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Planning Process 

Developing a five-year strategic plan requires a deliberate process that ensures input from local 
governments and critical stakeholders at various points in the planning process. Through a 
competitive Request for Qualifications process, the MPO selected State Public Policy Group 
(SPPG) as the third-party consultant. SPPG designed the process based upon input from the 
MPO, conducted the input activities, and facilitated the deliberative process of the Steering 
Committee.   
 
Members of the Steering Committee were appointed by the Chair of the Executive Committee in 
early 2017. Fourteen members represented elected officials from MPO member communities. A 
13-member Advisory Group was also identified to provide expertise and input as requested. The 
rosters of these groups are listed in the introductory section of the Strategic Plan.  
 
The planning process began in early February 2017 and concluded on September 30, 2017. 
Elements of the process included: 

» Holding individual conversations with an array of internal and external stakeholders to 
provide perspectives to ground the planning work. 

» Reviewing materials, plans, and relevant documents to frame and inform the strategic 
priorities. 

» Facilitating sector-based meetings with stakeholders providing opportunities for 
stakeholders working the same sector – such as housing or employment – and across 
jurisdictional lines to hear and provide their thoughts and priorities specific to their areas 
of interest as well as for the greater community.  

» Conducting Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) and Political, 
Economic, Social, and Technological (PEST) analyses formally with the Steering 
Committee and less formally with individuals and small groups.  

» Fielding an electronic survey to local government stakeholders to assist in identifying 
level of need for specific services and priorities of issues.  

» Holding periodic sessions with the MPO Policy Committee and with MPO staff. 
» Facilitating regular sessions with the Steering Committee to guide, deliberate, and 

develop the strategic plan.  
 
Process Elements and Timeline 

Element F M A M J J A S 

Monthly Steering Committee Sessions         

Individual Conversations         

Review of Documents         

SWOT and PEST analyses         

Survey developed and fielded          
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Element F M A M J J A S 

Steering Committee develop framework for 
plan – vision and mission 

        

Steering Committee develop goals and 
strategies 

        

Plan elements reviewed and finalized for 
approval  

        

 
Steering Committee Meetings 
This strategic plan is the product of multiple meetings between SPPG staff and MPO Steering 
Committee and Advisory members to discuss community and regional needs related to 
transportation in general and the MPO’s role in meeting these needs.  With a few exceptions 
due to logistical concerns, the Steering Committee met on the fourth Tuesday of each month for 
90 minutes between February and September of this year at the MPO office. 
 
February 28, 2017 
March 28, 2017 
April 25, 2017 
May 23, 2017 
July 6, 2017 (rescheduled from June) 
July 25, 2017 
September 6, 2017 (rescheduled from August) 
September 15, 2017 (additional work session) 
September 26, 2017 
 
At each meeting detailed notes were taken of the discussion and summaries were provided to 
Committee members following each meeting.   

 
Individual Conversations 
Senior staff at SPPG met one-on-one with MPO stakeholders identified by Steering Committee 
members, staff, and SPPG. There were 58 individual meetings; participants included Steering 
Committee members, MPO staff, as well as mayors, city managers and administrators, 
members of City Councils, and Boards of Supervisors.  Also included were representatives from 
organizations impacted by the MPO such as DART, the Des Moines Partnership, Polk County 
Housing Trust Fund, Public Health, the Community Foundation, water and surface trails, Polk 
County Taxpayers Association and large employers.  
 
The individual conversations were conducted between March and May as part of the needs 
assessment portion of the planning process. Their purpose was to gain context and information, 
including how the person interviewed was involved with the MPO, their job, identify community 
needs, how those needs are changing in terms of challenges and opportunities, which of these 
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are best addressed regionally, and what, if any, role the MPO could or should play in the 
process.  
 

Small Group Meetings by Sector 
As part of the needs assessment process, SPPG staff facilitated eight sector meetings in June 
attended by more than 60 participants. The purpose of these sessions was to identify key issues 
in that sector, consider the appropriate role, if any, of the MPO in addressing the issues, and 
create a record of the discussion for the Steering Committee’s consideration. 
 
The sectors included: 

» Housing  
» Public Health 
» State-Federal Government Officials 
» Watershed Management – 2 sessions 
» Paved and Water Trails 
» Economic Development  
» Small Cities  

 
Discussion and Education Regarding Councils of Governments  
A discussion on a Council of Governments, or COG, was initially part of the Strategic Plan 
Request for Qualifications (RFQ) and SPPG’s Response. The RFQ asked for “education of 
MPO member governments on what a Council of Governments (COG) is, what benefits a COG 
might bring to the region, and how the MPO might be involved.” However, it became clear in the 
early stages of the planning process that any discussion of a Council of Governments, including 
educational information, was a divisive topic and opposed by some members of the Steering 
Committee. As a consequence the leadership of the Steering Committee took any discussion of 
a COG off the table as it would be a distraction from completion of a strategic plan.  
  
Strategic Plan Approval Process 
The Steering Committee reviewed and agreed to the contents of the Strategic Plan Drafts at 
each step of the process. The Steering Committee reviewed and agreed to the final draft of the 
strategic plan, with any necessary edits. The Strategic Plan will then go through the MPO 
Committee process. 
 
 



 
 

Steering Committee 
Meeting Summary 

MPO Offices 
February 28, 2017 

1:00 – 4:30 PM 

Attending 
STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
Bob Andeweg, Mayor, Urbandale 
Tom Armstrong, Mayor, Grimes 
Chris Coleman, Council Member, Des Moines 
Angela Connolly, Supervisor, Polk County 
Steve Gaer, Mayor, West Des Moines 
Joe Gatto, Council Member, Des Moines 
Tom Hockensmith, Supervisor, Polk County 
Sara Kurovski, Mayor, Pleasant Hill 
Brian Lohse, Council Member, Bondurant 
Kyle Mertz, Council Member, Altoona 
Stephanie Riva, Council Member, Norwalk 
Linda Westergaard, Council Member, Des Moines 
Dean Yordi, Supervisor, Warren County 
 
ADVISORY MEMBERS 
Eric Burmeister, Executive Director, Polk County Housing Trust Fund 
Steve Eggleston, Field Office Director, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 
Tom Hadden, City Manager, West Des Moines 
Matt McQuillen, Assistant City Manager, Clive 
Gretchen Tegeler, Executive Director Taxpayers Association of Central Iowa 
Mark Wandro, Administrator, Polk County  
Stephanie Weisenbach, Coordinator, Iowa Clean Cities Coalition 
 
OTHERS 
Todd Ashby, Executive Director, MPO, Staff 
Mike Clayton, Iowa Department of Transportation 
Paul Moritz, Assistant City Manager, Ankeny (sitting in for Mayor Gary Lorenz) 
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SPPG FACILITATORS 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
Michelle Rich 
 

Welcome and Overview 
McKeen welcomed the group and provided an overview of what to expect from the day and the 
planning process. McKeen introduced SPPG and the SPPG team. Ashby welcomed the group on 
behalf of the MPO. She asked members to introduce themselves with how they have been involved 
with the MPO and what they see as significant about the MPO.  

Introductions 
Weisenbach: Focused on alternative fuels at the IEDA. With MPO before current job, for 12 years in 
some capacity and coordinator for clean cities program for five years. This organization connects 
with many local governments around the metro. At the state level we can’t do all the one-on-one 
work. Helpful to connect to the local level. 
 
Burmeister: Polk County Housing Trust Fund. Been with MPO since beginning of the Tomorrow 
Plan. Appreciate the fact that there is a longer-range look than usually taken on a normal project. 
Looking 20-30 years out, so good decisions can be made today for better long-term results.  
 
Eggleston: HUD. Associated with MPO since Tomorrow Plan. HUD funded the Plan and that was a 
significant step forward for the organization. The discussions of DART and affordable housing 
discussions are good.  
 
Westergaard: City Council of Des Moines. New on MPO board, just a year. Becoming familiar with 
the MPO. The water trails system has been very beneficial. Good to hear from other communities 
about working together and how it works. The MPO does this – working together to accomplish 
goals. 
 
Gatto: City Council of Des Moines. Affiliated with MPO for three years. Nominated for this 
committee. On the Executive Committee for year. Staff does a great job. A lot of subcommittees 
interact with the big committees – everyone has a voice. This works well. Building relationships 
across communities works really well. 
 
Andeweg: Mayor of Urbandale. On MPO 15 years. MPO has been effective in promoting the 
common good. Sometimes we struggle with defining the common good. Everyone is in it for the best 
interests of the region. 
 
Hockensmith: County Supervisor with Polk County. 14 years with MPO. Seen a lot of changes since 
2003. That was the year we did transportation planning. Have been multiple changes since. Work 
collaboratively to create a vision for the organization. 
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Mertz: City Council of Altoona. MPO for several years. Enjoy the regional collaborations and 
relationships. We’ve seen great projects through funding we’ve allocated. It’s nice to drive past the 
fruits of our labor in our communities. 
 
McQuillen: City of Clive. With MPO for about 10 years. Serves the common good of the region. 
Many of the communities don’t always control our own destinies. It’s a place to have the greater 
good conversation. Some communities are foregoing funding to see projects for the greater good. 
 
Gaer: Mayor of West Des Moines. Several years with MPO. A significant accomplishment has been 
bringing together people and being consistent on transportation issues.  
 
Hadden: City Manager of West Des Moines. MPO member since 1984. We’re looking at many 
forward-thinking things right now, such as waterways. This is a good time for the MPO to be thinking 
about what we can do outside of transportation funding. Bringing together people to talk about what 
we should and shouldn’t be doing. 
 
Armstrong: Mayor of Grimes. MPO member probably 15 years. I’m a huge regionalism guy. It took 
me years working with my city council to get them to that point. The MPO is the best board for that 
regional collaboration. 
 
Lohse: City Council of Bondurant. With MPO for five years. My real connection with the MPO was 
once as just an organization that gives us funds. The MPO is a place to go to for funds for projects.  
 
Kurovski: Mayor of Pleasant Hill. Into year four with the MPO. I appreciate that as a growing 
community, we don’t have the expertise on staff to thoughtfully plan like we need to. We also want to 
make sure we are aligning with the rest of the metro. We appreciate all that’s being done with 
infrastructure. 
 
Yordi: County Supervisor with Warren County. With MPO for quite a while. Being from a small 
community, it’s good to interact with everyone else. It was hard to get our city council on board with 
the necessity of doing regional work. Regionalism is great. 
 
Riva: City Council of Norwalk. Been here for a year. MPO has been a great resource to Norwalk to 
adopt a complete streets policy. Good for Norwalk to have a regional view with transportation. 
 
Tegeler: Taxpayers Association of Central Iowa. Peripheral to MPO, but nice to be included. The 
work we have done through Capital Crossroads through the local collaborative projects has been 
good. Some of the projects they want to work on – how do we get more for our money or how do we 
save? Rather than looking at a source of funds and how do we allocate it. The MPO has had a 
tremendously beneficial impact on how people work together. As an observer, I have liked what the 
MPO has done to expose us to new ideas and what has been going on in other areas of the country. 
 
Moritz: City Manager of Ankeny, sitting in for Mayor Gary Lorenz. Been involved with the MPO since 
2005. The MPO has done a lot of things since I’ve been involved. Great facilitating organization. A 
conduit for funding and projects. The water trails work has been good and is a boon to all of us.  
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Ashby: MPO Executive Director. Been here for six years. MPO has broadened its scope since then 
to related areas beyond transportation. The collaboration has been strong throughout these years.  
 
Clayton: DOT district planner that includes the Des Moines metro area. Have represented the 
department since 2010 on the MPO. Serve as a conduit between MPO and federal Transportation 
Administration.  
 
Michelle Rich of SPPG and MPO staff Zach Olson, Gunnar Olson, and Dylan Mullenix introduced 
themselves.  
 
Coleman joined. 

Review of the Planning Process  
Gunnar Olson provided on overview the media strategy related to this work. There is a lot of interest 
across the greater community in the topic of regionalism. The recommended strategy is to be 
proactive information and apprise the media that this strategic planning process is happening. This 
effort is tasked with discussing the possibility of a COG. We don’t want this to come up without our 
providing our message. We would ask for several members of this group to meet with the Register 
editorial board to tell them about the effort. We would not be asking for a story now, but to inform 
them and control the message. 
 
A Steering Committee member clarified that this plan may or may not discuss a COG. This group 
may decide yes or no on the COG. Olson stated that this committee is trying to answer that 
question. MPO staff will work with all members to start that conversation. 
 
A Steering Committee member explained that the DART Committee has decided that no members 
will talk about their plan before it is done. They are concerned with maintaining the safety of 
discussions and how those will go. Things could significantly change. Olson clarified that DART, at 
the least, made clear that that planning is happening. The MPO should be protective of this space, 
so they don’t want to get too much out in the media. 
 
Hockensmith stated that he is worried about a predetermined outcome. There were multiple 
initiatives involved with the Tomorrow Plan and Capital Crossroads beyond just transportation. The 
MPO is doing things right now that have nothing to do with transportation. He stated that he hopes 
the group and the planning does not have a predetermined position. McKeen explained that the 
process is designed not to have a predetermined outcome, but rather collect input regarding the 
services of the MPO. This may or may not be organized in the form of a COG. That is for this 
committee to discuss in depth and decide. 
 
Gatto also expressed his concern about a predetermined outcome. The goal is to design a strategic 
plan for staff to have some direction. McKeen agreed. 
 
McKeen explained that a COG in Central Iowa makes people nervous, maybe because they don’t 
know what it is or have poor memories of historical events. That’s not what this is about. It’s a 
strategic plan, not a COG plan. 
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Weisenbach asked if there are broad goals for the media effort. The group needs to be transparent 
about that. Olson explained that a large part of this planning is about clarity of role.  
 
Hockensmith explained that over the past several years since the Tomorrow Plan was adopted, the 
MPO role as an organization has changed significantly – the MPO mission and what staff are doing. 
There were multiple people on the Executive Committee that have questioned whether the 
expanded role should really be the role of the MPO. Capital Crossroads shouldn’t have any place in 
this. McKeen explained that this process can inform the Capital Crossroads, not the other way 
around 
 
Ashby stated that something that came out of Capital Crossroads was a desire to know more about 
what a COG is and what services are typically offered.   
 
Tegeler noted that Arlinda does her homework. She wanted to know about the relationship between 
Capital Crossroads and this process. The Taxpayers Association made clear that they weren’t 
interested in a predetermined outcome, but an opportunity to learn about the needs out there.  
 
Clayton noted that he would question whether or not some communities on the outer ring of the 
metro would want to be a part of a COG.  
 
Armstrong stated that although they did not publish this meeting as an Executive Committee 
meeting, they do have a quorum. In the future they will make sure this is posted as an Executive 
Committee meeting. 
 
McKeen further explained the process that SPPG will be using for developing the MPO’s strategic 
plan including the Steering Committee’s discussions, individual discussions with stakeholders, 
including members of the Executive Committee, and the community outreach and survey. SPPG 
plans to have survey results back mid-summer. This Steering Committee will be pointing SPPG in 
directions of where to go from there. 

Group Processes 
SPPG proposed to shorten the time commitment for Steering Committee members. The meetings 
will be held monthly on the fourth Tuesday at 1:00 – 2:30 p.m. Members may have assignments 
between meetings from time to time. SPPG also asks for 15-20 minutes at the end of each 
Executive Committee meeting.  
 
Hockensmith asked how the Policy Committee will be engaged in this process. McKeen stated if 
there is a point in time where it is appropriate to come to the Policy Committee meeting, then SPPG 
will leave it up to the co-chairs to determine that. 
 
Coleman suggested setting up a meeting of the board members that aren’t on this committee to get 
their input. It may be good to get input from those that don’t participate as much. This group needs to 
be intentional about engaging those board members. McKeen agreed that that is important and will 
be a focus of the process.  
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Initial SWOT Discussion 
SPPG facilitated a group discussion of MPO internal strengths and weaknesses. They then turned to 
external opportunities and strengths.  
 
STRENGTHS 

» Staff have excellent technical skills, especially transportation. 
» Good communication between communities. Happens through the Technical and Policy 

Committee meetings.  
» For eight years or longer, the institution has confidence in the subcommittees.  
» The regional collaboration, specifically transportation projects. Multiple jurisdictions working 

on projects together. The MPO facilitates the discussions. They work with the jurisdictions on 
design and working through the funding.  

» Strength in having all the communities get together and knowing each other. 
» Initiating community dialogue and convening those discussions. 
» The frequency of information coming from the MPO is good. Relevancy is strong.  
» Convener. That’s a good description for what the MPO is. Brings people together to discuss 

ideas for the region. 
» Learn history through the MPO. Puts current projects into context.  
» The geographic location is a strength. The two major transportation corridors come together 

here. The MPO’s geography is a strength.  
» Bring new trends to the board and technical committees.  
» We have funding. 
» This is the table that does the best regional work. Good regionalism here in terms of 

decisions and recognizing the different assets of the different communities at the table. 
» Increasingly focused on return on investment. Less political than a decade ago. A huge 

driver for economic development in our communities. All communities have a voice in the 
discussions through the work of the subcommittees. 

» Looking more at local needs than before. 
» Good people involved. The communities send good people to this board. 
» The culture of the region has shifted. It is more in tune to planning and regionalism than 

before. Expectation of thoughtfulness. 
» The metro has shifted to recognize the connectivity of the communities. This is very different 

from other metros, for instance, Chicago. The Des Moines region has grown up. You don’t 
get all the players in the same room in other metros. We all get along as community leaders. 
We collaborate pretty well. 

» It is a repository of information. Whether we’re researching new projects, we’re comfortable 
calling any member of the staff and know they will give us good information. They also do a 
good job of sharing these best practices with the community. 

» Can identify priorities across the region due to consistency of data – which helps with 
decision-making.  

 
WEAKNESSES 

» Meetings. 
» Never enough funding to go around. It gets people’s attention. There is never enough. 
» Funding is a hard part of our job. Prioritizing is difficult.  

» A large board is difficult for staff.  
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» Lack of a strategic plan. 
» The big Policy Committee – many members are uninformed. There are a lot of people on it. 

Don’t know if the size is the issue. Information overload. Scope issues.  
» There is a perception that decisions are made a certain way. It leads to group think. People 

don’t dive into the information. Some follow the leaders, but we need to engage everyone in 
getting the information. 

» The agendas – there is a wide scope. Some of the members don’t care about all the items. 
They should care if they are going to be here. 

» We don’t have a structure to support smaller communities to apply for funds/programs 
outside of transportation. There is not the one-stop shop for expertise on community 
development, economic development, etc. 

» Still a lot of parochialism at the Policy and Board levels. People need to understand when 
they are serving on the MPO, they are representing the region. When we’re looking at the 
MPO, we’re looking at the MPO region as a whole. It is tough as an elected official for local 
jurisdictions. 

» MPO is still a political organization. May have solid data, decisions are still made on politics.  
 
OPPORTUNITIES 

» Changes in technology – we need to ensure that these are opportunities for the region, not a 
threat. 

» Data could be a stream of income. What kind of database do we have and how can we 
monetize it.  

» Leverage funding. Right now, most of the MPO’s funding comes from the federal 
government. Opportunity to look for additional funding sources that flow through this 
governance structure. If you have five communities talking about a transportation project, 
there are opportunities to leverage funding from the communities, public sources, and other 
sources. Any collaborative body could find and leverage additional funding opportunities. 

» Earmarks – Central Iowa has used earmarks so well. It would be advantageous for these to 
come back.  

» The new majorities in Iowa and DC – don’t know yet if this is an opportunity or threat.  
» The data that the MPO has that says the metro is growing exponentially. We have the 

opportunity to plan for these people to live, work, and play in the region. The MPO’s role in 
transportation gets heightened over the next few years. We need to maintain the quality of 
life people enjoy here. This is dependent on our ability to operate a well-funded and run 
system.  

» If we manage our transportation system well, this is a great opportunity to get people to 
come to this area.  

» Opportunity to figure out how to deliver services faster, better, cheaper in the future. How do 
we create operational efficiencies? There are little endeavors here and there, but it’s minimal 
in the grand scheme of things. If we do it collaboratively, we may be able to get more done. 
The opportunity is in greater efficiency. 

» Opportunity for small organizations to take advantage of expertise in areas that may not 
come up that often in smaller communities. Not necessarily telling them how to do things, but 
sharing this expertise may be a service the MPO provides to communities. It’s a value-added 
to being a member of the MPO. 

» MPO can serve as a clearinghouse of practices available to communities. 
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THREATS 

» Millennials want access to all forms of transportation. Our challenge is to make all those 
available to them, and it is difficult financially.  

» There will be funding pressures – what we are used to getting in public transit, especially, 
may not be there in the future.  

» With limited resources, taking on too much is going to limit abilities to access resources. For 
instance watershed opportunities. Watershed authorities are already operating on their own. 
They have made themselves more attractive for funding.  

» Many cities are going to be grappling with the issue of new roads vs. maintenance. May be 
opportunities here, as well.  

» Cities need to pay for these services or the staff do not have the capacity to meet the critical 
role of the MPO. We dilute staff from the primary mission of the organization.  

» External pressures of communities may impact the organization.  
» Threat of members leaving the MPO.  

Initial PEST Discussion 
POLITICAL 

» The biggest politics are territorialism or parochialisms. People struggle with representing the 
region, not just their local jurisdiction.  

» Large vs. small. This creates “little p” issues. They are different perspectives.  
» Run over is too big a term.   
» All of us as a region can identify the needs. All of us see needs within our local area. We 

bring them to the table as a group. At the end of the day, we are elected. That has to be our 
main priority. It can get territorial, but do a good job of recognizing regional needs. There is 
never enough to go around. 

» Generally, we have an equitable process.  
» From a federal standpoint, when the earmarks ended, asking for specific projects for our 

region ended directly with the federal government. This has hurt the metro a lot.  
» The incentives that each community offers takes funds away from infrastructure projects. We 

are throwing money at businesses to move from one community to another. We should all 
agree on practices. This takes money out of our pockets and away from community 
investment. When we’re looking at funding opportunities, should we reward bad behavior? 

» Funding allows us to shape some policies from community to community. The MPO should 
expand its funding beyond a roadway and determine criteria for investment. 

» How do we have conversations before things get out of control? 
» Discussions still revolve around funding and infrastructure, transportation.  
» Southeast connector project – once you hit Pleasant Hill, you can’t have economic 

development along there due to floodplain, etc. How do we justify that?  
 
ECONOMIC 

» Biggest concern around limited resources. We are always going to struggle with funding 
major projects. We have spent hours on water trails and have asked jurisdictions to give 
more to focus on water trails. This is recreation, not transportation. Millions of dollars will be 
needed for this, and we have limited funds. It just doesn’t make sense.  
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» A huge amount of resources are going west. Are we ignoring other areas? How do we 
balance this development?  

» You cannot incentivize development to go where they do not want to go. Microsoft is 
spending their own money on infrastructure. You have to incentivize for life or it is going to 
leave. Development is occurring in all areas of the metro because people have choices.  

» Both are right. There is little we can do to make certain decisions.  I also think that when 
doing long-term planning, we have to be smart. These businesses coming in today are 
making that decision based on transportation decisions from years ago. We need to think 30 
to 40 years out. How are we going to balance this growth? 

» A lot of that infrastructure money has gone to the west side. It has not gone to the east side.  
» Previous projects have skewed east intentionally.  
» There is a lot of missing infrastructure on the east side.  
» Difficult to have systematic growth with small plot sell-offs (east side). 
» It is not going to be healthy if the trends continue and the central metro becomes the east 

side of the metro. That is not healthy long-term. We’ve done as much locally as we can do. 
We need to be cognizant of this.  

» Federal transportation law dictates funding levels and what we can do with it.  
» Same with the state – gas tax increase. Communities see this in road use. We have more 

funding ourselves locally. 
» Those funds do not impact the MPO as an organization, staff funding, for instance. 

 
SOCIAL 

» The way people want to travel is changing. Millennials don’t necessarily want cars. With that 
in mind, where do we put the infrastructure? We are thinking driverless vehicles by 2025. 
They are saying miles traveled will go through the roof.  

» You may not need roads as large as we have now with those trends – bicycles.  
» The issue is more than millennials. As a region, we need to keep an eye on the 

demographics into the future, the age of the population. We are going to stop driving 
ourselves. Knowing what aging residents want is important, as well. 

» Driverless cars will cut down on road infrastructure because these cars will act more like 
trains – you will be able to put more cars on concrete.  

» And there will be more people per car. They will be sharing. 
» How can you talk about a transportation without talking about land use? What is the MPO’s 

role in this topic? Can staff be a resource in this area? Some of this is demographic – 
millennials are driving decisions about where they want to live. They will figure out the 
transportation system after. Millennials want to live near where they work – seeing this 
downtown and in the west. Is our capacity there? I’ve heard this in MPO discussions in the 
past. We have capacity, but do we have the specific expertise needed? 

» How do we get the input of all ages of people? It is important to keep being creative in our 
outreach. Maybe it will take individual communities to reach out to their residents to engage 
them in the MPO.  

» The unemployment rate and the ability of the region to recruit talent to grow. We see this as 
a demand for amenities.  

» Jobs being near employment is less of an issue in Des Moines – getting around town is not 
very difficult. Getting downtown is not hard. It’s a little harder coming from the west, but the 
commute isn’t that bad.  
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» Often for low-wage work, hours are not ideal for public transportation. It makes it difficult for 
them. 

» Look at the apartments out at Jordan Creek. They are building near jobs. 
» The results from the Tomorrow Plan identified the location of the low wage job centers and 

the availability of affordable housing. Many of these individuals were traveling long 
commutes to get to jobs.  

» It is easy getting east and west if you drive a car. If you do not drive a car, you cannot get to 
the metro from Norwalk.  

» It is easy from a bus standpoint to get into downtown. But trying to get from Bondurant to 
West Des Moines? Good luck.  

» It is a surprise when people see the locations of low-wage job centers. It is not downtown. Its 
areas around retail, food service, housekeeping, you’ll find low-wage jobs. Some are taking 
public transportation, some are driving cars. The cheapest, most reliable form of 
transportation is our own two feet. If we are looking out farther into the future, we need to 
look at how we build affordable housing around these job centers where people can walk to 
work. But we need to get out in front of high land prices. That is where land use planning 
comes in.  

 
TECHNOLOGICAL 

» Driverless cars are going to be one of the single biggest force in transportation into the 
future. 

» The research into more fuel efficient cars – solar powered semi trucks. This will impact gas 
taxes and money available.  

» The DOT has come up with technology where you can identify where the need is. We have 
installed software in intersections and it has created huge efficiencies. It is not too expensive, 
either.  

» Your phone – it says whether the direction you are going is clear.  
» You may have the ability to put on a peak surcharge on people during high traffic times. 
» People working from home – there is a huge initiative to get better bandwidth in major 

corridors. This will take people off the roads. It will not be good for landlords.  
» You are going to start to see less of a need for large office buildings. It would be interesting 

to get some projection or data on this. What has been the change in square foot per 
employee?  

» We are going back the other direction now. Millennials do not like being stuck in these small 
cubes anymore. People are still not giving up their cars – we are seeing parking density go 
up. People want choices in modalities. 

» Drone delivery.  
» Presenting data will become more reliant on technology.  
» Related to electric vehicles – there could be advances in underground wireless charging. 

This would be one more thing connected to smart infrastructure. 
» Roadway material – advancements in technology. Is it always going to be concrete? Piloting 

plastic in some countries. 
» Storm water improvements will depend on regulations. 
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Closing Comments 
McKeen asked members to describe the MPO’s organizational identity. How do you want the 
organization to be perceived?  
 

» Convener, facilitator 
» Regional transportation infrastructure improvements 
» Multi-jurisdictional regional transportation planning 
» Regional transportation planning  
» Same 
» Same 
» Regional transportation planning, but identity has started to expand into regional planning. 

Transportation is not necessarily a limitation 
» Only organization that all metro governments are a part of 
» Planning body for regional transportation 
» Regional planning body focusing on transportation 
» Clearinghouse, higher orbit planning organization 
» Regional transportation body  
» Regional planning – the Tomorrow Plan moved it out of strictly transportation 
» Regional transportation planning but a conduit for funds 
» Agree 
» Agree – Although our perspective may be different than the general public’s 
» Agree 
» Regional transportation planning organization  
» A planning and transportation organization  
» We should change the name to Central Iowa planning organization, we are big enough. 

 
The next meeting will be held on March 28, 2017, from 1:00 – 2:30 p.m.  
 



 

 
 

Steering Committee Meeting Summary  
MPO Offices 

March 28, 2017 
1:00 – 2:30 PM 

 
Attending 
STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
Bob Andeweg, Mayor, Urbandale – 
co-chair Tom Armstrong, Mayor, 
Grimes – co-chair Chris Coleman, 
Council Member, Des Moines 
Angela Connolly, Supervisor, Polk 
County Steve Gaer, Mayor, West 
Des Moines 
Joe Gatto, Council Member, Des 
Moines Tom Hockensmith, 
Supervisor, Polk County Sara 
Kurovski, Mayor, Pleasant Hill 
Brian Lohse, Council Member, 
Bondurant Gary Lorenz, Mayor, 
Ankeny 
Stephanie Riva, Council Member, Norwalk 
Linda Westergaard, Council Member, Des 
Moines Dean Yordi, Supervisor, Warren 
County 

 
ADVISORY MEMBERS 
Eric Burmeister, Executive Director, Polk County Housing Trust Fund 
Steve Eggleston, Field Office Director, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban 
Development Tim Moerman, City Administrator, Waukee 
Jim Sanders, City Administrator, Johnston 
Meg Schneider, Senior Vice President, Greater Des Moines 
Partnership Gretchen Tegeler, Executive Director Taxpayers 
Association of Central Iowa Stephanie Weisenbach, Coordinator, 
Iowa Clean Cities Coalition 
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OTHERS 
Todd Ashby, Executive Director, MPO 
Mike Clayton, Iowa Department of Transportation 

 
SPPG FACILITATORS 
Gracie Brandsgard  
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen  
John Norris 

 

Welcome and Overview 
Arlinda McKeen welcomed the group and provided an overview of what to expect from the 
afternoon and the planning process. SPPG staff and steering committee and advisory members 
each introduced themselves to the group. McKeen summarized the discussions of the last 
meeting that covered an overview of the MPO,   its strengths as an organization currently, and 
existing opportunities. These discussions will lay the foundation for the conversations that will 
take place today. 

 

Updates 
Individual Interviews 
John Norris, Brad Knott, and Arlinda McKeen, all of SPPG, have completed 30 of the original list 
of 32 individual interviewees, including Steering Committee members and MPO staff. SPPG has 
now expanded the interview list to include individuals that Committee members suggested 
reaching out to. These conversations have been helpful to SPPG to construct a foundation for 
the group and move discussions forward. 

 
Several recurring themes have emerged from these initial conversations. First is the recognition 
that there are some already strong regional collaborations in this area that that the Steering 
Committee can learn from. However, among different entities there is a diversity of perceptions 
on the need for regional services, and what those services might be. Overall there is a 
commitment by all involved to build on the growth that has happened already. 

 
McKeen thanked all of the members for giving their time to SPPG for the individual interviews. 
There were no questions from those in attendance about the process thus far. 

 
Community Meetings 
McKeen provided a summary of the proposed set of community meetings included in the 
approved proposal’s scope of work. 

 
SPPG is looking to invite elected officials, department heads, and those who work in areas that 
relate to the strategic planning of the MPO to attend a community meeting. The meetings will be 
designed to find out how others see what’s happening in their community and the greater region, 
their visions for their communities and the region, and what resources are needed to achieve 



  

  Steering Committee 
Summary  P | 3 

  March 28, 2017   

those future goals. Invitees will represent a variety of perspectives, from cities and towns of all 
sizes and in a variety of professional positions. 

 
A Steering Committee member raised a concern about creating another meeting for city and 
county staff to attend, noting that some staff have regional development groups they attend and 
additional commitments to other projects such as Capitol Crossroads. 

 
McKeen explained the importance of collecting a diverse set of perspectives to bring to the MPO 
strategic planning deliberative process. 

 
SPPG clarified that the community meetings would not be open to the public, individuals would be 
invited who have some level of expertise and experience to add to conversations about regional 
services they need and the future vision of the region. 
 
Several Committee members asked whether or not their role on the Committee as representatives 
of their staff would suffice and could be a substitute for holding committee meetings. McKeen 
reiterated the value of allowing others the chance to speak, particularly those that have not been 
involved with any of the MPO Committees. The community meetings would open the door to hear 
additional viewpoints and more detailed comments than those the Committee members would be 
able to provide of each of their staff. McKeen also clarified that the community meetings would 
serve the purpose of collecting additional qualitative information and would not be decision-
making meetings. 

 
Another member noted that several cities have recently updated their comprehensive plans and 
asked if reading those plans would suffice as substitutes for holding community meetings. The 
process of updating comprehensive plans often included convening of meetings similar to the 
proposed community meetings. Another member highlighted the difference between 
comprehensive plans and a regional strategic plan and noted that those differences would create 
distinct conversations at each’s community meetings. 

 
The discussion questions for the meetings will be driven by the individual interviews SPPG 
conducted with Steering Committee members. The goal of the meetings is to identify the scale of 
resources and what the opportunities are for the MPO, to see regional trends and needs both 
current and forecasted. 

 
Discussion questions could include the following: 

1. What are you doing in your community that you are really proud of and how did you do that? 
2. What do you want to do in the next 20-30 years and do you have what you need to get 

there? 
3. How do you work regionally and collaboratively? 
4. What does that mean to you? 

 
One member expressed a desire to see the MPO’s scope of work continue to focus on 
transportation and infrastructure. The member predicted that smaller communities attending the 
meetings would want to see the MPO expand to help fill service gaps they see with their limited 
staff and that larger communities would not want the MPO to expand because they have their 
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own staff to provide those services. A concern was also raised that city and county staff that do 
not work on transportation-related issues would not be able to adequately contribute to the 
discussions at the community meetings. 

 
Another member suggested that the Steering Committee decide what services the MPO would 
provide and then hold community meetings as a space to offer those services. McKeen 
responded that the ideal strategic planning process is one that is demand-driven. Community 
and regional needs should inform the strategic planning decisions of the MPO Committees. 

 
Knott reemphasized that those who would be invited to the community meetings are all 
stakeholders in the MPO and its strategic planning process and have valuable insights to provide 
to this group. It is important to hear from constituents about their needs before making decisions 
about the services the MPO will provide. Because the meetings are for information gathering, 
they would not take away the decision-making authority of the Steering Committee. 

 
Several Committee members inquired about current requests the MPO receives that are not 
transportation related perhaps because there was no regional convening authority that could 
directly take on that service. MPO staff agreed to compile a list for the next Steering Committee 
meeting. 

 
Another member echoed the request and thought a list of requests would be a productive 
reference for discussion at the next meeting, along with feedback at the community meetings. 
Staff, who often work on the frontlines, would bring valuable perspectives to the meetings. In order 
to decide if the MPO is the right home for those additional requests it is important to know what 
the current requests are, what other needs are out there, and what other regional bodies exist in 
this area. Then we can decide where those needs are best served, whether at the MPO or not. 

 
There was discussion by Committee members about the role of the MPO in various regional 
planning efforts such as the Tomorrow Plan and Capital Crossroads. 

 
One Steering Committee member noted that one outcome of the meetings could be what non-
transportation needs are out there that are regional in nature and do not have a convener for it. If 
you have stakeholders that are coming together you may have those needs come up, but you 
don’t know about those needs if you don’t ask them. And they may not be thinking about regional 
needs in their own city or county plans. It may take bringing people from all over together to get 
that. 

 
SPPG agreed to send out a tentative schedule for the meetings as well as meeting materials and 
a list of facilitated discussion questions. McKeen asked the group for feedback on the optimal 
times and dates to hold these meetings. 

 
McKeen added that SPPG will be designing a survey based on feedback gathered at the 
community meetings and individual interviews. The survey will collect information about 
participants’ opinions about specific services identified, whether or not they would utilize the 
service if they were offered by a third party source, and if they would be willing to pay for such 
service. 
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April Meeting Agenda 
Arlinda McKeen reviewed the agenda for next month’s meeting with the Steering Committee. 
Included in the agenda is a panel presentation of individuals who have experience and expertise 
in creating and managing a Council of Governments (COG). The intent behind the presentation is 
to provide the Steering Committee  with information necessary to make strategic planning 
decisions for the MPO. Some members are unfamiliar with other regional entities and this 
presentation is meant to be an educational tool. 

 
Some Committee members were surprised by the content of the panel and wondered why the 
decision was made to focus part of the next meeting on COG-related discussions. A few 
members asked if the COG was a priority for the MPO, its staff, or Committee members. Todd 
Ashby clarified that one of the recommendations of the planning MPO commissioned Diane 
Diebler to conduct was to do an information piece on COG to fully inform the greater strategic 
planning process. 

 
Another member asked for academic resources to be made available that could explain what a 
COG is, its typical functions, and an analysis of potential benefits and drawbacks ahead of the 
next meeting. 

 

MPO Strategic Plan Elements 
McKeen provided a list of elements to be included in the MPO’s strategic plan. McKeen asked 
Steering Committee members to provide feedback on the list and add any additional elements 
that were missing. 

 
1. Governance 
2. Programs and Scope 
3. Sustainability 
4. Communication and Identity 
5. External Relationships 
6. Organizational Infrastructure 

 
Steering Committee members did not suggest any changes to this list. Some expressed a desire 
to have been able to discuss these items earlier in the meeting and another noted that there are 
some elements of the MPO’s scope that are nonnegotiable because of federal requirements. 

 
The next meeting will be held on April 25, 2017, from 1:00 – 2:30 p.m. 



 
Steering Committee 
Meeting Summary 

Des Moines Area MPO 
420 Watson Powell Jr. Way Suite 200  

Des Moines, IA 50309 
April 25, 2017 
1:00 – 2:30 PM 

Present 
STEERING COMMITTEE 
Tom Armstrong, Mayor, Grimes 
Chris Coleman, Council Member, Des Moines 
Angela Connolly, Supervisor, Polk County 
Joe Gatto, Council Member, Des Moines 
Tom Hockensmith, Supervisor, Polk County 
Sara Kurovski, Mayor, Pleasant Hill 
Brian Lohse, Council Member, Bondurant 
Gary Lorenz, Mayor, Ankeny 
Kyle Mertz, Council Member, Altoona 
Dean Yordi, Supervisor, Warren County 
 
ADVISORY MEMBERS 
Steve Eggleston, Field Office Director, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 
Jeff Geerts, Special Projects Coordinator, Iowa Economic Development Authority 
Tom Hadden, City Manager, West Des Moines 
Matt McQuillen, Assistant City Manager, Clive 
Tim Moerman, City Administrator, Waukee 
Jim Sanders, City Administrator, Johnston 
Meg Schneider, Senior Vice President, Greater Des Moines Partnership 
Stephanie Weisenbach, Coordinator, Iowa Clean Cities Coalition 
 
OTHERS 
Todd Ashby, Executive Director, MPO, Staff 
Dylan Mullenix, MPO, Staff 
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Opening Comments  
Armstrong welcomed the group and all introduced themselves for the benefit of SPPG.  

Impetus for Strategic Planning  
Armstrong explained that the MPO has been evolving since 2010 under the leadership of the 
Policy Committee. The Tomorrow Plan was adopted in 2013. A specific goal is 4A: Leverage the 
ongoing work of the MPO to serve as the entity to address monitoring and implementation of the 
Tomorrow Plan. The MPO undertook a performance survey in 2015 and 2016 that provided 
baseline measures. The survey results were presented to the Executive Committee, then the 
Policy Committee in 2016. There were positive perceptions of the MPO overall – work products, 
programs, and staff. Some other items from the survey include: governance can be improved, 
small and large governments valued MPO for different reasons and rated their ROI differently. A 
majority of survey respondents expressed a desire for the MPO to be more active in 
implementing and mobilizing for the Tomorrow Plan. Additionally, there were very positive 
comments that came out of the recently completed federal quadrennial review. 
 
Next steps recommended as a result of survey findings included clarity around the MPO’s role, 
a strategic planning process, and a desire to learn more about Councils of Governments. A 
memo was shared with the Executive Committee in May 2016 and the Policy Committee in 
August 2016.  
 
The Policy Committee approved moving forward on the strategic planning. Hockensmith 
appointed a Steering Committee with input from the staff. This planning process will go through 
September 30 of 2017.  
 
Hockensmith clarified that the legal counsel of the MPO stated that to receive HUD funds, the 
MPO would need to change language in the bylaws. His experience with the Policy Committee 
indicates that many don’t know what a COG means.  

MPO Services Discussion 
The participants divided in four groups for a discussion of services related to the MPO’s current 
work. Each group identified services and activities that are federal requirements, provide but not 
federally required, provided under special contracts, and services requested but are not 
provided. The latter represents unmet needs.  
 
After small groups finished their discussions, they placed the services and activities in their 
respective categories with discussion of some of the items, reaching consensus regarding in 
which category they belong. The final placement is reflected in the table below. 
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Required Provided Special Contracts 
Requested, Not 
Provided (Needs 

Not Met) 
• Travel time studies 
• Public input and community 

engagement 
• Roundtables 
• Data modeling 
• TE funding process 
• Road condition 

monitoring/report 
• ICAAP grant/air quality 

process 
• Allocate transportation 

funding 
• Long-range transportation 

plan 
• Traffic study – signals 
• Recreational trails 
• Pavement condition 

management/road condition 
reports 

• Safe routes to school 
• Facilitation of 

intergovernmental 
conversations/representative 
board, within transportation 
sector 

• Interacting with other 
agencies for planning 
purposes (for transportation) 

• Speaker series 
• Watersheds 
• Water trails 
• Model 

ordinance 
development 

• Needs studies 
• Local board 

and 
commission 
training 

• Best practices 
dissemination 

• Complete 
streets 

• Regulatory 
transportation 
assistance 

• DART Funding 
• Technical 

assistance  
• Walkability 

study 
• Convening 

regional 
meetings 
around 
Tomorrow Plan 

• Recreational 
trail planning 

• Environmental 
roundtable 

• Freight 
roundtable 

• Tomorrow Plan 
maintenance 
and 
implementation 

• Technical 
support – 
model 
components 

• Legislative 
affairs 

• Data bike 
• Regulatory 

assistance 
• Technical 

assistance – 

• Water trails 
planning 

• Comprehensive 
plan 
development 

• CIRPTA 
• WMA 

Administrative 
support 

• Electric vehicle 
infrastructure 
study 

• Tomorrow Plan 
• Contract 

planning for 
communities 

• Individual 
community 
traffic studies 

• Grant writing 
and 
administration 

• Bus funding 
operations 
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Required Provided Special Contracts 
Requested, Not 
Provided (Needs 

Not Met) 
data modeling 
and analysis 

• Green 
infrastructure 

• Best routing 
technical 
assistance 

 
 
Few requested but not provided, unmet needs, were identified. This could mean that the MPO is 
meeting needs well. Armstrong noted that this information is only from the perspective of the 
people at the current table. The Steering Committee may not know about needs out there. Are 
there needs not met because they’re not requested?  
 
Ashby noted that assistance requested at a regional level from the local government capital 
under Capital Crossroads included facilitation or coordination in developing or facilitating a wide 
range of issues ranging on policies for child care centers to beekeeping to tree preservation 
mitigation. There was no expectation for any specific organization or collaboration to take the 
leadership in meeting these facilitation and coordination needs.  
 
At the March meeting of the group there was a bit of discussion whether the MPO could do 
these things because they are already convening local governments. Additional questions 
involved whether there is already a logical “home” for a certain issue and whether or not it is 
with the MPO.  
 
The discussion is getting at approaches and best practices, not assuming the MPO should do 
all these things. People and organizations are looking for an outlet for models and best 
practices, to not recreate the wheel. The MPO could act as a clearinghouse of information. 
Urban chickens is a good example where it would have been nice to have a template. The 
Metropolitan Advisory Council (MAC) is designed to do this – share model ordinances for the 
region. Other organizations with similar supports are Iowa League of Cities and ISAC. 
Municipalities need a home base, somewhere to go for assistance when they need it.  

Next Steps in Process 
SPPG outlined the activities for the coming months. The SPPG team will be reaching out to 
elected and appointed individuals in local governments in the broader eight-county area that 
includes MPO and CIRPTA. There will also be several group discussions around topical areas 
such as transportation or trails to gather insights on anticipated growth and activity in future 
years. The focus of the individual and group discussions include what is occurring in the 
community, the future hopes and plans in coming decades, and how communities accomplish 
their goals. Discussions will include barriers or areas in which they need assistance to meet 
their goals. This will help identify additional information for the SWOT and PEST analyses.   
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Closing Comments  
Armstrong thanked participants for their work. The next Steering Committee meeting is May 23, 
2017, from 1:00 – 2:30 p.m. 
 



 
 

Steering Committee Summary 
Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MPO Offices, 420 Watson Powell Jr. Way Suite 200, Des Moines, IA  
May 23, 2017 

1:00 – 2:30 PM 
Present 
Steering Committee 
Bob Andeweg, Mayor, Urbandale – co-chair 
Tom Armstrong, Mayor, Grimes – co-chair 
Chris Coleman, Council Member, Des Moines 
Angela Connolly, Supervisor, Polk County 
Steve Gaer, Mayor, West Des Moines 
Joe Gatto, Council Member, Des Moines 
Tom Hockensmith, Supervisor, Polk County 
Sara Kurovski, Mayor, Pleasant Hill 
Brian Lohse, Council Member, Bondurant 
Gary Lorenz, Mayor, Ankeny 
Stephanie Riva, Council Member, Norwalk 
Linda Westergaard, Council Member, Des Moines 
 
Advisory Members 
Eric Burmeister, Executive Director, Polk County Housing Trust Fund 
Steve Eggleston, Field Office Director, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 
Jeff Geerts, Special Projects Coordinator, Iowa Economic Development Authority 
Matt McQuillen, Assistant City Manager, Clive 
Jim Sanders, City Administrator, Johnston 
Meg Schneider, Senior Vice President, Greater Des Moines Partnership 
Gretchen Tegeler, Executive Director Taxpayers Association of Central Iowa 
Stephanie Weisenbach, Coordinator, Iowa Clean Cities Coalition 
 
Others 
Todd Ashby, Executive Director, MPO, Staff 
Dylan Mullenix, MPO, Staff 
 
SPPG 
Gracie Brandsgard 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
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Opening Comments 
Armstrong welcomed the group and thanked members for the progress that has been made in 
the strategic planning process. Armstrong noted that the process would begin moving at a more 
rapid pace as the group passes the halfway mark of the process. 
 
Focus on MPO 
Steering Committee members and Advisory members were posed the question, “When you 
meet someone, what are the four ways you identify or describe yourself?” and asked to record 
their answer on a piece of paper. Those sheets were collected and a few answers were shared 
with the larger group. Some of the responses included the following: 
 
teacher 
mentor 
father 
advocate 
listener 
doer 
public servant 

housing advocate 
uncle 
avid golfer 
business owner 
philanthropic 
community leader 
hard worker 

Hawkeye 
Beaverdalian 
husband 
public servant 
leader 
homebody 

 
SPPG reiterated the Steering Committee should be focused on what is best for the MPO 
throughout the strategic planning process. Each committee member brings a unique perspective 
because of their experiences and the various constituencies represented; this is one of the 
strengths of the Steering Committee. 
 

Other Collaborative Initiatives in the Central Iowa Area 
It had been requested in a previous meeting to identify the other collaborative efforts and 
organizations in the area and to consider how MPO fits and relates with them. Participants split 
into four small groups to discuss other regional collaborative efforts in the metro area. 
Participants received a list of existing regional entities that had been mentioned by one or more 
Steering Committee members during the strategic planning process. The list below reflects the 
work of all four small groups. 
 
Metropolitan Advisory Council (MAC) 

• Regional collaboration on a multitude of issues, model ordinances and policies 
• But it’s tough to actually get the collaboration, it’s loosely organized and loosely attended 
• Capital Crossroads eliminated the need for MAC 
• It’s now more focused on legislative 
• What’s the tie in to MPO? If they’re talking anything transit at MAC then MPO would be 

on their agenda 
• Now it’s more of an information dissemination channel, they don’t take on projects like 

they used to 
 
Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART) 

• Provides public transit for its citizens and community 
• MPO gets money from DART, we provide services 
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• The most important thing is that we have to manage congestion and commute times and 
that’s so we’re a high-performing, high-quality community and DART is an important part 
of that 

 
Central Iowa Regional Transportation Alliance (CIRTPA) 

• MPO falls within it 
• But it has a bigger reach for counties that are not in the MPO boundaries 
• MPO people provide a lot of work for them; technical assistance 
• Without MPO’s help I don’t think they’d survive that well 
• They have a different funding stream than MPO 

 
 
Soil and Water Conservation Commission 

• They are working on watersheds, they are staffing the watershed project 
• MPO also provides some staffing on the watershed project, we do that  
• There’s a bit of a disconnect about that role – the watershed management authority, the 

purpose was for local jurisdictions to take over, SWCC has the subject matter expertise 
and they should be the ones that take the lead and MPO should back off 

 
Wastewater Reclamation Authority 

• Have their own funding streams 
• They are the best collaborative regional utility plan, the best functioning group 

 
Metropolitan Waste Authority 

• Landfills 
• No connections to MPO 

 
Polk County Housing Trust Fund (PCHTF) 

• Education, Advocacy, Research and Planning, and Affordable Housing 
• They are the authors of the Housing Tomorrow Plan, which was an offshoot of the 

Tomorrow Plan 
• Work closely with MPO on matters related to housing and transportation, general 

community planning 
 
BRAVO 

• Arts and culture 
• Governments are represented in the jurisdiction of Bravo 

 
Greater Des Moines Partnership (GDMP) 

• Regional economic development, recruitment and retention 
• Partner with MPO on advocacy, whoever is the regional voice on key projects 

 
Convention and Visitors Bureau (CVB) 

• It’s like Bravo, collect some funding through taxes 
 
Capital Crossroad 2.0 

• Promote businesses, culture, economic growth 
• We have a visioning plan, and now we have a blueprint to move forward on these plans; 

will be announced in October 
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Iowa State Association of Counties (ISAC) 

• Don’t know if we intersect with them, they do their own thing 
• If something comes up with transportation, they would likely be interested in participating 

 
United Way of Central Iowa (UWCI) and Community Foundation of Greater Des Moines 

• Bring people together, grant dollars to organizations 
• They are a very collaborative board, businesses 
• United Way has the most focused mission, we knew the most about the organization. 

 
 
Next Steps in Process 
SPPG outlined the activities for the coming months. The final product will include a plan for the 
MPO that outlines a mission and vision for the organization, and provides goals and direction for 
the following categories: Governance, Sustainability, Communication and Identity, External 
Relationships, Organizational Infrastructure, and Programs and Scope. 
 

Closing Comments  
Armstrong thanked participants for their work. The next Steering Committee meeting is July 6, 
2017, from 1:00 – 2:30 p.m. 
 
 
 



 

Steering Committee Meeting Summary 
420 Watson Powell Jr. Way, Suite 200 

Des Moines, IA  50309 
 

July 6, 2017 
1:00 – 2:30 PM 

 

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS   
Bob Andeweg, Mayor of Urbandale (Co-Chair) 
Tom Armstrong, Mayor of Grimes (Co-Chair) 
Chris Coleman, Des Moines City Council Member 
Steve Gaer, Mayor of West Des Moines 
Joe Gatto, Des Moines City Council Member 
Tom Hockensmith, Polk County Supervisor 
Sara Kurovski, Mayor of Pleasant Hill 
Brian Lohse, Bondurant City Council Member 
Gary Lorenz, Mayor of Ankeny 
Kyle Mertz, Altoona City Council Member 
Stephanie Riva, Norwalk City Council Member 
Dean Yordi, Warren County Supervisor 
 
ADVISORY MEMBERS AND GUESTS   
Tim Moerman – Waukee City Administrator 
Ruth Randelman, Mayor of Carlisle  
Meg Schneider, Greater Des Moines Partnership 
Gretchen Tegeler, Executive Director, Iowa Taxpayers Association 
 
MPO STAFF 
Todd Ashby, MPO 
Dylan Mullenix, MPO 
 
SPPG 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
Robyn Mills 
John Norris 
 
Vision Statement Development 
Chair Armstrong called the Steering Committee Meeting to order at 1:09 PM.  The goal of the 
meeting was outlined and the Committee agreed to work on a vision statement and a mission 
statement for the MPO.   
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Brad Knott presented a list of ideas for vision statements to the Board for review. These were 
developed from input provided by Committee members, review of individual interviews and 
group meetings, and the needs assessment summary. The Committee was also asked to email 
to SPPG several words or a group of words that reflected the thoughts of the Committee 
member.  Eight out of fourteen members responded, and those words and concepts were 
included in the draft vision statement ideas.   
 
Hockensmith asked for additional information regarding who was invited to the small group 
meetings and why these particular group meetings were chose. McKeen indicated that the 
groups were formed based on input from individual meetings and issue reviews. Additional 
meetings can be organized if more group meetings are requested. 
  
A question arose about how the Committee sets a vision without knowing the direction of the 
organization. It was agreed that the vision statement was what the organization wanted to look 
like in the future. A broader vision statement can be narrowed with goals and strategies. A 
vision statement is what the organization aspires to be.   
 
First draft by the Board:   
 

The region, served by the MPO, shall provide an improved and coordinated multi-modal 
transportation system that recognizes members’ unique attributes and needs, and that 
effectively supports the region’s economic success, workforce and quality of life.   

 
After discussion, a second draft was developed.   
 

The region, served by the MPO, shall provide an improved and coordinated multi-modal 
transportation system.   

 
The Board continued to discuss the direction of the MPO and what services they should 
provide. Next draft of vision:  
 

The region, served by the MPO, shall provide an improved and coordinated multi-modal 
transportation system that recognizes members’ unique attributes and needs, and that 
effectively supports the region’s economic success, workforce and quality of life.  

 
The discussion ended with an adaptation of a potential mission statement as the vision.  
 

Our region has a well-coordinated multi-modal transportation system that leverages our 
unique attributes in order to ensure a high-quality of life and economic success. 

 
 
Mission Statement Development 
Norris presented the Board with a set of potential mission statements, which outlines in practical 
terms why the MPO exists. He reminded the Board that the vision is a broad statement of what 
the organization will look like in the future and the mission is how the organization achieves the 
vision. It defines the scope of the MPO. The Board discussed transportation in narrow terms 
and a list of interdependent systems is a broader discussion. The Board wanted clarification on 
what the MPO is in charge of – just transportation or transportation and interdependent 
systems.   
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First draft of the mission statement:   
 

Support regional economic and community vitality through planning and collaborative 
multi-model transportation opportunities.   

 
Second draft of the mission statement:    
 

Lead the charge for the region in multi-modal transportation planning that supports 
regional economic and community vitality.   

 
Third draft of the mission statement:   
 

Advance regional economic and community vitality through planning and collaborative 
multi-model transportation opportunities. 

 
Final draft of mission statement:   
 

Mission: Advance regional economic and community vitality through planning and 
collaborative multi-model transportation systems. 

 
The draft vision statement and draft mission statement were considered together. Another draft 
of the vision statement was considered:   
 

Vision: The region, served by MPO, shall provide multi-modal planning and 
transportation opportunities that will allow member cities and counties to capitalize on 
their unique attributes in order to ensure a high-quality of life and economic success.   

 
 
Working Drafts 
Working drafts of vision and mission statements as determined by the group present were 
accepted as drafts with the expectation they would be reviewed at the next meeting:   
 
Vision: The region has a well-coordinated multi-modal transportation system that 
leverages our unique attributes in order to ensure a high-quality of life and economic 
success. 
 
Mission: Advance regional economic and community vitality through planning and 
collaborative multi-model transportation systems. 
 
SPPG will send out the statements to the committee and asked for comments by email with a 
goal to have them completed by the next meeting on July 25.  
 
The Committee agreed that the vision and mission statements should be reviewed by the full 
MPO Policy Committee.  The next Policy Committee meeting is August 17 and they will be 
presented then. The next Steering Committee meeting is on July 25 and the group will work on 
goals and strategies. The meeting adjourned at 2:39 PM.   
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Co-Chair Armstrong called the meeting to order at 1:07 PM.  The goals of the meeting were 
outlined, including a review of survey results, finalization of the vision and mission statements 
and beginning to develop goals and strategies for the strategic plan.  Arlinda McKeen reported 
on the results of the survey.      
 
Survey Highlights – SPPG  
McKeen presented high-level findings of the survey that was conducted between June 20 and 
July 3, 2017. The objectives of the survey were to gather data on: 

• Needs of communities that are currently being met and what resources are used to meet 
them;  

• The level of importance of expanding or improving current services offered or not 
offered; 

• The most preferred way of paying for offered services; 
• The level of importance of collaboration in delivering various services; and 
• The preference for various levels of involvement by the MPO.  

 
A summary of key findings and Steering Committee discussion follows.  

• The survey was distributed via email to 653 city, county, and school district elected and 
appointed officials, with 141 completing the survey (21.6 percent).   

• Survey responses were received from Polk (21.3 percent), Dallas (14.2 percent), Story 
(13.5 percent), Jasper (11.3 percent), Warren (11.3 percent), Boone (7.1 percent), 
Marion (6.4 percent), and Madison (2.8 percent) counties.  

• Most participants are elected officials (52 percent), 24 percent are MPO members and 
52 percent are CIRTPA members.  Thirteen percent are members of both MPO and 
CIRTPA. 

• The survey asked respondents how their communities accomplish each of 24 activities.  
Examples include ADA compliance planning, zoning code updates, public participation, 
and housing programs. Most respondents use internal resources to accomplish 
activities, with emergency preparedness, watershed planning, and housing programs 
utilizing shared services to a greater degree than other activities.  Contract services 
were used in several activities, but most often for comprehensive planning.  Professional 
associations were used the least to accomplish activities.   

• Regardless of size, cities use internal resources to accomplish more activities than any 
other resource.  Large cities use contract and share services for more activities than 
smaller cities. 

• The survey then asked how important it is to have better or expanded options for 
addressing those same 24 activities. There were five activities that respondents reported 
that are somewhat/extremely important to expand, including comprehensive planning, 
public participation support, emergency preparedness, supporting business 
incentivization, and ADA compliance planning.   

• The survey asked about 22 services that are commonly needed by jurisdictions. Among 
all respondents, several activities were identified as important for inter-jurisdictional 
collaboration, including public safety and emergency management, legislative advocacy, 
paved trails coordination, and, regional growth management. When data are viewed by 
different segments of the respondents, such as MPO membership or size of community, 
there are some variations in the degree of importance identified.  
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• When asked about the type of role the MPO should plan in providing various services, 
the greatest proportion of respondents, regardless of city size, believe that the MPO 
should have a partner role in coordinating activities. There was a much smaller 
proportion indicating MPO should lead particular activities.  Few respondents believe the 
MPO should not be at all involved in convening and coordinating activities.    

 
The Committee discussed the meaning of the MPO’s role as a “partner” and it was clarified that 
the MPO would at least be the table for the activities, but would not be leading them, unless 
otherwise indicated. The MPO role would be to fully engage in the activity to ensure the 
transportation structure is in place to aid the activity. It is realistic to think that the MPO would be 
a part of many joint initiatives.   
 
 
MPO Vision Statement 
Brad Knott presented the draft vision statement developed by Steering Committee collaboration 
at the last meeting.  There was consensus among members that this vision statement be 
approved. 
 
The finalized Vision Statement:  

Our region has a well-coordinated multi-modal transportation system that 
leverages our unique attributes in order to ensure a high-quality of life and 
economic success. 

 
 
MPO Mission Statement  
Norris presented the draft of the mission statement written with Steering Committee 
collaboration at the last meeting:   

Advance regional economic and community vitality through planning and collaborative 
multi-modal transportation systems. 

 
Much committee discussion centered on the point that the draft mission statement does not say 
what the organization does, including facilitation and being a convener. Some thought that it 
should have a regional focus and that facilitation should be a part of the mission statement.  A 
mission statement should clarify “who you are”, “what you do”, and “for whom do you do it.” 
 
Connolly proposed a new version of the mission statement:   

The MPO advances a fully-integrated and multi-modal transportation system that safely 
and effectively moves people and goods, while supporting economic development and 
protecting natural assets.    

 
The Committee defined multi-modal as any means that moves people or goods from place to 
place. After much discussion and revision, the Committee unanimously approved the mission 
statement. 
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The finalized Mission Statement: 
The MPO advances a safe, effective, fully integrated multi-modal transportation 
system that supports economic development, protects natural assets, and 
enhances overall quality of life. 

 
Goals   
Knott introduced the six goal areas for the strategic plan: 

• Program Goal 
• External Relationships Goal 
• Governance Goal 
• Sustainability Goal 
• Communication Goal 
• Organizational Infrastructure Goal   

 
Knott indicated that goals are broad statements that give the organization overall direction on 
how the organization moves forward. Strategies are a further delineation of the important 
elements of each goal. They support the goals and progress is measurable. Due to meeting 
time constraints, committee members were asked to brainstorm key words and phrases that 
could be used to develop draft goals and related strategies.   
 
Program Goal 

• Engage at appropriate levels for various areas impacted by the MPO (example) 
• Various areas means subject matter, topics, programs 
• Example – for watersheds, staff should be at the table, but not facilitating.  
• RFP – be able to give direction to staff on what should be done on each area 
• Zoning codes – decision to receive compensation through a contract or is it a member 

service.   
• Ordinance development, code enforcement…It’s okay, if the committee agrees, if we 

agree, that MPO should be doing this. The caveat is that MPO can only do it within 
current capacity levels. If MPO has staff available with the skills required, they may 
contract for the services. Uniform policies regarding entering into contracts will need to 
be developed.   

• Increase staff for long range transportation plans and utilize those staff for contract 
projects, when planning is complete.   

• Goals are things that we control and we have a desire to do. The Committee will want to 
measure progress.   

• The MPO must do what they are mandated to do first and foremost.   
 
External Relationships Goal 

• Develop and maintain mutually-beneficial relationships with organizations impacted by 
the MPO (example) 

• Good working relationships 
• Mutually-beneficial – MPO is getting something out of it also 
• Define what roles are in the external relationships 
• Apply to federal and state relations…it goes both ways.   
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Communication Goal 

• The MPO is known and respected (example) 
• Seen as experts and has a reputation as an expert 
• Informational and Educational 
• Communicate accomplishments of the MPO to external organizations and inform the 

public 
• Meaningful information 
• Engage 
• Return on Investment 

 
Sustainability Goal 

• The organization is financially sound, strategic and nimble. (example) 
• Adaptive 
• Flexible 
• Transportation system, infrastructure/land needs to be sustainable are a different 

meaning of “sustainable” than this goal intends. 
 
Governance Goal 

• Ensure all members feel adequately represented in the MPO decision making process  
(Example) 

• Decision making might be limiting.  Deliberation.  
• Broad-based 
• Plugged in 
• Executive committee has to approve the agenda of the policy committee. 
• Example:  Tomorrow Plan was already decided before it came before the Policy 

Committee  
• MPO new board members need a day-long training for orientation.  It’s done every year.  
• Hard for a new board member to get in the mix of the conversation because issues are 

complicated. 
 
Organization Infrastructure Goal 

• Ensure adequate infrastructure to support the MPO mission. (example) 
 
 
Final Comments and Next Steps 
The vision and mission statements will be presented for review at the full MPO Policy 
Committee on August 17. SPPG will work on crafting draft goals and strategies and send them 
to the Steering Committee chairs for review. The next meeting of the Steering Committee is on 
August 22 and the committee will finalize goals and strategies. The meeting adjourned at 2:35 
PM. 
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Des Moines, IA 50309 
MPO Offices 

September 6, 2017 – 10:00 – 11:30 AM 

Attendees 
 

STEERING COMMITTEE 
Bob Andeweg, Co-Chair, Mayor of Urbandale 
Tom Armstrong, Co-Chair, Mayor of Ankeny 
Ben Champ, City Manager, Pleasant Hill 
Chris Coleman, Council Member, Des Moines 
Joe Gatto, Council Member, Des Moines 
Tom Hadden, City Manager, West Des Moines 
Tom Hockensmith, Supervisor, Polk County 
Brian Lohse, Council Member, Bondurant 
Gary Lorenz, Mayor, Ankeny 
Tim Moerman, City Administrator, Waukee 
Stephanie Riva, Council Member, Norwalk 
 
ADVISORY MEMBERS 
Matt McQuillen, Assistant City Manager, Clive 
Meg Schneider, Senior Vice President, Greater Des Moines Partnership 
Gretchen Tegeler Executive Director, Taxpayers Association of Central Iowa 
Stephanie Wiesenbach, Coordinator, Iowa Clean Cities Coalition 
 
MPO STAFF 
Todd Ashby 
Dylan Mullinex 
 
SPPG 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
Robyn Mills 
John Norris 

Opening Comments 
Co-Chair Andeweg called the meeting to order at 10:02 and turned the meeting over to Brad Knott.  
Knott briefly reviewed the previously-approved MPO mission and vision statements and proceeded to 
the Goals and Strategies document, where the Board reviewed each goal and discussed the strategies 
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under each goal.   
 
The remainder of the notes are provided directly related to the document under review by the Steering 
Committee. Notes reflect the discussion surrounding each strategy and are presented in blue to 
differentiate them from the item being discussed. 
 
 

 

Vision and Mission 
Accepted July 25, 2017 

MPO Steering Committee 

MPO Vision Statement 
Our region has a well-coordinated multi-modal transportation system that leverages our 
unique attributes in order to ensure a high-quality of life and economic success. 

MPO Mission Statement 
The MPO advances a safe, effective, fully integrated multi-modal transportation system 
that supports economic development, protects natural assets, and enhances overall 
quality of life. 
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Goal Areas, Draft Goals, and Draft Strategies 
For Input and Discussion 

 
Goals are intended as 5-year goals that endure for the term of the 5-year 
Strategic Plan. Goals are based on the mission of the organization. Goals 
are broad statements of direction for certain functions of an organization. 
Taken together they outline the overall organizational direction. 

 
Goal Areas 

• Program 
• External Relationships 
• Governance 
• Sustainability 
• Communication 
• Organizational Infrastructure 

 
DRAFT Goals 

 
Goal 1. Implement programs and services to meet requirements, fulfill needs, and 
lead to a more unified vision and plan for the region. (Program) 

 
Goal 2. Develop and maintain mutually-beneficial working relationships outside 
the MPO. (External Relationships Goal) 

 
Goal 3. Ensure all MPO members feel adequately represented in broad-based 
deliberations and decisions. (Governance Goal) 

 
Goal 4. Maintain a financially sound, strategic, and adaptive organization. 
(Sustainability Goal) 

 
Goal 5. Provide relevant and educational information commensurate with the 
expertise of the MPO. (Communication Goal) 

 
Goal 6. Ensure adequate organizational infrastructure to support the MPO 
mission. (Organizational Infrastructure Goal) 
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DRAFT Goals and Strategies 
While goals are broad statements of direction, strategies break down the broad goal 
statement into more specific approaches to the area. Strategies point the organization 
toward action and are related to making progress toward the mission. 

 
Goal 1. Implement programs and services to meet requirements, fulfill needs, and 
lead to a more unified vision and plan for the region. (Program)  

It was noted that the Goals need to be consistent with the MPO mission and vision 
statements. 

 
Strategy 1.1 Maintain exceptional performance in the Federally Required Activities and 

meet the highest expectations of the 10 Planning Factors established by 
the U.S. DOT. 

There was general Steering Committee consensus with Strategy 1.1. Comments included 
making sure that all federally required activities are included in the strategy.  Staff will cite and 
include the ten planning factors in the appendix.   

  
Strategy 1.2 Maintain exceptional performance in the Surface Transportation Block 

Grant Program and the Transportation Alternatives Program as measured 
by federal review processes. 

The Steering Committee approved this strategy with little discussion.   
 

Strategy 1.3 Engage with other jurisdictions and organizations in collaborations for 
agreed-upon roles and activities to achieve ongoing or short-term program 
goals in alignment with the MPO mission. 

There was considerable Steering Committee discussion on this strategy, including:   
• Strategy is wordy and vague.  Who is to engage with other jurisdictions, the Policy 

Committee, the Executive Committee, staff, or all of them?   
• This strategy is more of a governance issue.   
• If a jurisdiction is a member of the MPO, they are already engaged with the MPO. 
• This strategy is redundant and not necessary.    
• McKeen clarified that the strategy was developed was based on information provided in 

one-on-one interviews and community meetings.   
• An example of organizations that would fit under this strategy would be the Des Moines 

Partnership. The Policy Committee would still define the role in which the MPO would 
engage with other organizations. 

• Strategy is too broad.    
• Strategy is redundant, and a part of what the MPO already does. It is defined clearly 

enough in Strategy 1.1. The Board has not told the MPO that they could not work with 
specific groups.    

• The Strategy clarifies what the MPO is already doing.   
• McKeen indicated that they have heard since the beginning of the process that there 
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needs to be clarification on what the MPO is doing. This strategy attempts to do that.   
• The strategy is too broad and the MPO is already engaging with other organizations. 

Nothing currently being done would prohibit current relationships.   
• The Policy Committee still needs to approve the tasks before the MPO can collaborate 

on projects.   
• The mechanism for collaboration is generally there, but additional projects or tasks have 

not been contemplated, such as applying for grants. The MPO should be prevented from 
being an in-kind supporter of programs outside their scope.  The Board oversight is only 
for financial transactions, but may not include other types of tasks.   

• The Committee wanted to add, “upon Policy Committee approval”.   
• It is too cumbersome to go to Policy Committee to approve all collaborations. 
• The Policy Committee approval is only for new policies.    
• The whole strategy should be stricken. It is too vague and broad. 
• It was argued that the Steering Committee has to give the staff some direction. 
• A suggested addition would be to add, “formal collaborations”. 
• Strategy 1.1 and 1.2 cover what 1.3 is trying to accomplish. During the course of 

implementing the first two strategies, the MPO should collaborate with the necessary 
jurisdictions to get the job done. For activities that do not fall under 1.1 or 1.2, the MPO 
should take it to the Policy Committee for approval.   

• This strategy should be moved under Goal 2, External Communications.   
• The Steering Committee agreed to move Strategy 1.3 under Goal 2 and make it Strategy 

2.4. 
 
Strategy 1.4  Establish key partnerships, committees, and agreements to jointly 

coordinate the regional elements of water trails implementation. 
The Steering Committee discussion included: 
• This makes it seem like the MPO is taking the lead on water trails implementation. 
• “Regional elements” need to be defined.   
• Regional coordination is important to ensure that all communities are on the same page up 

and down the trails.  
• Should this regional coordination occur on all trails?   
• This strategy is necessary, because it is out of the normal course of what the MPO does. 

However, the MPO is intricately involved in water trails. The MPO should maintain what they 
are currently doing for water trails, but do not establish any new ventures with regard to water 
trails. The current plan for downtown water trails is projected to cost $40 million and it will be 
years before it can be implemented.   

• The MPO helped to bring parties together to develop water trails plan, but it was never the 
intent that the MPO should manage water trails implementation.   

• There are too many other infrastructure needs, ahead of water trails. Implementation of a 
water trails systems will not occur in the near future.   

• McKeen clarified that the MPO is seen as a convener and facilitator, but is rarely seen as 
leading groups. That is because the MPO is the only entity that has all the players at the table. 
It has the power to convene people to get something done.  It allows for the coordination of 
activities, allows all voices to be heard and brings people together for discussion.   

• There is strong concern that the MPO will lose focus on its core duties. For example, the 
Tomorrow Plan has many organizations wanting all parts of the plan implemented. That 
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cannot be done with current staffing levels. You can’t have the exact amount of staff do core 
MPO responsibilities and add six or seven new responsibilities to the jobs of those same staff. 
There will always be transportation projects in the works, so there will not be a significant drop 
off of projects to allow staff to absorb new ones.   

• Norris asked the committee if they wanted water trails addressed specifically in the Strategic 
Plan.   

• As the fiscal agent for the water trails engineering studies, the MPO is a part of the water trails 
until the studies are complete and sent to the separate cities. This is scheduled to be complete 
by October. The MPO is under contract to be involved until then.   

• What is the difference between a strategy and action item? This seems to be more of an 
action item. Trails are covered under Strategy 1.1, as it is a multi-modal system.  

• McKeen clarified that strategies are the ways to accomplish the goal and the actions are the 
activities implemented to achieve the strategy. MPO has vision, mission and goals. Strategies 
help to break those larger approaches down to identify the main parts that need to get done.   

• The MPO should successfully complete their role as fiscal agent of engineering study and 
plans, pass them to the communities, and empower the communities to develop plans.  The 
MPO needs to finish what was started, but not continue as the lead.   

• It was never the intention for the MPO to be lead agent in implementation of the water trails 
plan. 

• The MPO must complete its duties with regard to water trails, but water trails does not need to 
be a strategy.     

• Water trails is an amenity, not a necessity.   
• There was consensus to change Strategy 1.4 to:  Establish key partnerships, committees, 

and agreements to jointly coordinate regional multimodal transportation systems.   
 

Strategy 1.5  Determine and activate the MPO role in convening and facilitating 
implementation of the Tomorrow Plan/Mobilizing Tomorrow Plan. 

Discussion on Strategy 1.5 included:   
• The question arose as to what the MPO goal was with regard to the Tomorrow Plan.  The role 

needs to be determined.   
• To determine the role of the MPO, would more staff need to be added to the MPO?  There 

are many components to implement in the Tomorrow Plan.   
• Change the wording of Strategy 1.5 by eliminating “and activate”. 
• Is there a better word than “Determine”? 
• The MPO needs to take more time to determine its role in the Tomorrow Plan. The 

Tomorrow Plan developed goals, not requirements, so we don’t need to be in total 
compliance. Much of what is being done with regard to economic development does not 
currently fit with the Tomorrow Plan.   

• Cities have own individual control over their destiny. We do not want hamstring cities with 
another layer of bureaucracy, before they can move forward.   

• McKeen clarified that the MPO may determine that there should be no role for them with 
regard to the Tomorrow Plan implementation.  

• Whatever the MPO decides their role should be, the MPO should do a yearly review of what 
has been accomplished with regard to the Tomorrow Plan. There should be an awareness 
of what is being done and what is not. 

• What is the MPO staff doing right now regarding the Tomorrow Plan?   
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• Ashby indicated that they have facilitated meetings between groups who are looking at 
specific issues in the plan. The groups would like the MPO to continue in that role and 
provide policy research, when necessary.   

• With regard to the plan, the MPO should not be the convener of meetings outside of 
transportation. The plan is too wide-ranging and other organizations should tackle the 
environmental elements, water quality, and housing. The MPO should not be driving force in 
those areas. The MPO should have a passive role as an annual assignment to review 
progress, but not an active role in anything other than transportation issues. 

• Ashby indicated that this does not change what they do now. However, there is a new 
federal rule on water quality and management coming down and they are the convener for 
this rule. They will subcontract to work on the rule.   

• Norris suggested that the Committee add, “multi-modal” to the strategy.  Also, he suggested 
adding “report annually on the progress of the Tomorrow Plan.” 

• Consensus was reached on the new language for Strategy 1.5:  Convene and facilitate the 
implementation of the multi-modal elements of the Tomorrow Plan and report 
annually on the overall progress of the Tomorrow plan.     

 
Strategy 1.6  Provide services to individual member jurisdictions as requested that are 

within the MPO’s organizational capacity to provide.   
• It was suggested that this strategy needs to be tied into the MPO’s mission and vision.   
• Consensus for new language on Strategy 1.6: Provide services to individual member 

jurisdictions as requested that are within the MPO’s mission and vision and existing 
organizational capacity to provide. 

 
Goal 2. Develop and maintain mutually-beneficial working relationships outside 
the MPO. (External Relationships Goal) 

 
Strategy 2.1  Actively participate in collaborative regional planning or project initiatives 

where MPO can gain or bring value.   
The strategy was approved with changing the “or” to “and”, “where MPO can gain and bring 
value.” 

 
Strategy 2.2  Engage with elected and appointed policymakers at all levels as a 

resource to provide expertise and current data and information. 
The Committee approved this strategy. 
 
Strategy 2.3  Provide MPO member or staff representation on community-wide or 

region-wide organizations or committees consistent with MPO’s 
mission and vision.   

The Committee approved the strategy with the addition above. 
 
Strategy 2.4  Engage with other jurisdictions and organizations in collaborations to 
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achieve ongoing or short-term program goals in alignment with the MPO 
mission and vision. 

It was noted that each of the strategies increases the role of the MPO in participation levels.  1.1 
requires the participation and each strategy requires more involvement consistent with mission 
and vision. The Committee approved the strategy.   
 
Goal 3. Ensure all MPO members feel adequately represented in broad-based 
deliberations and decisions. (Governance Goal) 

 
Strategy 3.1  Create more leadership opportunities for MPO committee members on 

committees or interim groups established to address needs or issues that 
may arise. 

The Committee approved the strategy.   
 

Strategy 3.2  Identify specific elements of membership expectations and MPO 
governance to promote consistent communication, and enhance effective 
participation. 

The Committee approved the strategy.  
 

Strategy 3.3  Review, update, or develop additional MPO member training, handbook, 
and other educational information that help members be actively engaged 
in the work of the MPO. 

The Committee approved the strategy. 
 

Strategy 3.4  Adjust governance structures to address issues of member satisfaction 
with representation in the work of the MPO. 

Committee discussion included:     
• The committee questioned the meaning of this strategy. Des Moines has the most 

people and membership is based on population.     
• Some argued that 45 voting members in the Policy Committee is too many members and 

it is cumbersome. Should the by-laws be changed? The Board could reduce the number 
of members while still having weighted voting based on population. Current by-laws 
require that jurisdictions get an additional member for every 10,000 in population.  

• The MPO governance should be modernized.   
• The words, “if indicated” should be stricken and this strategy should be labeled 3.1, as it 

is a high priority for the Committee.   
• It was noted that a task force should be established, and there was agreement that this 

should be part of the action plan, not a strategy.    
• The Committee approved with strategy with changes.   

 
As meeting time ran out, the Steering Committee agreed to meet again soon to review Goals 3-6, and 
their corresponding strategies. In addition to finishing the goals and strategies review, the Committee 
will also provide SPPG with input as to what they would like to see in the appendix. The final meeting 



  
 
Steering Committee Summary  P | 8 
September 6, 2017  

of the Steering Committee will be on September 26 from 1:00 – 2:30. The plan will be completed and 
delivered on September 30, 2017.   
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Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
420 Watson Powell Jr. Way Suite 200 

Des Moines, IA 50309 
MPO Offices 

Friday, September 15, 2017 
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Attendees 
Bob Andeweg, Mayor, Urbandale 
Tom Armstrong, Mayor, Grimes 
Angela Connolly, Supervisor, Polk County 
Steve Gaer, West Des Moines Mayor 
David Jones, City Manager, Ankeny (attending for Gary Lorenz) 
Sara Kurovski, Mayor, Pleasant Hill 
Brian Lohse, Council Member, Bondurant 
Stephanie Riva, Council Member, Norwalk 
Dean Yordi, Supervisor, Warren County 
 
Advisory Members 
Tim Moerman, City Administrator, Waukee 
Meg Schneider, Senior Vice President, Greater Des Moines Partnership 
 
MPO Staff 
Todd Ashby, MPO 
 
SPPG 
Brad Knott, SPPG 
Arlinda McKeen, SPPG 
Robyn Mills, SPPG 
John Norris, SPPG 
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Opening Comments – Co-Chairs 
Co-Chair Bob Andeweg called the meeting to order at 10:04 AM. McKeen opened the 
discussion by highlighting what was accomplished at the last meeting and what would be 
reviewed at this meeting. She noted the significant progress that the Steering Committee made 
on the goals and strategies at the last meeting, and the goal is to complete the review of the 
goals and strategies (4-6) this meeting.    

Knott led the discussion of Goal 4. Comments in blue reflect the discussion of the Steering 
Committee.   
 
Goal 4. Maintain a financially sound, strategic, and adaptive organization. 
(Sustainability Goal) 
 

Strategy 4.1  Assure compliance with acceptable accounting principles and practices 
required by each funder on at least an annual basis. 

• Committee discussion included dropping the phrase “on at least an annual basis”.  
• Add “ongoing” after Assure.   
• Strategy 4.1 is approved. 

 
Strategy 4.2  Review the balance of revenue sources and cost centers, and establish 

targets for each on an annual basis. 
• No Committee discussion.  Strategy 4.2 was approved. 

 
Strategy 4.3  Develop financial contingency plans for various scenarios to be applied 

should the circumstances require. 
• McKeen clarified the need for this strategy was based on the uncertainty of Federal 

funding for future needs.   
• Strategy 4.3 was approved. 

 
Strategy 4.4   Seek a diversity of revenue sources to support needs of the region, consistent 
with mission and vision.  And provide relevant information to participating MPO member 
communities.   

• The Committee wanted to ensure that the goals and strategies are consistent in 
language and asked that this Strategy mirrors the mission and vision language in 2.3 
and 2.4 to be consistent with the messaging.   

• An action item under this strategy will be to not only seek, but provide information to 
the participating MPO members. 

• Strategy 4.4 was approved.     
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Goal 5. Provide relevant and educational information commensurate with the 
expertise of the MPO. (Communication Goal) 
 

Strategy 5.1  Strengthen the MPO’s organizational identity in alignment with its mission. 
A lengthy discussion followed Norris’ introduction of this strategy, including: 

• How would we do that?   
• Who makes the decisions on where the MPO is going and where it is not going? 
• Develop strategies for organizational identity.   
• MPO is the only organization where politicians regularly attend meetings. The 

contacts should be used to further the message of the MPO.   
• Some in the community want to broaden what the MPO does. 
• The Committee agreed that when the strategic plan is finished, it will have a clearer 

picture of where the MPO is going and what it intends to accomplish.   
• People do not know what the MPO does, so each Committee member needs to tailor 

a common elevator speech highlighting the MPO so other and different types of 
organizations will know what to expect from the MPO.   

• The MPO needs to develop an organizational identity. 
• The MPO should follow a similar game plan as what was done at DART. They could 

follow the same plan to tell the MPO’s story.  Now that the organization has a plan, 
all entities involved with the organization can all be on the same page.   

• DART hired someone to develop branding and marketing plan. The MPO should 
think about hiring a PR firm to assist with branding.   

• It might be helpful to get a group of staff and committee members to brainstorm 
ideas, before hiring a PR firm. If nothing gels, then go out and hire a PR firm.   

• If the MPO is going to be this regional, we need to better define the organization and 
brand it.   

• The idea of having a tag line was suggested, like Catch DSM.  
• No one knows what MPO does, it would be nice to know with a quick message and 

brand.   
• Develop an organizational identity for the MPO and then market it.   
• Change “Strengthen” to “Establish” and add “and brand” after identity.   
• Strategy 5.1 was approved 

 
Strategy 5.2  Develop and implement a communications plan focusing on MPO initiatives 

and timely issues. 
• Should we add social media?  It was decided that this is part of the activities, not a 

strategy.     
• Strategy 5.2 was approved. 

 
Strategy 5.3  Review technology resources, including the MPO website, to optimize 

opportunities for communication with members, partners, and the public. 
• There was no Committee discussion and Strategy 5.3 was approved. 
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Strategy 5.4  Develop and maintain relationships with priority media and other 
organizations that can be called upon to share MPO information and 
educational messages. 

• The media in the region is a fairly small universe. 
• Strategy 5.4 was approved. 

 
Strategy 5.5  Ensure communications internally and externally about MPO activities 

reflect the benefits and financial impacts to the region and member 
communities. 

• Combine this strategy with the Communications and branding roll out.   
• Flesh out significant financial numbers (Transportation and project funding for 

each member) to help market the MPO. 
• Strategy 5.5 was approved. 
 

Goal 6. Ensure adequate organizational infrastructure to support the MPO mission. 
(Organizational Infrastructure Goal) 

• Remove the word “adequate” from the strategy.  It is not inspiring.   
 

Strategy 6.1  Inventory, determine life cycle, and develop replacement plan for software 
and hardware necessary for a high-performing MPO office. 

• Staff should be ahead of machines under this goal.  People should be in front of 
machines.  Make this strategy 6.3. 

• Should additional item be added beyond computers?   
• Ashby clarified that the MPO has a contract with outside company for servers and 

technical support.  They also have an outside contract for the copier and printers.   
• The lead staff person for this strategy will be internal staff.   
• Strategy 6.1 was approved. 

 
Strategy 6.2  Ensure an integrated staff team with the talent, skills, and capacity to fulfill 

the MPO’s obligations. 
• Change this strategy to 6.1. 
• Is there a succession plan in place for key staff?  
• Ashby indicated that they had a succession plan in place, depending on the skill 

set.  Because the MPO has a small staff, there is much cross training occurring, 
so when staff is on vacation or leaves, others are trained on their tasks.   

• It is important to cross train to ensure a team approach and that all tasks are 
being accomplished.   

• Strategy 6.2 was approved.   
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Strategy 6.3  Review and utilize professional development opportunities to ensure staff 
remains current in skills and issues necessary for effectiveness and 
efficiency of the MPO. 

• Change to Strategy 6.2 
• Strategy 6.3 was approved. 

 
Strategy 6.4  Review annually the utilization of the MPO office and meeting space to 

address emerging needs to accommodate needs of groups and 
organizations who use the space. 

• Use of the physical space needs to be reviewed regularly to ensure that it is large 
enough to hold MPO meetings.  Other organizations also use the conference 
room.  

• Strategy 6.4 was approved.  
 

 
McKeen outlined the next steps after the approval of the goals and strategies. She encouraged 
the Steering Committee and Policy Committee to work with staff to develop action items under 
each goal and strategy. She reminded the Committee that the strategic plan and the 
implementation plan should be used as a tool, not a sacred document and it can be updated 
as changes and new opportunities arise. 
 
The development of the action items are important so that annual goals developed from them 
and be reviewed each year. It was agreed that the MPO cannot work on all of this at once and 
must prioritize. Review of the strategic plan each year will be a guide to develop goals for the 
next year.     
 
The final Steering Committee meeting is scheduled for September 26 from 1-2:30 to review 
and finalize the strategic plan. SPPG will get a draft to the co-chairs on Tuesday, and it will be 
sent out to all the committee on Thursday or Friday of next week at the latest.   

Plan Contents Overview 
McKeen reviewed the plan contents and attachments that will be in the Appendix. The first 
document will be the plan and will include:  table of contents, background, steering committee 
and advisory members, vision and mission, goals, goals and strategies, and implementation.  
 
The Appendix will be a separate document and will be much larger. It will include details of the 
planning process; meeting schedules; planning process flow; background on why there was no 
COG discussion; approval process; federally required activities; DMAMPO other contracts; 
requests and unmet needs; input summary; small group meeting summaries; survey report; 
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original performance survey, and other information relevant to understanding and 
implementing the strategic plan.   
 
The Committee asked that an organizational chart of the MPO Committees and staff structure 
be included.  Ashby indicated that he would provide both.   
 
The question arose as to why there was no discussion of what a COG is and does during this 
process. Co-Chair Tom Armstrong indicated that COG discussion was taken out of the process 
because it was distracting from the development of the strategic plan. Continued discussion of 
a COG would have completely broken down the strategic planning process. There is nothing in 
the strategic plan that would preclude the Committee from learning more about a COG.   
 
The Committee agreed to add a strategy to Goal 4 related to exploration of revenue sources 
that could serve member communities of all sizes.  See Strategy 4.4.   
  
There was an observation that the vision and mission are looking forward.  Both are present 
tense. A question was asked whether they should reflect where the organization is going, not 
what they are right now?  The statements reflect where they want to be right now.   

Closing Comments  
McKeen congratulated the Steering Committee on their good work.  A draft plan will be sent to 
the co-chairs early the week of September 18 and to the Board for review later in the week.  
The Steering Committee will meet on September 26 for final discussion and approval. 
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Steering Committee Members 
Bob Andeweg, Mayor, Urbandale – Steering Committee Co-Chair  
Tom Armstrong, Mayor, Grimes – Steering Committee Co-Chair 
Chris Coleman, Council Member, Des Moines 
Angela Connolly, Supervisor, Polk County 
Joe Gatto, Council Member, Des Moines 
Tom Hockensmith, Supervisor, Polk County 
Sara Kurovski, Mayor, Pleasant Hill 
Brian Lohse, Council Member, Bondurant 
Gary Lorenz, Mayor, Ankeny 
Stephanie Riva, Council Member, Norwalk 

 

Advisory Members 
Steve Eggleston, Field Office Director, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 
Tim Moerman, City Administrator, Waukee 
Meg Schneider, Senior Vice President, Greater Des Moines Partnership 
 
MPO Staff 
Todd Ashby  
Dylan Mullenix 
 
SPPG 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
Robyn Mills 
John Norris 
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Opening Comments 
Chair Armstrong called the meeting to order at 1:05 PM and indicated that this should be the 
last meeting of the Steering Committee.  

Review of Strategic Plan  
McKeen provided an overview of the Strategic Plan contents and organization, She indicated 
that the plan had not changed since the last Steering Committee Meeting deliberations, except 
an introduction was added to outline the background for the planning and the Steering 
Committee and Advisory Members. She urged the Committee to look at the plan as a whole. 
Past meetings have focused on specific areas such as vision, mission, goals, and strategies. 
Now is the opportunity to review the plan as a whole and how the MPO utilizes the plan to move 
forward. There was no additional discussion on the plan document.  
 
McKeen congratulated the Committee on their progress and accomplishments in coming 
together to develop this strategic plan. It was not an easy process, and all should be proud of 
the end result. The Committee found ways to discuss tough issues and be direct in dealing with 
those issues. The plan is a testament to how they reached consensus on key elements of the 
plan. Committee members indicated they are satisfied with the Plan.   

Review of Appendix  
The Steering Committee turned its attention to the Appendix, which is a 167-page separate 
document that will supplement the Plan and serve as resource material as the Strategic Plan is 
implemented. Included in the appendix are:  

» Strategic Planning Process 
» Federally Required Activities 2017 
» DMAMPO Other Contracts 2017 
» Requests and Unmet Needs 2017 
» Needs Assessment Summary June 2017 
» 2017 Stakeholder Survey Report 
» Small Group Economic Development & Chambers Summary 
» Small Group Housing Summary 
» Small Group Public Health Summary 
» Small Group Small Cities Summary 
» Small Group State-Federal Agencies Summary 
» Small Group Water & Trails Summary 
» Small Group Watershed 1 Summary 
» Small Group Watershed 2 Summary 
» DMAMPO History 
» MPO Organizational Structure 
» Federal Performance Report Executive Summary September 2017 
» 2016 Report of Performance Survey of Members 

 
McKeen indicated that, except for history of the MPO and the organizational structure, the rest 
of the Appendix is the work product that came from the plan development.   
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The Committee discussed whether the meeting summaries from the small group meetings 
needed to be included in the Appendix. Discussion followed and it was pointed out that including 
it adds value to the plan and historical context if someone questions whether a particular issue 
was considered when formulating the plan. The summaries are part of the work product and can 
be used for discussion purposes. The Strategic Plan is the document that will be used by the 
Committee to move the MPO forward. The Appendix adds is a cumulative body of work and a 
resource document used to add context and credibility to the Strategic Plan. The Appendix 
needs to be considered as a body of work that informed the Steering Committee in its work; 
individual points in the sector-based small group meeting summaries are but one small portion 
of this work. Committee members emphasized that having the meeting summaries would be 
helpful to take back to their communities to show all the different areas that were considered 
when developing the plan.   
 
It was the consensus of the Steering Committee to add a clarifying sentence to the introduction 
to the Strategic Plan. On page 2, second to the last paragraph, add copy that points out that the 
inputs, activities, and products that contributed to development of the Strategic Plan are 
included in the Appendix.  
 
The Committee also asked that the meeting summaries from all of the Steering Committee 
meetings be added to the Appendix as well.  
 
There being no additional discussion of the Plan or Appendix and members expressing general 
agreement, SPPG asked each Steering Committee member in attendance whether they are 
satisfied with the Strategic Plan and Appendix. Each Steering Committee member present 
individually affirmed their satisfaction.    

Implementation and Next Steps 
McKeen asked the Committee what they believed to be the next steps in the process for moving 
the Plan forward and for implementation. She encouraged some or all of the Committee 
members to be involved in the implementation process, and to begin implementation right away. 
This is the Steering Committee’s Plan and the implementation plan should not come solely from 
the staff. The plan is a road map for the Committee, the MPO, and staff to follow.  
 
Some Committee members wanted a staff response to the plan, and Ashby was asked to 
review the plan, determine current status, and provide staff recommendations about where they 
think the priorities lie to the Steering Committee. What does staff think the priorities for the next 
year should be? What does staff think they can accomplish? Ashby indicated that staff input 
could be completed by the next Executive Committee Meeting, scheduled in two weeks. 
Discussion involved whether it is important to pick priorities and then develop action items for 
those first, or to develop action items under each of the goals and then prioritize which to work 
on over the course of the five-year plan.  
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One “next step” suggested at an earlier meeting was to poll the communities to see which of the 
goals and strategies were most important to them. Committee members, Sara Kurovski and 
Tom Armstrong agreed to work with staff on a survey to be distributed to member communities. 
One suggestion would be for the communities to pick their top three goals and their top ten 
strategies that they believe to be most important to their communities.  
 
Discussion continued about how the Committee prioritizes the goals. One suggestion offered 
was that each of the goals should have at least one measurable action item, so that the 
Committee could gauge progress over the five years. An example used would be to ensure the 
average commute time for workers remains under 20 minutes anywhere in the region.   
 
A question arose about who is ultimately responsible for the success or failure of the plan? Is it 
staff? Executive Committee? Policy Committee? How active is staff in implementing the plan? 
Or is it the role of the Board? McKeen suggested that an effective way to move forward would 
be to have the Steering Committee or a subgroup of the Steering Committee help the staff to 
define and implement the strategies of the plan. For the first year, some short-term measurable 
items might need to be defined so the staff has goals to work on going into 2018.   
 
There was Committee discussion about the communication of SPPG and staff in the course of 
development of the plan. McKeen indicated that SPPG conducted a SWOT with staff early in 
the process and reviewed the goals and strategies with Gunnar Olson after they were drafted by 
SPPG to ensure the language drafted for goals and strategies was consistent with MPO 
common terminology and covered the scope of the organization’s responsibilities. Beyond that 
engagement, primary contact was related to meeting logistics.  
 
The Committee agreed to move forward on two fronts:  

• Survey communities to find out what the communities want and need related to Strategic 
Plan goals and strategies. 

• Review what the staff is doing and how their activities fit within the Strategic Plan’s goals 
and strategies.  

 
Discussion circled back to presenting the Plan to the appropriate MPO committees for buy-in 
and approval. Ashby indicated that the plan will be presented to the Tech Committee next week. 
The Steering Committee agreed that the plan is a fluid document and that staff input is needed 
before presenting to the Policy Committee and the Executive Committee. To move the Plan 
forward, Armstrong recommended that the Plan be presented to the Executive Committee and 
then to the Policy Committee with staff input. The Committee agreed that if significant changes 
were made to the plan by any other Committee, the changes would come back to the Steering 
Committee for review.   
 
Committee members asked that a quarterly report regarding the progress of the Strategic Plan 
be presented to the Policy Committee.  
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Kurovski was asked to work with staff on the Strategic Plan roll-out. The roll-out is expected to 
include news releases, a marketing plan, and notifying MPO members and organizations who 
work with the MPO about the new Strategic Plan.  
 

Closing 
McKeen concluded the meeting by inviting the Committee to call upon SPPG if they needed any 
additional information or follow up. SPPG will include the Steering Committee meeting 
summaries in the Appendix and resend to the Committee. McKeen will meet with MPO staff 
later in the week to review and close down this phase of the work. She thanked the Committee 
for the opportunity to work with them through this process, and reiterated that SPPG is available 
if they have any questions in the future.  
 



 
 

Federally Required Activities 
 
The section below outlines the planning process required of MPOs, as prescribed in the US Code of Federal 
Regulations and overseen by the US Department of Transportation (DOT), and the activities the MPO 
undertakes to fulfill these requirements.  The federal requirements can be found in the US Code under Title 
23, Chapter I, Subchapter E, Part 450, Subpart C.  The MPO is reviewed every four years by the US DOT to 
ensure the MPO is meeting these federal requirements.  Failure to comply with federal requirements can 
lead to a loss of federal funding.  The MPO underwent its quadrennial review in April 2017, and the US DOT 
found that the MPO’s activities meet or exceed all federal requirements, and in some cases, are national 
best practices.   
 
Section 450.306 “Scope of the metropolitan transportation planning process” outlines 10 planning factors 
that MPOs are required to address locally based on consideration of various issues including: 

 
• transportation system 
• land use, employment 
• economic development 
• human and natural environment, and  
• housing and community development 

 
The following table is categorized by the 10 planning factors. For each, the initiatives and activities are listed 
that the Des Moines Area MPO is working on that align with the planning factor.   
  
 
Planning Factor 1: Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency 
Freight Planning 

• Facilitate conversations with freight stakeholders via the Freight Roundtable 
• Study and implement a transload facility in partnership with the Freight Roundtable, City of Des 

Moines, Greater Des Moines Partnership, and rail operators  
• Develop the Container Locator website in partnership with ISU and Freight Roundtable 

Workforce Attraction 
• Developed a Water Trails and Greenways plan for the region and is administering a subsequent 

engineering feasibility study 
• Development of regional trails, bicycle/pedestrian, and transit systems 

Greater Des Moines Partnership Involvement 
• Technical advisor to the Partnership’s effort to enhance economic development, such as 

contributing to Capital Crossroads, providing information to the Regional Data Hub, and 
participating in the Transit Future Work Group and related efforts. 

Growth and Development 
• Develop and supports regional growth models and scenario planning tools to assist communities 

understand the economic return on growth decisions 
Transportation Studies 

• Conducts and/or support transportation studies to ensure adequate traffic flows for commuters 
and freight 
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Planning Factor 2: Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users 
US DOT Safer People, Safer Streets Initiative 

• Complete streets policy development 
• Best practice series on roadway design 
• Data analysis on crash locations and causes  
• Safe Routes to Schools planning 

Incident Management  
• Develop policies for the safe clearance of freeway incidents with the Iowa DOT 
• Facilitate conversations among emergency management staff, traffic engineers, towing 

companies, and other stakeholders via the Traffic Management Advisory Committee (TMAC) 
• Work with TMAC to review crash footage to determine opportunities for crash response 

improvements 
 
 
Planning Factor 3: Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized 
users 
Emergency Routes 

• Identify diversion and emergency routes on critical transportation facilities with TMAC, Iowa DOT, 
and Polk County Emergency Services 

Flood Mitigation 
• Share best practice information on Green Streets 
• Participate in stormwater conversations and Watershed Management Authority efforts to reduce 

stormwater impacts to transportation networks 
 
 
Planning Factor 4: Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight 
Transit Planning 

• Coordinate with DART on transit planning efforts, including DART 2035 update 
• Develop corridor studies such as the Ames-Des Moines Feasibility Study 
• Participate in City of Des Moines’ zoning update to include transit oriented development policies 
• Develop and maintain transit component to regional travel demand model 

Complete Streets 
• Undertake complete street efforts to encourage transportation facilities that accommodate all 

modes 
Freight Planning 

• Facilitate conversations with freight stakeholders via the Freight Roundtable 
• Study and implement a transload facility in partnership with the Freight Roundtable, City of Des 

Moines, Greater Des Moines Partnership, and rail operators  
Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning 

• Facilitate coordination among land managers, bike/ped stakeholders, and community staff on 
bike/ped issues at the monthly Bike/Pedestrian Roundtable 

• Map bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilities and gaps within the systems 
• Best practice series on bicycle facility design 

Human Service Transportation 
• Hosts a Transportation Advisory Group to address underserved population transportation issues 
• Develops a Passenger Transportation Coordination Plan 

Roadway Planning 
• Participate in corridor and interchange studies 
• Maintain a travel demand model to evaluate system scenarios 
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Planning Factor 5: Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the 
quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned 
growth and economic development patterns 
Environment Roundtable 

• Facilitate conversations among environmental stakeholders through the Environment Roundtable 
• Work to develop best practices, review project proposals, receive guidance on planning efforts 

Energy Conservation 
• Education and planning for electric vehicle charging  

Growth and Land Use Coordination  
• Tomorrow Plan development and implementation  
• Facilitate conversations about regional needs with area planners and engineers through Planning 

& Engineering Subcommittees 
• Nodes and corridors efforts 
• Water trails and greenways efforts 
• Stormwater/watershed management efforts 

Public Health Coordination 
• Coordination with public health stakeholders 
• Wellmark grant funding 
• Step It Up Challenge 
• Walking College 
• Health + Transportation Model 

 
 
Planning Factor 6: Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and 
between modes, for people and freight 
Multimodal Coordination 

• Facilitate stakeholder conversations at the Freight Roundtable, Bike/Ped Roundtable, 
Transportation Advisory Group, Planning and Engineering Subcommittees 

Transportation Management Association Efforts 
• Promote alternatives to single occupancy vehicles 
• Interact with business community on considering transportation alternatives in location decisions 

Freight Planning 
• Study and implement a transload facility in partnership with the Freight Roundtable, City of Des 

Moines, Greater Des Moines Partnership, and rail operators  
• Develop the Container Locator website in partnership with ISU and Freight Roundtable 

Complete Streets 
• Undertake complete street efforts to encourage transportation facilities that accommodate all 

modes 
• Facilitate adoption of complete streets policies within MPO communities  
• Made Wellmark grant funding available for implementation of complete street projects 

 
 
Planning Factor 7: Promote efficient system management and operation 
Congestion Management Process 

• Develop and maintain a congestion management process to evaluate system and implement 
demand management, operations, and capital solutions 

• Collect and analyze traffic flow data 
• Develop and maintain travel demand modeling 
• Host Traffic Management Advisory Committee 

Intelligent Transportation System Plan 
• Develop plan for maintenance and expansion of ITS infrastructure  

Maximizing Use of Existing Infrastructure  
• Right-sizing roadways by reallocating space based on actual use within the right-of-way 
• Promote smart city solutions 
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Planning Factor 8: Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system 
System Preservation 

• Collect and analyze data related to bridge condition and roadway and trail pavement condition 
• Review jurisdictional CIP and budget information to determine investments into maintenance 
• Work with policy makers to administer funding to address critical infrastructure needs 

Stormwater Resiliency 
• Share best practice information on Green Streets 
• Participate in Watershed Management Authority efforts to reduce stormwater impacts to 

transportation networks 
• Coordinate the development of regional approach to stormwater policies 

Water Trails Planning 
• Developed a Water Trails and Greenways plan for the region and administer a subsequent 

engineering feasibility study 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Efforts 

• Conduct trail counts to determine high use areas 
• Worked with Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation to develop a mobile application for the trail system 
• Work with Des Moines Bicycle Collective on bike/ped system marketing 
• Expand travel options for visitors by supporting the B-Cycle bike share system  
• Assist in the development and coordination of standardized Central Iowa Trail signage 
• Collect trail system photos for uploading to Google Street View through the Data Bike project 

Travel Management 
• Assist with mapping and traffic routing for special events 
• Identify special traffic generators for consideration in the travel demand model 

 
 
Planning Factor 9: Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or 
mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation 
Stormwater Resiliency 

• Share best practice information on Green Streets 
• Participate in Watershed Management Authority efforts to reduce stormwater impacts to 

transportation 
• Coordinate the development of regional approach to stormwater policies 

 
 
Planning Factor 10: Enhance travel and tourism 
Water Trails Planning 

• Developed a Water Trails and Greenways plan for the region and administer a subsequent 
engineering feasibility study 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Efforts 
• Conduct trail counts to determine high use areas 
• Worked with Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation to develop a mobile application for the trail system 
• Work with Des Moines Bicycle Collective on bike/ped system marketing 
• Expand travel options for visitors by supporting the B-Cycle bike share system  
• Assist in the development and coordination of standardized Central Iowa Trail signage 
• Collect trail system photos for uploading to Google Street View through the Data Bike project 

Travel Management 
• Assist with mapping and traffic routing for special events 
• Identify special traffic generators for consideration in the travel demand model 
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In addition to addressing the 10 planning factors in its planning process, the MPO is required by Title 23, 
Chapter I, Subchapter E, Part 450, Subpart C to produce certain work products.  Section 450.306 also 
states that a MPO’s process and work products must be performance based and be in consultation with the 
state DOT and transit agencies.   
 
The following work products are required by US Department of Transportation and activities the MPO 
undertakes to meet the requirements. These are typically cyclical and completed by the Des Moines Area 
MPO on time and with adequate documentation.   
 

US DOT Required Work Products 
Requirement MPO Activities 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(Section 450.324) 

• Develop and maintain long-range transportation plan 
• Produce monthly performance reports on the system 

and progress towards regional goals 
Transportation Improvement Program  
(Section 450.326) 

• Develop annual Transportation Improvement 
Program 

• Administer federal funding 
Unified Planning Work Program  
(Section 450.308)  

• Develop annual UPWP and budget 

Public Participation Plan  
(Section 450.316) 

• Speaker series 
• Ongoing education of stakeholders via mini 

workshops, accessing national-level technical 
assistance and trainings for staff and elected officials  

• Guest speakers at committee meetings 
Congestion Management Process 
(Section 450.322) 

• Develop Congestion Management Process 
• Facilitate the Traffic Management Advisory 

Committee 
Passenger Transportation Plan 
(Section 450.306) 

• Develop Passenger Transportation Plan 

Multi-modal systems-level corridor or 
subarea planning studies 
(Section 450.318 - Optional) 

• Develop modal studies and plans, such as the On 
Street Bike Facility Feasibility Study, the Ames-Des 
Moines Transit Feasibility Study, and the Transload 
Feasibility Study 

Environmental Mitigation Plans 
(Section 450.320 – Optional)  

• Development of programmatic mitigation plans that 
may include environmental resource assessments, 
identification of environmental resources that may be 
impacted and considered for mitigation, assessment 
of potential opportunities to improve the overall 
quality of the identified environmental resources, and 
adoption or development of standard measures or 
operating procedures for mitigating impacts 

• Examples include participation in watershed 
management assessments and the regional water 
trails planning effort 

 



 
 
 

Other Des Moines Area MPO Contracts as of 2017 
 
The following list outlines MPO activities provided under contract with funding other than traditional dollars 
received through the US DOT or member assessments.  Funds from these contracts help the MPO diversify 
its revenue stream and reduce the reliance on member assessments.  
 
Note that some activities in this list may also be included in the required list. 
 

• Central Iowa Regional Transportation Planning Alliance (CIRTPA) – administer and staff their 
regional planning affiliation 
 

• Iowa Department of Public Health – Speaker Series, data bike, complete streets policy 
development and education, safe routes to school 
 

• Iowa Department of Natural Resources – One time funding for water trails planning and ongoing 
funding to MPO staff for ongoing coordination  
 

• Polk Soil and Water Conservation District – funding to coordinate regional approach to watershed 
policies 
 

• Comprehensive Plans – funding for the development of comprehensive plans 
o Melcher/Dallas Comprehensive Plan 

 
• Grant Writing – contract to assist in grant writing services 

o Martensdale USDA grant application 
 

• Sidewalk Facilitation – funding to facilitate the community conversation and to assist in technical 
aspects of developing sidewalk ordinances 

o City of Carlisle 
o City of Windsor Heights 

 
• Wellmark Foundation – two rounds of funding from the foundation’s Community Health Grant 

Program 
o Round 1:  Complete Streets mini-grant program 
o Round 2: Step It Up Program infrastructure funding 

 
• AARP Assistance – funding to produce custom maps and prepare technical documents 

 
• Boone County Trails – funding to develop a county trails plan 

 
• Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation – partnership to staff Data Bike deployment 

 



 
 

Requested Services and Needs Unmet by the MPO  
as of 2017 

This section outlines services that have been requested of MPO staff, as well as roles in which the MPO has 
been suggested as a good fit, yet currently no services are provided.   

This list does not constitute a full list of unmet needs.  A compiled list is being developed by SPPG as 
part of the outreach process and will be reviewed later in the strategic planning process. 

• Comprehensive Plan Development – MPO staff has been approached about providing services, 
yet staff has turned down due to lack of staff capacity.  
 

• Economic Development District development (via CIRTPA) – MPO staff was asked by CIRTPA 
members to explore ability of forming an Economic Development District, an intergovernmental body 
charged with regional economic development planning required for accessing certain federal funding 
sources. 
 

• Regional Planning Support – at meetings facilitated through the Capital Crossroads Local 
Government Collaborative, the MPO was identified as a potential resource to assist in developing 
and/or facilitating the development of regional ordinances/policies via the MPO’s Planning 
Subcommittee.  Examples include fireworks, bee keeping, food trucks, urban chickens, AirBnB, 
restaurant bars/patios, encroachments within the right-of-way, and residential occupancy 
regulations.  The MPO also was proposed as a possible long-term home to the Central Iowa Code 
Consortium in Capital Crossroads 2.0. 
 

• Regional Trails Coordination (Including Water Trails) – provide a more formal process for 
regional trail maintenance, planning, funding, and marketing to create efficiencies for area 
jurisdictions.  This was identified in the MPO’s 2016 performance survey as an effort worth pursuing 
with the MPO in a lead role. 
 

• Smart City Preparation – provide a regional approach to smart city technology implementation to 
create efficiencies for area jurisdictions. 
 

• Utility Coordination – facilitate the discussion among utility providers and area jurisdictions to 
coordinate utility construction and maintenance. This was identified in the MPO’s 2016 performance 
survey as an effort worth pursuing with the MPO in a lead role. 
 

• Post Construction Erosion Inspection Policy – facilitate the development of policies to provide 
regional consistency in the inspection of construction site erosion control and enforcement of 
violations.  
 

• Regional Bike/Ped Coordinator – share resources among member government to hire an expert in 
bike/pedestrian needs, infrastructure, and policy to advise and support local governments.  
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• Urban Wildlife Partnership – support area government entities in engagement with US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
 

• ADA Transition Planning – support member government requirements to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. 
 

• Legislative and Policy Efforts – the MPO’s 2016 performance survey identified legislative and 
policy involvement on MPO-related topics as an effort worth pursuing with the MPO in a lead role. 
 

• Data/GIS Repository – the MPO’s 2016 performance survey identified the MPO serving as a 
regional clearinghouse for data and GIS information as an effort worth pursuing. 
 

• Growth Management – the MPO’s 2016 performance survey identified an increased role in regional 
growth management as a an effort worth pursuing.  Capital Crossroads 2.0 mentions the MPO as 
one of several entities that could assist in studying growth management tools not currently available 
in Iowa. 

 
 



Needs Assessment Summary 
June 28, 2017

The MPO’s strategic planning process includes a significant array of inputs designed to provide internal 
and external information for consideration of the Steering Committee members as they develop the plan. 
These opportunities for input include:

 » Steering Committee Meeting Discussions
 » Steering Committee SWOT/PEST Discussion
 » Steering Committee Federally Funded Requirements and Whiteboard Activity
 » Steering Committee Discussions of Regional Collaborative Efforts
 » 55 Individual Interviews Conducted by SPPG
 » Six Topic Group Discussions Conducted by SPPG

From the various activities and input opportunities taken as a whole, five themes emerged.

 » MPO is a natural convener with its members from throughout the region.
 » Community and regional economic growth and success is a common ultimate goal.
 » Transportation planning and allocations must be strategic and consider related factors.
 » MPO is welcomed as a collaborator in regional initiatives.
 » There is a leadership void for some regional issues and services in the area.

The following pages illustrate the key inputs for each of the five themes. A sample of the inputs related to 
each theme are aligned with which type of activity elicited the comment. For example for each theme, you 
may see inputs arising from the SWOT/PEST, some from individual conversations, etc.

In this way, it is clear the origin of various inputs elicited through the planning process. This information 
can be applied by the Steering Committee in its deliberations on vision, mission, goals, strategies, and 
other decisions related to the strategic plan.

Strategic Planning



* Activities Matrix refers to the sticky-note and whiteboard activity completed to identify activities that are federally required, 
provided, special contracts, or requested but not provided. It also includes the federally required activities summary.

MPO is a natural convener with its members from throughout 
the region. 

Steering  
Committee SWOT/PEST Activities  

Matrix* Collaboration Individual 
Interviews

Topic  
Groups

Regional planning and transportation organization 

Conduit for funds

MPO is best board for regional collaboration

Provides consistency on transportation issues  
in the region

Water trails system has been beneficial

Staff does a great job

Includes 10 planning factors and specific work products

PF 2: Safety of system for motorized and  
non-motorized users

PF 5: Protect & enhance…growth and economic 
development patterns

PF 6: Enhance integration and connectivity of system

PF 8: Preservation of existing system

PF9: Resiliency & reliability of system & mitigate 
stormwater impacts

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP)

Public Participation Plan

Congestion Management Process

Passenger Transportation Plan

Neutral, trusted convener

Has access to all key parties and 
communities

A leader in the area

Change is driving regionalization; 
MPO is good at this

MPO has unique access to convene 
decision makers and test ideas.

MPO has greatest footprint with reach 
into communities. Natural to convene 

drinking water discussions. 

MPO is necessary and  
brings influence of elected officials.

MPO focus on moving people  
and things around. 

If there are additional needs, MPO 
should be part of the work.

MPO could convene and facilitate work 
to implement Tomorrow Plan. 

Strong regional collaboration

MPO facilitates discussions  
among jurisdictions

Brings people together to discuss 
ideas for the region

Repository of information

Staff willing to help; strong skills

Strategic Planning
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* Activities Matrix refers to the sticky-note and whiteboard activity completed to identify activities that are federally required, 
provided, special contracts, or requested but not provided. It also includes the federally required activities summary.

Community and regional economic growth and success is a 
common ultimate goal. 

Steering  
Committee SWOT/PEST Activities  

Matrix* Collaboration Individual 
Interviews

Topic  
Groups

MPO increasingly focuses 
on return on investment.

MPO recognizes assets of 
different communities.

Transportation helps attract 
people to the region.

CIRTPA serves non-MPO counties  
and communities.

PF 1- economic vitality of metro area

PF 5: Protect & enhance…growth and 
economic development patterns

PF 10: Enhance travel & tourism

Common ultimate goals for economic 
development is a priority.

Workforce is critical. 

Skilled workforce is challenging.

Housing impacts economic growth  
and success.

Education/schools are critical  
for community success.

Collaborative organizations 
focused on economic  
growth and success:

Greater Des Moines Partnership

Convention & Visitors Bureau

Capital Crossroads and 2.0 

CIRTPA

MPO can bring people together to allow 
communities to be Thriving Communities. 

Workforce attraction and retention cut 
across all topics to ultimate goal of 

community and economic development.

Workforce, housing, and infrastructure are 
top 3 issues for economic development.

Workforce attraction is at least  
a regional issue.

MPO should be helping plan  
and fund paved and water trails,  

especially with small cities.

Watershed related issues are part  
of quality of life.

Strategic Planning
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* Activities Matrix refers to the sticky-note and whiteboard activity completed to identify activities that are federally required, 
provided, special contracts, or requested but not provided. It also includes the federally required activities summary.

Transportation planning and allocations must be strategic 
and consider related factors.

SWOT/PEST Activities  
Matrix* CollaborationIndividual 

Interviews
Topic  

Groups

MPO is effective 
at promoting the 
common good 
(sometimes hard to 
define).

Everyone is involved 
for best interests of 
the region.

CIRTPA serves non-
MPO areas and must 
also be strategic.

PF 4: Accessibility and 
mobility of people & 
freight

PF 5: Protect & 
enhance… growth 
and economic 
development patterns

PF 7: Promote efficient 
system mgmt and 
operation

PF 8: Preservation of 
existing system

MPO puts historical 
context around current 
projects.

MPO has good data for 
decision making.

Challenge for some to 
represent the region 
and set aside their local 
jurisdiction’s interests.

MPO should expand 
its funding beyond a 
roadway and determine 
criteria for investment.

Technology 
changes will impact 
transportation in ways 
we don’t yet know.

CIRTPA is a collaboration of 
smaller and more rural cities.

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority is an  

effective collaboration

MPO thinks big 
picture.

MPO thinks 
regionally.

MPO leaders 
collaborate.

MPO understands 
urgency and timing.

Consider amenities, 
quality of life, 
recreation  
when planning.

Technology will 
impact transportation 
priorities.

Impact on public 
health should be 
considered.

Consider public health in all policy:  
obesity, safe roads and crossings; Safe Routes 

to Schools, connected trails inside communities.

Workforce attraction and retention cut across 
all topics to ultimate goal of community and 

economic development.

Housing choices need to match demographics 
of the workforce in all subareas of the metro. 

MPO can support a sense of neighborhood 
through its planning and funding work.

Consider land use far into the future. 

Quality of life amenities keeps the area 
competitive in workforce attraction.

MPO involvement in public education with 
regional lens: latest research, best practices on 

land use, transportation related topics, etc.

Jobs and transportation go hand in hand.

Aging population wants to age in place.  
Need to build sense of community to help.

Connect dots between transportation, 
watershed management, and water quality.

Paved trails and water trails are  
inextricably linked and should be  

considered together in a system. 
Strategic Planning
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* Activities Matrix refers to the sticky-note and whiteboard activity completed to identify activities that are federally required, 
provided, special contracts, or requested but not provided. It also includes the federally required activities summary.

MPO is welcomed as a collaborator in regional initiatives.

SWOT/PEST Activities  
Matrix* Collaboration Individual 

Interviews
Topic  

Groups

MPO collaborates in 
the Tomorrow Plan

MPO collaborates in:

Tomorrow Plan,

Mobilizing Tomorrow,

Capital Crossroads, 
& Capital Crossroads 
2.0

Special contract and funding received 
for the Tomorrow Plan

PF 3: Security of system for motorized 
and non-motorized users

PF 4: Accessibility and mobility of  
people & freight

PF 5: Protect & enhance…growth and 
economic development patterns

MPO collaborates in:

Tomorrow Plan,

Mobilizing Tomorrow,

Capital Crossroads & Capital Crossroads 2.0,

Change is driving regionalization;  
MPO is good at this

MPO has natural links to emergency management

Community Foundation of  
Greater Des Moines

MPO collaborates with:

DART

Soil and Water  
Conservation Commission

Polk County Housing Trust Fund

United Way of Central Iowa

Community Foundation of  
Greater Des Moines

Public health partners with MPO.

MPO is underutilized when it  
comes to transportation, e.g.  

community outreach and education.

MPO participates in watershed 
management activities.

Strategic Planning

4

Steering  
Committee



* Activities Matrix refers to the sticky-note and whiteboard activity completed to identify activities that are federally required, 
provided, special contracts, or requested but not provided. It also includes the federally required activities summary.

There is a leadership void for some regional issues and 
services in the area. 

SWOT/PEST Activities  
Matrix* Collaboration Individual 

Interviews
Topic  

Groups

Resource to share expertise 
with smaller communities

Clearinghouse of practices 
made available to 
communities 

Not provided: 
Individual community 

traffic studies

Not provided: 
Grant writing and 

administration

Not provided: 
Bus operations funding

Resources are needed to support:
Grant writing

Planning
Land use planning

Housing
Paved and water trails

Watershed planning & management
Model ordinances

Staff technical assistance

Access to additional funding sources

MAC - Model ordinances  
and policies, legislative.  

Loosely organized.

MPO could be the backbone of regional issues because 
it brings all elected officials together; support community 

leaders with information  to inform decisions. 

Need leadership in helping all communities see 
economic value of having a diverse population.

Metro planning for tap water systems  
is a current regional issue.

Increase public engagement efforts around a broader 
array of issues to build public support.

Trail and water trail maintenance and management

Need a regional planning system  
for paved and water trails

Need interactive mapping and communication  
system for paved and trails: if open, safety, problems 

Strategic Planning
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Background & Methodology
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Background

• The Strategic Planning Committee of the Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is 
gathering feedback to consider when developing the MPO’s priorities, focus, and strategic plan. MPO is a 
formal organization through the Iowa legal process. The organization consists of 50 members representing 
cities, towns and counties across Iowa. Specifically, the organization is interested in the services that are 
available to communities and seeks to understand if there are unmet needs or ways of collaborating that 
would benefit central Iowa. 

• MPO commissioned Central Surveys, a DSRA company, to conduct an online survey to gather information 
from community representatives throughout Iowa. The information gathered is necessary to complete the 
following objectives of this study:

• Identify what needs are currently being met and what resources are used to meet those needs.

• Assess the importance of expanding or improving current services offered or not offered.

• Determine the most preferred way of paying for offered services.

• Identify the importance of collaboration or an inter-jurisdictional strategic approach for delivering 
various services.

• Assess communities’ preference for MPO’s role in delivering services to the community.

• Information from this study will assist MPO in distributing resources to best meet community needs.
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Data Collection

• To gather information to complete the objectives of this research, information was gathered from elected 
officials, appointed individuals, staff and representatives via on online survey.

• The survey was conducted from June 20th to July 3rd of 2017.

• The online questionnaire covered the following topics:

• How Community Needs Are Met- Participants were asked to identify if their community 
accomplishes various community activities and services by using either internal capacity, shared 
services, professional associations, contract services or the service is not applicable to their 
community. 

• Importance of Expanding/Improving Activities – Participants were asked to rate the importance of 
expanding or improving  various community services and activities.

• Paying for Activities – Participants were asked to rank, in order of preference, methods for paying for 
various community activities and services.

• Collaboration Efforts – Participants were asked to rate the importance of using a collaborative, inter-
jurisdictional approach to address various community needs.

• MPO Role – Participants were asked about the role MPO should play in delivering community 
services and activities.

• Respondent information – Participants were asked about the jurisdiction they represent, the role 
they have in decisions for their jurisdiction and membership status in MPO and CIRTPA.
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Sample

• MPO provided a list of community officials to which invitations to complete the survey were sent via email. 
Approximately 653 invitations were emailed. Of those, 141 individuals completed the survey (21.6%). The 
margin of error for a sample size of 141 is +/- 8.2% (see appendix for margins of errors for smaller samples).

• Of Iowa’s 3.1 million residents, the counties represented in this study account for 26% of the total 
population. Geographically, individuals participating in this study represent the following counties:

Population1 Sample

2016 Population
Estimate

% of Iowa
Population

Sample
Count

% of
Sample

Polk 474,045 15% 30 21.3%
Dallas 84,516 3% 20 14.2%
Story 97,090 3% 19 13.5%
Jasper 36,708 1% 16 11.3%
Warren 49,691 2% 16 11.3%
Boone 26,532 1% 10 7.1%
Marion 33,189 1% 9 6.4%
Polk/Dallas/Warren 9 6.4%
Polk/Warren 8 5.7%
Madison 15,848 1% 4 2.8%
Total 817,619 26% 141 100.0%
1 Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Participant Profile

City
73%

County
17%

School 
District

10%

Type of Jurisdiction

• Most participants in this study represent city level jurisdictions (73%). City populations range from under 
1,500 to over 50,000. About one-third of city populations are over 10,000 (31%).
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Source: Q7. For which type of 
jurisdiction do you work?

(n=141)

Source: Q 8. What is the 
population of your jurisdiction?

(n=127, school districts 
omitted)

<1,500
24%

1,500 to 
9,999
32%

10,000 or 
more
25%

County
19%

City Population



Participant Profile Continued

MPO only
24%

In CIRTPA 
service 

areas only
52%

Both 
13%

None
10%

Member Affiliation

• Most participants in this study are elected officials (52%). MPO members account for 24 percent of 
participants and CIRTPA members account for 52 percent. Approximately 13 percent of participants are 
members of both organizations.
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Source: Q10/Q11. Is your jurisdiction a member of the MPO/ Central 
Iowa Regional Transportation Planning Alliance (CIRTPA)? 

(n=141)

Elected 
official

52%

Appointed 
official

16%

Staff
32%

Other
1%

Position with Jurisdiction

Source: Q9.Which best describes your position with your jurisdiction?
(n=141)



Resources Used to Accomplish 
Community Activities

Strategic Planning Survey



List of Community Activities Queried About

1. ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) 
compliance planning

13. GIS (Geographic Information System) 
services

2. Administrating contracts 14. Grant writing and management
3. Annual budget development 15. Housing programs
4. Ordinance development 16. Transit planning (vanpools, rideshare, 

paratransit, route planning, etc.)

5. Procurement 17. Urban renewal planning (required for TIF)

6. Neighborhood planning 18. Transportation planning
7. Site planning 19. Safe routes to school planning
8. Consultant solicitation, selection, and management 20. Watershed planning

9. Population and employment forecasting 21. Corridor planning 
10. Business incentive programs 22. Zoning code updates

11. Comprehensive planning 23. Zoning code enforcement

12. Emergency preparedness and planning 24. Public participation

10

• Participants in this study were asked, “Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types 
of activities.” In total, the survey queried respondents about 24 different community activities shown 
below (random order).



Average Number of Activities Accomplished Using Indicated Resources

14.7

4.6 4.1
3.1

Internal Capacity Contract Services Shared Services Professional Association

11

• On average, 14.7 of the 24 of the community activities tested are achieved using internal resources 
(61%). Contract services are used for 4.6 services, on average (19%). Professional associations are 
the least used resource with an average of 3.1 activities tied to this resource (13%).

Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(n=141)



Average Number of Different Resources Used to Accomplish Activities
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Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(n=141)

• Jurisdictions are more likely to use multiple resources (of the four tested) to accomplish activities 
related to watershed, emergency preparedness, corridor planning, transportation planning and 
comprehensive planning.

Activity
Average 

Resources Used Activity
Average 

Resources Used

Watershed planning 1.6 Public participation 1.4

Emergency preparedness 1.5 Grant writing & management 1.3

Transportation planning 1.5 Transit planning 1.3

Corridor planning 1.5 Housing programs 1.3

Comprehensive planning 1.5 Site planning 1.3

Urban renewal planning 1.4 Population employment forecasting 1.3

Zoning code updates 1.4 Consultant mgmt. 1.3

Safe routes to school planning 1.4 Business incentive programs 1.3

GIS Services 1.4 Administrating Contracts 1.3

Ordinance development 1.4 Procurement 1.2

ADA 1.4 Zoning code enforcement 1.1

Neighborhood planning 1.4 Annual budget development 1.1



Resources Used to Accomplish Community Activities
% of Those Offering

75%

78%

78%

81%

83%

85%

85%

86%

90%

93%

94%

98%

46%

16%

19%

19%

15%

12%

13%

14%

6%

14%

13%

4%

21%

19%

13%

13%

11%

11%

12%

17%

5%

12%

4%

4%

12%

24%

25%

21%

18%

33%

19%

20%

11%

16%

8%

4%

Emergency preparedness

ADA

Neighborhood planning

Grant writing & mgt

Administrating Contracts

Zoning code updates

Consultant mgt

Ordinance development

Zoning code enforcement

Public participation

Procurment

Annual budget development

Internal capacity Share services Professional association Contract services
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Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities.
(min n = 73, max n = 140) 

• Most respondents report using internal resources to accomplish most of their communities’ activities. The 
exceptions are watershed planning, population/employment forecasting and transit planning.

• Shared services are used mostly for emergency preparedness (46%), watershed planning (42%) and housing 
programs (41%). 



Resources Used to Accomplish Community Activities 
% of Those Offering Continued

32%

47%

48%

57%

64%

66%

67%

67%

68%

70%

75%

75%

37%

22%

42%

41%

30%

21%

27%

30%

17%

31%

17%

16%

29%

26%

32%

21%

24%

19%

22%

13%

13%

17%

24%

16%

36%

35%

39%

14%

34%

44%

37%

28%

35%

20%

13%

37%

Transit planning

Population employment forecasting

Watershed planning

Housing programs

Tranportation planning

Comprehensive planning

Corridor planning

GIS Services

Site planning

Safe routes to school planning

Business incentive programs

Urban renewal planning

Internal capacity Share services Professional association Contract services
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Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities.
(min n = 73, max n = 140) 

• Contract services are used for a wide variety of activities, but mostly for comprehensive planning (44%).

• Professional associations are the least used resource for accomplishing community activities. 



Services “Not Applicable” to Communities
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0%
0%
1%
1%
2%
2%
3%
3%
4%
5%

7%
7%
9%
10%

11%
12%
13%

15%
16%

20%
20%

25%
33%

39%

Annual budget development
Emergency preparedness
Comprehensive planning

Grant writing & mgt
Procurment

Ordinance development
ADA

Administrating Contracts
Public participation

Consultant mgt
Zoning code enforcement

Site planning
Zoning code updates
Watershed planning

GIS Services
Population employment forecasting

Neighborhood planning
Urban renewal planning

Safe routes to school planning
Business incentive programs

Tranportation planning
Corridor planning

Housing programs
Transit planning

• Transit planning, housing programs, transportation planning, business incentive programs and corridor 
planning are activities least likely to be applicable to communities. 

Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities.
(min n = 102, max n = 140) 



Average Number of Activities Using Indicated Resources 
by City Population

15.2

2.9 3.3 4.0

14.5

3.9 3.7
4.7

16.1

4.7

2.3

5.8

14.2

4.5
2.8

4.0

Internal Capacity Share Services Professional Association Contract Services

<1,500 1,500 to 9,999 10,000 or more County
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• Regardless of size, cities use internal resources to accomplish more activities than any other resource. 
Cities with higher populations use contract and share services for more activities than smaller cities. 

Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities.
(n= <1.5k=30, 1.5k-9.9k=41, 10k +=32, county = 24, school districts omitted) Use caution interpreting results 
due to low bases.



Services “Not Applicable” to Communities
by City Population
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• Transit planning, housing programs are services least likely to be applicable to cities of all sizes, but 
especially smaller cities (<10,000 population).

• Urban renewal and neighborhood planning are also least likely to be applicable to larger cities (populations 
of 10,000 or  more).

Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities.
(min n <1.5k=21, 1.5k-9.9k=29, 10k+=21, county = 14, max n <1.5k=30, 1.5k-9.9k=41, 10k+=32, county = 24
Use caution interpreting results due to low bases.

<1,500 1,500 - 9,999 10,000 + County

Transit planning 50% 44% 28% 32%

Housing programs 31% 38% 14% 33%

Corridor planning 26% 27% 10% 28%

Transportation planning 29% 27% 19% 5%

Business incentive programs 30% 14% 0% 29%

Safe routes to school planning 22% 11% 10% 32%

Population employment forecasting 21% 13% 0% 24%

Neighborhood planning 7% 8% 3% 38%

Urban renewal planning 7% 8% 3% 39%

Site planning 10% 5% 0% 23%

Watershed planning 14% 5% 4% 10%

GIS Services 23% 3% 0% 4%

Zoning code updates 13% 5% 3% 10%

Consultant mgt 14% 3% 3% 0%

Zoning code enforcement 7% 5% 0% 10%



Resources Used to Accomplish Community Activities
Among Cities with Populations Under 1,500
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Population < 1,500 Resources Used Resources Used

Activities
Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc. Activities

Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc.

Annual budget 
development 93% 0% 7% 7% Ordinance development 80% 17% 10% 20%

Public participation 93% 11% 11% 4% Business incentive programs 76% 10% 10% 29%

Procurment 92% 12% 8% 4% Transportation planning 75% 45% 25% 25%

Zoning code updates 88% 23% 8% 12% Urban renewal planning 74% 22% 7% 26%
Consultant mgt 88% 13% 4% 13% Site planning 73% 27% 8% 15%
Grant writing & mgt 86% 10% 10% 17% GIS Services 70% 25% 30% 10%
Safe routes to school 
planning 86% 33% 14% 14% Population employment 

forecasting 68% 27% 9% 32%

Zoning code enforcement 86% 11% 7% 7% Emergency preparedness 67% 10% 43% 17%
Neighborhood planning 85% 19% 15% 7% Comprehensive planning 66% 38% 14% 21%
ADA 84% 32% 0% 16% Housing programs 61% 17% 22% 22%
Administrating Contracts 81% 15% 11% 11% Watershed planning 54% 33% 38% 42%
Corridor planning 80% 45% 20% 15% Transit planning 36% 21% 43% 36%
Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(min n = 14 max n = 30) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. May total to more than 100% due to multiple responses.

• Small cities are least likely to use internal capacity for GIS services, transit planning, watershed planning 
and housing programs. They are more likely to use contract services for corridor planning and 
transportation planning. Share services are mostly used for emergency preparedness.



Resources Used to Accomplish Community Activities
Among Cities with Populations Between 1,500 and 10,000
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Population 1,500-10,000 Resources Used Resources Used

Activities
Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc. Activities

Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc.

Annual budget development 100% 5% 0% 7% Urban renewal planning 70% 49% 14% 19%

Procurment 95% 8% 5% 5% Site planning 68% 45% 8% 16%

Ordinance development 93% 20% 13% 15% Comprehensive planning 68% 41% 20% 20%

Public participation 93% 18% 13% 13% Emergency preparedness 68% 7% 49% 32%

Zoning code enforcement 87% 13% 5% 10% GIS Services 58% 23% 23% 13%

Consultant mgt 87% 10% 13% 10% Safe routes to school planning 56% 22% 31% 13%

Administrating Contracts 84% 19% 19% 16% Corridor planning 56% 37% 22% 30%

Grant writing & mgt 82% 21% 21% 10% Transportation planning 48% 30% 30% 22%

Business incentive programs 78% 9% 13% 28% Housing programs 48% 4% 48% 26%

ADA 75% 25% 21% 18% Population employment 
forecasting 45% 27% 27% 21%

Zoning code updates 74% 38% 15% 15% Watershed planning 35% 38% 27% 35%

Neighborhood planning 71% 26% 17% 20% Transit planning 15% 10% 40% 40%
Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(min n = 20, max n = 41) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. May total to more than 100% due to multiple responses.

• Cities with populations of less than 10,000 are least likely to use internal capacity for watershed planning, 
transit planning and population/employment forecasting. Contract services and professional associations 
are used mostly for transit planning. Share services are used mostly for emergency preparedness and 
housing programs.



Resources Used to Accomplish Community Activities
Among Cities with Populations of 10,000 or More
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Population 10,00 or more Resources Used Resources Used

Activities
Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc. Activities

Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc.

Annual budget development 97% 9% 3% 0% Ordinance development 81% 28% 9% 9%

Public participation 97% 21% 10% 17% Corridor planning 81% 42% 27% 15%

Zoning code enforcement 94% 6% 6% 0% Emergency preparedness 80% 13% 53% 10%

Procurment 93% 7% 14% 0% ADA 76% 32% 12% 12%

Safe routes to school planning 88% 19% 38% 15% Site planning 70% 30% 20% 7%

Zoning code updates 87% 37% 17% 7% Transportation planning 67% 33% 43% 19%

Grant writing & mgt 87% 27% 13% 13% Administrating Contracts 67% 27% 17% 7%

Urban renewal planning 86% 39% 21% 4% Watershed planning 63% 52% 67% 30%

Housing programs 83% 22% 33% 6% GIS Services 61% 32% 32% 14%

Neighborhood planning 83% 31% 14% 3% Comprehensive planning 58% 58% 23% 19%

Consultant mgt 82% 14% 7% 14% Population employment 
forecasting 46% 46% 27% 19%

Business incentive programs 81% 11% 26% 22% Transit planning 44% 44% 39% 17%
Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(min n = 18, max n = 32) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. May total to more than 100% due to multiple responses.

• Larger cities with populations of 10,000 or more are least likely to use internal capacity for transit planning 
and population/employment forecasting. For these services they mostly use contract services.



Resources Used to Accomplish Community Activities
Among County Level Jurisdictions
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County Resources Used Resources Used

Activities
Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc. Activities

Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc.

Zoning code updates 100% 32% 11% 5% Urban renewal planning 82% 18% 18% 0%

Zoning code enforcement 100% 11% 11% 0% ADA 72% 6% 28% 22%

Procurment 100% 8% 13% 4% Grant writing & mgt 71% 25% 33% 13%

Annual budget development 100% 0% 8% 0% Comprehensive planning 68% 50% 23% 14%

Public participation 96% 21% 17% 17% Transportation planning 67% 28% 28% 33%

Administrating Contracts 96% 13% 13% 8% Corridor planning 54% 15% 31% 31%

Emergency preparedness 92% 21% 33% 13% Watershed planning 50% 39% 44% 11%

Ordinance development 92% 17% 25% 21% Business incentive programs 50% 17% 25% 17%

GIS Services 91% 32% 27% 9% Population employment 
forecasting 38% 38% 15% 54%

Site planning 88% 24% 24% 18% Safe routes to school planning 38% 0% 38% 31%

Consultant mgt 86% 24% 29% 5% Housing programs 33% 8% 50% 25%

Neighborhood planning 85% 15% 31% 31% Transit planning 0% 62% 31% 23%
Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(min n = 11, max n = 24) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. May total to more than 100% due to multiple responses.

• County level jurisdictions are least likely to use internal capacity for transit planning. For this service they 
mostly use contract services. Share services are mostly used for housing programs and watershed planning 
while professional associations are most used for population/employment forecasting.



Average Number of Activities Using Indicated 
Resources by Organization Membership Status
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• MPO only members use internal resources and contract services for more activities than exclusive in 
CIRTPA service areas.

Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities.
(n: MPO only member=34, in CIRTPA service area only-74, both=19, non-member=14) Use caution in interpreting due to low bases.



How MPO Member Communities Accomplish Activities
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• The table below shows the percent of respondents who report activities are accomplished via indicated 
resources among all MPO members (including those who are members of both MPO and in CIRTPA service 
areas). Internal resources are least likely to be used for transit planning, where contract services or share 
services are mainly used.

All MPO Members Resources Used Resources Used

Activities
Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc. Activities

Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc.

Annual budget development 98% 4% 2% 0%Neighborhood planning 78% 29% 12% 15%

Public participation 96% 26% 6% 17%GIS Services 77% 32% 23% 14%

Procurment 96% 2% 8% 0%Business incentive programs 76% 15% 15% 15%

Zoning code enforcement 94% 12% 4% 4%Transportation planning 75% 33% 40% 20%

Consultant mgt 88% 8% 10% 10%Safe routes to school planning 74% 18% 31% 13%

Zoning code updates 88% 38% 10% 10%Corridor planning 73% 41% 27% 19%

Ordinance development 87% 28% 9% 17%Site planning 72% 32% 11% 13%

Emergency preparedness 85% 15% 40% 15%Comprehensive planning 67% 55% 20% 16%

Grant writing & mgt 83% 21% 13% 8%Watershed planning 59% 52% 41% 24%

Urban renewal planning 80% 44% 12% 7%Housing programs 57% 14% 36% 14%

Administrating Contracts 78% 22% 16% 10%Population employment 
forecasting 53% 40% 20% 25%

ADA 78% 24% 14% 22%Transit planning 31% 41% 41% 17%
Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(min. n=28, max n=53) Use caution in interpreting due to low bases.



How Members in CIRTPA Service Areas Accomplish Activities
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• The table below shows the percent of respondents in CIRTPA service areas who report activities are 
accomplished via indicated resources (including those who are members of both MPO and in CIRTPA 
service areas). Internal resources are least likely to be used for transit planning, where professional 
associations, contract services or share services are mainly used.

All MPO Members Resources Used Resources Used

Activities
Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc. Activities

Internal 
capacity

Contract 
services

Share
services

Prof.
Assoc.

Annual budget development 98% 3% 4% 5% Urban renewal planning 73% 30% 18% 16%

Procurment 94% 11% 10% 5% Site planning 72% 32% 15% 14%

Public participation 93% 12% 14% 10% Business incentive programs 69% 9% 23% 28%

Zoning code enforcement 89% 10% 8% 5% GIS Services 64% 26% 29% 10%

Ordinance development 86% 15% 17% 14% Safe routes to school planning 64% 20% 32% 18%

Zoning code updates 85% 30% 14% 9% Corridor planning 61% 32% 27% 24%

Administrating Contracts 84% 14% 14% 10% Comprehensive planning 61% 42% 22% 18%

Consultant mgt 80% 16% 18% 10% Housing programs 57% 10% 39% 24%

Neighborhood planning 78% 19% 20% 14% Transportation planning 57% 32% 27% 27%

Grant writing & mgt 78% 21% 21% 17% Population employment 
forecasting 47% 30% 22% 31%

ADA 74% 20% 18% 14% Watershed planning 42% 33% 45% 32%

Emergency preparedness 73% 11% 43% 18% Transit planning 19% 30% 33% 37%
Source: Q1. Tell us how your community accomplishes each of the following types of activities. 
(min. n=43, max n=93) 



Importance of Improving and Expanding 
Options for Community Activities

Strategic Planning Survey



List of Community Activities Queried About

1. ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) compliance 
planning

13. GIS (Geographic Information System) 
services

2. Administrating contracts 14. Grant writing and management
3. Assistance with annual budget development 15. Housing programs
4. Assistance with ordinance development 16. Transit planning (vanpools, rideshare, 

paratransit, route planning, etc.)
5. Procurement services 17. Urban renewal planning (required for TIF)

6. Neighborhood planning 18. Transportation planning
7. Site planning 19. Safe routes to school planning
8. Consultant solicitation, selection, and management 20. Watershed planning

9. Population and employment forecasting 21. Corridor planning 
10. Programs to support business incentivization 22. Zoning code updates

11. Comprehensive planning 23. Zoning code enforcement

12. Emergency preparedness and planning 24. Public participation support
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• Participants in this study were asked, “For each of these activities, rate the importance to your 
community of having better or expanded options.” In total, the survey queried respondents about 
24 different community activities shown below (random order). Respondents rated importance on a 
4-point scale: 1-not at all important, 2-somewhat unimportant, 3-somewhat important, 4-extremely 
important.



Top Ten Activities Rated Important to Expand/Improve Options
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Transportation planning

Zoning code updates
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Safe routes to school planning

ADA compliance planning
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Emergency preparedness and planning

Public participation support

Comprehensive planning

Somewhat important Extremely important Important

• The chart below shows the percent of respondents who report it is somewhat/extremely important to 
expand and improve options for activities. In total, comprehensive planning, public participation support, 
emergency preparedness and programs to support incentivizing businesses are the top priorities for 
improving and expanding options.

Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=124, max=139)



Importance of Expanding/Improving Options for All Activities
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All Respondents Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Comprehensive planning 40% 40% 79% Zoning code enforcement 40% 25% 66%

Public participation support 41% 35% 76% Neighborhood planning 41% 24% 65%

Emergency preparedness and planning 45% 31% 76% GIS services 43% 22% 65%

Programs to support 
business incentivization 42% 33% 75% Site planning 43% 20% 64%

ADA compliance planning 49% 24% 73% Housing programs 42% 20% 62%

Safe routes to school planning 43% 27% 70% Urban renewal planning 36% 25% 61%

Population and employment forecasting 48% 22% 70% Administrating contracts 36% 22% 57%

Watershed planning 42% 27% 69% Transit planning 46% 10% 56%

Zoning code updates 43% 25% 68% Assistance with ordinance 
development 34% 16% 50%

Transportation planning 45% 23% 68% Consultant selection and 
management 33% 12% 45%

Grant writing and management 41% 25% 67% Assistance with annual budget 
development 26% 18% 45%

Corridor planning 46% 20% 66% Procurement services 35% 8% 43%
Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=124, max=139)

• The table below shows the percent of respondents who report it is somewhat/extremely important to 
expand and improve options for activities (ranked by overall importance).



Importance of Expanding/Improving Options for All Activities
Among Cities with Populations Under 1,500
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City Populations Under 1,500 Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Emergency preparedness and planning 63% 20% 83% Programs to support business 
incentivization 41% 26% 67%

ADA compliance planning 62% 19% 81% Urban renewal planning 31% 34% 66%

Zoning code updates 39% 36% 75% Site planning 36% 29% 64%

Watershed planning 50% 25% 75% Neighborhood planning 46% 18% 64%

Public participation support 43% 30% 73% Housing programs 41% 22% 63%

Safe routes to school planning 55% 17% 72% Administrating contracts 41% 21% 62%

Population and employment forecasting 46% 25% 71% Grant writing and 
management 43% 18% 61%

Transportation planning 44% 26% 70% Assistance with ordinance 
development 31% 28% 59%

Corridor planning 46% 23% 69% Assistance with annual budget 
development 31% 24% 55%

GIS services 50% 19% 69% Consultant selection and 
management 38% 15% 54%

Comprehensive planning 38% 31% 69% Transit planning 42% 8% 50%

Zoning code enforcement 38% 31% 69% Procurement services 35% 13% 48%
Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=23, max=20) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 

• Emergency preparedness, zoning code updates, watershed planning, public participation support are top 
activities to improve/expand for cities with under 1,500 population sizes. Other important activities include 
urban renewal planning comprehensive planning and zoning code enforcement.



Importance of Expanding/Improving Options for All Activities
Among Cities with Populations Between 1,500 and 10,000
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City Populations 1,500 - 10,000 Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Public participation support 38% 40% 78% Emergency preparedness and 
planning 38% 25% 63%

Comprehensive planning 32% 44% 76% Zoning code enforcement 37% 24% 61%

Programs to support business 
incentivization 35% 40% 75% Population and employment 

forecasting 40% 20% 60%

Corridor planning 53% 18% 70% Transportation planning 41% 18% 59%

Safe routes to school planning 38% 31% 69% Administrating contracts 32% 26% 58%

Site planning 43% 25% 68% GIS services 38% 18% 55%

Neighborhood planning 41% 26% 67% Housing programs 37% 17% 54%

ADA compliance planning 46% 21% 67% Transit planning 38% 10% 49%

Grant writing and management 32% 34% 66% Assistance with ordinance 
development 33% 15% 48%

Watershed planning 42% 24% 66% Procurement services 31% 13% 44%

Urban renewal planning 33% 33% 65% Consultant selection and 
management 28% 13% 40%

Zoning code updates 37% 27% 63% Assistance with annual budget 
development 23% 15% 38%

Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=38, max=41)

• Comprehensive planning, public participation support and programs to support business incentivization are 
top activities to improve/expand for cities with populations between 1,500 to 10,000. 



Importance of Expanding/Improving Options for All Activities
Among Cities with Populations of 10,000 or More
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City Populations 10,000 or more Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Comprehensive planning 42% 39% 81% Grant writing and 
management 47% 16% 63%

Programs to support business 
incentivization 53% 23% 77% Transportation planning 43% 17% 60%

Public participation support 55% 19% 74% Neighborhood planning 42% 16% 58%

ADA compliance planning 58% 16% 74% Corridor planning 37% 20% 57%

Emergency preparedness and planning 42% 29% 71% Site planning 48% 6% 55%

Population and employment forecasting 55% 16% 71% Transit planning 45% 7% 52%

Safe routes to school planning 50% 17% 67% Urban renewal planning 35% 16% 52%

Zoning code updates 53% 13% 67% Administrating contracts 39% 13% 52%

Watershed planning 32% 32% 65% Assistance with ordinance 
development 43% 3% 47%

GIS services 42% 23% 65% Consultant selection and 
management 42% 0% 42%

Housing programs 47% 17% 63% Assistance with annual budget 
development 26% 10% 35%

Zoning code enforcement 50% 13% 63% Procurement services 33% 0% 33%
Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=29, max=32)

• Comprehensive planning, programs to support business incentivization, watershed planning and emergency 
preparedness are top activities to improve/expand for cities with populations of 10,000 or more. 



Importance of Expanding/Improving Options for All Activities
Among County Level Jurisdictions
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County Level Jurisdictions Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Emergency preparedness and planning 46% 46% 92% Zoning code enforcement 35% 35% 70%

Comprehensive planning 46% 38% 83% Corridor planning 55% 15% 70%

GIS services 48% 35% 83% Safe routes to school planning 37% 32% 68%

Transportation planning 52% 29% 81% Neighborhood planning 35% 25% 60%

Zoning code updates 50% 30% 80% Site planning 45% 15% 60%

Public participation support 41% 36% 77% Housing programs 50% 10% 60%

Watershed planning 50% 27% 77% Consultant selection and 
management 30% 25% 55%

Grant writing and management 54% 21% 75% Administrating contracts 33% 21% 54%

Transit planning 56% 17% 72% Assistance with ordinance 
development 33% 21% 54%

Programs to support business 
incentivization 43% 29% 71% Urban renewal planning 41% 12% 53%

ADA compliance planning 43% 29% 71% Procurement services 38% 4% 42%

Population and employment forecasting 43% 29% 71% Assistance with annual budget 
development 13% 17% 30%

Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=17, max=24) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 

• Emergency preparedness, comprehensive planning, GIS services, public participation support, 
transportation planning, zoning code enforcement/updates, and safe school routes planning are top 
activities to improve/expand for county level jurisdictions. 



Importance of Expanding/Improving Options for All Activities
Among All MPO Members (Including Members of Both MPO and In CIRTPA Service Areas)
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MPO Members Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Emergency preparedness and planning 47% 31% 78% GIS services 40% 24% 64%

Comprehensive planning 33% 44% 77% Zoning code enforcement 40% 23% 63%

Public participation support 43% 31% 75% Transit planning 53% 9% 62%

Watershed planning 48% 26% 74% Housing programs 47% 14% 61%

Programs to support business 
incentivization 41% 33% 73% Neighborhood planning 32% 28% 60%

Corridor planning 56% 17% 73% Site planning 43% 16% 59%

Population and employment forecasting 48% 24% 72% Administrating contracts 34% 18% 52%

Transportation planning 47% 24% 71% Urban renewal planning 30% 21% 51%

ADA compliance planning 54% 17% 71% Assistance with ordinance 
development 31% 14% 45%

Safe routes to school planning 45% 26% 70% Consultant selection and 
management 28% 14% 42%

Zoning code updates 48% 21% 69% Procurement services 34% 8% 42%

Grant writing and management 45% 23% 68% Assistance with annual budget 
development 16% 18% 33%

Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=47, max=53)

• Comprehensive planning, emergency preparedness, programs to support incentivizing businesses and
public participation support are top activities for MPO members to improve/expand.



Top Ten Activities Rated Important to Expand/Improve Options
Among Exclusive MPO Members
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Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=31, max=34) Use caution in interpreting due to low bases.

• Among exclusive MPO members, comprehensive planning, public participation support and programs to 
support business incentivization are top priorities for improving and expanding options. 
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Top Ten Activities Rated Important to Expand/Improve Options
Among Exclusive In CIRTPA Service Areas
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Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=65, max=74) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 

• Among exclusive in CIRTPA service area (excludes members who are in both MPO and in-CIRTPA service 
areas), comprehensive planning, public participation support and ADA compliance are top priorities for 
improving and expanding options.  
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Improvement and/or Expansion Areas
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• Analyses of importance ratings reveal four distinct factors that describe jurisdictions’ priorities for 
improving/expanding options. These are ordinances and procurement activities, land management 
activities, accessibility activities and neighborhood planning activities. (see tables below). 

Ordinances and Procurement
Assistance with ordinance development

Procurement services
Site planning

Consultant selection and management
Administrating contracts

Assistance with annual budget development
Population and employment forecasting

Accessibility
Transit planning

Transportation planning
Corridor planning

Watershed planning
ADA compliance planning

Safe routes to school planning

Land Management

Emergency preparedness and planning

Public participation support

Urban renewal planning

Zoning code enforcement

Zoning code updates

Grant writing and management

Comprehensive planning

GIS services

Neighborhood Planning
Programs to support business incentivization

Housing programs

Neighborhood planning



Average Importance of Improvement and/or Expansion Areas

2.5

2.9 2.8 2.8

Ordinances/Procurement Land Management Accessibility Neighborhood Planning

Average Ratings
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• Ordinances/procurement activities are the least prioritized area for improvement/expansion.

Scale: 1=Not at all Important, 2-Somewhat unimportant, 3-Somewhat important, 4-Extremely important

Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min n=139)



Average Importance of Improvement and/or Expansion Areas
by City Size
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• There are few differences in how cities of different sizes prioritize areas to improve/expand. Land 
management is a top priority, regardless of size. In contrast ordinances and procurement activities have the 
lowest priority, regardless of size.

Scale: 1=Not at all Important, 2-Somewhat unimportant, 3-Somewhat important, 4-Extremely important

Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min. n: <1,500=29, 1,500-9.999=41, 10,000+=31, county=21) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.



Average Importance of Improvement and/or Expansion Areas Membership Status
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• There are no notable difference between MPO members and in CIRTPA service areas in terms of areas they 
prioritize for improvement/expansion.

Scale: 1=Not at all Important, 2-Somewhat unimportant, 3-Somewhat important, 4-Extremely important

Source: Q2. For each of these activities, rate the importance to your community of having better or expanded options?
(min. n: MPO member=33, CIRTPA-72, both=17, non-member=14) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.



Collaboration on Common Issues

MPO Strategic Planning Survey
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List of Common Issues Queried About

1. ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) compliance 12. Smart city preparation
2. Air quality 13. Watershed planning and coordination
3. Animal control 14. Zoning code coordination
4. Comprehensive planning 15. Floodplain protection
5. Public health coordination 16. Wetland mitigation banking
6. Housing planning and coordination 17. Streambank protection and restoration
7. Model ordinance and policy development 18. Storm water management
8. Paved trails coordination (planning, maintenance, 

funding, marketing support, etc.)
19. Water trails coordination (planning, maintenance, 

funding, marketing support, etc.) 
9. Legislative advocacy 20. Coordination of utility construction and maintenance
10. Public safety and emergency planning and 

management
21. Regional bicycle / pedestrian coordination

11. Public transit coordination for central Iowa 
(vanpools,
rideshare, paratransit, route planning, etc.)

22. Regional growth management
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• Participants in this study were asked, “How important is it that the following issues be approached 
through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? ” In total, the survey queried respondents 
about 22 different pre-determined issues shown below (random order). Respondents rated 
importance on a 4-point scale: 1-not at all important, 2-somewhat unimportant, 3-somewhat 
important, 4-extremely important. They were also given the option to specify other issues.



Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
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All Respondents Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Public safety and emergency planning 
/mgmt. 35% 54% 89% Public transit coordination for 

central Iowa 41% 33% 74%

Legislative advocacy 40% 47% 87% Coordination of utility 
construction and maintenance 53% 20% 74%

Paved trails coordination 55% 32% 87% Water trails coordination 47% 27% 74%

Regional growth management 40% 46% 87% Streambank protection and 
restoration 49% 22% 71%

Watershed planning and coordination 46% 37% 83% ADA compliance 49% 22% 71%

Public health coordination 42% 39% 80% Model ordinance and policy 
development 50% 21% 71%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 41% 39% 80% Wetland mitigation banking 44% 25% 69%

Floodplain protection 46% 33% 79% Housing planning and 
coordination 40% 27% 67%

Comprehensive planning 47% 31% 79% Smart city preparation 49% 18% 67%

Air quality 38% 40% 78% Zoning code coordination 49% 18% 67%

Storm water management 40% 36% 76% Animal control 48% 13% 61%
Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=125, max=139)

• Most respondents express collaboration is important for most all activities, but especially for public safety 
and emergency planning, legislative advocacy and regional growth management (54%, 47% and 46%, 
respectively rate “extremely important”).



Importance of Collaborating on Other Issues
(Verbatim Comments)

• [Somewhat unimportant] Bike trail fees

• [Somewhat important]  Water

• [Somewhat important] High speed internet

• [Extremely important] Water source/quality

• [Extremely important]  Land Use incorporated into transportation planning

• [Extremely important]  I have been serving on the School Board for the past two years and I strongly 
believe that we as a Collaborative Group look at redistricting the County, School District, Boundaries to 
more align with their Cities.

• [Extremely important] Funding

• [Extremely important] Economic development-fiscal impact analysis
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Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
Among Cities with Populations of Less than 1,500
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City Populations <1,500 Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Air quality 54% 39% 93% Housing planning and 
coordination 41% 37% 78%

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 30% 60% 90% Water trails coordination 44% 33% 78%

Paved trails coordination 59% 31% 90% Smart city preparation 52% 26% 78%

Regional growth management 36% 54% 89% Streambank protection and 
restoration 65% 12% 77%

Stormwater management 46% 43% 89% Floodplain protection 46% 29% 75%

Comprehensive planning 59% 28% 86% Coordination of utility 
construction and maintenance 59% 15% 74%

Legislative advocacy 40% 43% 83% Model ordinance and policy 
development 40% 33% 73%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 43% 39% 82% ADA compliance 46% 25% 71%

Public health coordination 45% 34% 79% Public transit coordination for 
central Iowa 38% 31% 69%

Watershed planning and coordination 32% 46% 79% Animal control 55% 14% 69%

Zoning code coordination 54% 25% 79% Wetland mitigation banking 50% 12% 62%
Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=26, max=30) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.

• Most small cities (<1,500) express collaboration is important for all activities, and “extremely important” 
for public safety and emergency planning (60%) and regional growth management (54%).



Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
Among Cities with Populations Between 1,500 and 10,000
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City Populations 1,500 to 10,000 Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Legislative advocacy 43% 50% 93% Wetland mitigation banking 55% 18% 74%

Paved trails coordination 56% 33% 90% Public health coordination 38% 35% 73%

Regional growth management 39% 50% 89% Public transit coordination for 
central Iowa 55% 18% 73%

Watershed planning and coordination 58% 32% 89% Streambank protection and 
restoration 56% 15% 72%

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 43% 45% 88% ADA compliance 50% 20% 70%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 46% 41% 87% Smart city preparation 53% 17% 69%

Floodplain protection 58% 28% 85% Model ordinance and policy 
development 48% 20% 68%

Water trails coordination 66% 16% 82% Coordination of utility 
construction and maintenance 51% 15% 67%

Comprehensive planning 56% 23% 79% Zoning code coordination 48% 18% 65%

Air quality 38% 38% 75% Animal control 50% 13% 63%

Stormwater management 51% 23% 74% Housing planning and 
coordination 43% 15% 58%

Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=36, max=40)

• Most cities with populations between 1,500 and 10,000 express collaboration is important for all activities and “extremely 
important” for and legislative advocacy (50%), regional growth management (50%) and public safety and emergency planning
(45%) than other activities.



Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
Among Cities with Populations of 10,000 or More
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City Populations 10,00 or more Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Public health coordination 52% 39% 90% Coordination of utility 
construction and maintenance 52% 23% 74%

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 32% 55% 87% Regional bicycle / pedestrian 

coordination 29% 42% 71%

Regional growth management 41% 44% 84% Wetland mitigation banking 35% 35% 71%

Air quality 35% 48% 84% ADA compliance 58% 13% 71%

Paved trails coordination 48% 35% 84% Streambank protection and 
restoration 39% 29% 68%

Legislative advocacy 28% 53% 81% Comprehensive planning 35% 29% 65%

Floodplain protection 45% 35% 81% Housing planning and 
coordination 45% 19% 65%

Watershed planning and coordination 45% 32% 77% Zoning code coordination 52% 13% 65%

Model ordinance and policy 
development 65% 13% 77% Animal control 56% 6% 63%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 44% 31% 75% Water trails coordination 32% 29% 61%

Stormwater management 35% 39% 74% Smart city preparation 45% 14% 59%
Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=29, max=32) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.

• Most cities with populations of 10,000 or more express collaboration is important for most all activities, and 
“extremely important” for public safety and emergency planning (55%), legislative advocacy (53%) and air quality 
(48%).



Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
Among County Level Jurisdictions
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County Level Jurisdictions Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 42% 50% 92% Wetland mitigation banking 30% 43% 74%

Legislative advocacy 61% 30% 91% Public health coordination 35% 39% 74%

Watershed planning and coordination 46% 42% 88% Water trails coordination 43% 30% 74%

Paved trails coordination 54% 33% 88% Housing planning and 
coordination 38% 33% 71%

Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 57% 26% 83% Stormwater management 26% 43% 70%

Regional growth management 45% 36% 82% ADA compliance 45% 23% 68%

Floodplain protection 33% 46% 79% Streambank protection and 
restoration 26% 39% 65%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 38% 42% 79% Zoning code coordination 45% 18% 64%

Comprehensive planning 38% 42% 79% Smart city preparation 43% 19% 62%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 26% 52% 78% Air quality 22% 35% 57%

Model ordinance and policy 
development 54% 21% 75% Animal control 39% 17% 57%

Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=21, max=24) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.

• Most county level jurisdictions express collaboration is important for most activities and “extremely 
important” for public safety and emergency planning (50%), public transit coordination for central Iowa 
(52%) and floodplain protection (46%).



Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
Among All MPO Members

48

MPO Members Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Legislative advocacy 46% 50% 96% Stormwater management 38% 37% 75%

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 38% 54% 92% Wetland mitigation banking 42% 33% 75%

Paved trails coordination 60% 33% 92% Model ordinance and policy 
development 58% 17% 75%

Watershed planning and coordination 58% 33% 90% Air quality 29% 41% 71%

Regional growth management 40% 46% 87% Comprehensive planning 39% 29% 69%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 46% 40% 87% Smart city preparation 53% 15% 68%

Floodplain protection 46% 37% 83% Streambank protection and 
restoration 37% 31% 67%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 50% 33% 83% Housing planning and 

coordination 42% 22% 64%

Public health coordination 45% 37% 82% ADA compliance 54% 10% 64%

Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 62% 17% 79% Animal control 58% 6% 63%

Water trails coordination 63% 16% 78% Zoning code coordination 51% 10% 61%
Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=47, max=52)

• Most MPO members express collaboration is important for most all activities, and “extremely important” 
for public safety and emergency planning and management (54%), legislative advocacy (55%) and regional 
growth management (46%).



Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
Among Exclusive MPO Members
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Exclusive MPO Members Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Legislative advocacy 41% 56% 97% Wetland mitigation banking 52% 30% 82%

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 42% 55% 97% Coordination of utility 

construction and maintenance 67% 15% 82%

Paved trails coordination 61% 33% 94% Model ordinance and policy 
development 58% 21% 79%

Regional growth management 35% 53% 88% Streambank protection and 
restoration 45% 30% 76%

Public health coordination 45% 42% 88% Water trails coordination 61% 15% 76%

Watershed planning and coordination 52% 36% 88% Animal control 68% 6% 74%

Floodplain protection 55% 33% 88% Smart city preparation 60% 13% 73%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 56% 29% 85% Comprehensive planning 47% 25% 72%

Air quality 39% 45% 85% Housing planning and 
coordination 42% 21% 64%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 48% 36% 85% Zoning code coordination 58% 6% 64%

Stormwater management 48% 33% 82% ADA compliance 52% 9% 61%
Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=30, max=34)

• Most MPO members express collaboration is important for most all activities, and “extremely important” 
for legislative advocacy (56%), public safety and emergency planning and management (55%) and regional 
growth management (53%).



Importance of Collaborating or Inter-Jurisdictional Approach on Common Issues
Among Exclusive In CIRTPA Service Areas
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Exclusive In CIRTPA Service Areas Importance Importance

Activities
Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important Activities

Somewhat 
Important

Extremely 
important

Overall
Important

Regional growth management 40% 47% 87% ADA compliance 48% 27% 75%

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 36% 51% 86% Streambank protection and 

restoration 57% 16% 73%

Paved trails coordination 51% 34% 85% Zoning code coordination 49% 24% 73%

Comprehensive planning 54% 29% 83% Model ordinance and policy 
development 47% 25% 71%

Air quality 44% 39% 83% Water trails coordination 37% 34% 71%

Legislative advocacy 38% 42% 81% Coordination of utility 
construction and maintenance 49% 21% 69%

Floodplain protection 48% 31% 79% Housing planning and 
coordination 42% 26% 68%

Watershed planning and coordination 38% 41% 78% Public transit coordination for 
central Iowa 38% 29% 67%

Stormwater management 43% 35% 78% Wetland mitigation banking 45% 21% 67%

Public health coordination 40% 36% 76% Smart city preparation 45% 21% 67%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 34% 41% 76% Animal control 46% 17% 63%

Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min n=66, max=73)

• In CIRTPA service area members express collaboration is important for most all activities, and “extremely 
important” public safety and emergency planning and management (51%) and regional growth 
management (47%).



Priority Areas for Collaborating on Common Issues
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• Analyses of importance ratings reveal four distinct factors that describe participants’ priorities, shown in 
the table below. 

Policy development
Zoning code coordination

Model ordinance and policy 
development

Coordination of utility construction 
and maintenance

Comprehensive planning

Housing planning and coordination
Smart city preparation

ADA compliance

Conservation Planning
Wetland mitigation banking

Streambank protection and 
restoration

Storm water management

Floodplain protection

Watershed planning and 
coordination

Animal control

Community Development
Regional bicycle / pedestrian 

coordination
Paved trails coordination

Regional growth management
Legislative advocacy

Water trails coordination
Public transit coordination for 

central Iowa

Public Safety
Public health coordination

Air quality

Public safety and emergency 
planning and management



Priority Areas for Collaborating on Common Issues 
by Population Size

2.9 2.9
3.1 3.2

Policy Development Conservation Planning Community Development Public Safety

Average Ratings
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• The most important area for collaboration is public safety. 

Scale: 1=Not at all Important, 2-Somewhat unimportant, 3-Somewhat important, 4-Extremely important

Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min. n: 139).



Priority Areas for Collaborating on Common Issues 
by City Population Size

3.0 3.0
3.1

3.3

2.8 2.9

3.2 3.1

2.8
2.9

3.1
3.3

2.9
3.0 3.1 3.0

Policy Development Conservation Planning Community Development Public Safety

Average Ratings

<1,500 1,500 to 9,999 10,000 or more County
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• The most important areas for collaboration are public safety and community development, regardless of 
city population size. 

Scale: 1=Not at all Important, 2-Somewhat unimportant, 3-Somewhat important, 4-Extremely important

Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min. n: <1,500=30, 1,500-9.999=40, 10,000+=31, county=24) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.



Priority Areas for Collaborating on Common Issues 
by Organization Membership Status

2.8
3.0

3.2 3.3

2.9 2.9
3.1 3.2

2.8 2.9
3.2

3.03.0
2.8

3.1
3.4

Policy Development Conservation Planning Community Development Public Safety

Average Ratings

MPO only In CIRTPA service areas only Both None
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• There is no difference in priorities between MPO members and in CIRTPA service areas for areas in which to 
collaborate.

Scale: 1=Not at all Important, 2-Somewhat unimportant, 3-Somewhat important, 4-Extremely important

Source: Q5. How important is it that the following issues be approached through a collaborative, inter-jurisdictional approach? 
(min. n: MPO member=33, CIRTPA-73, both=19, non-member=14) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.



MPO’s Role in Coordinating 
Activities

MPO Strategic Planning Survey
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Number of Activities in Which MPO Should Take A Role

56

2.9

4.6

8.6

3.1

No role Limited role Partner role Lead role

Average # of Activities

• Respondents express MPO should have at least some role in most activities. Respondents on average 
report MPO should have a partner role in 8.6 activities, compared to 4.6 activities with a limited role, and 
3.1 activities for a lead role. 

Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(n=141)



MPO’s Role in Convening/Coordinating Activities
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% of All Respondents MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Legislative advocacy 31% 42% 20% 7% Comprehensive planning 14% 55% 22% 10%

Paved trails coordination 30% 45% 21% 4% Streambank protection 
and restoration 13% 43% 23% 21%

Regional growth management 30% 46% 17% 7% Smart city preparation 13% 55% 22% 10%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian
coordination 27% 54% 12% 6% Public health coordination 12% 42% 25% 21%

Public transit coordination 
for central Iowa 27% 44% 23% 6% Housing planning and coordination 11% 47% 24% 18%

Water trails coordination 26% 43% 19% 11% Storm water management 9% 52% 23% 16%

Watershed planning and coordination 15% 51% 23% 11% Public safety and emergency 
planning and management 9% 46% 30% 16%

Air quality 15% 45% 22% 18% Zoning code coordination 6% 35% 37% 23%

Floodplain protection 15% 42% 25% 19% Coordination of utility construction 
and maintenance 6% 44% 32% 19%

Model ordinance and 
policy development 15% 45% 27% 13% ADA  compliance 4% 46% 33% 18%

Wetland mitigation banking 14% 44% 23% 19% Animal control 4% 24% 32% 40%
Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 112, max n = 125)

• More respondents, regardless of activity (excluding animal control), believe MPO should have a partner 
role in coordinating activities than other roles. Few respondents believe MPO should not be at all involved 
in convening and coordinating activities (excluding animal control).



Number of Activities in Which MPO Should Take Indicated Roles
by City Population Size
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2.8

4.3

8.8

3.83.8

5.2

8.3

2.42.4
3.5

9.8

3.93.5

6.0

8.4

2.6

No role Limited role Partner role Lead role

<1,500 1,500 to 9,999 10,000 or more County

• Regardless of size, for most efforts, cities prefer MPO to be a partner in convening and coordinating efforts.

Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(n: <1,500=30, 1,500-9.999=41, 10,000+=32, county=24) Use caution in interpreting due to low bases.



MPO’s Role in Convening/Coordinating Activities
Among Cities with Populations of Less Than 1,500
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% of Cities <1,500 pop. MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Water trails coordination 46% 27% 12% 15%Air quality 15% 54% 27% 4%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 44% 30% 7% 19%Stormwater management 12% 54% 15% 19%

Regional growth management 44% 40% 8% 8%Floodplain protection 11% 44% 30% 15%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 38% 42% 8% 12%Zoning code coordination 11% 37% 33% 19%

Legislative advocacy 32% 50% 11% 7%Comprehensive planning 11% 50% 32% 7%

Paved trails coordination 32% 43% 14% 11%Streambank protection and restoration 8% 54% 21% 17%

Model ordinance and policy development 21% 41% 28% 10%Wetland mitigation banking 8% 48% 28% 16%

Smart city preparation 20% 44% 24% 12%Public health coordination 7% 57% 21% 14%

Watershed planning and coordination 19% 59% 15% 7%ADA compliance 4% 48% 36% 12%

Housing planning and coordination 19% 44% 19% 19%Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 4% 54% 21% 21%

Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 17% 41% 31% 10%Animal control 4% 21% 36% 39%

Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 24, max n = 29) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 

• Smaller cities (< 1,500) are willing to concede the lead role to MPO mostly for convening and coordinating 
water trails coordination (46%), public transit coordination for central Iowa (44%) and regional growth 
management (44%).



MPO’s Role in Convening/Coordinating Activities
Among Cities with Populations Between 1,500 and 10,000
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% of Cities 1,500-10,000 pop. MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Paved trails coordination 27% 46% 27% 0% Stormwater management 11% 50% 19% 19%

Legislative advocacy 27% 35% 35% 3% Watershed planning and coordination 11% 49% 27% 14%

Water trails coordination 22% 44% 19% 14% Smart city preparation 9% 65% 15% 12%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 22% 57% 14% 8% Comprehensive planning 8% 51% 24% 16%

Regional growth management 22% 51% 14% 14% Housing planning and coordination 5% 43% 30% 22%

Floodplain protection 16% 41% 22% 22% Model ordinance and policy 
development 5% 41% 32% 22%

Wetland mitigation banking 16% 41% 19% 24% Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 3% 42% 42% 14%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 14% 54% 24% 8% ADA compliance 3% 36% 36% 25%

Streambank protection and restoration 14% 41% 22% 24% Zoning code coordination 3% 31% 39% 28%

Public health coordination 14% 32% 27% 27% Animal control 3% 6% 36% 56%

Air quality 14% 32% 24% 30% Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 3% 43% 38% 16%

Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 34, max n = 37)

• Most cities with populations of 1,500 to 10,000 express that MPO should take a partner role in convening 
and coordinating activities, especially smart city preparation (65%), regional bike/pedestrian coordination 
(57%), public transit coordination (54%), regional growth management (51%), comprehensive planning 
(50%) and stormwater management (50%).



MPO’s Role in Convening/Coordinating Activities
Among Cities with Populations of 10,000 or More
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% of Cities 10,000 or more pop. MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Paved trails coordination 41% 45% 14% 0% Housing planning and coordination 19% 48% 22% 11%

Legislative advocacy 41% 38% 10% 10% Streambank protection and restoration 18% 50% 11% 21%

Regional growth management 34% 52% 10% 3% Comprehensive planning 17% 66% 14% 3%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 31% 59% 7% 3% Public health coordination 14% 41% 24% 21%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 28% 52% 21% 0% Smart city preparation 12% 60% 16% 12%

Water trails coordination 28% 48% 21% 3% Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 7% 57% 18% 18%

Watershed planning and coordination 24% 52% 14% 10% Zoning code coordination 7% 39% 36% 18%

Wetland mitigation banking 21% 46% 14% 18% Stormwater management 7% 62% 17% 14%

Floodplain protection 21% 43% 14% 21% ADA compliance 7% 59% 24% 10%

Air quality 21% 55% 10% 14% Animal control 7% 34% 24% 34%

Model ordinance and policy development 19% 52% 22% 7% Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 3% 45% 34% 17%

Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 25, max n = 29)

• Cities with populations of 10,000 or more express that MPO should take a partner role in convening and 
coordinating many of their activities. Paved trails coordination (41%) and legislative activities (41%) are the 
two activities, compared to others tested, where more cities express MPO should take a lead role



MPO’s Role in Convening/Coordinating Activities
Among County Level Jurisdictions
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% of County Level Jurisdictions MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 36% 27% 36% 0% Streambank protection and restoration 13% 26% 39% 22%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 22% 57% 22% 0% Public health coordination 10% 43% 19% 29%

Paved trails coordination 22% 43% 30% 4% Model ordinance and policy 
development 9% 50% 27% 14%

Legislative advocacy 18% 50% 23% 9% Floodplain protection 9% 41% 32% 18%

Water trails coordination 17% 48% 22% 13% Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 9% 39% 26% 26%

Regional growth management 17% 39% 39% 4% Stormwater management 9% 35% 43% 13%

Air quality 17% 39% 17% 26% Smart city preparation 5% 53% 42% 0%

Comprehensive planning 14% 59% 18% 9% Housing planning and coordination 5% 43% 24% 29%

Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 14% 27% 32% 27% Zoning code coordination 5% 27% 41% 27%

Watershed planning and coordination 13% 39% 35% 13% ADA compliance 4% 48% 22% 26%

Wetland mitigation banking 13% 39% 30% 17% Animal control 0% 32% 32% 36%
Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 19, max n = 23) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 

• Most county level jurisdictions express that MPO should take a partner role in convening and coordinating 
comprehensive planning (59%), regional bicycle/pedestrian coordination (57%), smart city preparation 
(53%), legislative advocacy (50%) and model ordinance and policy (50%).



Number of Activities in Which MPO Should Take Indicated Roles
by Organization Membership

63

3.9
2.7

3.4

0.9

5.2
4.5 4.7

3.5

9.8
8.4 8.6

6.7

2.2
3.4 3.9

2.1

MPO only In CIRTPA service areas only Both None

No role Limited role Partner role Lead role

• Regardless of organization membership, respondents express MPO should have a partnership role for more 
activities than not. In CIRTPA service areas only members report MPO should play a more active role (i.e., 
limited, partner or lead) in more activities on average than MPO only members. 

Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(n: MPO member=34, CIRTPA-74, both=19, non-member=14) Use caution in interpreting due to small bases.



MPO’s Role in Convening/Coordinating Activities
Among All MPO Members (Including Members of Both MPO and In CIRTPA Service Areas)
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All MPO Members MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Legislative advocacy 27% 43% 24% 6% Air quality 12% 45% 16% 27%

Paved trails coordination 27% 50% 21% 2% Wetland mitigation banking 12% 41% 24% 24%

Regional growth management 23% 54% 17% 6% Watershed planning and coordination 12% 48% 25% 15%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 21% 67% 10% 2% Model ordinance and policy 

development 10% 41% 35% 14%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 20% 51% 25% 4% Public safety and emergency planning 

and management 10% 36% 30% 24%

Water trails coordination 17% 46% 25% 12% Smart city preparation 9% 60% 24% 7%

Public health coordination 14% 38% 14% 34% Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 6% 48% 28% 18%

Comprehensive planning 14% 55% 24% 8% Stormwater management 6% 49% 27% 18%

Streambank protection and restoration 14% 33% 25% 27% Zoning code coordination 4% 27% 39% 31%

Housing planning and coordination 13% 40% 23% 23% ADA compliance 4% 50% 26% 20%

Floodplain protection 12% 40% 22% 26% Animal control 2% 20% 29% 49%
Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 45, max n = 52)

• At least half of MPO members express that MPO should take a partner role in convening and coordinating 
regional bike/pedestrian coordination (67%), smart city preparation (60%), comprehensive planning (55%), 
regional growth management (54%), public transit coordination for central Iowa (51%), paved trails 
coordination (50%) and ADA compliance (50%).
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Exclusive MPO Members MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Legislative advocacy 24% 42% 24% 9% Floodplain protection 9% 39% 21% 30%

Paved trails coordination 21% 55% 24% 0% Streambank protection and restoration 9% 36% 24% 30%

Regional growth management 21% 55% 15% 9% Air quality 6% 52% 18% 24%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 18% 67% 12% 3% Model ordinance and policy 

development 6% 42% 36% 15%

Water trails coordination 15% 42% 27% 15% Wetland mitigation banking 6% 42% 24% 27%

Public health coordination 15% 39% 9% 36% Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 6% 39% 33% 21%

Housing planning and coordination 13% 44% 25% 19% Stormwater management 3% 56% 19% 22%

Smart city preparation 10% 60% 23% 7% ADA compliance 3% 50% 31% 16%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 9% 61% 24% 6% Zoning code coordination 3% 22% 44% 31%

Comprehensive planning 9% 58% 30% 3% Animal control 3% 16% 31% 50%

Watershed planning and coordination 9% 45% 24% 21% Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 0% 59% 25% 16%

Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 30, max n = 33) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 
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Exclusive In CIRTPA Service Areas MPO Role MPO Role

Activities Lead Partner Limited None Activities Lead Partner Limited None

Water trails coordination 37% 39% 13% 11% Smart city preparation 14% 53% 21% 12%

Public transit coordination for central 
Iowa 36% 36% 19% 9% Streambank protection and restoration 13% 51% 20% 16%

Regional growth management 34% 40% 16% 10% Stormwater management 13% 52% 19% 16%

Paved trails coordination 34% 40% 22% 5% Comprehensive planning 11% 57% 22% 11%

Regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination 33% 43% 14% 10% Housing planning and coordination 11% 48% 25% 17%

Legislative advocacy 32% 42% 18% 8% Public health coordination 9% 46% 31% 14%

Watershed planning and coordination 20% 52% 20% 8% Zoning code coordination 8% 39% 36% 17%

Air quality 20% 44% 23% 13% Public safety and emergency planning 
and management 7% 52% 28% 12%

Wetland mitigation banking 18% 45% 21% 16% ADA compliance 5% 44% 33% 17%

Floodplain protection 17% 44% 25% 14% Coordination of utility construction and 
maintenance 5% 38% 37% 20%

Model ordinance and policy development 15% 48% 23% 14% Animal control 5% 23% 35% 38%
Source: Q6. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(min n = 58, max n = 67) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 
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2.1

3.6

8.5

3.12.7

4.2

8.6

3.33.5

5.4

8.7

2.9

No role Limited role Partner role Lead role

10 or fewer activities use internal resources

11-15 activities use internal resources

More than 15 activities use internal resources

• Jurisdictions that use internal resources for more activities see a more diminished role for MPO in 
coordinating and convening activities than jurisdictions that use internal resources for fewer activities.

Source: Q3. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(n: <10=activities=35, 10-15 activities=43, > 15 activities=63)
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List of Payment Options Queried About
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• Participants in this study were asked, “If services such as these were offered in the future, the 
communities would have to determine the preferred way of paying for them. Based on the needs of 
your community, please rank each of the three options with 1 the most preferred option and 3 the 
least preferred” In total, the survey queried respondents about three different pre-determined 
payment options shown below (random order). They were also given the option to specify other 
preferred payment options.

Predetermined Payment Options

Membership package for all services

Bundle common services

Fee for each service as needed

Other Preferred Payment Options
(Verbatim)

Quarterly.

Pay if use it.

Membership fee for basic services.  
Options and fees for individualized 

services...This may be bundling.
If it’s for the greater good it should be free 

(government service).

Bundle of selected services.



Preferred Way of Paying for Services
(Excludes School Districts)

17%

21%

61%

24%

59%

17%

59%

20%

21%

2.4

2.0

1.6

Membership package for all services

Bundle common services

Fee for each service as needed

1st-Most Preferred 2nd-Most Preferred 3rd-Least Preferred Average Rank

70

Source: Q3. If services such as these were offered in the future, the communities would have to determine the preferred way of paying for them. Based on 
the needs of your community, please rank each of the three options with 1 the most preferred option and 3 the least preferred.
(n=127)

• Most community representatives report “fee for each service as needed” is the most preferred way of 
paying for services (61%). The least preferred method is “membership package for all services”.



Average Rank of Preferred Way of Paying for Services (Smaller Bars Better)
by City Population Size
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Source: Q3. If services such as these were offered in the future, the communities would have to determine the preferred way of paying for them. Based on 
the needs of your community, please rank each of the three options with 1 the most preferred option and 3 the least preferred.
(n: <1,500=30, 1,500-9.999=41, 10,000+=32, county=24) Use caution in interpreting due to low bases.

• Regardless of city population size, respondents report they prefer paying a fee for each service as needed 
as their first choice, bundle common services as their second choice and membership package for all 
services as their last choice.
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2.0

2.5
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2.0

3.0

Fee for each service as
needed

Bundle common services Membership package for all
services

<1,500 1,500 to 9,999 10,000 or more County

Most 
Preferred

Least 
Preferred



Average Rank of Preferred Way of Paying for Services (Smaller Bars Better)
by Organization Membership
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Source: Q3. If services such as these were offered in the future, the communities would have to determine the preferred way of paying for them. Based on 
the needs of your community, please rank each of the three options with 1 the most preferred option and 3 the least preferred.
(n: MPO member=34, CIRTPA-74, both=19) Use caution interpreting due to low bases. 

• Members of each organization report they prefer to pay via a fee for each service as needed as their first 
choice, bundle common services as their second choice and membership package for all services as their 
last choice.
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Preferred Method of Paying for Services (Smaller Bars Better)
by Number of Activities Accomplished Using Internal Resources
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1.6

1.5

2.1

1.9 1.9
2.1

2.5
2.6

1.0

2.0

3.0

10 or fewer activities use internal
resources

11-15 activities use internal
resources

More than 15 activities use
internal resources

Fee for each service as needed
Bundle common services
Membership package for all services

• Jurisdictions that use internal resources for more activities are more likely to prefer fee for each service as 
needed. 

Source: Q3. To what degree should the MPO play a convener or coordinator role in each of the following efforts? 
(n: <10=activities=30, 10-15 activities=37, > 15 activities=60)
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Summary of Findings

Resources Used to Accomplish Activities

• Most activities are accomplished using internal resources (17/24 activities tested), this is especially true in 
larger cities (10,000 or more). The second most used resource is contract services. Professional associations 
are the least used resource and are most likely to be used by smaller cities.

• Transit planning is the service least likely to use internal capacities and garnered the most “not applicable” 
responses. Other services with more “not applicable responses include: housing programs, transportation 
planning, business incentive programs and corridor planning. 

• Multiple resources are more likely to be used to achieve activities related to watershed planning, 
emergency preparedness, corridor planning, transportation planning and comprehensive planning than 
other activities.

• MPO members are slightly more likely to use internal resources and contract services than in CIRTPA 
service areas.

Important Activities to Improve/Expand

• Respondents consistently mention three activities that are important to improve/expand: comprehensive 
planning, programs to support incentivizing businesses and public participation support. 

• Another activity respondents deem important to improve/expand is emergency preparedness and 
planning.
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Summary of Findings

Collaboration

• Most respondents express that collaboration is important for all activities.

• Most jurisdictions, including MPO members, report it is extremely important to collaborate on or use an 
inter-jurisdictional approach to public safety and emergency planning and management.

• One activity mentioned as being extremely important for collaboration by MPO members is legislative 
advocacy. 

MPO’s Role

• Most jurisdictions prefer MPO to have a partnership role in coordinating and convening most all activities.

• The desire for MPO’s involvement in coordinating/convening activities decreases as the number of 
activities accomplished via internal resources increases. 

• In CIRTPA members report MPO should play a more active role in activities on average than MPO members.

• Animal control is the only activity in which the highest percent of jurisdictions report MPO should have no 
role.
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Summary of Findings

Preferred Method for paying for services

• Jurisdictions report they prefer paying a fee for each service as needed as their first choice, especially 
jurisdictions that have more internal capacity. Bundling common services is their second choice and 
membership package for all services as their last choice. This applies to all cities and jurisdictions regardless 
of size, organization membership or governmental level.

Conclusions/Actionable Results

• Foster collaboration or an inter-jurisdictional approach on activities, especially public safety, emergency 
preparedness, regional growth and legislative advocacy.

• Partner with communities to achieve community activities and priorities, especially paved trails 
coordination, legislative advocacy,  regional growth management, regional bicycle / pedestrian 
coordination, public transit coordination for central Iowa.

• Target resources to improve/expand options for comprehensive planning, programs to support 
incentivizing businesses, public participation support and emergency preparedness and planning.

• Use a fee per service costing method for desired services.
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Sample Size (n)
Rating

10 40 75 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 600 700 800 900
(%)

0.10% 2.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
0.50% 4.4% 2.2% 1.6% 1.4% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
1.00% 6.2% 3.1% 2.3% 2.0% 1.6% 1.4% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
2.00% 8.7% 4.3% 3.2% 2.7% 2.2% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 0.9%
3.00% 10.6% 5.3% 3.9% 3.3% 2.7% 2.4% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
4.00% 12.2% 6.1% 4.4% 3.8% 3.1% 2.7% 2.4% 2.2% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3%
5.00% 13.5% 6.8% 4.9% 4.3% 3.5% 3.0% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4%
6.00% 14.7% 7.4% 5.4% 4.7% 3.8% 3.3% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.2% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 1.6%
7.00% 15.8% 7.9% 5.8% 5.0% 4.1% 3.5% 3.2% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.4% 2.2% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7%
8.00% 16.8% 8.4% 6.1% 5.3% 4.3% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.8% 2.7% 2.5% 2.4% 2.2% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8%
9.00% 17.7% 8.9% 6.5% 5.6% 4.6% 4.0% 3.6% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 1.9%

10.00% 18.6% 9.3% 6.8% 5.9% 4.8% 4.2% 3.7% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.1% 2.0%
15.00% 22.1% 11.1% 8.1% 7.0% 5.7% 5.0% 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.5% 3.3% 3.1% 2.3% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3%
20.00% 24.8% 12.4% 9.1% 7.8% 6.4% 5.5% 5.0% 4.5% 4.2% 3.9% 3.7% 3.5% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6%
25.00% 26.8% 13.4% 9.8% 8.5% 6.9% 6.0% 5.4% 4.9% 4.5% 4.2% 4.0% 3.8% 3.5% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8%
30.00% 28.4% 14.2% 10.4% 9.0% 7.3% 6.4% 5.7% 5.2% 4.8% 4.5% 4.2% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0%
35.00% 29.6% 14.8% 10.8% 9.4% 7.6% 6.6% 5.9% 5.4% 5.0% 4.7% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1%
40.00% 30.4% 15.2% 11.1% 9.6% 7.8% 6.8% 6.1% 5.5% 5.1% 4.8% 4.5% 4.3% 3.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2%
45.00% 30.8% 15.4% 11.3% 9.8% 6.9% 6.9% 6.2% 5.6% 5.2% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.5% 3.3%
50.00% 31.0% 15.5% 11.3% 9.8% 8.0% 6.9% 6.2% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.5% 3.3%

• Results for some subgroups will yield a larger margin of error due to small sample sizes. Use the table 
below to determine the margin of error. Interpretation: For a base sample of 75 people, and a rating of 6%, 
the margin of error is 5.4%. So, the upper limit is 11.3% and the lower limit is 0.7%
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Online Survey Introduction 
 
Thank you for your willingness to complete this survey for the Strategic Planning Committee of the Des Moines 
Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Below are a couple of help hints for completing this 
survey:     
 
1.   Please try to complete the survey in one session.    
2.   Do not use the "back" button in your browser.    
3.   If an error message appears, please check to make sure you answered all questions in the provided spaces.  
 
The survey will take about 10-12 minutes to complete.  Please click "Next" below to begin the survey. 
  



 

Economic Development and Chambers of Commerce  
Small Group  

SPPG Conference Room 
June 21, 2017 – 1:30 pm 

 

Attendees: 
Deb Bengtson, Adel Partners Chamber of Commerce 
Curtis Brown, City of Urbandale 
Brian Buethe, Grimes Chamber and Economic Development 
Rand Fisher, Iowa Area Development Group 
Alex Lynch, Epic Tomorrow, serves Altoona, Pleasant Hill, Bondurant, and Mitchellville 
 
Staff 
Brad Knott 
Gracie Brandsgard 

Discussion 
What are some of the issues you’re facing in terms of growing your communities? 

• We have worked with the MPO in the past on trails. The whole metro area has a good 
trail system. One area needs about an additional five-mile trail to connect them all.  
For the southeast connector connecting Des Moines and Pleasant Hill, it’s nice to have 
an entity like the MPO who knows both. We’ve met with MPO staff who are planners. 
Knowing exactly what they do and what services they provide would be really helpful.  

• Workforce attraction requires designing a metro area that is attractive to a wide range of 
people. Quality of life amenities that create what people want will keep this area 
competitive. I’m talking about access to trails, land and water, parks, and entertainment 
venues.  

• Communities are doing well in terms of economic development. We hear from 
businesses that workforce is the constraint, we need more people. We need more 
people in Iowa and the metro. I have a long-term concern: a lot of rural Iowans end up in 
the city, what happens to rural Iowa? We’re already seeing schools consolidating, etc. 

• What we hear is businesses are ready and willing to grow but access to capital, and the 
ability to attract qualified candidates are the biggest barriers. Applicants don’t have the 
skillsets they’re looking for. We need to be able to attract a new workforce but also put 
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programs in place to train the workforce we have here already. We will always have 
something else that we need to train workers on with technology advancing the way it is.  

• Engaging our youth to keep them here. Just like rural Iowa, kids are going off to college 
and ending up in the metro areas like Des Moines, and then they are also going to metro 
areas outside of Iowa. We’re behind in our infrastructure growth in our community, we 
feel like we’re always behind and playing catch up. We have to remain competitive on 
our tax rates in order to keep our businesses competitive. I used to work in more rural 
areas, and we were struggling to get the economic development we’re trying to keep 
here. Last year Grimes built more houses than Waterloo has built in the last decade. 

• The greatest issue for economic development is workforce. Housing is also a large issue 
for many communities. Infrastructure is in a general way. When I think of the metro area, 
I see congestion and flow as a looming issue and it’s already here, though it’s not like 
what greater metro areas are experiencing. But people here are not used to that so we 
have a pretty low threshold for objection.  

• Good quality education. Des Moines Public Schools and the metro area are facing 
tensions for growth. Rural areas are looking at how to re-use school buildings whereas 
Waukee can’t build schools fast enough. 

• Diversity management is important, being intentional about our changing demographics 
and making sure the city works for everyone.  

• Residential growth has been explosive, but commercial growth has not taken off. Many 
landowners are not realistic about the value of their land. 

 
Which of these issues necessitate regional solutions? 

• The solutions to the workforce development are regional in thinking about trails. I’m 
trying to segregate things that the MPO is involved in and things that they are not. The 
regional arts and entertainment effort is Bravo. It relies on localities putting their best foot 
forward. It’s not at all different from regular transportation infrastructure. States put in the 
major arteries, but the localities are in charge of connecting in to that. There’s a local 
and a regional part of it. 

• State departments are looking for partners right now and want to look at campaigns to 
attract more workforce, and being more aggressive in that. We’re going to have to be in 
the workforce attraction business.  

• Workforce attraction is at least a regional issue. I don’t think that Grimes is going to be 
successful in attracting the workforce, but Urbandale is not. We have to get the buy-in 
from individuals on the idea of the Midwest, of the state of Iowa, Central Iowa – not to 
buy them in to a specific city.  

• One specific thing is affordable housing. We have people in the middle class that can’t 
buy a home, can’t buy their first home. How do we attract people who work in service 
jobs that we rely on in communities if they can’t afford housing? I think those 
conversations are happening, but we need to do more.  

• Transportation, specifically public transportation. We have trouble servicing our core, 
and we’re definitely not providing enough service in the suburbs. Adel has nothing, 
Urbandale just got some, and Grimes has very little. That’s a really important part of 
quality of life. In order to attract new workforce, the quality of life here has to be better 
than, not just the same as, where they are coming from.  

• Middle skill jobs are about training people up. A lot of people are talking about it and 
working on it individually. They’re trying to build partnerships between cities and schools, 
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finding synergy. It would be nice if we had something to coalesce around to see what 
works. There’s a lot of people talking about it, but to actually have people sit down and 
work on it is another thing.  

• The type of workforce we’re trying to attract varies widely based on what industry you’re 
working in. Some of our future workforce is going to have to come from non-white 
Midwesterners. We need to be prepared for that, showing that we’re a welcoming 
community. If we’re serious about bringing more workforce in, then we need to really 
think about immigration issues and policies to make sure we’re truly welcoming. 

• We’re working right now on doing a regional study on housing for Mitchellville, Altoona, 
and Bondurant rather than having each city do their own study. We’re still working 
through that.  

• The planning is very much regional, but the implementation takes a more local 
approach. There has to be a willingness of local entities to welcome in other types of 
housing into their communities.  

• I’m struck at the cost of a residential lot; it’s creeping up to an unreal rate for a basic 
housing lot.  

• Regional housing planning can have an impact on correcting market failure; incentivizing 
developers and cities to build specific types of housing and in specific locations where 
they otherwise wouldn’t. Cities are always going to be doing their own zoning.  

• The MPO plays a role in where a lot of these investments are made. The MPO has a 
huge role in having a say in those conversations. 

• From a metro planning standpoint, the burning issue is water and what you’re going to 
do with your water resources. How are you going to manage your tap water systems? 
Can the MPO play a central role in bringing those voices together? It’s clearly a regional 
problem.  

• A lot of these are regional issues, but they’re in specific spots. There’s a great place for 
some of the more inclusive Tomorrow Plan and Capital Crossroads that bring all of the 
groups together. A lot of the funding streams come from the same places, it’s local 
governments that pony up the money for these regional entities.  

• MPO probably has the biggest footprint in reaching out into the communities and getting 
people involved. That’s a huge benefit to being able to bring groups together. They have 
so many roundtable groups that already exist that they convene regularly, it seems like a 
natural fit.  

• Isn’t the MPO in its purest form a COG? 
• There’s so many different models of COGs. The one I worked for, MPO was a part of it, 

grant management was a part of it, going after federal dollars, housing was a part of it. 
Some will host their regional transit stuff there too. I wouldn’t say it’s better or worse 
here. One of the cool things I saw at the COG I worked for, they’d bring in a variety of 
high level elected officials from all over the six-county area and would convene them 
regularly and cover a variety of topics. We talked about marketing, emergency/disaster 
planning, and so on. Our region has a problem of people just not being at the table when 
they should be. Everyone shows up to the MPO meeting because the MPO doles out 
money. And hopefully the MPO exists to make sure local governments are spending 
their money wisely. 

• The welcoming community idea. The Greater Des Moines Partnership has that and does 
a very good job in managing that and working with that. Between the United Way and 
the Community Foundation, no one is going to be expendable given the unemployment 
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rate. We need to be making sure everyone matriculates through our public school 
system and can find safety and prosperity here.  

• There’s a plethora of nonprofits in the metro area who are doing good work, and working 
on their niche issue.  

• The MPO should be helping fund and plan trails. A lot of smaller cities don’t have the 
staff or the capacity to do technical assistance, so they either don’t see the importance 
of trails or don’t have the capacity to do trails. Trails can help smaller communities get in 
front of the future growth. The metro is going to keep expanding, it’s important that 
smaller communities be proactive. 

• MPO can be involved in public education. I’ve attended presentations hosted by the 
MPOs. They can make sure communities are educated on the best and latest research 
and best practices on land use planning, transportation planning, and others. MPO can 
make recommendations to cities; I appreciate it when the MPO takes a regional 
approach to issues and shows where we should be looking and where we could see 
issues in the future. Providing informational and education opportunities would be really 
helpful. 

• Throwing out opportunities as a region, showing where we’re seeing trends. What are 
other places doing? MPO can help point those out to us.  

• Often times we think of COGs or MPO as being an intergovernmental agency. But it’s 
really important how the MPO engages non-governmental stakeholders and the public. 
MPO can do more with this, I would be interested if the MPO would join other regional 
entities. For example, MPO could be a part of Bravo. 

• We should be wary of the MPO spreading itself too thin and not being good at anything. 
 
What advice or parting words would you give the MPO? 

• I see the MPO as a necessary organization and a powerful organization. The first MPO 
meeting I went to I thought everyone would be arguing about who got the funding, but it 
seemed like everyone got along and worked together. The MPO should focus on telling 
their story, that’s the biggest thing. 

• The MPO works best when it focuses on moving people and things around. Their 
involvement in funding and helping to prioritize regional investments is great; the freight 
roundtable is a good example. Where there is a functioning regional entity that’s doing a 
good job, the MPO should let them keep doing it. But otherwise, if there’s a need and it 
makes sense, then go for it. 

• Thanks for having a roundtable like this. It’s important to reach out and hear from 
different people and stakeholders. Continue to have these conversations. 

• Thank you for your inclusiveness. All of Iowa depends on, to some degree, the success 
of the greater metro. The connectivity of the metro is a concern. 



 

Housing Small Group 
Polk County Housing Trust Fund 

June 14, 2017 – 10:00 AM 
 

Present 
Eric Burmeister, Polk County Housing Trust Fund 
Lisa Crabbs, City of Des Moines 
Russ Fraizer, Anawim Housing 
Christine Gordon, City of West Des Moines 
Chris Johansen, City of Des Moines 
Mark Philips, Polk County Continuum of Care Board 
Stephanie Preusch, NFC 
Bethany Wilcoxon, Capital Crossroads 
 
Staff 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
Robyn Mills 

Discussion 
Key Housing Issues 

• Workforce housing is challenging, but connectivity and transportation are vital. The 
community is missing middle housing and variety in the levels of housing it offers. There 
are numerous housing opportunities for those with income restrictions and high end 
housing, but few opportunities for middle housing.  

• Housing challenges and solutions are regional. Connectivity and location can only be 
addressed from a regional standpoint. Regional planning cannot be avoided as our 
community grows.   

• Historically, commute times to get anywhere in the metro was no longer than 20 
minutes. That is not true anymore as commuters choose to live outside of the metro. 
Sub-areas of the metro need to be reviewed to see if the right choices in housing exist.  
For example, as job centers develop in northwestern Urbandale and Grimes, the 
demographic of the workforce needs to match the housing choices available. If the two 
are not matched correctly, there will be negative consequences for the region as a 
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whole. Housing review must have a regional approach. The MPO is a convener that can 
address housing issues on a regional level.   

 

How do you manage when there are different jurisdictions and competition between and 
among cities? How do you look ahead to 2050 or to the future? What does the workforce 
look like, jobs look like and how do you get people to act now to prepare? 

• It is more difficult to do long-range-planning, because housing and economic 
development is market-driven. It takes 30-40 years to plan for long-term city planning 
and hard to plan for market-driven economic development. However, jurisdictions 
actually decide how the land is zoned, and it is hard for jurisdictions to set aside land for 
future development. 

• When urban growth is reviewed, including an analysis of transportation structures in the 
area, there is enough planning through 2050. However, the community needs to use the 
resources that they have within the area and not continue to build out from the metro.     

• Development of a land bank was discussed as a way to have some control over 
development. It would provide a central group to acquire neighborhood properties and 
centralize the decision-making. Plans for a land bank began and then were stalled.  The 
Des Moines Partnership is supportive of a land bank, and the Neighborhood 
Development Corporation is interested in running it.   

• The city is reviewing its revitalization plan. The plan was updated in 2005 and the city is 
ready to hire a consultant to update it again. Many are waiting for recommendations from 
the updated plan. People are generally supportive of a nonprofit entity (land bank) to 
centralize and fulfill their missions. However, the problems surrounding housing will take 
millions of dollars. Prioritizing projects may be difficult and a pilot project is being 
considered to set up the land bank for success. The land bank process will be very 
expensive. Properties would need to be maintained, rebuilt, and insured. The land bank 
would hold title. This would allow for more efficient use of infrastructure, using existing 
infrastructure funds. The fact that a land bank is being considered is a positive step, as 
they have been successful across the country and would allow Des Moines to capitalize 
on the resources available.   

• Land banks have been discussed in the region for 7-1/2 years. It makes sense to do this, 
and all the title work can be done in-house. Most of the legal issues could be handled by 
a paralegal with real estate experience. A land bank could help strike a balance between 
creating housing that is affordable or housing that is market rate. Transportation plays a 
huge role in affordable housing.   

• There is a need to look at the social equity side of housing. There is a change in mood 
regarding affordable housing. There are still crumbling neighborhoods and no cohesive 
solution to correct the problem. These neighborhoods need additional neighborhood 
involvement in beautification to make areas feel safe, including sidewalks, trees, etc. 
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• Land banks move up and down the spectrum of what’s affordable.  Everyone needs to 
be at the table.  A coordinated response is needed on homelessness and housing 
needs, engaging all to work with those that are homeless or low-income.   

• Housing growth needs will be a big problem in future years. No community in the region 
is producing the number of housing units that will be needed at any level. No one will be 
meeting the growth curve and then growth will need to be matched with demographics.  
The region must get out ahead of the curve to continue growth and inventory available 
housing ahead of demand.   

• The region needs to forecast what type of housing is needed. The city of Des Moines 
and public schools should take advantage of the influx of young couples moving out of 
downtown. When they want to buy a house with a yard…how do we ensure that they 
buy a house in Des Moines and not the suburbs? We need options for families in Des 
Moines.   

• Neighbors are important, but the “not in my backyard” concept has turned ugly. 
Neighbors do not want rental housing, homeless, certain races, marginalized people, or 
the mentally ill.  People are very vocal at public meetings, scaring developers, and public 
officials are backing down.   

• Some elected leaders will engage in the issue.  But some are aggressive in keeping 
people out. Policymakers are part of the challenge. They can be too beholden to 
constituents who have attitudes against certain populations.  

• Having housing choice and variety contributes to the success of the neighborhood and 
community. Market housing correctly: it keeps the economic engine moving forward. 
There is a need for a diverse workforce, and that workforce needs affordable housing.  
Do not try to change neighbors’ minds. Instead, we need to influence leaders to see 
what is best for the entire community. 

• Many neighborhoods include a bulk of old people who are not adequately resourced and 
often cannot repair their homes. What do communities do to assist them? Communities 
run into zoning issues when dealing with senior housing. This is the most acceptable 
population to have in the neighborhoods. Iowa has a higher proportion of elderly with 
various housing needs. It is important to offer housing alternatives to those who are 
moving into a community. They need something they can afford.   

• Des Moines housing stock is aging, and that is not being addressed. Cost of repairs is 
not going to go down.  Review zoning to identify how to allow accessory dwelling units 
(mother-in-law apartments, tiny houses). Suburban lots are much bigger and able to 
handle accessory dwelling units to supplement housing stock. Rules need to be 
established around accessory dwelling units.   

 

What should MPO take from these issues and what should they do? What is the role of 
MPO in these issues?  
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• The MPO is more responsible for cohesive messaging as they deal with housing issues.  
It can provide cover for political figures, so that the right types of housing can be built in 
the right area and NIMBY does not creep in. The MPO can serve the region we live and 
not just the cities. It can provide leadership on a regional level. Housing is everyone’s 
problem and everyone’s opportunity. Begin to talk about housing as an opportunity, not a 
burden. MPO leadership can develop a larger strategy for good regional housing 
development. The Polk County Housing Trust Fund has been driving the effort for the 
past five years. Only Polk County gets support from the MPO, and that support is 
valuable. The region cannot afford to lose MPO support by just focusing on roads.   

• Advocacy for good housing policy needs to come from a regional group, going beyond 
Polk and Dallas counties. Going forward, we need to be mindful of the housing choices 
available outside of Des Moines. Lower housing costs have relegated families to living 
outside Des Moines. MPO can help promote the message beyond Des Moines. “Our 
people – our community – our program.”  Communities need to bond together and 
choose to do something together.   

• If not MPO, who will carry this message? If not for the federal government, there would 
be no regional entity -- and no political will.  If federal dollars cease to seek regional 
input, then planning would go away.   

• What if federal dollars go away?  If the reason goes away, will the entity continue to 
exist?  Would the Board continue the programs?  

 

Issues:   

• Some neighborhoods have more of a sense of neighborhood than others. What role 
does MPO have in this? Is it enough for the MPO to keep infrastructure updated? Focus 
on corridors in between cities and allow cities to be responsible for their jurisdictions.  
The MPO can provide guidance to cities.   

• MPO has been creating model policies for a variety of issues, including animal 
ordinances, sidewalk policies, and accessory dwelling. This gives cities a base to 
develop their policies.   

 

Advice to MPO 

• MPO should look at regional issues concerning housing and be the backbone of 
planning.   

• Look into the future and think as a region. What we can do to coordinate and attract 
people, and what are the resources we need to be successful? 

• How does the MPO come with a voice? How does it come out with weight to influence 
stakeholders?   
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• The MPO could be a fair housing advocate for diversity, economic, age, race, and more 
by helping all communities see the economic value of having a diverse population. 

• MPO can bring together best practices, such as land bank, accessory unit dwelling, and 
homeless shelters. How do you bring best practices to smaller communities so they can 
meet their goals? 

• Regionalism is essential to success. It is embedded in everything MPO does and that 
helps to eliminate redundancy. 

• Housing policy will be better if is regional. 

• MPO will not be afraid to do what’s right, because it is not influenced by politics.  That 
gives a stronger voice by superseding community politics.   
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Public Health Small Group  
Polk County Public Health Department 

June 14, 2017 – 2:00 PM 

Present 
Jodene DeVault, Warren County Health Services 
Rick Kozin, Polk County Public Health Department 
Mary Lawyer, Wellmark Blue Cross Blue Shield 
Becky Pryor, Jasper County Health Department 
Kent Sovern, AARP 
Sarah Taylor Watts, Iowa Department of Public Health 
Kelly Vellinga, Dallas County Public Health Nursing Service  
Jennifer Walters, Dallas County Public Health Nursing ServicesI 
 
SPPG Staff 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
Robyn Mills 

Discussion 
Overview 
The MPO is federally mandated organization designated to receive DOT funding. Part of the 
MPO’s responsibility is planning and distribution of the federal transportation dollars. Connecting 
the MPO to Public Health would be to think of issues such as community health, activities, safe 
ways to get places, aging in place, kids at play, and preparedness.   
 
Key issues  
Looking 20-40 years into the future, please identify and discuss what you see as key issues 
related to public health.   

• The group emphasized the importance of infrastructure and planning for future growth – 
making sure that we have safe roads and crossings to schools. Example: Waukee’s 
population is expected to reach 40,000 by 2020, and the community is behind in the 
infrastructure planning. Waukee is 10 years ahead of Adel, where infrastructure is even 
further behind. The need for safe roads and crossings is important for growing 
communities.     
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• Obesity is also a public health problem. Sixty-nine percent of Iowans are overweight. 
Iowa Department of Public Health has worked with the MPO on plans to make it easier 
to walk and bike and keep people healthier. INRCOG in Waterloo is a good example of 
how to use transportation dollars for walking and biking infrastructure. There is a greater 
demand for walking and biking options. If you make it accessible, people will use it.   

• There is also a need for connected communities. Trail development is a priority, but 
inside the communities connectivity is not always a priority.   

• Social connectedness is also vital to health. Isolation has a detrimental impact on health. 
Older adults would prefer to age in place, but are often isolated as a result.   

• A question arose about whether public health should be included in duties of the MPO.  
This group thinks yes, but not sure that MPO feels the same. Safe routes to school 
aren’t thought of as related to public health. Plan DSM, the city of Des Moines’ 
Comprehensive Plan, is a form-based plan, not use-based, and does not specifically 
focus on public health issues. A group of volunteers, Age Friendly Des Moines, worked 
very closely with Plan DSM, but the outcomes are not strong enough.  We need to make 
sure that public health is written into city plans.   

• Eight out of 10 people want to stay in their homes as long as possible. MPO could assist 
with plans to allow older Iowans to age in place. MPO has tried to put in health-related 
work, but they could do more with Downtown DM design standards by making them 
understandable.    

• Old ways of thinking about city planning need to be discarded. Replace auto-centric 
planning with people-centric. MPO needs to advocate for public health to counter the 
traditional engineer perspective. The city of West Des Moines has different vision than 
Des Moines and Carlisle.  Much of it is competitive between communities. Community-
centric, people-centric planning needs to replace thinking of engineers.   

• Aging in place is difficult in some communities because of a lack of home health 
services, family support, home maintenance, transportation to get healthy food, and 
whether meals on wheels are delivered. We see multiple-generations living in one 
household on one salary, often with grandparents raising grandkids. 

• Dallas County does not have adequate transportation for the elderly. Shuttles require 
two-day advance scheduling. MPO could work together with communities to establish a 
deviated bus route, multiple stops to get errands done.   

• Thriving in place is better than aging in place. MPO has a role in ensuring that 
communities are thriving, not just surviving.   

• There are statewide priorities for health. The state’s new strategic plan has three goals, 
including tackling Iowa’s obesity problems.  Of Iowa’s 99 counties, 89 cite obesity as a 
health priority. IDPH would like to have a greater role in addressing this issue.  
Healthiest State Initiative has addressed obesity-reduction goals.   

 
What is the MPO’s role in public health? 

• The MPO should have an active role in public health by providing expertise for complete 
streets and other transportation projects.   
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• The MPO should advocate for safe streets and influence policy makers on its 
importance.   

• The MPO should promote projects that increase levels of activity in the community, 
including roundabouts, sidewalks, and bike and pedestrian trails.     

• The Bike and Pedestrian roundtable and Environmental roundtable should expand their 
scope to include safe walkways to schools.   

• When planning for new streets, communities should be cognizant of the broader issues 
related to walkability and safety.   

• MPO and Regional Planning have regular meetings and public health is beginning to join 
them. Plan DSM does not have a separate document relating to public health. However, 
it is woven throughout the document. 

• The MPO could use corporate partners, like Hy-Vee, as a point to reach out to the 
community for input. Hy-Vee bulletin boards are a central place to disseminate 
information. Why not engage the private sector with multiple locations to assist with the 
public need? 

• The Health Impact Assessments could be used as a tool for development projects.   
• Use Nashville as a model to revise scoring to impact health.     
• What is the goal for transportation: cars or people? The MPO should adopt a mentality of 

moving people, not just motor vehicles.   
• Subsidize UBER or LYFT in areas without adequate transportation. 
• There are a lot of direct and indirect connections between the MPO and emergency 

management. MPO should not have a direct role, just a seat at the table. They may have 
a potential role in mitigation, but not response.  

• Direct Health Services – Age Friendly did a mapping exercise to pinpoint services and 
were able to identify neighborhoods that were isolated, lacked transportation options, 
lacked health services, and were food desserts. 

• MPO has access to decision-makers on a regional basis that transcends county and city 
boundaries and could be used as a way to test ideas before action.    

• The MPO could have a role in food access. It is a part of how communities are planned, 
because access to food is important. 

 
Final thoughts:  Advice to MPO or community role? 

• Do not put public health in a silo, but consider it during all the decision-making 
processes. 

• Look to bring diversity of ideas together when planning to bring a new vision focused on 
healthy living.   

• MPO is in a unique position to bring people together to allow communities to be Thriving 
Communities.  All elements, including public health, contribute to Thriving Communities. 

• Is there a public sector entity that looks at green space connectivity on a regional level? 
Develop a regional vision for how Des Moines and Raccoon rivers work together in 
connectivity.  This could contribute to environmental and physical health improvements.    



 
 

Small Cities Small Group 
SPPG Conference Room 
July 20, 2017 – 9:00 AM 

Present 
Ben Champ, Pleasant Hill City Planner   
Sara Kurovski, Pleasant Hill Mayor 
Luke Nelson, Norwalk City Manager - Norwalk 
Ruth Randleman, Carlisle Mayor 
Stephanie Riva, Norwalk City Council Member 
Steve Van Oort, Polk County Supervisor 
Diana Willet, Windsor Heights City Council Member 
 
Staff 
Brad Knott 
Robyn Mills 

Discussion 
What should the MPO be doing for small cities?  What are the challenges for smaller cities?   
Carlisle has been a beneficiary of services from the MPO and they are concerned that the services will 
shrink in the future. The perception of what the MPO does is viewed positively with smaller 
communities. Planning services provided to members should not be tied to the discussion of whether or 
not to pursue a regional COG. Smaller communities pay a membership fee to the MPO for various 
services and expertise. If the services are reduced, why pay the membership fee?   
 
Windsor Heights has limited staff who are job sharing several jobs, and they have limited ability to 
increase funds. It is an older city with no planning, horrible streets, and no solid infrastructure. MPO has 
been helpful with planning and providing valuable information to them when undertaking projects, such 
as sidewalks. Being a contiguous community, it’s important to know what other cities are doing. The 
MPO provides regional knowledge of the activities surrounding their community. Windsor Heights is 
currently working on a complete streets project. They are working with AARP, and an MPO 
representative is assisting. The MPO provides oversight of local and national trends. They strongly 
support the Tomorrow Plan, but they need help with knowing what’s going on regionally.   
 
Pleasant Hill has a local planning team. However, the possible contraction of services from the MPO is 
worrisome. A COG may not be necessary, but MPO assistance is still needed. Several issues were 
identified. MPO brings regional approach to distribution of transportation dollars and should look at 
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including housing, economic development, and an understanding of what neighboring communities are 
doing, so that they are growing economic development collectively. Staff-to-staff contact between 
communities is common.   
 
A COG may not be necessary, but there is a need for an organization to house the wealth of 
information that the MPO provides. There was a significant investment in the Tomorrow Plan, but who 
will implement its recommendations? Small city planners work with the MPO, who has the expertise 
that can be utilized by the cities. Watersheds are important and should be housed at the MPO, because 
they effect the region as a whole. Membership fees buy a portion of the bigger projects, but there needs 
to be an overall convener, facilitator and/or planner. The MPO should fill that role, as the smaller cities 
cannot afford separate consultation. Additionally, cities contract for assistance with sidewalk 
ordinances, walkability, and complete streets consultation.   
 
Smaller cities need help with planning and assistance with identifying infrastructure needs. Cities need 
to know what neighboring cities are planning, so construction can be seamless between communities.  
The MPO can provide those tools. They also assist with providing model ordinances and best practices 
in engineering and planning.   
 
The MPO has worked with Norwalk, assisting with communication with the DOT. Highway 28 runs 
through the middle of Norwalk, and, because it is a state highway, it is difficult to make changes as it 
relates to the road. DOT must be consulted when setting speed limits, placing traffic lights or other 
improvements to make it safer for residents. The district DOT office is in Fairfield and they don’t have a 
good understanding of the problems and traffic patterns that Highway 28 imposes on Norwalk. The 
MPO assists Norwalk with their discussions with the DOT. Norwalk was identified as a transportation 
node, which required them to hire a consultant and they requested MPO funding to assist with plan. 
Other types of assistance from MPO could include walkability studies, assistance with public meetings 
regarding transportation plans, train locals on how to put together a street maintenance plan, 
assistance with GIS mapping, and other planning activities.  
 
Pleasant Hill, Bondurant, Mitchellville, and Ankeny all benefit from assistance with planning for the 
MPO. However, sometimes the MPO overreaches into areas that already have organizations dedicated 
to planning. An example is watersheds. Four Mile Creek watershed is managed by Polk County Soil 
and Water, and MPO does not need to be involved. The MPO should stay focused on transportation 
and planning.   
 
The Central Iowa Trail system is a model trail system because of the MPO. Cities benefit from MPO 
convening people with regard to watersheds. MPO has not been implementing plans.   
 
It is okay for the MPO to act as a convener on issues, but management and continued involvement with 
projects is not needed. The MPO staff must make decisions on where to spend their time, because of 
limited resources. As staff gets pulled different directions on a variety of projects, there is a worry that 
they will not be helping communities on other projects that are a priority. They do not want to double 
staff to assist with additional projects, because that would increase membership fees.     
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It was noted that those communities who contract with the MPO for projects of $5,000 or greater, must 
be approved by the Executive Committee of the MPO. Some thought it was $2,500 or greater.    
 
Who could do the services if the MPO was not there?   
The water authority and Polk County Soil and Water could take over a portion, but many communities 
would have to hire outside consultants. They would consult with other cities and local staff would have 
to convene. Cities would contract with a planner, who would then probably consult with the MPO.  
 
MPO contracting is efficient, especially for the smaller projects. Their strengths are to convene and 
facilitate, as they have all regional contacts and knowledge. Often, the MPO is consulted at the 
beginning of a project to provide expertise, then the cities hire a planner to develop plan and complete 
the project. The MPO comes in handy for facilitation. MPO also has knowledge on national projects and 
trends. It is a great value for the membership fees.   
 
Any advice for the MPO?   

• Review the governance structure as part of the strategic plan.   
• Worried that Des Moines is losing its edge and sees a value to have a conduit for conversations 

within the MPO. There is a concern about narrowing the scope of activities. The rest of the state 
hates Des Moines, but we are the leader, and we must keep strong together.   

• When scoring transportation projects, consideration should be made as to how much money the 
community has gotten in past years.   

• Don’t try to be too many things to too many communities. 
• Need to look at the big picture and weigh all the options for the MPO.     
• Members pay for services. MPO needs to do a better job of outlining what member services are 

available for their membership fee.   
• MPO just needs to determine what their role is to the best of their ability. There will be so many 

changes in the next few years…who is going to be the manager of all this change? Where do 
communities go for really thoughtful planning assistance?   

• MPO should keep some facilitation and convening. The Executive Director should be managing 
staff. Communities will pay for contracting for the services and facilitation.   

• MPO got rave reviews from the Federal Highway Commission (FHC) because they were 
including planning for bike and water trails. The FHC expects this from the MPO as a regional 
entity.   

 
Federal highway dollars can be used only on regional projects, such as collectors and arterials. It is a 
political decision on what project will be funded. Carlisle has gotten money, Norwalk has not gotten any 
federal dollars. If Norwalk was in CIRTPA, instead of MPO, they would receive $260,000 a year. If cities 
don’t get services through the MPO, why pay the membership fees? What do you get for your $12,000 
membership fees? 



 

State and Federal Agencies Small Group 
SPPG Conference Room  
June 20, 2017 – 8:30 AM 

Present 
Donna Burkett, Iowa Workforce Development 

Steve Eggleston, Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Jeff Geerts, Iowa Economic Development Authority 

Randy Kunert, Iowa Department of Public Safety 

Linda Miller, Iowa Department on Aging 

Jamie Norton, Iowa Workforce Development, Des Moines 

Allison Sidwell, Iowa Workforce Development, Des Moines 

Lee Wagner, SRF, Department of Natural Resources 

 

SPPG Staff 

Arlinda McKeen 

Gracie Brandsgard 

Discussion 
What are some of the key issues you are facing in your work and in supporting state and federal 
priorities? 

• HUD is a funding mechanism, we provide EDA with a lot of funding, we awarded MPO a 
$2.2 million planning grant for the Tomorrow Plan and Housing Tomorrow. Those plans 
included housing, watershed, trails and bike paths, corridors, and gives specific actions 
that should take place. Now the grant has been fulfilled because the plan has been 
done. We have a lot of planning done in the region, and all of those plans are similar in 
that they are a lot of pieces of paper with a lot of actions in there. Someone needs to 
embrace all of those actions. There should be an entity that can embrace all of those 
actions and be a leader. The MPO spent $2.2 million on the planning grant and they 
have a lot of knowledge because of it, so they might be a natural leader. 

• There are specific items within Tomorrow Plan like the recommendation that 
partnerships be the way to accomplish these things. MPO could be the facilitator of 
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those groups. They may not be the exact people to do the actions but they could be the 
convener and bring the experts together. 

• To build on that, one of the biggest things I see lacking is public education and outreach 
and community support. We run into issues where the city goes ahead on a project but 
they don’t make a strong effort to do outreach to the community during the planning 
process to get input. And during construction there could be backlash against the project 
by the community and that’s a waste of money. And once the projects are done if the 
community doesn’t buy into it then those projects aren’t going to be used. DNR makes 
wastewater loans. One city did work to identify areas for a storm water management 
plan, and they did the design process in-house. We got to the point where we had 
almost the final design plan and had a public meeting to show it and they received a lot 
of negative feedback. The city ended up not moving forward with the project, and ended 
up losing money on this because they had hired a consultant and still had to pay them. If 
they’d had a more engaging process they may not have run into this issue and could 
have had a project in place at the end. 

• From an employer perspective, people don’t know what they don’t know. With so many 
plans, grants, and funding out there we get a little ahead of ourselves assuming that 
everyone knows about these opportunities. For example, registered apprenticeship. 
There are misconceptions about state grants for this; there are a lot of layers and a lot of 
confusion. With any planning, there should always be a strong push to do outreach and 
to be constantly thinking about how to simplify processes and opportunities.  

• We’re doing minority outreach around workforce issues. What we found is that public 
transportation for individuals working at night is very limited after 5 pm. That provides an 
additional barrier to employment particularly for low-income workers.  

• Iowa Workforce Development does listening sessions and employer surveys, and 
surveys those who are unemployed. We do research on what occupations are growing 
in the region and what are the wages those occupations are paying. With a low 
unemployment rate, it’s difficult to find jobs for the unemployed and it’s difficult for 
businesses to expand. By 2025, over 60% of jobs in Iowa will require some type of post-
secondary education. We can’t assume we know what employers and employees want, 
or what unemployed individuals want – we have to ask them. 

• When we think about what the MPO does and what they could do, the opportunity for 
jobs and transportation planning have to go hand in hand. If you have pockets of 
employment, like Jordan Creek, you have a lot of opportunities for low-income jobs, but 
the transportation to get there is severely lacking. There needs to be more coordination, 
there needs to be a connection there. And MPO can’t ignore that; that also gives them 
an opportunity be involved in that conversation and lead that. 

• The MPO has been mostly focused on transportation but there’s no one coordinating the 
land use side of it. They need to coincide. It’s gotten better over the last few years. MPO 
is just a gatherer of every community’s transportation wish list; MPO compiles them, and 
sends it off to DOT. The Tomorrow Plan was good, could have had more civic 
engagement, but it was reinforced that it was just guidance and suggestions. Because 
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nothing is required, it limits the ability of the Tomorrow Plan to be the transformative plan 
it could be. 

• We still don’t act like a region when it comes to larger issues like transportation and land 
use. We talk like we are a region but at the end of the day we are 17 different cities, all 
with different transportation wish lists, capital improvement plans, comprehensive plans, 
etc.  

• The MPO has so many different groups meeting – technical, policy, executive, steering, 
and all of the roundtables. Decisions have already been made by the time the policy 
committee meets so how do you really become a part of the decision-making process? 

• Every community who was a part of the Tomorrow Plan was asked to embrace the 
Tomorrow Plan, but Ankeny refused to do it. They didn’t want to be a part of the region 
at all. If the MPO is not going to change its governance, then there has to be something 
in the strategic plan that requires more outreach. Just because someone is the mayor 
doesn’t mean they have the pulse of the community. They may have the pulse of the 
influential members, but not of the community as a whole. 

• We have an aging population in the state of Iowa, much of it is in rural Iowa. 
Transportation, then, is huge. There’s a small workforce retraining program for those 55 
and older. They are always missed in the workforce, many of them would like to go back 
to work, and some need to go back to work. There just is a lack of interest on the part of 
employers to hire anyone over the age of 55.  

• People that are aging want to age in their homes, they don’t want to go to a nursing 
home or a skilled nursing home. With new Medicaid, the federal dollars are all in a 
managed care system. Before that, our focus was how to spend people’s dollars down 
so they could get into Medicaid. Once we went to managed care, every dual eligible 
person has a nurse manager. The people who don’t have any help are those at 138-
300% of FPL; those are the ones at risk of slipping. Our department’s focus is on helping 
those people preserve their assets and make sure they have access to services.  

• This reiterates the community aspect. How did past generations age? Neighbors helping 
neighbors allows people to age in their homes. I don’t see that in communities anymore. 
I don’t know what the solution, is but if we can build that sense of community – and that 
goes for the plans as well.  

• We’re very good at telling people what they should be doing, we’re not very good at 
asking and listening.  

• With the Ankeny example, if you think about the political nuances at the beginning, you 
can have more success down the road.  

• In some rural communities, the youngest person in the community is over the age of 70. 
We should be thinking outside the box for strategies. Congregate meals in the 
Department on Aging have gone down by 46% since 2000. 

• The demographics are changing – the jobs are in the city, and younger people are 
moving out. That creates another barrier because access to services in rural areas in 
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diminishing. Area Agencies on Aging (AAAs) can be, and should be, helpful and involved 
in any regional planning processes.  

• The MPO could be more helpful to the smaller communities who have a lot of assets and 
opportunities, but they either don’t have the staff (grant writer, planner, etc) or the 
knowledge of the best practices to put it in place. All of the larger communities have that 
capacity. There isn’t a COG in the central region, and the MPO has been filling in some 
of those roles, but someone needs to be providing those services to the outlying 
communities. 

• We see the MPO as something that is completely underutilized when it comes to 
transportation. And I don’t know if that’s the MPO’s fault. I don’t know if everyone is 
committed to the regional concept. We saw the MPO as being the conduit to help 
everyone with the transportation issue. And DOT saw it that way too. But not everyone 
has bought into it. Is it our inability to say we need help? We cannot get law enforcement 
to attend MPO meetings. Maybe everyone wants to go out and do their own thing. MPO 
could help with community outreach and education. State Patrol used MPO to get out 
the traffic plan for the big meeting of governors last year because we saw them as a 
great outreach organization. There are so many opportunities for collaboration. There’s 
an unwillingness to reach out.  

• In the more rural areas, they view COGs as being experts and look to them for guidance. 
And people here don’t view the MPO in the same way. Which is a shame because they 
have really talented staff who are very forward-thinking. I’m thinking that the Policy 
Committee doesn’t listen to MPO staff or to others in the community, facts don’t sway 
them. A recent vote by the Policy Committee to not transfer funding away from road 
construction, even though MPO staff had research saying that we have enough roads to 
meet our needs for the next 20 years and there were a number of speakers from the 
community advocating for a transfer. But the Policy Committee didn’t listen at all, they 
didn’t care, and they voted to keep the funding in road construction.  You can lead the 
horse to water, but you can’t make them drink. With community engagement, if they 
don’t think it’s important, they’re not going to do anything.  

• We are a one car, one person state. The MPO could be a better voice.  

• The number of driver’s licenses is up, the number of registered vehicles and the number 
of miles traveled is also up. 

• When you’re voluntary and everyone knows you’re voluntary, then people know that 
what you’re saying is just suggestions. Everyone will always choose to do the minimum. 

• Is their mission to create a plan? Then they’re doing an awesome job. If their mission is 
to create a plan that’s going to have some teeth on it, then they need to do more 
outreach into the community and engage them, and provide more assistance to smaller 
communities. The suburbs are growing so fast and putting a huge focus on 
development, they’re not looking at how that development will affect all these other 
areas, other communities, and other issues like waste water.  



MPO State and Federal Agency  P | 5 
June 20, 2017 

• Having someone who can think big picture and be forward thinking, and prevent 
developments from causing issues in the future. Thinking about I-235, it’s eight lanes 
downtown and then lowers to six lanes and that causes issues at rush hour. Who made 
that decision? They weren’t thinking regionally or about future development and needs. 
If someone like the MPO had been involved, we may have avoided that issue.  

• The Tomorrow Plan is a fantastic plan that integrates a lot of different concepts, but if 
community leaders aren’t interested in engaging and buying in, then it becomes critical 
that there’s community outreach to members to engage them. We are siloes, we need to 
ask the people who are utilizing the services or who will be affected. We can’t make 
assumptions about them. If the community leaders won’t participate, then the community 
members should be able to. It’s not just about growth and the people who are moving in, 
it’s also about the people who are already there and making the community work.  

• In an ideal world, every city and county body would have the four goals of the Tomorrow 
Plan up on their wall and any time a proposal comes to them they have to think about 
whether or not the proposal supports one of the four goals.  

• As an example, Johnston schools wanted to save money on busing by limiting bus 
routes; if you’re within a mile of the school now you have to walk to school, otherwise 
you pay for busing. But they did a study and found so many areas that were categorized 
as unsafe for walking within that one mile radius. And many of those areas even touched 
the schools. One was right in front of the middle school. So the school district isn’t 
saving as much money as they thought because they have to bus everyone who would 
have to walk through an area deemed unsafe for walking. And it’s because they didn’t 
think about this during the planning process; they weren’t being holistic. 

• But when that decision was first made, when that planning was first done, it was cheaper 
to do it the way Johnston did it. The one that’s more expensive upfront pays off in the 
end, but it was more expensive in the beginning, so it was unappealing for the city 
council to vote on it. 

 

What advice would you give to the MPO? 

• It would be great if the MPO recognized the quality of the plans they produced, don’t feel 
so siloed in their subcommittees. Think about partners they could use to advocate for the 
plan and get buy-in from others. 

• Keep in mind that you can’t separate land use planning from transportation planning. 

• Inclusiveness. Think about those being served. 

• Keep in mind that the local AAA can be utilized as a resource for the aging population. 

• Get the engagement with stakeholders and build a sense of community.  

• MPO needs to more clearly define the mission of the organization. I see them as a jack 
of all trades and a master of none. Go further and define even what transportation is. 
Once that determination is made, then they need to know all of the stakeholders and get 
public health and aging involved, etc. They are too fragmented now. 
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• They need to decide are they just creating a plan or is part of their job to get the plan 
adopted and acted upon by cities and counties. And then if so, then what do they need 
to do at the local and regional levels to assist. It’s great to create plans, but if it doesn’t 
get adopted then nothing happens. If the people want it, then that’s what they want.  

• I can tell you a handful of things the MPO in Ames is working on, I can’t tell you what the 
MPO here is doing.  

• Planning with implementation is beautiful. There are too many committees.  
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Paved Trails & Water Trails Small Group 
SPPG Conference Room 
June 21, 2017 – 10:00 AM 

Present 
Linda Appelgate, Parks: Trails and Greenways Committee & Iowa Rivers Revival 
Andrea Boulton, Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
Jeff Cook, Friends of Chichaqua Valley Trail 
Nate Hoogeveen, DNR Water Trails 
Hannah Inman, Capital Crossroads, Water Works Park Foundation 
Loren Lown, Polk County Conservation 
Duane Magneson, Saylorville Lake 
Matt McQullen, Assistant City Manager of Clive 
Mindy Moore, Snyder & Associates 
Ruth Randleman, Mayor of Carlisle 
Rick Tollakson, Hubbell Realty 
 

SPPG Staff:   

Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
Robyn Mills 
 

What are the issues or problems associated with paved trails? 

Maintenance and management of trails is regional by nature and used by all. The problem is 
that the current management of trails is hodgepodge in nature and often involves agreements 
between cities, counties, the state, conservation boards, and private entities. Some have 28E 
agreements between cities and counties. However, will be fewer 28E agreements because of 
the lack of staff to cover trail maintenance. As contracts expire, counties need to find employees 
to maintain the trails. Polk County has most experience with maintenance and dealing with 
problems such as invasive species. A central agency to assist with trail maintenance across city 
and county lines is greatly needed as current maintenance is uneven or nonexistent in some 
cities and counties.   

• The city of Clive has continuously maintained their trails system, which is located in the 
middle of a regional trails system. Clive’s master plan for trails originally planned walking 
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trails, not necessarily bike trails. The city is in the process of expanding its trails system 
to accommodate heavy bike traffic.   

• All communities maintain their own trail system. Polk County only maintains those trails 
located in the unincorporated areas. Equipment such as a trail sweeper, router, joint 
sealer, trail brush, and snow removal are tools used by Polk County to maintain the 
trails.   

• Maintenance is a huge problem, especially for smaller counties who report the costliness 
of connectivity. Small counties recognize the economic opportunities when trails are 
interconnected, but it is often cost prohibitive to build new trails.   

• As communities grow, they are incorporating trails into their city plans and those trails 
spill into other communities. Who is going to maintain the connected trails? Bridge 
failures and culvert repair are expensive to maintain.   

• Trail users enjoy a regional trail system and do not care what community they are in 
when enjoying the experience of using the trail system. However, it is often confusing to 
know who to call when there is a problem with the trails.   

The group was in favor of developing a Regional Trails Authority as a centralized repository for 
information, maintenance, and planning. The Regional Trails Authority would need to have a 
funding source that may require legislative approval. The Authority could apply for state and 
federal grants to build additional trails, but grants could not be used for maintenance. The 
problem lies in trail maintenance and how to decide which trails are local and which are 
regional. Could the authority help to decide which are regional, semi-regional, and local, with a 
maintenance structure planned for each?   

Discussion continued, and some in the group reported that there already is a logic system for 
the trail system. Trails are rated levels 1, 2 and 3, with levels 1 and 2 designated as regional. 
Level 1 and 2 have a number to call for problems related to the trails. Who knows about the 
number and how it is distributed to the community at large? 

These issues have been discussed for 10 years and many in the group stressed the need for a 
regional planning system, not only for bike trails, but also for water trails. A regional system 
would help relieve the burden for small towns, who have to use costly contract services for trail 
maintenance. The MPO needs to be a partner in the regional planning system. It is shortsighted 
for cities and counties to act as silos. Instead, a regional system would benefit the whole region. 

• A regional system would allow for a centralized funding source, information sharing, and 
scalability of different efforts. What may work in Polk County, may not make sense for 
the smaller communities. This idea will fall off the table if MPO shrinks services.  

 

What are the issues or problems associated with water trails? 

• Maintenance of water trails is very costly. Access points tend to fill in, and maintenance 
is time-consuming. As with paved trails, jurisdictional issues arise. If a log goes down 
across Walnut Creek, Middle River, or Beaver Creek, who takes care of the removal, 
especially in urban areas? Bank erosion is also a problem, and it can be costly to shore 
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up banks to prevent erosion. Some waterways are privately owned and some have Army 
Corps involvement. Communities do most of the maintenance. The city of Clive’s stream 
bank stabilization is completed with 20 miles of improvements. Walnut Creek Watershed 
is 55 acres, but only a small portion is in Clive, so maintenance needs to be shared with 
other communities. Stabilized streambanks allows greater recreational opportunities.  

When reviewing the Des Moines River’s potential for water trail development, the group 
indicated the dangers of the low-head dams. Signage is vital for the safety of users and there is 
currently no funds to post signs clarifying dangers to users. There are currently over 170 low 
head dams on Iowa waterways. Many communities are interested in removing the dams, but 
there are no funding sources available.  

Des Moines’ removal of the low head dam downtown is a very costly project and should be 
regionalized. A regional body should be addressing the issues surrounding clean water, also.    

There are currently 60 possible water projects in the works and the group wondered who and 
how will they be maintained, if not regionally?   

• Water and bike trails should be managed in a similar way, through a regional system.  
Minnesota and Wisconsin have state trails systems with a dedicated funding source. If 
MPO is not involved, who provides regional expertise? Watershed Authorities could 
assist with planning, but they have no money or regulatory authority.  

• About 400 acres a year is converted from farmland to developed land in my community, 
and there is ongoing need for stream bank stabilization from additional flooding. This is a 
perpetual problem that needs a long-term Master Plan and ordinances to address the 
issue. Waukee and others learn from Clive what not to do.  

• If we can come to agreement as a region, these are issues we want to deal with, and if 
not MPO, then who does take the lead.   

 

The MPO works in the arena of transportation in a broader sense through planning, convening, 
providing data, and more. What should the MPO be doing, specifically, as part of the solutions 
to some of these issues you have identified? How should the MPO be involved? 

The MPO has performance measures for the transportation projects. The group thought that 
performance measures could be incorporated into plans for water and trails. Small cities could 
contract with the MPO for long term planning and assistance with maintenance contracts.       

• An example is the Great River Greenways in St. Louis, which created a funding 
mechanism using sales tax to oversee Regional Clearinghouse. The Clearinghouse 
contracts with cities, counties and other entities for trail maintenance. Central Iowa could 
form a Regional Trails Authority using funding from the hotel/motel tax. The Regional 
Authority could be structured similar to DART, partnering with the MPO.   

• MPO members spent $2 million on the development of the Tomorrow Plan, yet no entity 
is in charge of implementation. There is no GIS capacity or a central repository for 
housing all of the information. MPO could make arrangements with a city that has the 
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capacity to do the work. It could be a public private partnership between government and 
private sector.    

• Although there are calls for a Regional Trails Plan, some cities may be hesitant to give 
up control of the trails in their communities, because maintenance may deteriorate as 
they prioritize maintenance for the entire region.   

• Development of a Regional Authority would allow for efficiencies and development of a 
brand to make it a part of all the communities. Would it be easier to fundraise through 
private/nonprofits if there was a regional authority? Businesses and donors tend to give 
money to projects, not maintenance. The Authority needs a dedicated funding stream.   

• The Authority could act as a central repository with a phone number to call when 
problems arise with trails. The MPO gets many calls asking if specific trails are open. A 
new trails app is helping with the confusion, but there is no way of knowing that a trail is 
closed unless a community contacts the app. The Authority could also produce 
interactive mapping statewide. The MPO has a much better track record on linear 
corridors as part of transportation systems. Having a central database for problems, 
planning and projects makes sense. Cities all have on-going projects and a central 
location would be helpful to keep public informed.   

• A similar program could be used for water trails so consumers would have a place to go 
when planning a trip on Iowa’s waterways or to see if a particular waterway is safe to 
navigate on.     

• A central repository would also provide some consistency with law enforcement on trails.  
Having a centralized number to call to report crimes, vandalism, etc. would provide 
consistency across jurisdictions. Public safety could be a clear part of the mission of the 
Trails Authority. 

 

What is the vision for the region…Capital Crossroads, Tomorrow Plan? What are the top five 
regional priorities?   

• DART is an example of trying to get things moving as sort of a mini-MPO to solve the 
problem. 

• One governance model is the development of a regional COG, as the business 
community does not know what the MPO does. The MPO controls federal transportation 
money, so all entities come to the table to review distribution.   

The group agreed that the plan to build water trails is moving forward, but there is an urgency to 
focus on how they will be maintained. The group believes that the public is willing to pay higher 
taxes for trails as shown by 63 percent voting for a 3/8 cent sales tax increase in the Iowa Water 
and Land Legacy.     

 



 

Watershed Small Group 
SPPG Conference Room  
June 20, 2017 – 1:00 PM 

 

Present 
Susan Judkins, Clive City Council 
Doug Ollendike, Clive Community Development 
Ruth Randleman, Mayor of Carlisle 
Ann Robinson, Environmental Council 
 
SPPG Staff 
Gracie Brandsgard 
Arlinda McKeen 

Discussion 
What are some of the key issues you are facing in your work on watershed management? 

• Our city is only within one watershed, but we’re also at the bottom of the hill. We only 
comprise 8.5% of the land in the watershed but about 92% of the water flows through 
our area. We have worsening flooding issues, and we’re trying to figure out how to use 
our existing land. We have a finite amount of land now, we’re almost completely land-
locked. So how do we mature as a city without using new land? We’re being very 
conscious of how we’re using land now. We are trying to work with others in the 
watershed, and those up further in the watershed. We are defining a way to help 
policymakers, developers, and city staff be more aware of the importance of maintaining 
the watershed with development and how to mitigate the impacts downstream. We have 
established a Walnut Creek Watershed Management Authority. We are more concerned 
about the quantity of water rather than the quality of water, because everyone is 
concerned about flooding. I believe that if we can manage the water quantity, the water 
quality will come with it.  

• We’re not going to stop development, but what happens if we continue on this path? 
How bad is it going to get downstream? And how do we make sure it doesn’t get worse 
for those downstream? It jeopardizes development downstream, Clive, Windsor Heights, 
West Des Moines to some extent. The flooding here is mostly flash flooding.  
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• Development is a big deal. About 400 acres each year are being converted from 
farmland to suburbs in the Walnut Creek watershed alone.  

• Carlisle got a grant to do a watershed project, it extended beyond our jurisdiction to be a 
more regional project. We farm out a lot of services because we don’t have the capacity 
at the city. We need an entity that can provide some of this unification, can help educate 
all of the jurisdictions. Smaller communities are very dependent on ancillary services. 
We need someone who’s regionally knowledgeable, help us focus, help us with 
education, and to take the lead on this regional planning to help us get it started. The 
whole process doesn’t need to stay with the MPO, but we need help just getting started. 

• Smaller communities don’t feel like we see the benefit of our membership fees if MPO 
just sticks with transportation. I’d like help with grant writing, and general input on our 
work because of their regional expertise. These services are so valuable for smaller 
communities. We’re happy to pay for them, we contract out a lot of services, but we don’t 
have the budget to contract out all of our services to private planning firms. We don’t 
have a COG here in Central Iowa, and I don’t think I’ll win that battle, but if we had 
additional services provided by the MPO that would be so helpful to smaller 
communities.  

• I have been involved in watersheds for almost twenty years. We’ve seen a lot of 
progress being made. There’s difficulty finding funding to support this kind of work and to 
help policymakers see the value in it. They are being threatened at the state level, 
people are territorial, and it’s a new way of doing things.  

• The level of measurement or the culture of measurement in the Tomorrow Plan and 
Capital Crossroads, and the idea that funding wouldn’t be distributed evenly where, 
instead, it’s distributed based on need or how effectively you can use the funds and then 
measuring that impact, is unnerving for some to think about it in this way.  

• Polk County is very supportive. Dallas County is the only entity that did not sign on to 
join the Walnut Creek WMA, though the Dallas County Soil and Water did join it. They 
are a part of the Northern Raccoon Watershed WMA. The North Raccoon Watershed 
will have a coordinator. Currently we have one coordinator for four smaller watersheds. 
The MPO has the political knowhow to work with multiple jurisdictions. We would like to 
do more outreach to farmers on using best practices. In Northeast and Northwest Iowa, 
they are doing outreach to farmers to change some of their practices, with good benefits.  

• The major problem with creating WMAs is there’s no way to raise dollars to have one 
staff member so we’re relying on the staff of each jurisdiction to put it all together. And 
who’s going to be the fiscal agent or put a plan into action? 

• I have done work statewide on watershed management. From the very beginning, we 
partnered with the Iowa Soybean Association to do the work, they’ve been the ones to 
do outreach to farmers. It’s important to have some influential political leaders behind the 
work who can help push it forward.  

• The MPO seems like a powerful entity to support a model of watershed management. 
Their staff has been allowed to dabble in the watershed realm and help communities 
form WMAs and get plans underway.  
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• I think the planners like to do that kind of work, bridging outside of just transportation. 
We spent $2.2 million on the Tomorrow Plan. Well, now the staff has the knowledge 
base and experience so why wouldn’t they be leading the work to implement the plan? 
We’re just shooting ourselves in the foot and wasting the $2.2 million we received and 
spent. And not every community has the staff to do the action steps so we rely on the 
MPO to help us.  

• The MPO is the perfect organization to do this. They have the knowledge and expertise, 
they have all of our comprehensive plans and have done regional planning before. 
Everyone (local governments) is onboard to do the planning, but they don’t want to be 
required to do anything that gets put in the plan. They’re with us until we try to get them 
to do something else. 

• We leave money on the table by not having a COG, especially with housing. 
• This question came up 15 years ago about the mission of the MPO and if it should take 

on more COG services, and the concern then by some was that the staff would get 
distracted if the MPO took on too many other issues or projects.  

• Water and roads intersect quite a bit. One way the MPO could be helpful, is providing 
more encouragement to DOT to think about the impact of water when they’re doing their 
planning. There were issues with the beltway and Highway 5 after the flooding of 2008. 
The DOT admitted they messed up, but that they weren’t paying attention to it because 
their focus is on transportation, not taking into consideration water, runoff, etc. and what 
the impacts would be. That’s why we need the MPO. 

• Look at who is putting up resistance to the expansion of MPOs services – it’s those from 
Des Moines and Polk County because they don’t need the services.  

• MPO could become a real leader in connecting the dots between transportation and 
watershed management and water quality. 

• I liked where they were going for a while and connecting things back to quality of life. 
What’s going to keep people here and bring jobs here? If you can bring that focus to the 
forefront, that connects every issue. For instance, high water quality brings in green 
spaces which brings in people and jobs.  

• The fear by some is that this is mission creep for the MPO, but who’s going to be the 
oversight and that planner with the knowledge base? 

• We should talk about the Greater Des Moines Partnership’s role in this because they do 
convene some policymakers. They see the GDMP as doing more economic 
development and the MPO as a potential role for other issues.  

• There may be a lot less federal funding for a lot of things in the future, so local entities 
are going to have to see that they have a stake in the money and the work. This seems 
like a good time to be reevaluating the work and the priorities the MPO is working on.  It 
would be smart to diversify its funding sources in order to not be so dependent on the 
federal transportation dollars. And could MPO bring in additional dollars for watershed 
management? It could bring in additional dollars for housing if they brought in a COG. 

• Carlisle temporarily joined a COG in order to get access to dollars that were COG-
specific for eligibility, and then left it once we had the money secured. We have to do 
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goofy things because there isn’t a COG or a central convener. The MPO could be a 
convener of regional partners for grant opportunities, could direct people and entities into 
groups to apply for grants.  

 
What parting thoughts do you have for the MPO on a primary issue the MPO should consider in 
their strategic planning? 

• Having a staff person who truly functions as a watershed coordinator. Be someone who 
can meet with the DOT and communities.  

• In thinking that the MPO will remain transportation-centric, keeping watershed 
management in mind when doing transportation. 

• Protect the additional services as a general planning service provided by the MPO. 
Going back to transportation only, our region will not be well-planned because we’ll only 
be planning through one lens. 

• I echo the watershed coordinator position. Step up and be a leader and become a model 
for connecting the dots between these issues. This can exponentially increase Des 
Moines’ quality of life.  

• We’re too fixated on building roads in Des Moines. We’ve got to get over this car-centric 
life we lead. There’s this idea that the public transportation system is meant to be a last 
resort, for individuals who absolutely have to take it. We need to get over that. 

• This fixation on building roads, it’s a Ponzi scheme.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 

Watershed Small Group 
Second Session 

SPPG Conference Room 
July 19, 2017 – 9:00 AM 

Present 
Jonathan Gano, City of Des Moines Public Works 
John Swanson, Polk County Soil and Water Conservation District 
Bob Rice, Polk County Public Works 
Vern Willey, Altoona City Council  
 
Staff 
Brad Knott 
Arlinda McKeen 
 

Discussion 
Watershed is defined as all the land that drains into a body of water. In this area we also look as the 
small streams including Four Mile Creek and Walnut Creek. To impact what happens with them causing 
flooding and other water concerns, we have to look upstream, work across boundaries, and include 
agricultural areas. The Watershed Management Authority (WMA) is group formed through 28E 
agreements, meets quarterly, and develops plans to address relevant issues. Communities with water 
problems may not have the ability to effectively address issues individually, and the WMA provides that 
joint effort.  
 
The WMA is an “authority without authority”. The structure does not allow for revenue-generating or 
define who will manage the WMA. No dues are specified to be collected; the agreement only states that 
cities counties, and Soil and Water Conservations districts can be members. The are allowed to hire a 
group or individual to help coordinate the work. The coordinator functions as staff, but WMAs actually  
have no staff.  
 
Four Mile was the first WMA. Nineteen governments are signed up, including Des Moines, Ankeny, 
rural Polk County, Elkhart, and Slater. Members have very diverse opinions. There was a meeting held  
in Des Moines downstream in lower Four Mile. Each complains about the people upstream in the 
watershed. There is a trust issue – the more rural areas don’t want MPO running the WMA because 
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they are dominated by Des Moines; they see that would make it political and would only advocate for 
metro Des Moines. Trust issues are all over the watershed.  
 
To make progress, “a lot of selling has to be done.” One strategy was to figure out how to help 
upstream first to build trust. The WMA spent some money on structures upstream to demonstrate their 
commitment. Progress in building trust is incremental.  
 
WMA a creates forum for cooperation across the watershed and finances activities outside a particular 
jurisdiction. The WMA organization can receive funds and work outside a single jurisdiction. Funding 
comes from IDALS, DNR, NRCS, and the Iowa Ag and Water Alliance.  
 
Everything ties to the watershed plan and they look at end of year for the progress. The work requires 
both working in the “system” and being on the ground with farmers.  
 
One staff person represents all central Iowa, funded through IDALS, and works to get coordination with 
all the cities. A second staff is working only with farmers. John is the formal coordinator, funded only as 
coordinator.  
 
WMAs are not constrained financially by jurisdictional boundaries. If there’s a grant that is physically 
within a specific jurisdiction, that community will be the fiscal agent for that grant.  
 
In the populated areas that have a high rate of growth, the interest is in how closely can you build to the 
creek. The WMA tries to keep politics out of it in order to get people on board. The Farm Bureau is not 
pleased with the MPO because they want Hwy 65 bypass designated as interstate. The Farm Bureau 
opposes that move because it would prohibit combines and other farm machinery off the road and 
create a hardship for farmers needing to move equipment from one field to another.  
 
Smaller cities tend to think West Des Moines, Des Moines, and other larger cities just want to take all 
the money. That is not how it works in watersheds. Little towns see they don’t stand a chance to get 
any funding, and some don’t score well in applications.  
 
There is a common recommendation from WMAs statewide to make some changes to standards for 
builders and how close they are allowed to build near streams. The current standard is the “100 year 
flood” range. The WMAs recommended a policy update so builders may have to manage the water 
upstream and also slow down the water leaving the city. Developers would not be able to build as close 
to the stream as currently allowed. The policy needs to be uniform across the watershed and all the 
cities. This is where MPO was contracted to help with this process. Though in its infancy, it is going well 
so far and aligns with the Code Consortium. The Code Consortium will draft the model ordinance; MPO 
will work with the district to educate officials, organize tours, etc. so all parties know what is happening.  
The goal is to get city staff and elected officials educated on the issue.  
 
There was a problem getting a stream buffer policy passed within one community. It is hard to educate 
and get commitment fro some to take land out of the mix. There are three general components 
illustrating the challenges and differing perspectives.  
 



MPO Watershed Second Session  P | 3 
July 19, 2017 

1. Agricultural land – Recognize what is happening upstream that will remain there, and what will 
flow off the land. Now there is use buffer strips and terraces. Slowing erosion easiest the sell. 
Then a next step is they can build a structure: wetlands, pond, terraces, waterway, buffer strips, 
silt basin. Money is available for these types of projects.  

2. Development land – Develop so things don’t get worse. Need to know that developing won’t 
make it worse. 

3. Developed land – How do you best manage that water? What needs to be done, e.g., remove 
houses, to mitigate flooding. Water quality goes hand in hand with flooding.   

 
Urban project are very expensive. Ag projects do not cost not as much and funds are easily available. 
State and federal funds for urban areas harder to get. Goal is to cultivate atmosphere to get these 
safeguards built.  
 
Trust and past practice gets people on board. Getting projects completed on the ground shows 
success.  
 
There is a complementary role of MPO with Soil and Water Conservation Districts: how to improve the 
ordinances. There is a mechanism – Code Consortium – to convene and write ordinances. That does 
nothing to convince a jurisdiction to implement the code. Code Consortium is focused and defined with 
the deliverable – the model ordinance.  
 
MPO’s job is ensure project success. It is a longer term effort to adopt and apply the model ordinance. 
MPO’s role is to have all the elected officials at the table to promote adoption of ordinances. MPO 
knows how to be successful in this work.  
 
Council of WMAs in the metro meets at the MPO that includes member of the Executive Committee of 
each WMA. The Council’s purpose is to facilitate awareness of what others are doing. The MPO is 
convening them. 
 
Iowa Water Center runs the State WMA Association that is staffed by an ISU grant. This group looks at 
statewide legislative priorities.  
 
MPO involved at more of a policy level. Now MPO uses transportation planning to subsidize water 
planning. MPO work is topic-focused. They convene meetings to meet specific goals. The system they 
have is working great and we need their expertise with elected officials, policy, and promotion beyond 
WMA’s core contacts. MPO knows the right people to share information.   
 
As noted before, if the work to bring all relevant parties on board was not done at the local level and 
was, instead, all done by bringing people into Des Moines or the MPO Office, some jurisdictions would 
not participate because of fear the large cities would dominate and the issues become political.  
 
There is a tradition of coordination and cooperation through the MPO; it becomes a nexus for other 
topics and activities, but needs to be well-suited for the topic. Tomorrow Plan is a good precedent as it 
thinks beyond narrow vision to enhance cooperation and coordination across the region.  
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The MPO’s role is longer and larger than the Partnership role in getting the ordinance written. MPO can 
marshal forces to make it happen/implement. The could do the same principle with WMAs.  
 
There have been different thoughts about where this should go because it leans toward a COG. There 
are some negatives and political negatives about that. Participants were asked if there is anyone better 
to do it; there were no suggestions.  
 
The WMAs don’t want to take on the convening of the education and promotion of the WMA policy 
work. The MPO is already convened and functioning. It would be duplication for WMA to have to do it. 
They can have a presentation at an MPO meeting and it gets the word out and informs people.  
 
The Iowa Storm Water Education Partnership (ISWEP) has two staff statewide. They should be 
involved to provide technical information as appropriate.    
 
Advice for the MPO: 

• It’s working now in the way WMAs work with MPO. Good division of roles that play to strength.  
• Continue relationship with WMAs and continue to gain trust with those outside their direct 

scope. 
• It’s working well between district and MPO. Solidified complementary roles. Narrowed scope of 

what they can do. Capital Crossroads was a bit rocky at the outset, but is working well.  
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MPO History  

(summarized from MPO 30th anniversary presentation) 

Introduction  

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 introduced transportation planning requirements for all urbanized 
areas over 50,000 in population.  In 1965, the Central Iowa Regional Planning Commission formed in 
response to a need for an area-wide transportation organization.  In 1973, the commission was 
restructured as the Central Iowa Regional Association of Local Governments (CIRALG).   In 1983, 
CIRALG was dissolved and nine local governments formed a new intergovernmental agreement to serve 
as the official Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) responsible for transportation planning in the 
Des Moines metropolitan area.  Originally called the Des Moines Area Transportation Planning 
Committee, this organization eventually changed its name to the Des Moines Area MPO, expanded its 
membership from 9 to 23 local governments, and became the organization we know today.  The following 
is a look back at how the organization, and the greater Des Moines region, have evolved over the last 30 
years.  

 

The 1980’s 

A letter from Governor Branstad was issued to the Des Moines Area Transportation Planning Committee 
on June 22, 1983 noting that the committee will be designated as the new MPO for the metro area 
effective July 1, 1983.   

Charter members of the MPO included: 

- Altoona 
- Clive 
- Des Moines 
- Johnston 
- Pleasant Hill 

- Polk County 
- Urbandale 
- West Des Moines 
- Windsor Heights 

 

The Des Moines Area Transportation Planning Committee was an office within the City of Des Moines.  
The committee contracted with the Metropolitan Transit Authority for transit planning needs and with the 
City of Des Moines’ Planning and Zoning Department staff for all other planning tasks.  Board meetings 
were held in the Argonne Armory building.  David L. Johnson served as the committee’s first chairperson. 

In November 1984, the DMATPC approved the Year 2000 Street and Highway Plan, the first long-range 
plan since 1974.  Projects of note included the MLK Jr. Parkway/SE Connector, the IA 5/US 65 bypass, 
Mills Civic Parkway Interchange, and the 86th Street Interchange, all of which have been completed.   

 

The 1990’s 

The early 1990s brought many changes to the organization.  In 1991, Congress passed the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA).  This bill enhanced transportation planning requirements 
and increased the role and responsibilities of MPOs.  ISTEA also established the Surface Transportation 
Program, which gave MPOs an annual allocation of funds to implement projects.  Also in 1991, Tom Kane 
replaced Rudy Wagner as the Des Moines Area Transportation Planning Committee’s Executive Director.   

In 1992, Norwalk and Warren County became members of the committee. 
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In 1993, the Des Moines Area Transportation Planning Commission restructured as the Des Moines Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, hiring its own staff.  The MPO offices remained in the Argonne 
Armory building within the City of Des Moines. 

Also in 1993, the MPO expanded its membership to Ankeny, Carlisle, Dallas County, Grimes, and 
Waukee. 

In October 1994, the MPO approved the Horizon Year 2020 Transportation Development Report, the first 
long-range plan since 1984 and the first multi-modal plan in the region’s history. 

In October 1999, the MPO approved the Horizon Year 2025 Long-Range Transportation Plan, beginning 
a trend of developing a long-range plan every five years in accordance with federal regulations.   

In 1999, the MPO added Bondurant, Cumming, and Polk City as associate, non-voting members.   

 

The 2000’s 

The MPO studied the feasibility of commuter rail, which would be the first of many modal studies and 
plans to be developed throughout the decade.   

In 2001, the MPO offices moved out of the Argonne Armory building to Merle Hay Centre in Urbandale.    

In 2001, the MPO reduced the population threshold for full membership, allowing Bondurant and Polk City 
to become full members. 

The MPO expanded once again in 2007, adding Mitchellville as its 20th member.  Indianola followed as a 
non-voting, associate member in 2009.  

The 2030 Long-Range Transportation Plan was completed in 2004.  This was followed by the 2035 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan in 2009.   

 

The 2010’s (present day) 

MPO member government expansion continued in 2010, with the addition of DART as a voting member 
and Madison County as an associate, non-voting member. 

At the end of 2010, Tom Kane retired from the MPO.  Todd Ashby was hired as the new Executive 
Director 

Also in 2010, the MPO was awarded a $2 million grant from the Interagency Partnership on Sustainable 
Communities, which was comprised of US Department of Transportation, US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and the US Environmental Protection Agency.  These funds would be used to create 
The Tomorrow Plan, adopted by the MPO in November 2013. 

In 2011, the MPO offices moved once again to its current location in downtown Des Moines.   

The MPO adopted its current long-range transportation plan, Mobilizing Tomorrow, in November 2014.   

 

 

 

  



 

Des Moines Area MPO Organizational Structure 
Source: FY2017 Unified Planning Work Program 

 
Planning Area 

 
The Des Moines Area MPO is responsible for these transportation planning activities within a 
geographic area identified as the Metropolitan Planning Area (planning area).  Figure 1 displays 
the Des Moines Area MPO’s MPA.  The Des Moines Area MPO approved its current planning 
area on January 17, 2013.  The planning area includes portions of Dallas, Madison, Polk, and 
Warren Counties, and includes, at a minimum, the anticipated urbanized area for Mobilizing 
Tomorrow’s Horizon Year (HY) 2050. 
 

 
Figure 1:  Des Moines Area MPO’s Planning Area 

  



 

Membership 
 
Per the Des Moines Area MPO’s 28E agreement, voting membership is open to any county or 
city government located, wholly or partially, in the designated planning area containing a 
minimum population of 1,500 persons that adopts the Des Moines Area MPO's 28E Agreement.  
Currently, Des Moines Area MPO membership includes the following cities and counties:  
 

• City of Altoona 
• City of Ankeny 
• City of Bondurant 
• City of Carlisle 
• City of Clive 
• City of Des Moines 
• City of Grimes 
• City of Johnston 

• City of Mitchellville 
• City of Norwalk 
• City of Pleasant Hill 
• City of Polk City 
• City of Urbandale 
• City of Waukee 
• City of West Des 

Moines 

• City of Windsor 
Heights 

• Dallas County 
• Polk County 
• Warren County 
• Des Moines Area 

Regional Transit 
Authority (DART) 

 
Two entities within the planning area, the City of Cumming and Madison County, fall below the 
minimum population threshold for full membership and are associate members.  Associate 
membership allows a non-voting representative to participate actively in the transportation 
planning process, and is available to all governments within the planning area that do not meet 
the minimum population threshold for full membership.  Additionally, governments outside the 
planning area, but within the eight county region of central Iowa, are able to petition for associate 
membership.  Associate members are not eligible for federal funding awarded through the Des 
Moines Area MPO.  The City of Indianola and the City of Van Meter are outside the Des Moines 
Area MPO’s planning area and are associate members of the MPO. 
 
The Iowa Department of Transportation (DOT), the Des Moines International Airport (DSM), the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and the 
Heart of Iowa Regional Transit Agency (HIRTA) serve as advisory, non-voting, representatives to 
the Des Moines Area MPO. 
 
Representation and Voting 
 
Population determines representation on the TTC and the Policy Committee.  Each member 
government within the planning area over a minimum population receives at least one 
representative.   DART also receives one voting representative.  The Des Moines Area MPO 
allows larger member governments to have additional representatives based on predetermined 
population thresholds, as determined by the U.S. Census, as identified in the Des Moines Area 
MPO’s 28E agreement: 
 

• One representative for populations of at least 1500.  
• Additional representative at 10,000 in population. 
• Additional representatives for each addition 25,000 above the initial 10,000 population. 

 



 

Decision-Making Structure 
 
Three designated committees form the structure of the Des Moines Area MPO: the 
Transportation Technical Committee (or Technical Committee), the Executive Committee, and 
the Policy Committee.  The Des Moines Area MPO member governments’ and agencies’ boards 
and councils appoint their respective representatives to the Technical Committee and to the 
Policy Committee. See Appendix A for list of committee representatives.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2:  Des Moines Area MPO Committee and Structural Organization Chart 
 
 
 
 



 

The Des Moines Area MPO Technical Committee is comprised primarily of representatives of 
member governments’ and participating agencies’ technical staffs, including planners, 
engineers, and city administrators.  The Des Moines Area MPO Policy Committee is comprised 
primarily of county supervisors, mayors, city council members, and city managers.  The Des 
Moines Area MPO Policy Committee annually elects officers and at-large representatives to 
form seven-member Executive Committee from among Policy Committee representatives. 
 
The Des Moines Area MPO Technical Committee offers technical guidance and 
recommendations to the Executive Committee.  The Executive Committee then offers 
recommendations to the Policy Committee, based on the Technical Committee’s 
recommendations, before the Des Moines Area MPO Policy Committee takes formal actions on 
transportation issues.  Des Moines Area MPO Technical Committee representation differs from 
the Policy Committee in that DSM and HIRTA are voting members on the Technical Committee. 
 
Additionally, the Des Moines Area MPO establishes and supports, as needed, other 
subcommittees, roundtables, working groups, and advisory committees on various 
transportation-related issues relevant to the Des Moines Area MPO's responsibilities.  The Des 
Moines Area MPO requests stakeholder organizations and citizens to serve on these 
committees, as appropriate.  As part of an adopted public participation process, the Des Moines 
Area MPO strongly encourages input and communication from citizens.  The Des Moines Area 
MPO staff supports the various committees. 
 

 
Figure 3:  Des Moines Area MPO Staff Organization Chart 
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1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On April 18 ‐ 20, 2017, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) conducted the certification review of the transportation planning process 
for the Des Moines urbanized area. FHWA and FTA are required to jointly review and evaluate 
the transportation planning process for each urbanized area over 200,000 in population at least 
every four years to determine if the process meets the Federal planning requirements.  

The Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (Des Moines Area MPO) is the 
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Des Moines metropolitan area and 
works with the Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT) as well as the metropolitan 
public transit operator, Des Moines Area Regional Transit (DART) to implement the federally 
required planning process. 

The scope of the federal certification review of the Des Moines metropolitan planning process 
was comprehensive, covering the transportation planning process for the entire area and all the 
agencies involved. The federal review team’s work consisted of reviewing the products of the 
planning process, reviewing the ongoing oversight activities conducted by the FHWA and the 
FTA, and an on‐site review conducted April 18 ‐ 20, 2017 at the Des Moines MPO offices. 

1.1  Previous Findings and Disposition 

The previous Certification Review findings and their disposition are summarized as follows.  

Finding  Action  Corrective Actions/
Recommendations 

Disposition 

The Des Moines Area MPO 
does not have an approved 
Congestion Management 
Process (CMP) that meets the 
requirements of 23 CFR 
450.320 

Corrective Action The Des Moines Area MPO 
needs to adopt a CMP that 
adheres to the eight step CMP 
approach. Action Plan:  A 
compliant CMP shall be 
approved by January 1, 2014. 

The MPO’s CMP was adopted 
on August 15, 2013 and 
updated in January 21, 2017. 

Organizational Framework Recommendation It is recommended that the 
MPO the Iowa DOT, and local 
public agencies continue to 
increase cooperation and 
coordination, the clear 
delineation of roles in the 
areas of project planning and 
development, sharing of data, 
and assuring there is a 
common long‐range vision for 
the region. 

Cooperation with regards to 
planning services, data 
sharing, and regional planning 
continues to evolve. 
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Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan 

Recommendation It is recommended that the 
MPO consider making the next 
MTP more user‐friendly and 
readable for the general 
public. A summary document, 
poster, or other such handout 
could be used to convey the 
highlights of the plan. 

Staff took several steps to 
make the LRTP more user‐
friendly. 

Public Involvement  Recommendation It is recommended that the 
MPO’s Public Participation 
Plan be updated to reflect the 
new address of MPO Office 
and any changes to the public 
involvement process that have 
taken place since the current 
Public Participation Plan was 
adopted in 2010. 

The Public Participation Plan 
has been updated twice since 
the last certification review. 

Title VI, Environmental Justice, 
Limited English Proficiency 

Recommendation •It is recommended that the 
MPO collect data to assist in 
determining that the public 
involvement process is non‐
discriminatory, and that a 
nondiscrimination policy 
statement and Title VI 
information is made available.

MPO updated its Public 
Participation Plan in 2015 to 
reference new activities 
related to its Title VI 
procedures, Environmental 
Justice, Language Assistance 
Plan, and complaint 
procedures. 

Recommendation •It is recommended that the 
MPO ensure that their public 
participation process includes 
methods for outreach to and 
services offered to the LEP 
population and a method to 
document services and 
evaluate. 

Recommendation •It is recommended that the 
MPO document a complaint 
disposition process for Title 
VI/Nondiscrimination 
complaints. It is also 
recommended that the Title VI 
Coordinator contact 
information, along with their 
complaint procedures, be 
made readily available to the 
public. 

Travel Forecasting  Recommendation •It is recommended that the 
Des Moines Area MPO retain 
the ability to perform 
modeling work. 
 

The MPO has staff capable of 
running the MPO travel 
demand model, has 
incorporated transit into its 
model, and has addressed 
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Recommendation • It is recommended to further 
analyze the level of transit 
analysis required by the MPO, 
and then either build that 
functionality into the model or 
find a surrogate methodology 
to fill that need. 
 

other technical 
recommendations made at 
the 2013 review. 

Recommendation • Additional technical 
recommendations are 
included in the Travel 
Forecasting section of this 
document. 

Congestion Management and 
Operations 

Recommendation It is recommended that the 
MPO establishes a 
maintenance plan for their ITS 
architecture. 

The current regional ITS 
architecture was completed in 
2009 and covers the 
timeframe up to 2019 

1.2  Summary of Current Findings 

The current review found that the metropolitan transportation planning process conducted in 
the Des Moines urbanized area meets Federal planning requirements. 

As a result of this review, FHWA and FTA are certifying the transportation planning process 
conducted by the Iowa Department of Transportation (IA DOT), Des Moines Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (DMAMPO) and Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART). 
There are also recommendations in this report that warrant close attention and follow‐up, as 
well as areas that DMAMPO is performing very well in that are to be commended.  

Review Area  Action  
 

Corrective Actions/ Recommendations/ 
Commendations 

Resolution Due 
Date 

MPO Structure and 
Agreements  
23 U.S.C. 134(d) 
23 CFR 450.314(a)  

Commendation
 

1. MPO Staff ‐ The Review Team noticeably 
highlights the DMAMPO staff as being highly 
professional, skilled, and demonstrating a 
high technical ability in developing and 
preparing transportation planning 
documents. 

N/A 

Recommendation
 

1. Coordination – The Review Team 
recommends that Des Moines MPO and 
Iowa DOT improve their cooperation and 
coordination and develop an action plan to 
address the following specific coordination 
and cooperation deficiencies: a. 
Coordination on Project Design and 
Standards; b. Coordination and 
Transparency for Iowa DOT Sponsored 
Projects. 

N/A 
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Recommendation 2. MOU – The Review Team recommends 
that the Des Moines MPO and DART update 
their Planning Memorandum of 
Understanding to address Federal 
performance based planning as described by 
Iowa DOT guidance. 

N/A 

Recommendation 3. Financial Planning ‐ The MPO, DART and 
the Iowa DOT, in keeping with a cooperative, 
comprehensive, and continuing 
transportation planning process, should 
work together to develop the financial 
projections for the MTP and TIP in order to 
demonstrate fiscal constraint for all projects. 

N/A 

Unified Planning Work 
Program  
23 CFR 450.308 

Commendation
 

1. Funds Carryover ‐ The Review Team 
commends the Des Moines MPO for having 
very low FHWA‐FTA Planning Balance 
Carryover. The MPO uses allocated planning 
funds in a timely manner that prevents 
funds from lapsing. 

N/A 

Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan  
23 U.S.C. 134(c),(h)&(i) 
23 CFR 450.324  

Commendation
 

1. Performance Measures ‐ The Federal 
Review team commends the MPO for 
proactively developing performance 
measures in Mobilizing Tomorrow and 
subsequent performance reports to better 
evaluate and communicate the performance 
of the transportation network in the region. 

N/A 

Transit Planning 
49 U.S.C. 5303 
23 U.S.C. 134 
23 CFR 450.314 

Commendation
 

1. MPO Support of Transit ‐ The MPO is 
assisting DART in the process of updating the 
DART Forward 2035 Plan. 

N/A 

Transportation 
Improvement Program  
23 U.S.C. 134(c)(h)& (j) 
23 CFR 450.326 

Recommendation 1. Project Delivery ‐ The Review Team 
recommends that the MPO staff continue to 
work closely with Iowa DOT, project 
sponsors, and other partners in the process 
to continue to ensure the timely delivery of 
projects from the planning stage through to 
construction. 

N/A 

Public Participation  
23 U.S.C. 134(i)(6) 
23 CFR 450.316 & 
450.326(b) 

Commendation
 

1. Visualization Techniques ‐ The Federal 
Team commends the MPO for its use of 
visualization techniques and reader‐friendly 
graphics and maps in its planning products 
such as its MTP, performance reports and 
MPO website. 

N/A 

Commendation
 

2. Public Participation ‐ The Federal Review 
Team was impressed with the level of 
enthusiasm and innovative techniques the 
MPO is employing in its day‐to‐day 
implementation of its planning 
responsibilities. 

N/A 
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Civil Rights  
Title VI Civil Rights Act,  
23 U.S.C. 324,  
Age Discrimination Act, 
Sec. 504 Rehabilitation Act, 
Americans with Disabilities 
Act 

Recommendation 1. Training ‐ The Review Team recommends 
that the Des Moines MPO document its 
overall Civil Rights Training including Title VI, 
Environmental Justice and Limited English 
Proficiency. 

N/A 

Recommendation 2. Outreach ‐ The Review Team recommends 
that the MPO sustain its current practices, 
but extend its outreach efforts based on a 
more inclusive data profile and contact list, 
to include groups and organizations serving 
all persons considered under the Title 
VI/Nondiscrimination Program. 

N/A 

Freight  
23 U.S.C. 134(h) 
23 CFR 450.306  

Commendation
 

1. Freight Planning ‐ The Federal Review 
Team commends the DMAMPO on its 
continued emphasis and integration of 
freight into the planning process. 

N/A 

Nonmotorized 
Planning/Livability  
23 U.S.C. 134(h) 
23 U.S.C. 217(g) 
23 CFR 450.306 
23 CFR 450.3224f)(2) 

Commendation
 

1. Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning ‐ The 
DMAMPO is commended for their 
enthusiastic approach to the Complete 
Street’s Model Policy and the Mini‐Grant 
Program with the Wellmark Foundation. 

N/A 

Commendation
 

2. Livability and Public Health Initiatives – 
The Review Team commends DMAMPO for 
livability and public health initiatives such as 
The Greater Des Moines Water Trails and 
Greenways Master Plan, watershed 
management planning, and incorporating 
health into the transportation planning 
process. 

N/A 

Integration of Land Use 
and Transportation  
23 U.S.C. 134(g)(3) 
23 U.S.C. 134 (h)(1)(E) 
23 CFR 450.306(a)(5) 

Commendation
 

1. Scenario Planning ‐ The Review Team 
commends the MPO on the land‐use 
scenarios created as part of the Tomorrow 
Plan as well as the speaker series that was 
established as a result of the plan. 

N/A 

Travel Demand Forecasting  
23 CFR 450.324(f)(1) 

Recommendation 1. TDM Documentation ‐ DMAMPO should 
update current documentation files with 
additional information that demonstrates 
sufficient validation of model up‐stream 
model components and to develop a process 
to support the review of contracted 
deliverables. 

N/A 

Recommendation 2. TDM Agreement ‐ The Review Team 
recommends that the MPO and Iowa DOT 
should develop a cooperative agreement to 
specify roles, responsibilities, and 
reasonable timelines for the development of 
updates to the Transportation Demand 
Model (TDM). 

N/A 

Details of the certification findings for each of the above items are contained in this report. 
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Representation of Respondents

• Sent to 220 people
• All voting, affiliate and advisory member governments
• All elected officials
• Staff including chief executives, engineers, planners

• Completed by 60 people (27 percent)
• 18/20 voting members participated (90 percent)
• 2/4 associate members participated (50 percent)  
• 4/5 advisory members participated (80 percent) 
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Representation of Respondents
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Elected Official
44%

City Manager / City 
Administrator

6%

Engineering staff at 
member government

10%

Planning staff 
at member 

governmen…

Other
13%

Representation of Respondents

4

Transportation 
Technical 

Committee
28%

Executive 
Committee

9%
Policy 

Committee
34%

None
12%

Other steering 
committee or 
subcommittee

17%

Elected/Staff Committee



Exposure to MPO

5

1 year
5%

2 years
14%

3 years
12%

4 years
10%

5 years
7%

6-10 years
15%

11-15 years
17%

16-20 years
15%

21 years or 
longer

5%1-2
12%

3-5
12%

6-12
16%

More than 12
57%

None
3%

Years associated with MPONumber of communications 
with MPO staff in past year



How often does your organization utilize MPO staff to support 
your organization’s planning projects? 

SMALL COMMUNITIES
(Members with 1 vote 
or no votes on MPO)

6

LARGE COMMUNITIES
(Members with more 
than 1 vote on MPO)

Never
9%

Occasionally
64%

Often
18%

I don't know
9%

Never
9%

Occasionally
27%

Often
55%

I don't know
9%



Based on my involvement with the MPO, I feel … PART OF 
SOMETHING SIGNIFICANT TO THE GREATER DES MOINES REGION

7

Strongly disagree
2%

Disagree
10%

Agree
41%

Strongly agree
45%

Not applicable
2%



Based on my involvement with the MPO, I feel … INFORMED

8

Strongly disagree
0%

Disagree
8%

Agree
54%

Strongly agree
36%

Not applicable
2%



Based on my involvement with the MPO, I feel … PROUD MY 
ORGANIZATION IS ASSOCIATED WITH THE MPO

9

Strongly disagree
2%

Disagree
7%

Agree
40% Strongly agree

46%

Not applicable
5%



Please rank the IMPORTANCE of the MPO’s core areas of work 
to your community or organization. Listed in order of priority 
based on weighted responses.

10

2% 2% 2%
2% 15% 15% 19% 19% 21%

28%

47% 51% 51% 53% 58%

66%

34% 30% 28% 25% 19%

Transportation
funding

Development of
plans, reports and

studies

Technical support
(modeling, data

analysis, mapping,
etc.)

Public outreach
and community

engagement

Facilitation of
intergovernmental

conversations

Training and
education

opportunities (e.g.,
webinars, speaker

series)

Very important

Important

Unimportant

Not at all important



Please rate the MPO staff’s EFFECTIVENESS at serving its 
member governments through the following core areas.

2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 6%4% 2%8% 4%
13% 8% 12% 12%

40% 48%
44% 52% 50% 50%

50% 46% 40% 35% 35% 33%

Development of
plans, reports and

studies

Transportation
funding

Technical support
(modeling, data

analysis, mapping,
etc.)

Public outreach and
community

engagement

Training and
education

opportunities (e.g.,
webinars, speaker

series, etc.)

Facilitation of
intergovernmental

conversations

Very effective

Somewhat effective

Somewhat ineffective

Very ineffective

N/A 11



Please rank the IMPORTANCE of these services to your 
organization.

2% 4% 4% 6%4%
12%

4%
16%2%

10%
10%

14%46%

34% 48%

42%

46% 40% 34%
22%

Land-use, nodes & corridors Watershed management
authorities

Complete streets Water trails

Very important

Somewhat important

Unimportant

Not at all important

N/A 12



Please rate the MPO's EFFECTIVENESS for the following.

13

6% 4% 4% 8%4% 2% 2%
14% 16% 18% 16%

51% 49% 53%
57%

29% 27% 24% 18%

Complete streets Watershed management Land-use, nodes & corridors Water trails

Very effective

Somewhat effective

Somewhat ineffective

Very ineffective

I don't know



As a regional convener of governments, the MPO is currently facilitating 
these regional efforts. Please indicate your thoughts on whether the MPO is 
the best suited organization to play this role for the region.

14

4% 6%16%
22%

40%
35%

37%
45%

60%

57%

50% 49%63%
55%

24%
16% 10% 10%

Transportation
funding

Transportation
planning

Transportation and
land-use

coordination efforts

Environmental
impacts of

transportation and
development

Watershed
Management

Authority
coordination

Non-transportation
focused regional

planning

The MPO is the only available organization to facilitate this effort
The MPO is the best but not only organization to facilitate this effort
There are other organizations better suited to facilitate this effort
This effort is not worth doing at all, regardless of which organization facilitates it



Rate the quality of service you received from the MPO staff.

15

4% 4% 5% 5% 5%
14%2%

2%

2%28% 32% 30% 35% 39%

37%

67% 64% 63% 60% 56%
47%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Professional
demeanor

Knowledge Accessibility Quality of responses Speed of response Meeting facilitation

Very high quality

Quality

Poor quality

Very poor quality

N/A



The MPO uses a variety of communications. Please rate the 
following sources of information.
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4% 7% 11% 9% 11% 11%
26%

39%

2% 2%

5%

4%

5% 4% 9% 11% 11%

14%

12%

43%

48% 49% 45%

55% 50%

43%
37%52%

39% 37% 38%
23% 27%

12% 9%

Conversations
with staff

Agenda packets Committee
meetings

Post-meeting
emails

Annual reports
/ newsletters

Website Independent
media

Social media

Very effective

Effective

Ineffective

Very ineffective

Don't know



The MPO committees (Policy, Executive, and Technical) are set up to give 
communities a certain amount of representation based on population to 
balance decision-making across the region. Please rate the effectiveness of the 
MPO governance structure. 
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9% 9% 9%
18%

9%

27%
36%

45%

45%
55%

45%

45%
55%

36%
27%

18%
9%

Fair amount of representation
for your community

Opportunities for leadership
roles

Committee size Amount of decision-making
deliberation at meetings

Fairness of funding decisions

LARGE COMMUNITIES 
(MEMBERS WITH MORE THAN 1 VOTE)

Very effective

Effective

Ineffective

Very ineffective



The MPO committees (Policy, Executive, and Technical) are set up to give 
communities a certain amount of representation based on population to 
balance decision-making across the region. Please rate the effectiveness of the 
MPO governance structure.

9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
9% 9% 9%

55%
55%

64%
73% 91%

36%
27%

18%
9%

Fair amount of
representation for your

community

Committee size Amount of decision-
making deliberation at

meetings

Fairness of funding
decisions

Opportunities for
leadership roles

SMALL COMMUNITIES
MEMBERS WITH 1 VOTE OR NO VOTES

Very effective
Effective
Ineffective
Very ineffective
Don't know 18



TRANSPORTATION FUNDING (STP and TAP)

19

Please rate your community’s return on investment:

SMALL COMMUNITIES
(Members with 1 vote 
or no votes on MPO)

LARGE COMMUNITIES
(Members with more 
than 1 vote on MPO)

Very poor return 
on investment

0%

Inadequate 
return on 

investment
20%

Adequate return 
on investment

60%

Very high 
return on 

investment
20%

Don't know
0%

Very poor return 
on investment

0%

Inadequate 
return on 

investment
0%

Adequate 
return on 

investment
73%

Very high 
return on 

investment
9%

Don't know
18%



Please rate your community’s return on investment.

20

PLANNING SERVICES

SMALL COMMUNITIES
(Members with 1 vote 
or no votes on MPO)

LARGE COMMUNITIES
(Members with more 
than 1 vote on MPO)

Very 
poor return 

on investment
0%

Inadequate return 
on investment

46%

Adequate 
return on 

investment
27%

Very high return 
on investment

9%

Don't know
18%

Very poor return 
on investment

0%

Inadequate return 
on investment

0%

Adequate 
return on 

investment
64%

Very high 
return on 

investment
27%

Don't know
9%



The Tomorrow Plan sets a goal of increasing regional 
cooperation and efficiency. How would you rate Greater Des 
Moines' governments' ability to cooperate and work together 
effectively?

21

Outstanding
14%

Heading in the right 
direction

55%

Trying
31%

Terrible
0%



Should the MPO committees (Policy, Executive and Technical) direct staff to 
play a more or less active role in implementing components of Mobilizing 
Tomorrow and The Tomorrow Plan to help ensure the region’s goals are met?

22

Much less active 
role
5%

Less active role
21%

More active role
70%

Much more active 
role
4%



The MPO is positioned to facilitate other regional efforts to meet regional 
goals. Please indicate your thoughts on whether the effort would be worth 
pursuing and whether the MPO should act as the facilitator of them.

4% 2% 2% 8% 6%
21%

4% 8%6% 10% 13%

27% 33%
19%

38%
38%

10%
17%

21%

10%
10%

17% 15%
18%

26%
25%

29%
22%

27%
23% 26%

22%54%
46%

35% 33%
24% 21% 17% 14%

Legislative and
policy

involvement on
MPO-related

topics

Regional trail
coordination

Data/GIS
repository

Growth
management
and regional
development

Coordinate
municipal

utility
construction

projects

Joint hiring of
regional staff

positions

Economic
development

districts

Joint
purchasing of

equipment

This effort is worth pursuing and the MPO is the most ideally suited organization

This effort is worth pursuing and the MPO, while not ideally suited, is the only option available

This effort is worth pursuing by the MPO only if new revenue streams are identified

This effort is worth pursing by another organization

This effort is not worth doing at all 23



Should the MPO staff be more or less vocal in advocating for action that 
helps the Greater Des Moines region meet the plans and goals established by 
the MPO Policy, Executive and Technical Committees?

Elected Officials

Staff Members

24

All Much less 
vocal
4%

Less vocal
9%

More vocal
79%

Much more 
vocal
8% Less 

vocal
13%

More 
vocal
81%

Much 
more 
vocal
6%

Much less 
vocal
8%

Less vocal
7%

More vocal
74%

Much more 
vocal
11%
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