seriously considered. An investment in public transportation of a
similar magnitude to the cost of any of the bypass alternatives would eliminate a great number of vehicle trips.
Iimprovements to the condition and performance of existing roads also would have great benefit, and avoid the
induced demand resulting from a bypass, as discussed above. One further option that would have the added
benefit of reducing congestion through Grand Haven when the bridze is drawn is the installation of an intelligent
highway system that recognizes immediate and shifting demands placed on the network.

Although the bypass solution is an attractive way to sidestep the problems that precipitated the study, it is far
from ideal. The real needs identified in the DEIS can be met with low cost, efficient alternatives that do not
disrupt community or harm the environment.

CONCLUSION
Building a new road, even if it is a bypass, cannot solve all the region’s transportation problems. Future study,
must seriously examine how new road building will affect land use and transportation needs in the future, The
DEIS omits this important analysis, and overstates the benefits of several alternatives that involve bypass
construction. The Michigan Land Use Institute believes that such analysis will show that improving the existin,
U5, 31 corridor is the best alternative,
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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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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The EIS also talks a lot abéut carbon moncxide bt not much about
particulates, hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen., lead, sullur dioxide.

[t ought o be possible to provide a graphic caleulus or computer model
demonstrating how air pollution of various types varies with vehicle speed, .
distance traveled, fuel efficiency and other factors. =

The DEIS does nothing along this line other than o suggest that there will
be park and ride lots, bike paths, and connectivity of existing bike paths, It
does not indicate or discuss any sort of rail service at all, even though a rail

* route already exists along the current US 31 route and might be converted
mﬂilyﬂm provide passenper service between Muskegon, Grand Haven "and

“Holland.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.

Sincerely, .

Thomas J. Leonard
Executive Director
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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:

o Air Quality
Transit (Park’'n’Ride)
e 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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Concern into Action

MEAC

Weat Michigan Ravironmanisl Actien Coancil

Dec 28 '00

Fax!51#-575-9955 13:46

December 22, 2000

Getald?ulcher,h P.$ Chief

Trensportation and Flgod Hazard Mansgement Unit
Land apd Water t Division
Michigan ent:afEnwonmenml Qunlny
P.0. Box 30458
Lansing, MI 48909-7458

. Dear Mr. Fulcher:

. This is to formally request that Michigan Department of Environmental Quality -
(MDEQ) retract its umeeunpaﬂymﬂ:eNEPMMproussinthcm
of the US-31 expressway project in Allegan, Ontawa and Muskegon Countles,
the so-called Grand Haven Rural Bypass. -

You bad indicated to fne in a phope call early this year that the MDEQ would
coase to oppose the bypass construction along the routs of alternative F/J1

inasmuch as Michigay Department of Transportation (MDOT) had agreed 1o
elevate the expressway through the wetlands feeding into Pigeon Creek.

I remain vmrless a5 to;whether this concurrence was expressed to The Federal
Highway Administration
what scientific basis if was made,

Since then, there havé been new developments and refinements in the alignment
plan for F/J1. It now eppears that the expressway will pass directly through a
regionally significantiregulated wetland known as Bruce's Bayou or Bruce’s
Marsh, in the nres of the proposed Grand River crossing, directly eliminadng
owver thirty acres and éndangering the rest.

The maost recent elignment maps published this mionth by MDOT show also that
the specific route thrgugh the Pigeon River wetlands area has also been altered,
with the possible resillt of « greater amagc being impecwd.

1514 Waalthy St, SE. Suite zw and Rupids, M] 49506-2755 (66) 451.3051 FAX (61&) 451-3054

W Weac.org
4 100% posi

mji,

wugia neid (e

in writing, or whether it was made tacitly; and upon
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———a PR 1 eva

Sth floor DEQAMD Fax:51P-373-9965 - lbc”28.’00 13:47 P.03

These decisions were riot made or foreseen st the time of MDEQ’s apparent
concurrense with the Diraft Environmental Impect Stavement relcased by MDOT
for this project. Howewer, now that the alignmest has been adjusted with these
results, it scems clear that MDEQ's consutrence is no longer appropriate and
needs to be retracted. o _

WMEAQC believes that because of the unique character and rare, pristine
condition of Bruse’s Bayou, the fact that it retains characteristics dating back
before European scttiement, and because it contains species of special imterest
and concern includingirare and state-threatened species, it should not be
considered a candidate for mitigation but sheuld be AVOIDED: No mitigation
plan can bope to duplikate-or replace this remarkeble narural ares.

WMEAC alsa believe that it is the obligation of MDEQ under the Clean Witer
Act not 1o allow this piroject to proceed along these current lines, without
refusing its concurrente and requiring a full and public discussion of the
eavironmental costs npw being contemplated, as well as formally justifying its
position for public scrutiny. .

WMEAC i requesting specifically the following:

1. MDEQ should deglare its retraction of concurrence in ths F/J1 alignment
pending further discussion of the environmental consequences.

2, MDEQ should wﬂhhold concurrence in the F/J1 or any other alternative
pending the emergence of a clear consensus, and & grester measure of
finality about the route and its environmental consequences.

3. MDEQ should exgplain how the clevated causeway over the (currently) .
wooded wetlands of the Pigeon Creck—between 120th end 116™ avenues,
Just south of Stastonr-—inske acoeptabie this proposed incursion inte this
regulated wetland-—including addressing such questions as: Is there a
thermal pollution fimpact on this cold water fishery? How does one mitigate
this impact? What about the impact of salt, sand, contaminated rubber dust,
oil, heavy metal, 4nd other runoff pollution from the quarter-mile-long
elevated roadway? Has that impact been modeled? MDEQ should
essentinlly commit to paper its scientific analysis of MDOT's mitigation plan
related to the elevpted roadway over Pigeon Creek.

C-374



Consultation and Coordination

& ., Sth floor DEQLUMD  Fax'Sip-373-9355 Dec 28 ‘00  13:47

~ [

P.04

Thank you for your amnﬂon and considerarion of this important regional iasue.
I look forward to your arliest possible response.’

Sincerely,

Thomas J. Leonard
Executive Director - - .
“Ce:  Thom Peterson, President, WMEAC

Alan Bennett, Vice President, WMEAC
Dan Vogler, qmurmm. CSTS

Timothy Dykstra, Executive Director, CSTS
Jeffery Saxby; MDOT

Sherry Kamke, EPA

Gary Mannesto, Army Corps of Engincers
willie Taylor, U.S. Dept of Interior .

James Kirschénsteiner, FHWA

The Hon Senptor Ken Sikkema

The Hon Sengtor (len Steil

‘The Hon Rep; Patricia Birkhol= .

The Hon Repi~ elect Barbaru Vanderveen
The Hon Senitor Leon Stille

Julie Stonemdn,, Land Conservancy of West Michigan
Norm Spring; Spoonville Gun Club
Congres:ﬁ, Vern Ehlers

Co ' Pete Hoekstra '
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West Michigan Environmental Action Council, December 22, 2000

Letter acknowledged. MDOT continued to work with agencies, including the DEQ and local
units of government to revise the F/J1 Alternative and address concerns. The Preferred
Alternative affects less than three acres areas in the vicinity of the bridge. There are no wetland

impacts to the Pigeon River watershed. Please see Section 4.9 for additional information on
wetland impacts.
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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 1-96/M-104.
The partial interchange at M-104 and 1-96 will be completed and the ramps at the 112" Avenue
and 1-96 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 120" 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 120" 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 120™ 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-104/1-96. 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? | 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 144"
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-
1047? — written comment dated 12/2/98.

The Preferred Alternative includes upgrades of M-104 between 124™ Avenue and the 1-96/US-31
Freeway Connection/M-104 interchange. The Preferred Alternative may reduce traffic on M-104.

Might | suggest something? | 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 124™ Avenue and the 1-96/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.

| 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:

e 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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e The absence of existing or proposed fixed route line-haul service providers throughout the
entire study area.

e 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 | 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
guality 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 1-96/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 120" 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 | 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 lllustrative Alternatives G and H discussed in the DEIS involved a freeway from 1-196
between Holland and Zeeland north to 1-96 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-104/1-96 west
of and parallel to 120™ 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

C-389



Consultation and Coordination

C-390



Consultation and Coordination

C-391



Consultation and Coordination

C-392



APPENDIX D: CONCEPTUAL STAGE RELOCATION PLAN

D-1



Michigan Department of Transportation
Real Estate Division
Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan
US-31 from M-45 to M-104
Control Section 70013, JN 339550

March 10, 2008

GENERAL AREA and PROJECT INFORMATION

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing a trunkline project in
Ottawa County which runs from M-45 in Allendale, Michigan to M-104 in Grand Haven,
Michigan. MDOT previously selected an alternative that included a new off-alignment
freeway between I-96 and I-196, and existing route improvements in Holland and Grand
Haven. Based on the current economic climate in Michigan, it became clear completion
of the entire project was not economically feasible. In 2005, MDOT held a series of
meetings with local agencies located in the corridor influence area, as well as the Holland
and Muskegon Metropolitan Planning Organizations. The meetings were held to review
local and state priorities and needs in the corridor. As a result of the meetings, a
modified preferred alternative was selected, which includes constructing a new route
between M-45 and 1-96/M-104 just west of 120th Avenue, including a new river crossmg,
and improvements to the I-96/M-104/112™ Avenue 1nterchangc area.

The new route will initially be constructed as a 2-lane highway with property acquirad as
limited access right-of-way for future expansion to a 4-lane freeway. The project also
includes improving strategic segments of US-31 in Grand Haven from south of the
Washington Street intersection, north to the Jackson Street intersection vicinity; and from
Lakewood Boulevard north to the Quincy Street vicinity in the Holland area.
Improvements include adding through lanes and intersection modification, primarily
within the existing right-of-way.

DISPLACEMENTS
Residential: 51
Business: 9
Farm: 6
Non-Profit: 0

DISPLACEMENT EFFECTS AND ANALYSIS

Acquisition of property for this project will allow for an orderly and timely relocation of
all eligible displaced residents, businesses, farms and non-profit organizations
(community facilities). The acquiring agency will ensure the availability of a sufficient
number of replacement properties in the local area for all eligible displacees.
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Residential: The project may cause the displacement of approximately 51 residential
units. A study of the housing market in the project area indicates a sufficient number of
replacement homes and rentals will be available throughout the relocation process. It is
anticipated that the local residential real estate market will have the capacity to absorb the
residential displacements impacted by this project.

Business: The project may cause the displacement of approximately 9 businesses. A
review of the local commercial real estate market indicates there are a sufficient number
of replacement sites available to relocate eligible displaced businesses. Displacement of
these businesses is not expected to have a major economic or otherwise generally
disruptive effect on the community impacted by this project.

Farms: The project may cause the displacement of approximately 6 farms. A review of
the market for available agricultural properties indicates a sufficient supply of farm

properties to which eligible owners may be relocated.

ASSURANCES

The acquiring agency will offer assistance to all eligible residents, businesses, farms and
non-profit organizations impacted by the project, including persons requiring special
services and assistance. The agency’s relocation program will provide such services in
accordance with' Act 31, Michigan P.A. 1970; Act 227, Michigan P.A. 1972; Act 87,
Michigan P.A. 1980, as amended, and the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), as amended. The
acquiring agency’s relocation program is realistic and will provide for the orderly, timely,
and efficient relocation of all eligible displaced persons in compliance with state and
federal guidelines.

Prepared by:

\jbam / %«u Date: ///0 o8

Teresa R. Vanis
Local Agency Coordinator

Approved by:
\ N 3

: Ao Date: / AR
Keld’y S/Ramirez

Project Delivery Specialist
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Methodology for Environmental Justice

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

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

Step Two: Determine whether project impacts associated with the identified low-income and
minority populations are disproportionately high and adverse.

Step Three: Propose measures that will avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate disproportionately
high and adverse impacts and provide offsetting benefits and opportunities to
enhance communities, neighborhoods and individuals affected by the proposed
project.

Step Four: If after further mitigation, enhancements, and off-setting benefits to the affected
populations, there remains a high disproportionate adverse impact to minority
populations or low income populations then the following questions must be
considered:

= Are there further mitigation measures that could be implemented to
avoid or reduce the adverse effect? If further mitigation measures exist,
then those measures must be implemented unless they are “not
practicable”.

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

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

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

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

Impacts of a No-Build Alternative: No impacts to Environmental Justice communities are expected for the
No-Build Alternative.

Impacts of a Preferred Alternative: The Preferred Alternative will include minor improvements along the
existing US-31 in Holland Township and the City of Grand Haven, and a new alignment bypass located in
Robinson Township and Crockery Township. The small minority population in the study area is dispersed
and no concentration of minorities groups will be disproportionately impacted by the Preferred Alternative.
Although there are no disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income groups within the study area,
these groups are impacted by the Preferred Alternative as part of the overall population.

E-2


stephanie_kozlowicz
Rectangle

stephanie_kozlowicz
Rectangle


US-31 DEIS Re-Evaluation

1 APPENDIX F: US-31 DEIS RE-EVALUATION

F-1



@

US Department L o
of Transportation Michigan Division 315 W. Allegan, Room 201

Federal Highway Lansing, Michigan 48933
Administration

March 16, 2009

Mr. David Wresinski, Administrator
Project Planning Division (B340)
Michigan Department of Transportation
Lansing, Michigan

Dear Mr, Wresinski:

Re-evaluation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
US-31 Holland to Grand Haven, Ottawa County, Michigan

Enclosed you will find the approved Re-evaluation, signed by Mr. Steele, for the above
referenced project.

FHWA anticipates that this will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement as an
appendix and referenced in the document at the appropriate location,

If you have any question, please feel free to call me at 517/702-1847.

Sincerely,

S~

Ruth E. Hepfer
Area Engineer

For:  James J. Steele
Division Administrator

Enclosure

cc: David Calabrese, FHWA
Dave Williams, FHWA
Dennis Kent, MDOT Grand Region
Mike O’Malley, MDOT

Profile No. P-24208

MOVIN G THE s====
AMERICAN
ECONOMY -
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RE-EVALUATION OF
THE US-31 HOLLAND TO GRAND HAVEN
DRAFT ENVIORNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
OTTAWA COUNTY, MICHIGAN

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) re-evaluated the US-31 Holland to
Grand Haven Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) per the Code of Federal
Regulations (see 23 CFR 771.129)' MDOT has determined that a supplemental EIS is not
warranted as the analysis for the DEIS remains valid, and the evaluation of alternatives and

impacts has kept pace with the regulatory changes.

The following discussion addresses each criterion that must be evaluated before a
determination can be made on this project.

Has an acceptable Final Environmental Statement (FEIS) been submitted fo the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) within three pears from the date that the DEIS was
approved and circulated?

No, an acceptable FEIS was not submitted to FHWA within three years since October,
23, 1998 (the date that the DEIS was approved and circulated). The delay resulted from
the need to address impacts and mitigation associated with the development of an initial
Preferred Alternative. It was further delayed by the inability to fund the project.

The project history is as follows:

1993 MDOT began the NEPA process for the Holland to Grand Haven (I-196 to I-
96) segment of the US-31 corridor.

199872000 The DEIS was released in 1998 without a Preferred Alternate.

2002/2003 At the request of EPA and local officials, MDOT initiated a land use study
with Michigan State University to help quantify indirect impacts on land use
from Alternative F/J-1. The study results indicated only minor changes in the
type and location of developed land as a result of Alternative F/J-1, which was
initially identified as the proposed Preferred Alternative.

200472005  MDOT determined that Alternative F/J-1 needed to be modified due to
anticipated economic, social and environmental impacts. MDOT proceeded to
modify Alternative F/J-1 to reduce impacts while still maintaining the Purpose
and Need. Segments of Alternative F/J-1 were identified by MDOT, and local
officials, which met the project’s purpose and need, within the current
financial resources available.

" Per 23 CFR 771.129: A re-evaluation of the DEIS shall be prepared in cooperation with FHWA if an
acceptable FEIS is not submitted to the FHWA within 3 years from the date of the DEIS circulation. The
purpose of the reevaluation is to determine whether or not a supplement to the DEIS or a new DEIS is needed.

Revaluation of the US 31 Holland to Grand Haven DEIS
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2006 MDOT identified the current Preferred Alternative (F-1a/Figure 3.4-1). The
Preferred Alternative includes: a new two-lane roadway located primarily
within the F/J-1 alignment, previously identified in the DEIS, between M-45
(Lake Michigan Drive) and the I-96/M-104/112 Avenue interchange area,
including a new Grand River crossing, and improvements to key congested
segments of existing US-31 in the Grand Haven and the Holland area.

Nov. 20006 The Preferred Alternative (F-1a) was presented formally at a Public Meeting
in November, 2006.

2007/2008  In 2007, Alternative F-la was added to the approved 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plans in the two affected Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs). The design phase was also added to the MPO Transportation
Improvement Programs (TIPs) in 2008. The preparation of the FEIS was
underway and should be completed in 2009

Have there been any substantial changes to the project’s scope or proposed action that
would require a Supplemental Environmental Impact Staterment?

No, the DEIS identified Practical Alternatives, but did not identify a Preferred
Alternative. Since the DEIS, a Preferred Alternative (F-1a) has been developed. It is
within the scope of the DEIS Practical Alternatives, but has a more confined footprint
with reduced social, economic and environmental impacts. The FEIS will be completed
based on the Alternative F-1a as described herein. With the alignment of the Preferred
Alternative established, updates to traffic, noise and air quality analysis will be completed
as part of the FEIS. The information contained in the FEIS is current and complies with
existing federal and state regulations.

Does the project still meet the originally identified purpose and need?

Yes, the Preferred Alternative (F-1a) still meets the Purpose and Need for the proposed
action from the DEIS. No changes to the Purpose and Need for the project are proposed.

Have activities to advance this project occurred since the DEIS was approved and
distributed?

Yes, activities to advance this project have oceurred since the approval of the DEIS and
include the following:

1. A Preferred Alternative was selected that will be analyzed in the FEIS document.
2. The ongoing refinements to the Preferred Alternative are being developed in
consultation with local officials.

Revaluation of the US 31 Holland to Grand Haven DEIS
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3. An analysis of land use impacts was completed by Michigan State University,
which addressed local, state and federal agency concerns over indirect and
cumulative impacts of the proposed project.

4. The air quality analysis has been updated per changes in the federal regulations.

5. A Public Meeting was held in November 2006 to present the modified Preferred
Alternative (F-1a).

6. An Indiana Bat Survey, in coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife Service,
based on the recently expanded range of this species.

7. An above Ground Historic Resources Survey was completed along with

additional tribal coordination efforts.
8. MDOT updated information related to wetland identification, delineation and

mitigation, and addressed United States Coast Guard (USCG) and Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) bridge height requirements.

9. The project was added to the Holland and Muskegon MPO Long Range
Transportation Plans in 2007, including determining Regional Conformity for Air
Quality.

10. MDOT amended the MPO TIPs and initiated limited preliminary engineering
activities for the bridge over the Grand River as needed to complete the FEIS.

I'l. Additional, stakeholder, public involvement and resource agency coordination has
continued since the approval of the DEIS.

Have there been any changes in laws or regulations (federal, state, or local) occurring in
which protected resources are affected by the project?

Yes, the following changes since the DEIS are being addressed in the FEIS:

o Since the DEIS was signed, the US EPA lowered the ozone standard and in 2004;
Ottawa County was found to be in attainment for all pollutants, except Ozone, for
both the 1-hour and 8-hour standard. The US EPA revoked the 1-hour standard
for Ozone in 2005. In 2007, Ottawa County was re-designated to
Attainment/Maintenance for Ozone. The Ozone level is addressed through the
MPO regional conformity process and the project did not affect the regional
conformity determination.

e Since the 2000 Census, the project is now within two MPQ boundaries. The
Preferred Alternative has been amended into the MPO Long Range
Transportation Plans, and the regional air quality conformity determination was

not negatively impacted.

e Since the DEIS, MDOT has coordinated with Tribes on three occasions,. MDOT
coordinated with the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) from the
Pokagon Bank of Potawatomi Indians along with the other potentially impacted
tribes.

Revaluation of the US 31 Holland to Grand Haven DEIS
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e Since the range of the Indiana Bat was expanded to include the project area by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service. As a result, additional analysis of the impacts of the
project on this species will be included in the FEIS.

Conclusion

A Supplemental EIS is not warranted as the analysis for the DEIS Practical Alternatives
remains valid for a Preferred Alternative with a reduced footprint. The analysis has kept
pace with the regulatory changes which will be addressed in the FEIS.

Recommendation

Based on the proceeding analyses and conclusions, there are no significant changes that
would warrant preparation of a Supplemental EIS. MDOT is ready to proceed with the FEIS

and is requesting FHWA’s concurrence with this finding.

o L

Project Planning Division Administrator
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APPENDIX G: WETLAND MITIGATION/PUBLIC INTEREST FINDING
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE
DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR .
LANSING

July 23, 2009

Mr. Ronald Krauss. Realty Officer and Special Programs Manager
U.S. Departiment of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

315 W. Allegan Street, Room 201

Lansing. Michigan 48933

Early Right-of-Way Acquisition
Wetland Mitigation Site

CS 70900. IN 101327

US-31 Bypass/M-231

Dear Mr. Krauss:

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) intends to acquire parcels located on
144th Avenue, at Garfield Road. adjacent to the Grand River. per the early acquisition provisions
under 23 CFR 710.501. The early acquisition of this property will protect it from potential sale
and development in the private real estate market.

The total area of the all the parcels 1s 63.45 acres. MDOT will request the value associated with
the 4.71 acre portion--proposed to satisfy the wetland mitigation requirements for this project--to
be applied as credit towards MDOT's Federal Aid match of the project’s future construction

costs.

This proposed early acquisition mects the relevant federal regulatory and statutory requirements:

Project environmental classification will be Categorical Exclusion. This action meets the
Categorical Exclusion requirements referenced in 23 CIFR 771.117. and does not trigger the
requirements of historic preservation. Early acquisition of this parcel will not influence the
environmental assessment of the project. including project need. alternative selection. or

design selection.

* The Right-of-Way Phase of this project is included in the 2008-2011 State Transportation
Improvement Plan and mcets the public involvement requirement under 23 CFR 710.503.

e The parcel in question has been individually reviewed and cleared tor acquisition by the
Environmental Section. It has further been determined that this action does not have section
106 or section 4(f) implications under 23 U.S.C. 138 as they pertain to the preservation of

park land.
o Acquisition of this parcel will be in accordance with the FHWA approved MDOT Procedure

Manual.
MURRAY D VAN WAGONER BUILDING - P O BOX 30050 - LANSING, MICHIGAN 48309
www michigan gov ¢+ (517) 373-2080

LH-LAN-D [01103)
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Mr. Ronald Krauss
Page 2
July 23. 2009

MDOT is hereby requesting concurrence for eligibility of credit regarding this early acquisition
under the provisions of 23 CFR Part 710. Subpart E. Sections 710.501(a) and 710.501(b),
whereby the opportunity for corridor preservation and other project considerations - in this
instance, wetland mitigation - can be realized as a result of purchasing the property early. If you
have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Michael Christensen. Mr. Christensen can

be reached at (517) 373-4139.

Sincerely,

W,Matthe\l W. De. ong, Administrator
< Real Edtate Divigion

AN
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PUBLIC INTEREST FINDING STATEMENT

Wetland Mitigation Site in the Grand River Watershed
on 144™ Avenue, in Section 36 of Spring Lake Township, Ottawa County

Control Section 70900, Job Number 101327
July 10, 2009

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The above referenced project is programmed and scheduled to be let on June 4%, 2010. The
project consists of design and construction for wetland mitigation needs, resulting from the
construction of the M-231 project (portions of the US-31 Bypass), near 120" Avenue, in Robinson
and Crockery Townships. The proposed wetland mitigation site is located on 144™ Avenue, in
Section 36 of Spring Lake Township, Ottawa County. The programmed construction cost for this
project is $667,013. This project will design and construct wetlands adjacent to the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) owned and protected property, immediately west of this
project. The wetland construction will involve earthwork grading (and removal), tree removal and
plantings, as necessary for the desired type of wetland. The proposed wetland water source will be
from the existing shallow groundwater on the site. Habitat structures will be proposed for the
mitigation area, to assist in providing nesting and cover for the existing wildlife.

This project will serve as the proposed mitigation site for the M-231 (and possibly others) projects
programmed for lettings starting in FY 2010 and continuing through FY 2013. The M-231 project
will construct a new two lane roadway west of 120" Avenue, from M-45 north to M-104 and 1-96.
This new roadway will include several new bridges, including a new bridge over Stearns Creek,

Little Robinson Creek and the Grand River.

M-231, along with improvements to the existing US-31 in the Holland and Grand Haven areas, will
provide congestion relief, reduce delay, increase safety and enhance access for the Holland area,
City of Grand Haven and the central Ottawa County area. In addition, it will provide capacity,
geometric, operational and safety modifications, as well as an additional Grand River crossing,
creating route redundancy, in the event of a long-term closure of the US-31 bascule bridge in Grand
Haven. Currently, traffic detoured by routine closures of the US-31 bascule bridge, must either wait
for the bridge to re-open or divert to the 68" Avenue crossing of the Grand River approximately 20
miles to the east (resulting in at least a 40 mile detour). The bridge operations and closures pose
potential concerns for Emergency Medical Services (EMS) access to the North Ottawa Community
Hospital 1.5 miles south of the bascule bridge, as well as major user delays and mobility issues.

As required, by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) and the US Army Corp
of Engineers (USACE), the wetland impacts associated with the construction of the M-231 bridges
over Stearns Creek, Little Robinson Creek and the Grand River, will require wetland mitigation to be
constructed before or during the construction of the impacting project (M-231). The Record of
Decision (ROD), for the US-31/M-231 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), is not
expected to be approved by FHWA before October, 2009. The proposed wetland location is in
conformity with the FEIS and does not influence the FEIS or the selection of alternatives within the

document.

The M-231 project, as programmed, is scheduled to begin with the construction of the Grand River
Bridge in FY 2010, followed by road and bridge segments north of the Grand River starting
construction in FY 2012, and additional road and bridge segments south of the Grand River starting
construction in FY 2013. The majority of the wetland mitigation needs are resulting from the
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construction of the Grand River Bridge beginning in FY 2010. The US-31/M-231 project is in the
approved Holland and Muskegon 2035 Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Long Range
Transportation Plans, and project Preliminary Engineering and ROW Phases are in the FY 2008-
2011 STIP, for the two MPOs. Construction Phases will be added to the STIP, upon approval of the
ROD. Public Involvement requirements have been addressed as required through the FEIS and
the MPO planning processes. It is understood that before MDOT can acquire this parcel, it will be

environmentally classified.

PARCEL INFORMATION

The parcel is the preferred alternative for the proposed wetland mitigation site. It is located on 144"
Avenue, at Garfield Road, adjacent to the Grand River. The parcel is entirely owned by a single
property owner. The total area is 63.45 acres. The entire wetland mitigation requirement for this
project can be constructed within the boundaries of this site, and no other privately owned property
would need to be acquired. The early acquisition of this property will be made with MDOT funds,
and only the land costs associated with acquisition of the 4.71 acres of the site will be used as
credit towards MDOT'’s Federal Aid match of the project’s future construction costs. The appraisal
value of the 4.71-acre parcel is $225,000.

To maintain this schedule and design time required for the wetland mitigation site, this property will
need to be obtained prior to the Plan Completion date of March 10, 2010. The property owner is
very interested in selling to MDOT, to conserve the natural quality of the property, but further delays

may jeopardize the sale.

MDOT supports the acquisition of a total take of this property. The owner(s) has indicated that if
this sale is not concluded soon, they must consider offers from private developers, resulting in a
significant lost mitigation opportunity for the US-31/M-231 project as well as future projects in the
Grand River watershed. The property will be acquired in conformance with all Federal and State
regulations, including 49 CFR, Part 24, of the Uniform Act; and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. There are no physical structures to be demolished and no personal property is located on
the property, therefore Relocation Assistance will not be necessary. Considering the difficulty in
finding suitable parcels for wetland mitigation along the Grand River watershed, and also due to the
schedule and mitigation needs of the M-231 project, it is important that the ROW be acquired prior
to the normal design schedule, and approval of the FEIS/ROD.

The mitigation requirements for the proposed US-31/M-231 Bypass project are approximately five
acres. The property owner has made it very clear to MDOT that he is only willing to accept the
agreed to price, under the condition that MDOT purchases it as a total take, of the Rogers
ownership (Mr. Rogers has consistently maintained that position during our discussions with him).
Mr. Rogers does not want to split or subdivide land due to its environmentally sensitive features,
and would like the parcel to be publicly owned. The ROD is not expected earlier than October,
which would not allow an offer on the property to be made until the end of 2009. Mr. Rogers has
expressed a timeline that includes closing a real estate transaction with MDOT, no later than the
month of August. If Real Estate staff were to inform the property owner that closing would
potentially not occur until December 2009 or later, it would likely terminate negotiations with MDOT
and self to a private buyer. Developers have made repeated contacts with the Rogers family over
recent years, to acquire the site for splitting into waterfront residential home sites.

MDOT understands that wetland credit provided by the FHWA will be sequential. If five acres of
wetland mitigation are required for the M-231 project, FHWA will only credit those five acres at this
time. As additional projects with mitigation needs are identified, additional acreage will developed

into wetlands for future credit on this site.
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JUSTIFICATION
Advanced acquisition for the above parcel is being requested for the following reasons:

MDOT has committed to local officials to begin construction of the bridge, over the Grand River,
in FY 2010. Delays to the design and construction of the wetland mitigation project could in tumn
result in delays to the M-231 project. Delays of the M-231 projects could potentially cause
deferred public benefits, by delaying congestion mitigation, safety improvements and route
redundancy for US-31.

Failure to acquire the property in the near future could jeopardize the willingness of the seller to
convey the property to MDOT, which could force MDOT to investigate other mitigation sites.
This would result in delays in the design and construction of a viable mitigation site for the
proposed M-231 project and could have the impacts as listed in #1 above.

MDOT currently has a consultant design contract for the proposed site. if MDOT was unable to
acquire this property then the current design contract would have to be voided and a new
Request for Proposal would have to be written and posted to obtain a design consultant for a
different site. This would result in delays in the design and construction of a viable mitigation
site for the proposed M-231 project and could have the impacts as listed in #1 above.

Constructian of this wetland could create a contiguous ecological and biological reserve with the
existing MDNR marshland to the west. This site gives MDOT a unique opportunity to create
Great Lakes Coastal Marshland cooperatively with the MDNR. Great Lakes Marsh is a rare and
imperiled community type, and approximately 5 acres could be created at this location. It is
anticipated the site has the capacity to construct a minimum of 25 acres of wetland mitigation.

Both an Archeological and Project Area Contamination survey of the property have been
performed and it was determined there was very little risk of archeological findings or
contamination jeopardizing the design and construction of the proposed wetland. There are no
above ground structures on the site,

The site location is consistent with the US-31 Holland to Grand Haven FEIS. The current
projected schedule for obtaining the Record of Decision is late September or October, 2009.
Waiting to obtain the property until after this date will jeopardize the acquisition of the property
by MDOT, due to the sellers’ situation and conditions {(described above).

The site has the capacity to accommodate mitigation from other future projects that may impact
the Grand River watershed. Having the availability of a wetland mitigation site in advance of
those future projects will avoid delays to those projects and the improvements associated with
them and will result in a net benefit for the motoring public, as well as the natural environment.

AL e—

Vicki Weerstra, P.E.
Associate Region Engineer
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I Michigan Division 315 W. Allegan Street, Room 201
gf%r?:rispoﬁahon Lansing, Ml 48933
Federal Highway 517-377-1844 (office)
Administration 517-377-1804 (fax)

Michigan.FHWA@dot.gov
July 27, 2009

Ms. Kimberly Moody Holmes

Environmental Section (B340)

Michigan Department of Transportation

Lansing, Michigan

Dear Ms. Holmes:

JN: 101327

Advance Acquisition of Wetland Mitigation Site
Grand River Watershed (T8N, R15W & 16W, Section 31, 36)
Spring Lake Township, Ottawa County, Grand Region

We received your July 23, 2009 letter and supporting documents, seeking FHWA approval to
classify the subject project as a Class II Action (Categorical Exclusions). FHWA approves the
classification of this project as a Categorical Exclusion per 23 CFR 771.117(d)(12).

Please feel free to call me at (517) 702-1847, for any additional information.

.. Sincergly,

. / .
<J C , //!,m
Rath. E. Hepfer
Area Engineer

For: James J. Stecle
Division Administrator

cc:  Dave Williams, FHWA
David Calabrese, FHWA

Ron Krauss, FHWA
Profile No. P-24994
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Michigan Division 315 W. Allegan Street, Room 201

oFion e au
-377- office

ieﬂc::{anllst}:'oﬂon Y 517-377-1804 (fax)

Michigan. FHWA@dot.gov

July 27, 2009

Mr. Matthew W. DeLong, Administrator
Real Estate Division (E050)

Michigan Department of Transportation
Lansing, Michigan 48833

Dear Mr. DeLong:
Early Property Acquisition

Federal-aid Credit Eligibility Concurrence
Wetland Mitigation Site. US-31 Bypass/M-231

We received your July 23, 2009 letter and Public Interest Finding Statement, requesting FHWA
concurrence for early property acquisition eligibility as credit toward a future federal-aid project.
Our focus will pertain to the 4.71 acres required for wetland mitigation as identified in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the proposed M-231 construction project.

It is FHWA’s understanding that MDOT intends to purchase a number of abutting parcels owned
by a single property owner with 100 percent MDOT funds and request credit for the value of
4.71 acres portion of this purchase toward MDOT’s future federal aid match to construct M-231,
Based on the information provided, we concur that MDOT’s proposed action should not

influence:

. the decision on need to construct M-231
. considerations of the alternatives noted in the FEIS
. the selection of the M-231 project design or location

Please consult with MDOT environmental staff regarding the selection of this location as the
preferred wetland mitigation site and the need to incorporate this Public Interest Finding
Statement and related correspondence into the US-31 Bypass/M-231FEIS. After the Record of
Decision (ROD) for the FEIS is signed by FHWA, MDOT may seek credit for the value of the
4.71 acres to be applied to the M-231 construction costs by submitting a formal request to
FHWA in accordance with 23 CFR 710.501(b). Please include supporting documentation to
verify that the acquisition process was conducted in conformity with MDOT’s Procedure Manual
(Untform Act and Title VI of Civil Rights Act of 1964) and provide the value of the 4.71 acres.
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The value shall only be equated to the unimproved property. All associated right-of-way
acquisition costs—title searches, appraisals, deed recording, etc.—will be 100 percent MDOT
costs with no federal participation.

Please feel free to contact me at (517) 702-1822 for additional information.

Sincerely, -

Ronald L. Krauss, P.E.
Realty Officer and Special Programs Manager

For:  James]. Steele
Division Administrator

cc: Mark Jordan, MDOT, Real Estate Division (E050)
Michael Christensen, MDOT, Real Estate Division (E050)
Vicki Weerstra, MDOT, Grand Region
Pete Loftis, MDOT, Grand Region
Dave Calabrese, FHWA
Dave Williams, FHWA
Ruth Hepfer, FHWA
Profile No. 5-100953
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