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5INTRODUCTION
Preparing for the future of the regional transportation system is a task 
that never ends, in today’s world of rapidly advancing transportation 
technologies, aging infrastructure, and constrained resources. Here, in 
this five-year update to Mobilizing Tomorrow, we lay out a regional vision 
for how Greater Des Moines continues to prepare for and adapt to future 
transportation needs and demands. 

As with the previous long-range transportation plan of the same name, 
this iteration of Mobilizing Tomorrow strives to maintain an efficient 
transportation system, support a strong regional economy, and enhance 
our quality of life. This plan attempts to address these issues the in face 
of considerable change. Notably, the region is expected to add more 
than 115,700 new housing units by 2050. Such an influx of people has 
many implications for the region’s future, not only in the community’s 
demographics, but also in changing preferences for how they travel 
throughout the region. Accordingly, the Mobilizing Tomorrow update 
reemphasizes the priority of maintaining the infrastructure we already have 
– and getting more use out of it, by offering more choice of travel modes.

The Mobilizing Tomorrow update builds on the previous plan’s success, but 
holds onto the forward-looking title to reflect the ongoing evolution of the 
future of transportation.

The Des Moines Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization
Federal legislation requires every urbanized area over 50,000 people to have 
a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). MPOs ensure a continuing, 
cooperative, and comprehensive planning process. This legislation also 
requires that all surface modes of transportation be considered during 
the planning process. The Des Moines Area MPO fulfills this role for 
approximately 20 jurisdictions in central Iowa. 

Full voting membership is open to any city or county government that is 
located wholly or partially in the designated Metropolitan Planning Area 
(MPA), has a population of at least 3,000 people, and signs onto the MPO’s 
cooperative agreement. 



6 Currently, 16 cities, three counties, and one transit agency are voting members of the MPO: 

�� Grimes

�� Johnston

�� Mitchellville

�� Norwalk

�� Pleasant Hill

�� Polk City

�� Altoona

�� Ankeny

�� Bondurant

�� Carlisle

�� Clive

�� DART

�� Des Moines

�� Urbandale

�� Waukee

�� West Des Moines

�� Windsor Heights

�� Dallas County

�� Polk County

�� Warren County

FIGURE 1.1: DES MOINES AREA MPO 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA



7The Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART) 
also is a voting member of the MPO. 

The MPO includes four associate cities (Cumming, 
Elkhart, Indianola, and Van Meter) and one associate 
county (Madison). Associate members actively 
participate in the transportation planning process but 
do not have a vote at the MPO Policy Committee level. 
Associate membership is available to all governments 
within the MPO that do not meet the population 
threshold for full membership. It also is available to 
those governments located beyond the MPA limits but 
within the eight county central Iowa region. 

Finally, the MPO also includes several advisory 
members, including the Des Moines International 
Airport, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Iowa 
Department of Transportation (DOT), and the Heart of 
Iowa Regional Transit Agency (HIRTA).

Our Transportation History
Greater Des Moines has joined together for decades 
to use resources effectively and to position the region 
to thrive economically, environmentally, and socially. 
Our leaders have long recognized the importance of 
working at the regional level, especially when it comes 
to transportation.  

In 1964, the Des Moines Urbanized Area Transportation 
Study was initiated through a cooperative agreement 
between local officials and the Iowa Highway 
Commission. In 1965, the Central Iowa Regional 
Planning Commission (CIRPC) formed in response 
to a need for an area-wide transportation planning 
organization.

In 1972, CIRPC and seven local governments entered 
into a cooperative agreement for continuing 
transportation planning. The following year, in 1973, 
CIRPC restructured as the Central Iowa Regional 
Association of Local Governments (CIRALG). By 1979, 
CIRALG’s membership included eight central Iowa 
counties and about eighty cities. 

In 1983, the Des Moines Area Transportation Planning 
Committee (DMATPC), formerly part of CIRALG, was 
designated as the MPO for central Iowa. The DMATPC 
contracted with the City of Des Moines for staff 
support.

A decade later, in 1993, the DMATPC restructured once 
again as the Des Moines Area MPO, hiring its own staff. 

In July 2018, the MPO celebrated the 35th anniversary 
of regional transportation planning in Greater Des 
Moines.

The Long-Range Transportation 
Plan
One requirement of the MPO is to develop a long-
range transportation plan (LRTP) that outlines a regional 
vision and strategy to address a region’s long-term 
transportation needs. The MPO must update this plan 
at least once every five years. 

This iteration of the MPO’s plan has been dubbed 
Mobilizing Tomorrow, recognizing the tie to and working 
to bring life to The Tomorrow Plan, which is discussed 
later in this chapter. 

Mobilizing Tomorrow looks out to the year 2050, falling 
in line with the time horizon laid out in The Tomorrow 
Plan and meeting the federal requirement of an LRTP 
looking out a minimum of 20 years. The plan is fiscally 
constrained and will be updated in another five years 
to reflect completed projects as well as any changes 
in priorities and/or funding.  Any project that seeks to 
receive funding from the MPO must be included in the 
LRTP. 

Previous Plans
Mobilizing Tomorrow continues the strong tradition of 
regional transportation planning in Greater Des Moines. 
The first plan, the 1990 Des Moines Urbanized Area 
Transportation Plan, was completed in May 1974. 

Nearly a decade later, in 1983, the Year 2000 Street 
and Highway Plan was adopted to determine the major 
street and highway improvements needed in Greater 
Des Moines by the year 2000.

In October 1994, the region approved the Horizon Year 
2020 Transportation Development Report. Much more 
robust than previous efforts, the 2020 plan looked at an 
integrated intermodal transportation system. 

The Horizon Year 2025 Long-Range Transportation Plan, 
completed in 1999, built on the 2020 plan. The plan’s 
primary goal was to “promote both the development 
and the preservation of a multimodal, intermodal 



8 the most robust public engagement strategy in 
the region’s history, making approximately 27,000 
contacts. The insights gleaned from these relationships 
formed the plan, truly making it the community’s 
plan and positioning the region to effectively and 
swiftly implement the plan. This input resulted in four 
overarching goals: 

1. Create a resilient regional economy.

2. Improve the region’s environmental  
health and access to the outdoors. 

3. Further the health and well-being  
of all residents in the region. 

4. Increase regional cooperation  
and efficiency at all levels. 

In addition to each of these goals, the 
plan includes five initiatives. The initiatives  
are crosscutting, collaborative ideas for 
implementing the plan’s top priorities.  
They include:

1. Nodes & Corridors: Encourage development in areas 
of maximum impact and connect these areas to one 
another with multimodal corridors.

2. Greenways: Build a fully connected system of natural 
resource areas by selectively expanding the existing 
network of parks, conservation areas, open space, 
and trails. 

3. Resilient Neighborhoods: Support the continued 
presence of strong, unique neighborhoods that 
provide a range of housing and transportation 
choices. 

4. Regional Cooperation: Engage in regional 
cooperation to support stormwater management 
and infrastructure. 

5. Everyday Stewards: Encourage residents to take an 
active role in bringing The Tomorrow Plan to life by 
implementing more sustainable everyday practices. 

The MPO approved The Tomorrow Plan in November 
2013. Mobilizing Tomorrow builds upon The Tomorrow 
Plan’s goals and initiatives to provide a more specific 
blueprint for the transportation investments that 
communities must make to achieve the region’s vision 
for a more sustainable future.

transportation network that facilitates the safe and 
efficient travel of people, as well as goods, both within 
and outside the designated boundaries of the Des 
Moines Area MPO.” 

In September 2004, the MPO approved the Year 2030 
Long-Range Transportation Plan, which recognized the 
need for a flexible plan able to adapt to regional needs 
over time. 

The Horizon Year 2035 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan was adopted in September 2009. Designed as a 
guide for the transportation system decision making 
process, the 2035 plan is replaced by Mobilizing 
Tomorrow. 

The first interation of Mobilizing Tomorrow was adopted 
in November 2014.  Mobilizing Tomorrow capitalized 
off the completion of The Tomorrow Plan developing a 
strategy for the region’s transportation sytem through 
2050.  This plan update builds off the principles set in 
Mobilizing Tomorrow.   

Related Planning Efforts
The Tomorrow Plan
In October 2010, the US Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) awarded a consortium led by 
the MPO a $2 million grant through its Sustainable 
Communities Regional Planning Grant program. A once-
in-a-generation investment in planning, the program 
aimed to promote regionalism and to break down 
silos that have traditionally existed between disparate 
entities. The grant program centers on six livability 
principles:

1. Provide more transportation choices.

2. Promote equitable, affordable housing.

3. Enhance economic competitiveness.

4. Support existing communities.

5. Coordinate policies and leverage investment.

6. Value communities and neighborhoods. 

Since being awarded the grant, the MPO has cultivated 
relationships with dozens of community partners in 
addition to thousands of Greater Des Moines residents. 
The development of The Tomorrow Plan represented 



9Capital Crossroads
The Greater Des Moines Partnership and the 
Community Foundation of Greater Des Moines 
spearheaded Capital Crossroads, a nine-month visioning 
process for central Iowa tha culminated in 2012. The 
Capital Crossroads visioning process sets a road map to 
guide the area’s path to short- and long-term economic 
growth. This initiative formed the foundation for 
the visioning phase of The Tomorrow Plan and, thus, 
Mobilizing Tomorrow. 

Capital Crossroads is a broad look at the goals for the 
region’s next five years, while The Tomorrow Plan 
takes a deeper look at a number of issues out to the 
year 2050. Moreover, Capital Crossroads focuses on a 
larger geographic region that includes all areas located 
within a 50-mile radius of the Iowa State Capitol, while 
The Tomorrow Plan focuses on the MPO’s planning 
area. These two initiatives have been coordinated 
since the summer of 2010, when both were merely 
ideas. Since then, the Partnership, the Community 
Foundation, and the MPO have worked closely to align 
the two endeavors.  In 2017, Capital Crossroads 2.0 was 
launched.  

DART Forward 2035 Plan
As it has with Capital Crossroads, the MPO has closely 
coordinated with DART on its DART Forward 2035 
Transit Services Plan since its beginning. The DART 
Forward 2035 Plan will guide the growth of the transit 
system in Greater Des Moines over the next 25 years.
The DART Forward 2035 Plan contributes transit analysis 
and planning to The Tomorrow Plan and to Mobilizing 
Tomorrow. 

Connect: The Central Iowa Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Transportation Plan
The MPO’s Central Iowa Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Roundtable developed Connect: The Central Iowa 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan as an update 
to a 1981 bicycle plan for the Des Moines metropolitan 
area. Connect is an action plan to guide central Iowa’s 
planning development process to improve accessibility 
and mobility by foot or by bicycle. The plan aims to help 
guide central Iowa toward transportation alternatives 
that are bicycle and pedestrian friendly and away from 
dependence on automobiles.

The Central Iowa Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation 

Plan addresses and targets levels of bicycle and 
pedestrian use and recommends projects, programs, 
and policies to improve safety, convenience, education, 
enforcement, engineering, encouragement, and 
frequency of walking and bicycling throughout the 
region.

Transportation Asset Management Plan
The Iowa Department of Transportation developed 
its Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) to 
set a strategic approach to managing transportation 
infrastructure.  The plan is based on the following 
principles: 

• Asset management is policy driven; 

• Asset management is performance based; 

• Asset management involves making trade-offs; 

• Asset management relies on quality information; 
and, 

• Asset management requires transparency and 
accountability. 

The ultimate goal of Iowa’s TAMP is to minimize 
the long-term costs of the state’s transportation 
infrastructure.  

Strategic Highway Safety Plan
The Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) outlines the 
Iowa Department of Transportation’s strategies for 
addressing safety issues on the highway system.  The 
SHSP focus on the addressing safety with the Five E’s – 
education, emergency medical services, enforcement, 
engineering, and everyone.  The SHSP strives to 
implement a Zero Fatalities strategy. 

Iowa State Freight Plan
The Iowa State Freight Plan outlines the Iowa 
Department of Transportation’s plans for 
incorporating freight considerations into its 
transportation planning.  The plan outlines the 
current conditions of Iowa’s freight transportation 
system and the role that freight plays in Iowa’s 
economy.  The plan identifies strategies to address 
freight transportation performance issues across 
the Iowa and describes how the strategies align with 
national goals for freight transportation.   
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bridge reconstruction, major roadway reconstruction, 
intelligent transportation systems, transit, and bicycle 
and pedestrian investments.  This chapter also outlines 
regional freight rail, aviation, and public transportation 
investments.     

Chapter 4: Policies and Best Practices 
This chapter identifies policies and best practices that 
the region and communities can adopt to improve 
the transportation system. While the MPO recognizes 
these policies and practices may work differently in 
different communities, MPO members are encouraged 
to consider them and adopt them in full or part, 
which may streamline and thus decrease the cost of 
development, expand transportation choices, and 
mitigate environmental issues.

Appendix A: Technical Resources
This appendix includes more specific information 
about many of the policies discussed in Chapter 
4.   While Chapter 4 was written for policy makers 
and members of the public, Chapter 5 is written for 
planners, engineers, and other design professionals.  
Note that the information included in this section is for 
information purposes only.  The MPO or its member 
governments would need to adopt the policies, 
guidelines, or standards included in this section for 
them to become mandatory.  

Appendix B: State of the Transportation 
System
This appendix documents existing conditions of the 
transportation network, with a profile of each major 
mode – roadway, bicycle, transit, aviation, and rail. The 
existing condition of the transportation system was 
used to help develop the goals, measures, and targets 
this plan will use to guide the region toward the desired 
future condition. 

Appendix C: Growth Scenario and 
Demographics
This appendix summarizes current socioeconomic 
conditions in the Greater Des Moines area and provides 
a forecast of future socioeconomic conditions, also 
known as a growth scenario. 

Transit Assest Management Plan
DART’s Transit Asset Management Plan was adopted 
in October 2018 and includes an inventory of assets, 
assessment of conditions, and a prioritization of 
investments. 

Transit Safety Plan
DART’s is in the process of developing a transit safety 
plan.  The plan will be effective as of July 2020 and will 
outline DART’s stategies for improving the safey of their 
operations.  

Performance Based Plan 
Integration
The related planning efforts section outlined plans 
that the MPO staff reference when developing the 
update to Mobilizing Tomorrow.  These documents will 
also be integrated into the MPO’s ongoing planning 
processes.  Where appropriate, staff will review and 
incorporate aspects of these plans into the development 
of the Transportation Improvement Program, Unified 
Planning Work Program and Budget, and annual Surface 
Transportation Block Grant award process.   

Mobilizing Tomorrow Structure
Chapter 2: Goals, Measures, and Targets
This chapter outlines the goals, measures, and targets 
that the MPO will use to evaluate the implementation of 
Mobilizing Tomorrow.  The plan includes four goal areas 
and number of measures and targets under each goal 
that the MPO will used to understand how the plan is 
performing.  The plan included both short-term (5-year) 
and long term (30-year) targets.  The MPO will track 
performance and provide updates on a quarterly basis.

Chapter 3: Investment Strategies
This chapter identifies the investment categories, 
planning time periods, funding reasonably anticipated 
through Horizon Year 2050 of Mobilizing Tomorrow, 
and capacity projects broken out by time period.  The 
investment strategy focuses 70 percent of projected 
federal funding on non-capacity projects including 



11Appendix D: Fiscal Analysis Methodology
This appendix provides supplemental information about 
the MPO’s methodology and assumptions used to 
estimate project costs and to develop funding revenue 
projections.

Appendix E: Performance Measures and 
System Performance Report 
This appendix provides supplemental information 
about the MPO’s methodology and assumptions used 
to establish performance measures.  This section also 
includes a system performance report which outlines 
how the MPO is meeting their selected performance 
measures.

Appendix F: Project Selection Criteria
This appendix summarizes the process used to solicit, 
evaluate, and select capital projects for inclusion in 
Mobilizing Tomorrow.  

Appendix G: Environmental Analysis 
This appendix provides an overview of the 
environmental review conducted for projects in the 
plan.   The assessment takes into consideration the 
social, the natural, and the human environments, assists 
in streamlining the federal project review process, and 
identifies potential environmental mitigation strategies.  
The purpose of this environmental review is to conduct 
an early, cursory analysis of the Mobilizing Tomorrow’s 
planned transportation capital improvements and 
how they impact the natural, human, and social 
environment. 

Appendix H: Public Engagement Process 
This appendix summarizes efforts undertaken by the 
MPO to gather public comment on Mobilizing Tomorrow 
as well as the feedback that was received.  The MPO 
solicited comments at three intervals of the planning 
process.  Public comment collected during development 
of the National Household Travel Survey was also 
considered.  

Appendix I: Congestion Management 
Process 
The Congestion Management Process (CMP) is 
federally required and provides the MPO and its 
members with a process that provides for the 
effective integrated management and operation of 

the multimodal transportation system. This strategy is 
based on a cooperatively developed and implemented 
metropolitan-wide strategy for new and existing 
transportation facilities. Currently, congestion is not a 
major issue for the MPO. The objective of this document 
is to stay ahead of any potential problems with the 
network so that the system continues to operate 
effectively. 

Appendix J: Travel Demand Model 
Validation and Analysis
Travel demand models (TDM) simulate current travel 
conditions and forecast future travel patterns and 
conditions based on planned system improvements 
and socio-economic changes. The MPO utilizes a 
TDM in assessing the performance of transportation 
system improvements and identifying impacts within 
the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) such as traffic 
volumes, traffic delay, transit ridership, and emissions.  
This appendix documents the MPO’s Travel Demand 
Model. 

Appendix K: Transportation Improvement 
Program Projects
This appendix outlines all the federally funded projects 
that are included in FFY 2020-2024 Transportation 
Inprovement Program (TIP) that was approved by the 
Iowa Department of Transportation in June 2019.  

Appendix L: Amendments and Revisions 
This appendix outlines the process and procedures for 
amending and revision the plan.  It also provides an 
overview of amendments and revisions made to the 
plan since its formal adoption.  

Appendix M: Acronyms 
This appendix provides a listing of acronyms that are 
used throughout the plan. 

 

 





GOALS, 
MEASURES, & 

TARGETS

2



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
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



16 Goals 
The high-level goals outlined in this 
chapter work as a system to direct Greater 
Des Moines toward a more vibrant 
transportation system. When realized, these 
goals will ensure the region continues to 
support a strong economy while protecting 
the environment. Fulfilling these goals 
also will enhance the great quality of life 
residents already enjoy in Greater Des 
Moines. 

The current conditions analysis, measures, 
and targets associated with each goal were 
identified by the plan’s steering committee 
and through public involvement.  They will 
allow the region to understand the progress 
made in achieving our goals between now 
and 2050. These goals will not be achieved 
overnight. Rather, they will be achieved by 
continual, collaborative efforts in which all 
stakeholders take an active role. 
The MPO identified four goals for Mobilizing Tomorrow.  
The MPO sought to maintain consistency with the goals 
identified in The Tomorrow Plan.  The Tomorrow Plan’s 
goals were as follows:

• Create a resilient regional economy.
• Improve the region’s environmental health and 

access to the outdoors.
• Further the health and well-being of all residents in 

the region.
• Increase regional cooperation and efficiency at all 

levels.

The MPO also considered the ten planning factors, 
outlined by the US Code of Federal Regulations, that 
an MPO is required to consider in its transportation 
planning process.  These planning factors include:

1. Support economic vitality.
2. Increase safety of the transportation system.
3. Increase the security of the transportation system.
4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and 

freight.
5. Protect and enhance the environment and promote 

conservation.
6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the 

system across and between modes.
7. Promote efficient system management and 

operations.
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing 

transportation system.
9. Improve the resiliency and reliability of the 

transportation system and reduce or mitigate 
stormwater impacts of surface transportation. 

10. Enhance travel and tourism. 

Finally, the MPO considered how the goals of Mobilizing 
Tomorrow complement and further the goals of other 
regional and statewide plans.  These include the Iowa 
Department of Transportation’s Transportation Asset 
Management Plan (TAMP), Strategic Highway Safety 
Plan (SHSP), and the Iowa State Freight Plan, as well as 
the Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority’s DART 
Forward Plan. 
 
Figure 2.1 shows how the goals of Mobilizing Tomorrow 
align with other planning requirements and documents. 

Mobilizing Tomorrow Goals
1. Manage and optimize transportation 

infrastructure and sevices.

2. Enhance multimodal tranportation 
options.

3. Improve the region’s environmental 
health.

4. Further the health, safety, and well-
being of all residents in the region.
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18 Measures and Targets
Federal guidelines require that long-range transportation plans be performance-based.  That is, decisions on projects 
to implement and funding policies should be based on improving the performance of the transportation system.  To 
accomplish this and aid in achieving the plans goals, the MPO relies on performance measures and targets to help 
guide its decision making.  

Measures are quantifiable descriptions that help us understand how the transportation system is performing.  
For many measures there are specific figures, or targets, that have been set for future years.  These targets 
represent the future conditions we hope to achieve for the various measures.  Regularly analyzing the 
performance measure to see progress towards the targets helps to understand whether we are making progress 
towards the identified goals.  In addition to providing an understanding of our current system and the future 
conditions we hope to achieve, many of these measures and targets are used to evaluate projects seeking federal 
funding allocated by the MPO.  This helps to ensure a performance-based planning process in which there is a logical 
connection among goals, measures, and projects.  

There are two types of performance measures and targets included in this plan.  The first type are measures and 
targets required by the US DOT.  Following the passage of MAP-21, the US DOT issued final rulemaking that requires 
states and MPOs to use a standardized set of measures and methodology to set targets related to those measures.  
Topics for which measures are required include safety (including fatalities, serious injuries, and the rates of each 
for both motorized and non-motorized travel), road and bridge condition, and system reliability including freight.   
Similar rulemaking also now requires that transit agencies set performance targets for their capital assets.  Together 
these measures help ensure that states, MPOs, and transit agencies consider these issues.  The standardized 
approach also allows for the US DOT to understand progress on these issues across the country.  Additional 
information about the federally required measures is included in Appendix E.  

In addition to complying with the federal requirements described above, MPOs are also allowed, and encouraged, 
to develop their own measures and targets to assist in the planning process.  These MPO-derived measures 
constitute the second type of measures used in this plan.  Many of these measures were included in the original 
2014 Mobilizing Tomorrow plan, prior to the US DOT’s performance measure rulemaking, and they have been carried 
forward in this plan.  Where possible, measures used in the 2014 plan have been updated to be consistent with the 
federal requirements (see Appendix E for additional clarification on differences between the US DOT measures and 
MPO measures).  

Throughout the remainder of this chapter, MPO measures and targets are shown for each goal.  For each there is 
target set for five years from the plan’s adoption as well as one for the plan’s horizon year of 2050.  The five-year 
goal is a new feature of the 2019 Mobilizing Tomorrow update.  The shorter time horizon will help provide a more 
attainable target that still leads to progress toward the final 2050 measure, and it also will allow the MPO to easily 
understand progress made towards goals when the long-range transportation plan is again updated in five years.  
The MPO also will annually produce a report that compares the latest system data available to both the baseline and 
targets to understand progress made.  
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GOAL 1:
Manage and Optimize Transportation 
Infrastructure and Services

The Greater Des Moines region includes an extensive network of streets, 
bridges, bicycle facilities, and transit assets.  Aging infrastructure and 
assets will be a critical challenge facing the region over the coming 
decades.  Focusing investment on managing and optimizing our existing 
transportation systems will ensure that the region remains competitive.  
These investments should focus on keeping our roadways maintained to a 
high standard while optimizing our current systems using signal timing and 
other advances in technology to move people and goods more efficiently 
throughout the region.



MEASURE CURRENT 5-YEAR TARGET 2050 TARGET

Bridge Condition

% Bridges in Good Condition (all bridges)* 65.9 Maintain 85.0

% Bridges in Poor Condition (all bridges)* 4.5 Maintain Maintain

% Bridge Deck Area in Good Condition (all bridges) 69.0 Maintain 85.0

% Bridge Deck Area in Poor Condition (all bridges) 4.6 Maintain Maintain

Level of Service - Peak Hour 

% of person miles traveled on interstate that are reliable* 100 Maintain 95

% of person miles traveled on non-interstate NHS that are 
reliable* 66 Maintain 75

Freight Reliability

Interstate Truck Travel Time Reliability Index* 1.28 Maintain Maintain

Pavement Condition Index (PCI)

% of Pavement on the Interstate in good Condition* 47.5 Maintain 65.0

% of Pavement on the Interstate in poor Condition* 0.9 Maintain Maintain

% of Pavement on the non-interstate NHS in good 
Condition* 32.5 Maintain 60.0

% of Pavement on the non-interstate NHS in poor 
Condition* 22.4 Maintain 5.0

% of Pavement on local roads in poor Condition 8.0 Maintain 3.0

Average PCI of local roads 65.0 Maintain 80.0

CV/AV Readiness

Number of Smart Corridors 0 0 5

Certain measures included in the chart do not have 2050 targets.  These measures help give a clearer understanding of the current 
system without setting a goal for the future.

*Performance measures required by the Federal Highway Administration in 23 CFR 490.

FIGURE 2.2: GOAL 1 MEASURES AND TARGETS

The MPO will use the following measures and targets to evaluate how well the MPO is advancing Goal 1: Manage 
and Optimize Transportation Infrastructure and Services.  For additional detail on how the performance meausres 
and targets were selected see Appendix E. 
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MEASURE CURRENT 5-YEAR TARGET 2050 TARGET

Regional Trail System

Number of Gaps 13 11 0

Miles of Gaps 54.0 45.0 0

% pavement in good condition 86.6 Maintain 90.0

% pavement in poor condition 3.0 Maintain 2.0

Certain measures included in the chart do not have 2050 targets.  These measures help give a clearer understanding of the current 
system without setting a goal for the future.

FIGURE 2.2: GOAL 1 MEASURES AND TARGETS (CONTINUED)

FIGURE 2.3: TRANSIT PERFORMANCE TARGETS

CATEGORY CLASS PERFORMANCE TARGET

Rolling Stock

35' to 60' Heavy-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 13 years

30' to 34' Heavy-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 11 years

27' to 31' Medium-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 8 years

25' Light-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 5 years

Vans 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 5 years

Equipment Support Vehicles - Trucks, Autos, Vans, & 
SUV's 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 7 years

Facilities

Administration & Passenger Facility - DCS 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale

Maintenance & Operations Facility - DW 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale

Parking Facility - N/A at this time 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale
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FIGURE 2.4: 2017 BRIDGE CONDITION
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FIGURE 2.5: 2017 INTERSTATE PAVEMENT CONDITION
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FIGURE 2.6: 2017 NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PAVEMENT CONDITION
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FIGURE 2.7: 2017 LOCAL SYSTEM PAVEMENT CONDITION
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FIGURE 2.8: 2017 INTERSTATE TRAVEL TIME RELIABILITY

Travel Time Index is the ratio of travel time in the peak period to the travel 
time at free-flow conditions. A value of 1.35 indicates a 20 minute free-flow 
trip takes 27 minutes in the peak.
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FIGURE 2.9: 2017 NON-INTERSTATE TRAVEL TIME RELIABILITY 

Travel Time Index is the ratio of travel time in the peak period to the travel 
time at free-flow conditions. A value of 1.35 indicates a 20 minute free-flow 
trip takes 27 minutes in the peak.
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FIGURE 2.10: 2017 TRUCK TRAVEL TIME RELIABILITY

Travel Time Index is the ratio of travel time in the peak period to the travel 
time at free-flow conditions. A value of 1.35 indicates a 20 minute free-flow 
trip takes 27 minutes in the peak.
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FIGURE 2.11: 2018 TRAIL GAPS
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FIGURE 2.12: 2018 TRAIL CONDITION



32 Spotlight Issue

Problem Statement:  

A lack of affordable places to both live and make a living – including the combined cost of housing and 
transportation – is one of the reasons why 35 out of every 100 Central Iowans live in poverty. 

Summary:  

Families that spend more than 30 percent of their household income on housing are consider cost 
burdend. Families without an affordable place to live often enter in to a vicious cycle of poverty, making 
it all but impossible to build a better life. Housing is only part of the equation of affordable places to live; 
transportation can often make or break a low- and moderate-income budget.  It is imperative that the region 
spends the resources necessary to maintain the quality of our existing system.  Well maintained roadways 
create less wear and tear on vehicles saving residents money on vehicle maintenance.  These savings can 
help offset housing costs.  Less focus on roadway expansion could free up resources that could go toward 
programs that incentivize affordable housing and transportation options.  

Oftentimes, affordable housing is not located near jobs – requiring people to find transportation to reach 
their employers. This can present low-income households with a series of difficult choices. What if they 
live near a bus line, but it doesn’t operate at the times they need it? Do they get a private vehicle, even if it 
consumes an oversized portion of their income, meaning they have fewer resources for other needs? Do they 
find a more expensive place to live that is closer to their employer?  

Initiatives:  OpportUnity, DART Forward 2035, Housing Tomorrow

Key Leaders:  United Way, DART, Polk County Housing Trust Fund, Central Iowa Housing Trust Fund

Transportation Connections:

One of the keys to reducing the cycle of poverty in Central Iowa is developing a transportation network 
that is both affordable and accessible to all age groups. That means developing a network of corridors that 
connect job centers; are located near affordable housing; are accessible by people on foot, on bikes, or in 
wheelchairs; and where public transit operates frequently for long spans of the day. A cost-effective method 
of transportation is crucial to get people from home to school or work and back so they can earn enough 
money to get out of poverty.

Action Items:

• Encorage developments in the region to include a percentage of affordable units; 

• Identify areas close to job centers with transit access and incentivize affordable housing near these 
locations; 

• Require the Funding Subcommittee to consider affordable housing needs when awarding annual Surface 
Transportation Block Grant funds; and,

• Focus more of the regional transportation dollars on a fix-it-first mentality.
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TOTAL 
GROWTH  

2020-2050

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 
GROWTH

Altoona  5,509 4.8%

Ankeny  22,878 19.8%

Bondurant  4,640 4.0%

Carlisle  595 0.5%

Clive  3,260 2.8%

Des Moines  13,663 11.8%

Grimes  3,959 3.4%

Johnston  9,642 8.3%

Mitchellville  18 0.0%

Norwalk  3,319 2.9%

Pleasant Hill  3,847 3.3%

Polk City  1,222 1.1%

Urbandale  12,319 10.6%

Waukee  10,470 9.0%

West Des Moines  17,469 15.1%

Windsor Heights  70 0.1%

Dallas County  -   0.0%

Polk County  2,883 2.5%

Warren County  -   0.0%

Total   115,763 100%

FIGURE 2.13: HOUSING UNIT GROWTH BY 
JURISDICTION 2020-2050 Affordable Housing Distribution

Figure 2.12 shows the total number of housing units that 
are projected for each of the MPO’s member governments 
from 2020-2050 (see Appendix C for more details on 
the growth scenario methodology).  Based on a 2019 
Study by Capital Crossroads, it was extrapolated that 
approximately 25 percent of new housing units need to be 
affordable to meet demand.  Figure 2.13 shows that the 
region will need to add over 28,000 affordable units by 
2050 to meet affordable housing demand.  It is important 
from a transportation perspective that affordable 
housing is distributed evenly throughout the region and 
near employment centers. When affordable housing is 
concentrated in the region it can make it difficult for low 
income residents to access jobs.  This is especially true 
when service sector jobs are in areas of the region that 
do not have an adequate number of affordable housing 
units.  When the supply of affordable units are not in close 
proximity to employment centers, this creates a scenario 
where jobs are only accessible by automobile which can 
contribute to peak hour congestion issues.        

TOTAL 
GROWTH  

2020-2050

Total Housing Unit Growth  115,763 

Percentage of Affordable Housing Needed 25%

Total Number of Affordable Units  28,941 

FIGURE 2.14: AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS 2020-2050 

Figure 2.14 breaks down the share of affordable units 
each member government needs to build over the next 
30 years.  Each community’s share was determined by 
taking their percentage of total housing unit growth 
from 2020 to 2050 and applying this same percentage to 
the total amount of affordable units needed during that 
time frame.  This would distribute affordable housing 
though the region at a rate proportional to the amount of 
expected growth in each community. 
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PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 
GROWTH

AFFORDABLE 
UNITS 

Altoona 4.8%  1,377 

Ankeny 19.8%  5,720 

Bondurant 4.0%  1,160 

Carlisle 0.5%  149 

Clive 2.8%  815 

Des Moines 11.8%  3,416 

Grimes 3.4%  990 

Johnston 8.3%  2,411 

Mitchellville 0.0%  5 

Norwalk 2.9%  830 

Pleasant Hill 3.3%  962 

Polk City 1.1%  306 

Urbandale 10.6%  3,080 

Waukee 9.0%  2,618 

West Des Moines 15.1%  4,367 

Windsor Heights 0.1%  18 

Dallas County 0.0%  -   

Polk County 2.5%  721 

Warren County 0.0%  -   

Total  100%  28,941 

FIGURE 2.15: PROJECTED NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE UNITS 2020-2050
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GOAL 2:
Enhance Multimodal Transportation Options

The natural and historical reaction to growth trends is toward the 
expansion of roadway capacity. Like The Tomorrow Plan, Mobilizing 
Tomorrow envisions shifting from that historical model due to changing 
demographics, travel patterns, and rates of car ownership. This goal 
supports a greater mix of transportation choices, including a robust transit 
network, an active carpool culture, and land use and design that support 
walkability. To shift this perspective, Mobilizing Tomorrow lays out bold 
targets for the year 2050.



MEASURE CURRENT 5-YEAR TARGET 2050 TARGET

Bicycle System On-Street

Miles of On-Street Facilities 39.18 118 400

Miles of Protected Bicycle Lanes 0 5 25

Mode Choice/Split (%) - Work Trips

Single Occupancy Vehicles 77 72 50

Carpool 19 21 25

Transit 1 2 15

Walk/Bike/Other 3 5 10

Mode Chice/Split (%) - All Trips

Single Occupancy Vehicles 42 38 26

Carpool 46 47 54

Transit 1 2 5

Walk/Bike/Other 11 13 15

Transit

Total Ridership 4,400,000 5,500,000 8,800,000

Certain measures included in the chart do not have 2050 targets.  These measures help give a clearer understanding of the current system 
without setting a goal for the future.

FIGURE 2.16: GOAL 2 MEASURES AND TARGETS

The MPO will use the following measures and targets to evaluate how well the MPO is advancing Goal 2: Enhance 
Multimodal Transportation Options: 
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FIGURE 2.17: ON-STREET BICYCLE FACILITIES
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FIGURE 2.18: MODE CHOICE PERCENT - WORK TRIPS 

FIGURE 2.19: MODE CHOICE PERCENT - ALL TRIPS 
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FIGURE 2.20:DART RIDERSHIP 2009-2019
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41Spotlight Issue  

Problem Statement:  

With an aging population, many areas are unable to meet evolving needs. 

Summary:  

People outlive their ability to drive by an average of 7-10 years. Central Iowa has a rapidly aging population 
that already experiences transportation barriers to independent living. Providing walking and transit options 
to these populations is crucial for them to age in place and remain connected to their community. Des 
Moines joined the Age-Friendly Initiative in 2012 at the behest of Des Moines University, Aging Resources 
of Central Iowa, and AARP Iowa. Age-Friendly places are measured against criteria for infrastructure, social 
capital, communications, health services, and community supports. 

Initiatives:  Age-Friendly Greater Des Moines

Key Leaders:  AARP, Des Moines University, Broadlawns, Aging Resources of Central Iowa

Transportation Connections: 

 Central Iowa, like much of Iowa, is rapidly aging and must adapt to meet evolving needs. Transportation is 
a crucial component of this and the Age-Friendly Initiative. Safe, appropriate transportation options keep 
aging residents connected and independent with their surrounding community. As needs change, so too 
must the transportation system. 

For aging populations, trips are less centered on commuting purposes. Medical appointments, volunteering, 
and connecting to family and friends are key trips and may not follow established routes. Universal design 
principles, integrated mobility options, and collaborative services are crucial for eliminating transportation 
barriers and remaining a welcoming region for all ages. 

Action Items:

• Support the continued study of the Connect Downtown Plan and it’s recommended projects in 
downtown Des Moines;

• Work with communities to fully implement new Complete Streets Policies; and,

• Support ongoing metro efforts to redesign critical areas such as University Avenue, Douglas Avenue, 
Market District, and other projects.
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GOAL 3:
Improve the Region’s Environmental 
Health 
Creating and maintaining natural resource corridors, natural stormwater 
management systems, urban forest canopies, and parks embody the 
concept of natural stewardship. Good land stewardship ensures long-
term environmental and economic health, and its effects improve the 
mental and physical well-being of people. 

A green infrastructure network gives people access to nature, recreation, 
quiet, and views. Trees and other green infrastructure mitigate the 
negative environmental and economic impacts of natural disasters, 
extreme weather events, and poorly designed developments. Ultimately, 
green systems make communities more resilient and help to attract 
people and employers. The transportation system can play a significant 
role in how Greater Des Moines residents experience the natural 
environment.
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MEASURE CURRENT 5-YEAR TARGET 2050 TARGET

Environmental Impacts

Wetlands (% of total acres) 0.1 Maintain Maintain

Floodplains (% of total acres) 15.8 Maintain 12.8

Woodlands (% of total acres) 0.3 Maintain Maintain

Farmland (% of total acres) 1.3 Maintain 1.0

Person Miles Traveled

% of non-SOV travel (all trips) 58 60 70

Certain measures included in the chart do not have 2050 targets.  These measures help give a clearer understanding of the current system 
without setting a goal for the future.

FIGURE 2.21: GOAL 3 MEASURES AND TARGETS

The MPO will use the following measures and targets to evaluate how well the MPO is advancing Goal 3: 
Improve the Region’s Environmental Health: 
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FIGURE 2.22: EXISTING WETLANDS
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FIGURE 2.23: FLOODPLAINS (500 YEAR)
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FIGURE 2.24: WOODLANDS



47

FIGURE 2.25: FARMLAND



48 Spotlight Issue

Problem Statement: 

Storms are becoming more intense due to changing weather patterns, impermeable surfaces are increasing 
due to region-wide growth, and our current infrastructure practices cannot fully manage stormwater during 
these events. 

Summary of Issue: 

For decades cities and counties have been managing stormwater primarily through grey infrastructure such 
as storm sewers. Traditional development and landscaping designs cause rainfall to flow off roofs, sidewalks, 
driveways, and compacted lawns. Water flows into the street, down the storm drain and through the storm 
sewer to the nearest stream, river or lake. Along the way, it picks up pollutants that degrade water quality. 

Stormwater runoff can contain nitrogen and phosphorus pollutants from fertilizers, pet and yard waste, fossil 
fuel and other chemicals. Because stormwater typically flows over hard surfaces directly into a water body or 
storm drain, there is no opportunity for soil and plants or a water treatment facility to filter out pollutants. 
Urban and suburban areas produce much more stormwater runoff due to the high amount of paved and hard 
surfaces.

Flash flooding hazards are also exacerbated by stormwater management issues. When water cannot naturally 
infiltrate through soils and cannot flow directly into stormwater systems due to already reaching maximum 
capacity water begins to pool and cause flash flooding. 

Ongoing Projects (Orgs/Leaders): 

• Capital Crossroads/DMACC Local Governance Collaborative – Stormwater Initiative 

• Polk Soil and Water Conservation District & ISWEP – Rainscaping Iowa & Rain Campaign

• Metro Watershed Management Authorities – Watershed Management Plans & Actions

• Iowa Economic Development Authority – Green Streets Initiative 

           

Connections to Transportation: 

Cities are defined by water. Waterways define city edges and boundaries, shape growth and development, and 
provide essential resources for human populations and the built environment. However, development patterns 
have too often removed water from urban places, channeling stormwater out of the human environment and 
therefore restricting natural functions and ecosystem services at great economic expense.

Transportation related infrastructure – roads, parking lots, sidewalk – make up a significant percent of the 
impervious surfaces in the region. Many of these locations are under public ownership, thereby offering a 
unique opportunity to incorporate street elements that will not only protect the environment but can improve 
community health and prosperity.



49Action Items/Transportation Solutions: 

• Develop regional stormwater ordinance framework. 

• Increase prevalence of green infrastructure installations throughout the Greater Des Moines metropolitan 
region. 
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GOAL 4:
Further the Health, Safety, and Well-
Being of All Residents in the Region

One of Greater Des Moines’ key competitive advantages is its high 
quality of life. The region is consistently recognized for its affordability, 
access to the outdoors, and family-friendly atmosphere. However, this 
way of life is being challenged by impediments to multiple systems, 
including the area’s car-centered transportation system and decreasing 
levels of physical activity. For residents, regardless of age or disability,  
to be able to truly enjoy the high quality of life for which Greater Des 
Moines is known, health and well-being, in all senses of those terms, 
need to be actively promoted throughout the region. 
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MEASURE CURRENT 5-YEAR TARGET 2050 TARGET

Crash Data (5-Year Average)

Number of fatalities* 26.0 23.7 2.3

Fatality per 100 million VMT* 0.558 0.460 0.046

Number of serious injuries* 185.0 150.9 15.1

Serious injuries per 100 million VMT* 3.967 2.927 0.293

Number of non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries* 23.8 22.5 0

Transportation and Housing

Housing/Transportation Affordability Index (% of income 
spent on housing)** 45 43 38

Access to Necessities

Multimodal Job Access (% housing units within 1/4 mile) 65.5 Increase Increase

Multimodal Access to Medical Facilities (% of housing 
units within 1/4 mile) 22.2 Increase Increase

Multimodal Access to Food (% of housing units witin 1/4 
mile) 11.7 Increase Increase

Access to parks (% of housing units within 1/4 mile) 37.8 Increase Increase

Certain measures included in the chart do not have 2050 targets.  These measures help give a clearer understanding of the current system 
without setting a goal for the future.

*Performance measures required by the Federal Highway Administration in 23 CFR 490. 

**The H+T Index measures the percent of houshold income spent on houssing and transportation.   The benchmark is set at no more than 
45 percent of houseold income to be considered affordable.  

FIGURE 2.26: GOAL 4 MEASURES AND TARGETS

The MPO will use the following measures and targets to evaluate how well the MPO is advancing Goal 4: Further 
the Health, Safety, and Well-Being of All Residents in the Region: 
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FIGURE 2.27: VEHICLE FATALITIES, 2013-2017
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“We believe in capitalizing on sustainability practices so that Iowa can 
continue to boast a strong economy and a high quality of life, now and for 
future generations.” 

Fred Hubbell and Bob Riley
Capital Crossroads Natural Capital Committee Co-Chairs

FIGURE 2.28: VEHICLE MAJOR INJURIES, 2013-2017
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FIGURE 2.29: NON-MOTORIZED FATALITIES AND SERIOUS INJURIES, 2013-2017
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FIGURE 2.30: HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION AFFORDABILITY INDEX

The H+T Index measures the percent of houshold income spent on 
houssing and transportation.   The benchmark is set at no more than 
45 percent of houseold income to be considered affordable.  



56 FIGURE 2.31: MULTI-MODAL JOB ACCESS 

Access to jobs shows parcels with employment that are within ¼ mile 
from a DART bus stop.  The distance of ¼ mile was selected because 
it is widely held as the distance that an individual is willing to walk to 
reach a destination.   



57FIGURE 2.32: MULTI-MODAL MEDICAL ACCESS 

Access to medical facilities shows parcels with housing units that 
are within ¼ mile from a DART bus stop overlaid with the location 
of medical facilities.  The distance of ¼ mile was selected because it 
is widely held as the distance that an individual is willing to walk to 
reach a destination.   



58 FIGURE 2.33: MULTI-MODAL FOOD ACCESS 

Access to food shows parcels with housing units that are within ¼ 
mile from a DART bus stop overlaid with the location of grocery 
stores.  The distance of ¼ mile was selected because it is widely 
held as the distance that an individual is willing to walk to reach a 
destination.   
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FIGURE 2.34: MULTI-MODAL PARK ACCESS 

Access to parks shows parcels with housing units that are within ¼ 
mile from a DART bus stop overlaid with the location of parks and 
greenspace.  The distance of ¼ mile was selected because it is widely 
held as the distance that an individual is willing to walk to reach a 
destination.   



60 Spotlight Issue

Problem Statement: 

Feeding America estimates that more than 55,000 people in Polk County identify as food insecure. One in five 
children go hungry every day, as do one in eight adults.

Summary of Issue: 

While Polk County and the Greater Des Moines region are rich in resources and enjoy a high quality of life, 
there are people in the community who go without food every day. 

As a result, the health, safety, and well-being are significantly compromised for the thousands of residents 
facing hunger in the region. Their health declines. Their performance at work or school declines. And their self-
worth is compromised. 

A coalition of organizations in 2015 kicked off a campaign to end hunger in Polk County. The Polk County 
Board of Supervisors and the Polk County Health Department, together with more than 100 human service 
nonprofits, joined forces on the Partnership for a Hunger-Free Polk County.

Initiatives:  Partnership for a Hunger-Free Polk County

Key Leaders:  Polk County Board of Supervisors, Polk County Health Department, Food Bank of Iowa, Des 
Moines Area Religious Council.

Connections to Transportation: 

Many factors contribute to the hunger crisis in our backyard. One significant issue is transportation.  Several 
organizations help to feed people in the Greater Des Moines region, from food pantries and soup kitchens, to 
shelters and schools. And they are supported through individual donors, churches, nonprofits, and regional and 
state-wide food banks.

But even when food is available, not everyone can access it. This is where the transportation system can be 
part of the problem – or part of the solution. Transportation is part of the problem if people have limited 
options for accessing food. For example, a household without a car will have limited access to food if there 
aren’t other options like public transit, bike-friendly streets, or sidewalks that connect them to food resources. 

To be part of the solution, the regional transportation system needs to provide multiple modes of 
transportation that are readily useable by all segments of the population, whether they are 8 or 80, whether 
they are able bodied or require a mobility device, whether they can afford a car or not.  

Action Items/Transportation Solutions: 

• Increase transit and paratransit options for healthy food access; 

• Increase farm-to-table transportation linkages; 

• Protect regional agriculture hinterland through land use practices; and,

• Protect public health by reducing agriculture-food-transportation related emissions.
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6564 INVESTMENT 
STRATEGIES
A key role of Mobilizing Tomorrow is outlining strategies for how the region 
will invest in transportation infrastructure over the next 30 years. This 
chapter sets a vision for maintaining and improving the transportation 
system for the Greater Des Moines region through 2050. 

The investment plan recognizes that Iowa’s infrastructure is ranked 
9th worst according to an index created by 24/7 Wall Street.  Iowa was 
ranked 11th highest for roads in poor condition and 2nd highest for 
deficient bridges.  In addition, data from the National Household Travel 
Survey indicated that residents in the Des Moines region wished to see 
more investment in existing road maintenance and reconstruction. The 
Long-Range Plan Steering Committee considered this information when 
developing the funding categories and target percentages for the plan 
update.  

The following sections identify the investment categories, planning time 
periods, funding reasonably anticipated through Horizon Year 2050 of 
Mobilizing Tomorrow, and projects broken out by time period.

Investment Categories
The MPO developed an investment strategy for Mobilizing Tomorrow that 
targets funding into five categories – system capacity, reconstruction, 
system optimization, bridge, and transit.  The investment strategy 
recommended by the MPO considers federal funds the MPO controls (STBG 
& TAP funds) and non-federal match at a 30 percent federal – 70 percent 
non-federal ratio.  The plan also considers additional non-federal local funds 
and other grants that have already been awarded.  

For purposes of forecasting revenue for fiscal constraint, the reconstruction, 
system optimization, bridge, and transit categories are dedicated set-asides 
with minimum funding targets as outlined in Figure 3.1.  A maximum of 
30 percent of STBG funds are targeted to fund the regionally significant 
roadway projects listed in this plan (a 50 percent reduction in this target 
from the last plan update in November 2014).   
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FUNDING TYPE TARGET 
PERCENTAGES

System Capacity 30%

Bridge 20%

Major Reconstruction/Replacement 25%

System Optimization 15%

Transit 10%

FIGURE 3.1: FUNDING CATEGORY TARGET PERCENTAGES*

System Capacity Category 

The system capacity category will be used to fund street and highway projects proposed by MPO member 
governments. These projects were reviewed based on performance against the plan’s performance targets 
and placed into either a federally eligible (fiscally constrained list) or a locally funded list. The MPO will 
determine which projects from the federally eligible list will receive funds on an annual basis.  Projects in the 
system capacity category are included in the maps and tables provided in this chapter.   

Bridge Category

The purpose of the bridge category is to dedicate funds for bridges deemed structurally deficient or 
functionally obsolete. This program will be modeled off the Iowa DOT’s city bridge program where funding 
is awarded to eligible bridges based on the rank of the bridge and the willingness of the community to move 
forward with the project. The MPO will review the latest bridge condition information annually to determine 
which bridges will receive funds. 

Major Reconstruction and Replacement 

The reconstruction category is for non-capacity related projects that address major maintenance needs.  
This category does not include basic ongoing maintenance like crack sealing and overlays.  This category is 
intended to fund full-depth replacements of existing roadways.   

System Optimization

The system optimization category is for non-capacity projects that improve the efficiency of the system.  
Traffic signal coordination, other Intelligent Transportation Systems solutions, transit solutions, and planning 
studies are eligible under this category. 

Transit Category

The transit category will provide a funding set-aside to assist DART with capital projects such as the purchase 
of buses and other infrastructure. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Category

The bicycle/pedestrian category uses Set-
Aside funds allocated to the MPO. The Set-
Aide program provides funding for alternative 
transportation projects such as bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. The purpose of the 
MPO’s transportation alternatives category 
is to fund regionally significant gaps in 
the trail system and expand the on-street 
bicycle network. These funds should also 
be used to enhance the pedestrian realm 
through streetscape improvement, bus 
shelter installation, and improving pedestrian 
facilities near schools. 

*These funding targets only apply to the STBG funding that is 
expected to be available over the life of the plan. 
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Mobilizing Tomorrow is divided into the following four investment time periods: 2020-2024, 2025-2029, 2030-2034, 
and 2035-2050.   

The first time period, 2020-2024, consists of projects included in the MPO’s Transportation Capital Improvement 
Program (TCIP).  The FY 2020-2024 TCIP was approved by the MPO Policy Board on August 15, 2019.  The FY 2020-
2024 TCIP includes 348 projects at a total cost of approximately $650 million.  Of the 348 projects, 43 are considered 
regionally significant system capacity projects and are listed in this chapter. Similarly, the Iowa Transportation 
Commission approved the 2020-2024 Iowa Transportation Improvement Program on June 11, 2019, which includes 
numerous Iowa DOT projects in the MPO area.  Those considered to be regionally significant system capacity 
projects are listed in this chapter.  See Appendix K for a full list of currently programmed projects  

The subsequent three investment time periods consist of projects that were submitted by the member governments.  
These projects were collected and scored.  For additional information on project evaluation and selection criteria 
see Appendix F.  

Fiscal Capacity Analysis
There is some uncertainty about the future of federal transportation funding.  The gas tax, which has been the main 
source of transportation infrastructure revenue at the federal and state levels, is failing to keep up with the needs of 
the system.  Discussions at the state and federal level have yet to develop a solution to the transportation funding 
challenge.  Due to this uncertainty, a conservative approach was used to develop funding projections for Mobilizing 
Tomorrow.  The forecasting methodology developed for available funding is outlined in Appendix D. 

Figure 3.2 shows the annual funding increase assumptions used to develop the funding projections for Mobilizing 
Tomorrow.  These projections were developed in consultation with the Iowa DOT and the Long-Range Plan Steering 
Committee.  Based on these assumptions, funding available to the region from the Iowa DOT, DART, and the MPO 
programs exceeds $8.1 billion through 2050.  Figure 3.3 outlines the available funding through 2050.  

FUNDING TYPE ANNUAL 
INCREASE

Federal (MPO) 5%

State (Iowa DOT) 2%

Local Funding 0%

DART 0-5%

FIGURE 3.2: ANNUAL FUNDING INCREASES BY CATEGORY

FUNDING TYPE AVAILABLE FUNDING 
THROUGH HY 2050 

Federal (MPO) $0.7

State (Iowa DOT) $2.5

Local $3.3

DART $1.5

Total $8.1

FIGURE 3.3: PROJECTED FUNDING 2020-2050 (BILLIONS)
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funding doesn’t included transit funding.  This shows that the MPO has enough funding to cover the costs of the 
projects outlined in this plan. 

2020-2050

Total Available Funding $6,634.9*

Total Project Costs $5,388.8

Excess Fiscal Capacity $1,246.1

FIGURE 3.4: FISCAL CAPACTIY (MILLIONS)

System Capacity Investments
This section documents the system capacity projects identified in Mobilizing Tomorrow. The projects outlined in 
this section are fiscally contrained and include projects from MPO member governments and the Iowa Department 
of Transportation.  The projects listed in this section are eligable for Surface Transportation Block Grant funds.  
However, none of these proejcts are guaranteed to recieve federal funding.  Funding decision will be made on an 
annual basis through the STBG application process. The System Capacity projects are broken out by time frame.  The 
total project cost for the System Capacity Projects is $3.6 billion.  

*Excludes $1.5 billion for DART from Figure 3.3 since specific DART projects aren’t listed beyond first time period.  
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# SPONSOR PROJECT DESCRIPTION TERMINI 1 TERMINI 2 YOE COST 
(MILLIONS)

1 Altoona
1st 
Avenue N 
Widening

Widening - Phase 2 and 3 9th Street N 8th Street S $11.8

2 Altoona 34th Ave SW 
Widening

Widening - in conjunction with 
Lion's Gate Development 8th Street SW 1,200' north of 

8th Street SW $0.8

3 Altoona 21st St NW 
Expansion

New street - in conjuction with 
Graham Warehouse Development

34th Avenue 
NW 

2,650' east of 
34th Avenue NW $1.9

4 Ankeny
SE Hulsizer 
Rd 
Expansion

New street with turn lanes and 
realignment

SE Oralabor 
Rd N $2.2

5 Ankeny W 1st Street 
Expansion 5-lane curb and gutter - Phase 1 NW School 

Street NW Kline Street $6.7

6 Ankeny NW 18th St 
Expansion New 2-lane street NW Weigel 

Drive NW Abbie Drive $4.3

7 Ankeny
NE Delaware 
Ave 
Expansion

5-lane curb and gutter NE 5th Street NE 18th Street $10.9

8 Ankeny NW 18th St 
Expansion New 2-lane street NW Abbie 

Drive IA Hwy 415 $0.7

9 Ankeny NW 36th St 5-lane street design NW Irvinedale 
Drive

NW Abilene 
Road $0.3

10 Des Moines E Douglas 
Ave Widening and expansion E 42nd Street E 56th Street $8.7

11 Des Moines SE 
Connector Widening and expansion SE 30th Street US 65 $41.1

12 Des Moines Hubbell Ave New road construction, expansion E 33rd Street E 38th Street $5.6

13 Des Moines Indianola 
Ave Widening and expansion E Army Post 

Road Hwy 69 $5.2

14 Des Moines McKinley 
Ave Widening and expansion Fleur Drive Indianola 

Avenue $5.5

15 Des Moines SE 30th St Widening and expansion UPRR Viaduct SE Connector $5.6

16 Grimes SW County 
Line Rd

New road construction - project in 
design Hwy 44 $6.5

17 Grimes SE 11th St New road construction - project in 
design SE 11th Street S James Street $1.8

18 Grimes SE 19th St HMA Overlay, turn lanes, and 
widening - project in design

SW County 
Line Rd $2.1

19 Norwalk Colonial 
Pkwy Lane addition IA 28 Turnberry Drive $0.3

20 Pleasant Hill NE 70th St New construction University 
Avenue

Rising Sun Dr 
and 440' of 
Meacham Drive

$3.6

21 Pleasant Hill Meacham Dr New construction 1,350' E of NE 
64th Street NE 75th St $8.0
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22 Pleasant Hill Woodland 
Dr New construction Pleasant Ridge 

Road SE 55th Street $0.4

23 Pleasant Hill
SE 70th Ave 
and SE 68th 
St

New construction Rising Sun 
Drive SE 6th Avenue $6.9

24 Urbandale 170th St 
(Alice's Rd) Construction of 5-lane roadway Meredith Drive Waterford Road $7.7

25 Urbandale Meredith Dr Reconstruction to 4 lane roadway 170th Street 184th Street $7.8

26 Urbandale

Aurora Ave, 
104th St, 
Sutton Dr, 
and NW 
100th St

Reconstruct street to 3-lane roadway NW Urbandale 
Drive Plum Drive $5.2

27 Waukee
SE 
Kettlestone 
Blvd

4-line divided cross-section Grand Prairie 
Pkwy

1/4 mi east of 
Grand Prairie 
Pkwy

$1.8

28 Waukee NW Douglas 
Pkwy

2-lane cross-section of future 4-lane 
cross section NW 10th Street 1/4 mi east of 

NW 10th Street $2.9

29 Waukee NW Sunrise 
Dr

2-lane cross-section with 
roundabout NW 10th Street 1/4 mi east of 

NW 10th Street $2.4

30 Waukee NW 10th St 4-lane divided cross section NW Sunrise 
Drive

NW Douglas 
Pkwy $10.4

31 Waukee NW 6th St 2-lane cross section Hickman Road NW Sunrise 
Drive $5.7

32 Waukee NW Sunrise 
Dr

2-lane cross-section with 
roundabout NW 6th Street NW 4th Street $2.5

33 Waukee S Warrior Ln 2-lane divided cross-section
Waukee 
Middle School 
Entrance

University Ave $7.2

34 Waukee NW Douglas 
Pkwy

2-lane cross-section of future 4-lane 
cross section NW 4th Street 1/4 mi west of 

NW 4th Street $2.7

35 Waukee NW 4th St 2-lane cross section NW Sunrise 
Drive

NW Douglas 
Pkwy $2.5

36 West Des 
Moines Ashworth Rd Street widening and bridge 

replacement S 88th Street N 88th Street $11.6

37 West Des 
Moines

Mills Civic 
Pkwy Street widening and realignment S 81st Street S 91st Street $6.7

38 West Des 
Moines Grand Ave Street widening 1st Street 6th Street $6.1

39 Polk County NE 22nd 
Street Street widening NE 54th 

Avenue

0.5 miles north 
of NE 58th 
Avenue 

$3.4

40 DOT IA 28 Pavement widening IA 5 Lincoln Street $1.4

41 DOT I-35 Pavement widening Oralabor Road NE 36th Street $27.6

42 DOT US 69 Pavement widening I-80 SE 33rd Street $22.2

43 DOT I-35 Pavement widening NE36th Street North of IA 210 $30.6

FIGURE 3.6: PREVIOUSLY COMMITTED PROJECTS - 2020-2024 (CONTINUED)
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FIGURE 3.7: 2020-2024 PROJECT MAP
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101 Altoona

Edwin W 
Skinner 
Parkway 
Extension

5,700 LF extension of Edwin W 
Skinner Parkway

West flood 
plain limit of 
Little Four Mile 
Creek

400 feet west of 
6th Avenue SW $26.3

201 Ankeny East First Street 
Widening

Widen 2-lane rural roadway into 
4-lane urban section with turn lanes NE Frisk Drive NE Four Mile 

Drive $8.8

202 Ankeny NW 36th Street 
Reconstruction

Rebuild rural asphalt deteriorated 
roadway into urban section

NW Irvinedale 
Drive

NW Abiliene 
Drive $4.6

203 Ankeny
NE Delaware 
Avenue 
Widening

Widening 2-lane rural roadway into 
4-lane urban section with turn lanes NE 18th Street NE 36th Street $10.5

223 Ankeny NW 18th Street 
Construction New 2-lane roadway Highway 415 NW Abbie Drive $7.8

301 Bondurant
Grant Street 
South 
Extension

Realignment of Grant Street south 
of Hubbell Avenue looping back 
toward Grant Street S (NE 72nd St)

15th Street SE Grant Street S $7.8

302 Bondurant 28th Street SW 
Road

Construction of 28th Street SW 
between Hubbell and Grant St S Grant Street S NE Hubbell 

Avenue $3.2

303 Bondurant Pope Drive 
Extension

Construct on new alignment a north 
south arterial west of Grant Street 15th Street SW NE Hubbell 

Avenue $6.3

304 Bondurant Lincoln Street 
SE Extension

Connection from existing Lincoln 
Street to realigned Grant Street S 15th Street SE Grant Street S $1.9

305 Bondurant 20th Street SW 
Road

Construction of 20th Street between 
Pope Drive and SW Franklin Street 
(NE 64th Street)

Pope Drive NE 64th Street $2.6

306 Bondurant 10th Street SW 
Extension

Build on new alignment and extend 
10th Street west of to NE 64th Street Grant Street S NE 64th Street $6.3

401 Carlisle
52nd Street 
Connection to 
Highway 5

The construction of a new roadway 
from the Intersection of Norgard 
Circle and Gateway Drive through 
future commercial development 
ground to SE 52nd Street

Gateway 
Drive and 
Norgard Circle 
Intersection

West to 52nd 
Street $0.9

601 Des Moines E. MLK Jr. 
Pkwy. New 2-lane roadway SE 30th St. US 65 $53.9

602 Des Moines SE 30th 
Widening Widen from 2 to 3 lanes Raccoon St. Vandalia Rd. $3.2

801 Johnston

NW 100th 
Street - NW 
54th to NW 
62nd

Widen from 2 to 4 lanes, rural 
to urban with pedestrian 
improvements

1000 Feet 
North of NW 
54th Avenue

NW 62nd 
Avenue $13.8

802 Johnston

NW 100th 
Street, NW 
54th Avenue 
to NW 62nd 
Avenue

Reconstruct rural 2 lane road with 
4-5 lane urban road with pedestrian 
improvements

NW 86th Street NW 100th Street $7.6

FIGURE 3.8: PROJECTS 2025-2029 TIME FRAME
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1001 Norwalk Beardsley 

Urbanize and reconstruct Beardsley 
from 80th Avenue to the Lake 
Colchester bridge, adding turn lanes 
or additional lanes as needed

80th Avenue Lake Colchester 
Bridge $13.1

1002 Norwalk
North Avenue 
Reconstruction 
West

Urbanize west section of North 
Avenue with potential addition of 
turn lanes and additional lanes as 
needed

IA 28 50th Ave $6.5

1003 Norwalk Delaware 
Street West

Paving of the gravel section of 
Delaware Street to 50th Avenue

Existing end of 
pavement 50th Ave $6.5

1004
Norwalk/
Warren 
County

80th Street 
Reconstruction

Urbanize 80th Street with the 
addition of turn lanes as needed Beardsley Coolidge St $6.5

1005 Norwalk

Chatham 
Extension and 
Intersection 
Upgrade

Create a full access point 
intersection at Chatham and Iowa 
Highway 28 with an extension of 
Chatham to the east

Chatham IA 28 $6.5

1006 Norwalk
Colonial 
Parkway 
Extension

Extend Colonial Parkway to 80th 
Street

Eastern end 
of Colonial 
Parkway

80th Street $6.5

1301 Urbandale

Aurora Avenue 
- 128th Street 
to 142nd 
Street

Rural two lane cross section to 
5-lane urban cross section 128th Street 142nd Street $6.5

1302 Urbandale NW 54th 
Avenue

Reconstructing NW54th Avenue 
from a two lane rural cross section to 
a five lane urban cross section

100th Street Iowa Highway 
141 $1.3

1303 Urbandale
142nd Street 
Reconstruction 
Project

Reconstruct rural cross section into a 
4-lane urban section

Douglas 
Parkway Meredith Drive $9.1

1304 Urbandale
156th Street 
Reconstruction 
Project

Reconstruction of a two lane rural 
cross section to a four lane urban 
cross section

Waterford Road Meadow Drive $91.1

1305 Urbandale
170th Street 
Reconstruction 
Project

Reconstructing a two lane rural cross 
section into a four lane urban cross 
section

Waterford Road North Corporate 
Limit $4.7

1306 Urbandale
142nd Street 
Reconstruction 
Project

Widened current 2 lane rural road to 
a four lane urban cross section Waterford Road North Corporate 

Limit $4.6

1307 Urbandale 111th Street 
Reconstruction

Reconstruct current rural two 
lane roadway to three lane urban 
roadway

Justin Drive Living History 
Farms $1.3

1401 Waukee
10th Street 
Expansion 
Phase 2

Expand existing road from two lanes 
to four lanes with turning lanes Hickman Road NW Sunrise 

Drive $10.5

1402 Waukee
Alice's Road 
Widening 
Phase 6

Widen road from two lanes to four 
lanes

NE Horizon 
Drive

Douglas 
Parkway $15.4

1403 Waukee

University 
Avenue 
Extension 
Phase 1

Construct a four lane road with 
turning lanes Warrior Lane 10th Street $18.4

FIGURE 3.8: PROJECTS 2025-2029 TIME FRAME (CONTINUED)
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1410 Waukee
10th Street 
Extension 
Phase 1

Construct initial 2 lanes of a future 4 
lane arterial Cedar Street University 

Avenue $6.5

1411 Waukee 142nd Street 
Expansion

Widen arterial street from two lanes 
to four lanes

SE Place 
D'Avray

SE Timberline 
Drive $2.6

1412 Waukee
Ashworth Road 
Expansion 
Phase 4

Pave existing two lane gravel road 6th Street U Avenue $7.8

1413 Waukee

Douglas 
Parkway 
Extension 
Phase 1

Construct two of a future four lane 
arterial Warrior Lane 4th Street $13.1

1414 Waukee

Douglas 
Parkway 
Extension 
Phase 3

Construction of two lanes of a future 
four lane arterial 10th Street T Avenue $15.7

1415 Waukee
Ashworth 
Road Widening 
Phase 1

Widen arterial roadway from two 
lanes to four lanes Waco Place Grand Prairie 

Parkway $10.5

1416 Waukee
Ashworth Road 
Expansion 
Phase 2

Widen and pave road from two lanes 
to four lanes

Grand Prairie 
Parkway

LA Grant 
Parkway $9.2

1417 Waukee T Avenue 
Paving Phase 1

Pave existing gravel road to two lane 
road

University 
Avenue Douglas Avenue $21.0

1501 West Des 
Moines

Ashworth 
Road & I-80 
Interchange

Construct ramps for new 
interchange

Interstate 80 at 
Ashworth Rd

Interstate 80 at 
Ashworth Rd $10.5

1503 West Des 
Moines

S. Jordan 
Creek Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 6-lanes with 
turn lanes

Stagecoach 
Drive Grand Avenue $9.8

1504 West Des 
Moines

Grand 
Prairie Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 6-lanes with 
turn lanes

Interstate 80 
South Ramp

Mills Civic 
Parkway $7.8

1508 West Des 
Moines

Grand Ave 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 6-lanes with 
turn lanes

Interstate 35 
West Ramp

S. Jordan Creek 
Parkway $17.1

1521 West Des 
Moines

Jordan 
Creek Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes University 
Avenue

Interstate 80 
North Ramp $6.5

1522 West Des 
Moines

University 
Avenue 
Widening

Widen from 4-lanes to 6-lanes 142nd Street 71st Street $5.2

1523 West Des 
Moines

Westown 
Parkway 
Extension 
and Future 
Widening

Pave initial 2 lanes and turn lanes, 
widen to 4-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

92nd Street 98th Street $3.2

FIGURE 3.8: PROJECTS 2025-2029 TIME FRAME (CONTINUED)
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2101 Polk County
NW Meredith 
Drive 
Reconstruction

Project will reconstruct the existing 
2-lane rural roadway to an urban 
3 lane curb & gutter roadway with 
continuous left turn lane, sidewalks 
and bike lanes 

Beaver Avenue Merle Hay Road 
(IA Hwy 28) $4.6

2102 Polk County

Broadway 
Avenue 
Multi-Modal 
Improvement 
Project

The project will include multi-modal 
improvements to improve traffic 
safety by adding a continuous 
center turn lane, turn lanes 
and signals at two unsignalized 
intersections, remove 2 at-grade 
Railroad crossings, remove limited 
clearance freight impediment, 
improve existing traffic signals 
at 4 intersections to coordinate 
peak traffic, and provide a trail 
connections between the three 
major trail corridors in this area

NW 2nd Street 
(IA Hwy 415)

E. Hubbell 
Avenue $52.6

2103 Polk County
NW 66th 
Avenue 
Relocation

Project will construct a new 3-lane 
curb & gutter roadway from the 
T-intersection of NW 66 Avenue and 
NW 6 Dr, east to NW 65 Lane just 
prior to the intersection of NW 4 
Street, and the installation of traffic 
signals

NW 6th Drive NW 65th Lane $5.2

4001 DOT I-35 Widening
The project will widen I-35 from four 
lanes to six 

36th Street 
Interchange, 
Ankeny

North Urban 
Area Boundary $59.2

4002 DOT

Reconfigure 
I-35/80 
interchange at 
US 6/Hickman 
Rd.

Reconfigure the interchange, most 
likely as a diverging diamond.

I-35/80 
interchange at 
US 6/Hickman 
Rd.

I-35/80 
interchange at 
US 6/Hickman 
Rd.

$15.7

4003 DOT I-35/80 
Widening

The project would widen I-35/80 
from six lanes to eight lanes West Mixmaster East Mixmaster $250.0

4004 DOT
Reconfigure 
West 
Mixmaster

Reconfigure the interchange at the 
west junction of I-35/80/235 West Jct. of 

I-35/80/235
West Jct. of 
I-35/80/235 $197.3

4005 DOT US 6 Widening
Widen US 6/Hickman Road from four 
lanes to six lanes 

NW 156th 
Street, Clive & 
Urbandale

NW 111th 
Street, Clive & 
Urbandale

$26.3

4006 DOT US 69 
Widening

Widen US 69/Ankeny Blvd. from 
three lanes to five lanes N. 36th Street, 

Ankeny
N. 54th Street, 
Ankeny $19.7

4007 DOT I-80 Widening Widen I-80 from six to eight lanes. East Mixmaster First Street, 
Altoona $75.0

4008 DOT Widen Iowa 28
Widen IA 28 from 2 lanes to four 
lanes SCL Norwalk North Avenue, 

Norwalk $18.9

4027 DOT I-80 Widening Widen I-80 from four lanes to six 
lanes

Grand Prairie 
Parkway

Jordan Creek 
Pkwy $20.9

FIGURE 3.8: PROJECTS 2025-2029 TIME FRAME (CONTINUED)
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FIGURE 3.9: 2025-2029 PROJECT MAP
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102 Altoona 14th Avenue 
SE Widening

Widening 14th Avenue SE to a four 
lane divided roadway with center 
turn lanes

8th Street SE 24th Street SE $12.8

204 Ankeny

SE Corporate 
Woods Drive 
Roadway and 
Overpass

Railroad Overpass Structure and 
4-lane Expanison

SE Convenience 
Blvd.

SE Four Mile 
Drive $24.8

205 Ankeny NE 18th Street 
Reconstruction

Rebuild gravel roadway into urban 
PCC street

NE Fourmile 
Drive

County NE 38th 
Street $6.0

206 Ankeny NW 36th Street 
Widening

Widening existing 2-lane urban 
section to 4 lanes with turn lanes

NW Abilene 
Drive Highway 69 $7.2

207 Ankeny NE 54th Street 
Improvements

Rebuild deteriorated asphalt 
roadway into urban section

Ankeny 
Boulevard

NE Delaware 
Avenue $7.2

208 Ankeny

NW State 
Street 
Extension to 
NW Irvinedale 
Drive

Construct new 5-lane roadway on 
reverse-curve alignment NW State Street NW Irvinedale 

Drive $20.1

209 Ankeny
SE Delaware 
Avenue 
Widening

Replace 2-lane rural roadway with 
5-lane urban section

South 
Corporate 
Limits (SE 
72nd)

SE Corporate 
Woods Drive $8.0

210 Ankeny

NW Irvinedale 
Drive 
Improvements 
- Phase 2

Widening and intersection 
improvements NW 18th Street NW 36th Street $4.0

211 Ankeny NE 36th Street 
Widening

Replace rural asphalt 2-lane roadway 
with 5-lane urban section I-35 Off ramps NE Four Mile 

Drive $6.4

212 Ankeny
West First 
Street 
Widening

Reconstruct deteriorated 4-lane 
section into 5-lane section

NW Greenwood 
Street NW State Street $14.4

213 Ankeny

Ankeny 
Boulevard 
Widening - 
Phase 1

Widen from 4-lane rural section to 
5-lane urban section

South Surfine 
Drive 

South Magazine 
Road $6.4

224 Ankeny
NW Weigel 
Drive 
Improvements

Replace gravel roadway with 2-lane 
urban section NW 18th Street NW Reinhart 

Drive $5.6

603 Des Moines SE 14th St. 
Widening Widen from 4 to 6 lanes US 65 E. Army Post Rd. $13.6

604 Des Moines Hickman Rd. 
Widening Widen from 4 to 5 lanes Merle Hay Rd. 63rd St. $6.4

605 Des Moines Guthrie Ave. 
Widening Widen from 2 to 3 lanes I-235 Hubbell Ave. $5.6

FIGURE 3.10: PROJECTS 2030-2034 TIME FRAME 
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1007 Norwalk
North Avenue 
Reconstruction 
East

Urbanize North Avenue with 
potential turning lane and additional 
lanes

IA 28 80th Ave $8.0

1101 Pleasant Hill SE 68th Street 
Improvements

New roadway construction from 
University Avenue to SE 6th Ave

NE Rising Sun 
Drive SE 6th Avenue $8.0

1404 Waukee

Grand Prairie 
Parkway 
Expansion 
Phase 1

Addition of two lanes to existing 
four lane arterial

University 
Avenue Ashworth Road $9.6

1405 Waukee Meredith Drive 
Paving Phase 1

Pave existing gravel road to two 
lanes Alice's Road T Avenue $28.8

1406 Waukee
R-22/Ute 
Avenue 
Widening

Expand existing two lane arterial to 
four lanes

University 
Avenue Ashworth Road $12.8

1407 Waukee

R-22/Ute 
Avenue 
Widening 
Phase 2

Widen existing road from two lanes 
to four lanes Ashworth Road Interstate 80 $12.8

1418 Waukee
Ashworth Road 
Expansion 
Phase 5

Pave two lanes of existing gravel 
road U Avenue T Avenue $12.8

1419 Waukee

Douglas 
Parkway 
Extension 
Phase 2

Construct two lanes of an eventual 
full lane arterial roadway T Avenue S Avenue $19.2

1420 Waukee

Douglas 
Parkway 
Expansion 
Phase 1

Expansion from two lanes to four 
lane arterial roadway Alice's Road Warrior Lane $9.6

1421 Waukee T Avenue 
Paving Phase 2

Pave existing gravel road to two 
lanes

University 
Avenue Ashworth Road $11.2

1502 West Des 
Moines

EP True Pkwy 
Widening

Pave initial 2 lanes and turn lanes, 
widen to 4-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

88th Street Grand Prairie 
Parkway $16.0

1505 West Des 
Moines

S. Grand 
Prairie Pkwy 
Widening

Pave initial 2 lanes and turn lanes, 
widen to 6-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

Stagecoach 
Drive Grand Avenue $12.0

1509 West Des 
Moines

Grand Ave 
Widening

Pave initial 2 lanes and turn lanes, 
widen to 6-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

S. 88th Street S. Grand Prairie 
Parkway $12.8

1510 West Des 
Moines

S. 60th Street 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 4-lanes with 
left-turn lanes

Mills Civic 
Parkway Grand Avenue $16.0

1511 West Des 
Moines

88th Street 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes Ashworth Road Mills Civic 

Parkway $11.2

1512 West Des 
Moines

S. 88th Street 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes

Mills Civic 
Parkway

Raccoon River 
Drive $12.8

1513 West Des 
Moines

Veterans Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 6-lanes with 
turn lanes Highway 28 SE Willow Creek 

Drive $12.0

FIGURE 3.10: PROJECTS 2030-2034 TIME FRAME (CONTINUED)



79# SPONSOR PROJECT DESCRIPTION TERMINI 1 TERMINI 2 YOE COST 
(MILLIONS)

1514 West Des 
Moines

Veterans 
Pkwy & I-35 
Interchange

Construct new interchange
Interchange 
35 at Veterans 
Pkwy

Interchange 
35 at Veterans 
Pkwy

$24.0

1524 West Des 
Moines

EP True Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes 81st Street 88th Street $6.4

1525 West Des 
Moines

Maffitt Lake Rd 
Widening

Widen from 2 lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes

SE Soteria 
Avenue SE 50th Street $24.0

1526 West Des 
Moines

SE 35th Street 
Extension 
and Future 
Widening

Pave initial 2 lanes and turn lanes, 
widen to 4-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

Maffitt Lake 
Road Adams Street $16.0

4009 DOT
I-35/80 
Interchange at 
IA 141

Project will complete the 
reconfiguration of the interchange 
that began in the 2015-2020 period 

I-35/80 
interchange at 
IA 141

I-35/80 
interchange at 
IA 141

$32.0

4010 DOT I-35 Widening
Widen I-35 from six lanes to eight 
lanes East Mixmaster First Street, 

Ankeny $52.8

4011 DOT East Mixmaster
Complete the reconfiguration of the 
East Mixmaster N/E Jct. of 

I-35/80/235
N/E Jct. of 
I-35/80/235 $288.1

4012 DOT I-80 Widening
Widen I-80 from four lanes to six 
lanes First Street, 

Altoona
East Urban Area 
Boundary $43.2

4013 DOT US 6 Widening

Widen US 6/Hickman Road from 
four lanes to six lanes.  The ultimate 
improvement extends easterly from 
from NW 156th Street to NW 111th 
Street.  Improvements to US 6 in 
that area will likely take place in the 
2021-2030 period. Improvements 
will include the minor widening of 
the existing surface and intersection 
improvements 

W Jct Co Rd 
R22

NW 156th 
Street, Clive $40.0

4014 DOT
US 6/Douglas 
Avenue 
Widening

Widen US 6/Douglas Avenue from 
four lanes to five lanes Merle Hay Road Lower Beaver 

Road $13.4

4015 DOT
US 69/NE 
14th Street 
Widening

Widen US 69/NE 14th Street from 
four lanes to five lanes Aurora Avenue Euclid Avenue $5.6

4016 DOT
US 69/NE 
14th Street 
Widening

Widen US 69/NE 14th Street from 
four lanes to five lanes Euclid Avenue University 

Avenue $13.7

4017 DOT

US 69/E. 
14th Street 
One-Way 
Conversion

Convert US 69/E. 14th Street to a 
one-way street Court Avenue E. 15th Street 

Extension $1.1

FIGURE 3.10: PROJECTS 2030-2034 TIME FRAME (CONTINUED)



80 # SPONSOR PROJECT DESCRIPTION TERMINI 1 TERMINI 2 YOE COST 
(MILLIONS)

4018 DOT
US 69/SE 
14th Street 
Widening

Widen US 69/SE 14th Street from 
four lanes to six lanes 

South termini 
of future E 
15th Street 
Extension

Park Avenue $5.2

4019 DOT

Reconfigure 
West 
Mixmaster 
(W Jct 
I-35/80/235)

Complete reconfiguration of the 
West Mixmaster 

West Mixmaster 
(W Jct 
I-35/80/235)

West Mixmaster 
(W Jct 
I-35/80/235)

$160.1

4020 DOT

Reconfigure 
I-35/80 
Interchange 
at University 
Avenue

Reconfigure I-35/80 Interchange at 
University Avenue 

I-35/80 
Interchange 
at University 
Avenue

I-35/80 
Interchange 
at University 
Avenue

$16.6

FIGURE 3.10: PROJECTS 2030-2034 TIME FRAME (CONTINUED)
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FIGURE 3.11: 2030-2034 PROJECT MAP



82 # SPONSOR PROJECT DESCRIPTION TERMINI 1 TERMINI 2 YOE COST 
(MILLIONS)

103 Altoona

Edwin W 
Skinner 
Parkway SE 
Widening

Widening Edwin W Skinner Parkway 
SE to a four lane divided street 
section with center turn lanes

1st Avenue S 14th Avenue SE $18.9

104 Altoona

NE 
Adventureland 
Drive 
Extension

6,000 LF extension of Adventureland 
Drive NE

County NE 80th 
Street

County NE 88th 
Street $28.4

214 Ankeny

I-35 SE 
Oralabor Road 
Interchange 
Reconstruction

Rebuild existing interchange into a 
diverging diamond configuration

On Interstate 
35

At Oralabor 
Road 
(Highway 160) 
Interchange

$94.7

215 Ankeny
NE Delaware 
Avenue 
Widening

Replace 2-lane rural roadway with 
5-lane urban section NE 36th Street NE 54th Street $26.0

216 Ankeny

SE Magazine 
Road I-35 
Overpass and 
Connection

Overpass of I-35 and 2-lane roadway 
from SE Delaware Ave. to corporate 
limits

SE Delaware 
Avenue

East Corporate 
Limits $35.5

217 Ankeny NW 36th Street 
Improvements

Replace two-lane gravel roadway 
with 2-lane urban section

NW Irvinedale 
Drive Highway 415 $42.6

218 Ankeny

NE 54th 
Avenue I-35 
Overpass and 
Extension

Overpass structure on Interstate 35 
for NE 54th Street 

NE Delaware 
Avenue

NE Four Mile 
Drive $47.3

219 Ankeny
NE 36th Street 
Widening - 
Phase 2

Replacing 2-lane rural asphalt / 
gravel roadway with 5-lane urban 
section

NE Four Mile 
Drive NE 38th Street $21.3

220 Ankeny
SE Corporate 
Woods Drive 
Interchange 

Addition of Planned Ramp Loops to 
the Existing Interchange

I-35 
Interchange

At SE Corporate 
Woods Drive $7.1

221 Ankeny

Ankeny 
Boulevard 
Widening - 
Phase 2

Widening of 4-lane rural roadway 
into 5-lane urban section

South Oralabor 
Road

South Shurfine 
Drive $14.2

222 Ankeny
Ankeny 
Boulevard CBD 
Widening

Widening of Hwy 69 to provide a 
center turn lane and pedestrian 
improvements

SE Magazine 
Road SE 2nd Street $16.5

225 Ankeny
NW Weigel 
Drive 
Improvements

Reconstruction of gravel roadway 
into a 2-lane urban section 

NW Reinhart 
Drive NW 36th Street $7.1

606 Des Moines SW Connector 
Pt. 1 New 2-lane roadway Park Ave. SW 9th $120.8

607 Des Moines Vandalia Rd. 
Widening Widen from 2 to 3 lanes SE 30th St. US 65 $26.0

608 Des Moines Merle Hay 
Widening Widen from 4 to 5 lanes Urbandale Douglas $11.8

FIGURE 3.12: PROJECTS 2035-2050 TIME FRAME 



83# SPONSOR PROJECT DESCRIPTION TERMINI 1 TERMINI 2 YOE COST 
(MILLIONS)

1008 Norwalk
Echo Valley 
Drive 
Reconstruction

Urbanize and reconstruct Echo Valley 
Drive (County Line Road) adding 
turn lanes as needed

IA 28 Eastern City 
Limits $11.8

1009 Norwalk 50th Avenue 
Reconstruction

Urbanize and add turning lanes as 
needed North Avenue County Line 

Road $23.6

1010 Norwalk Delaware 
Street East

Development of Delaware Street 
east of IA 28 IA 28 80th Avenue $23.6

1408 Waukee Meredith Drive 
Paving Phase 2

Pave existing gravel road to two 
lanes T Avenue S Avenue $14.2

1409 Waukee

University 
Avenue 
Extension 
Phase 2

Pave existing gravel road to four lane 
road with turning lanes 10th Street T Avenue $23.6

1422 Waukee
Ashworth Road 
Expansion 
Phase 3

Widen road from 2-lanes to 4-lanes LA Grant 
Parkway Ute Avenue $18.9

1423 Waukee T Avenue 
Paving Phase 3

Pave existing gravel road to two lane 
road

Douglas 
Avenue Meredith Drive $16.5

1506 West Des 
Moines

S. Grand 
Prairie Pkwy 
Widening

Pave initial 2-lanes and turn lanes 
including bridge over railroad tracks, 
widen to 6-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

Grand Avenue
South of 
Raccoon River 
Drive

$18.9

1507 West Des 
Moines

Stagecoach 
Drive Widening

Pave initial 2 lanes and turn lanes, 
widen to 4-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

S. Jordan Creek 
Parkway S. 88th Street $11.8

1515 West Des 
Moines

Mills Civic 
Pkwy 
Extension 
and Future 
Widening

Pave initial 2 lanes and turn lanes, 
widen to 4-lanes with turn lanes 
once additional capacity is needed

Grand Prairie 
Parkway Ute Avenue $23.6

1516 West Des 
Moines

Stagecoach 
Drive Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes S. 88th Street S. Grand Prairie 

Parkway $18.9

1517 West Des 
Moines

Grand Ave 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 6-lanes with 
turn lanes

S. Jordan Creek 
Parkway S. 88th Street $21.3

1518 West Des 
Moines

Veterans Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 2 lanes to 6-lanes with 
turn lanes Highway 5 Interstate 35 $59.2

1519 West Des 
Moines

Veterans Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 2 lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes Interstate 35 SW Grand Prairie 

Parkway $47.3

1520 West Des 
Moines

SW Grand 
Prairie Pkwy 
Widening

Widen from 2-lanes to 6-lanes with 
turn lanes

Raccoon River 
Drive

South Corporate 
Limits $71.0

1527 West Des 
Moines

Army Post Rd 
Widening

Widen from 2 lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes

Veterans 
Parkway SE 42nd Street $26.0

1528 West Des 
Moines

SE 35th Street 
Widening

Widen from 2 lanes to 4-lanes with 
turn lanes Adams Street South Corporate 

Limits $17.7

FIGURE 3.12: PROJECTS 2035-2050 TIME FRAME (CONTINUED)



84 # SPONSOR PROJECT DESCRIPTION TERMINI 1 TERMINI 2 YOE COST 
(MILLIONS)

4021 DOT
IA 163/E. 
University 
Widening

Widen IA 163/E. University Avenue 
from four lanes to five lanes E. 33rd Street, 

Des Moines ECL Des Moines $12.5

4022 DOT
US 6/Hubbell 
Avenue 
Widening

Widen US 6/Hubbell Avenue from 
four lanes to five lanes Euclid Avenue E. 38th Street $4.2

4023 DOT
US 69/SE 
15th Street 
Extension

Extend US 69/SE 15th Street south 
approximately 1.8 miles; Construct 
3-lanes on new alignment 

North of Court 
Avenue

South of 
Hartford Avenue $189.5

4024 DOT
US 69/SE 
14th Street 
Widening

Widen US 69/SE 14th Street from 4- 
lanes to six lanes Watrous 

Avenue
E. Army Post 
Road $16.8

4025 DOT I-35 Widening Widen I-35 from 4-lanes to 6-lanes South Urban 
Area Boundary IA 5 $43.3

4026 DOT I-80 Widening Widen I-80 from 6-lanes to 8-lanes Jordan Creek 
Pkwy West Mixmaster $35.5

4028 DOT I-235 Widening
 
Widen I-235 from 6-lanes to 8-lanes West Mixmaster 63rd Street $94.7

4029 DOT I-80 Widening Widen I-80 from 4-lanes to 6-lanes West Urban 
Area Boundary

Grand Prairie 
Pkwy $59.9

FIGURE 3.12: PROJECTS 2035-2050 TIME FRAME 



85

FIGURE 3.13: 2035-2050 PROJECT MAP



86 Bridge Investments
This section does not outline specific bridge projects that will occur over the next 30 years.  However, the MPO 
recognizes that the region’s bridges are a valuable resource that needs to maintain over the life of this plan.  
Therefore, this plan proposes that $444.7 million are invested in bridge projects over the next  30 years.  The 
projects funded under this category will be decided on an annual basis. Figure 3.14 outlines bridge investments by 
time frame.  

Major Reconstruction/Replacement Investments
A key objective of this plan is to promote stewardship of our existing infrastructure. Caring for the roadway network 
is crucial to the continued success of the region.  This plan recognizes the importance of our existing network and 
proposed that $555.9 million are invested in major reconstruction and replacement projects through 2050.  The 
projects funded under this category will be decided on an annual basis.  Figure 3.14 outlines major reconstruction 
and replacement investments by time frame.

System Optimization Investments
This category was created to incentivize projects that address capacity-related issues without adding lane miles.  
The MPO recognizes that the region cannot build its way out of congestion and that alternative solutions should 
be implemented to address traffic issues whenever possible.  Therefore, the MPO proposes that $333.6 million are 
invested in projects that optimize the system without adding more lanes/roads.  The projects under this category 
will be decided on an annual basis.  Figure 3.14 outlines system optimization investments by time frame.

Transit Investments
The plan proposes that $222.4 million are invested in transit projects through 2050.  Traditionally, this funding has 
gone toward bus replacements to ensure the fleet is well maintained.  However, investments under this category 
could include other capital expense such as shelter and stop improvements.  DART submits projects under this 
category on an annual basis.  Figure 3.14 outlines transit investments by time frame.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Investments
The plan proposes that $160.7 million are invested in bicycle and pedestrian projects through 2050.  The projects 
under this category will be decided on an annual basis.  Figure 3.14 outlines bicycle and pedestrian investments by 
time frame.
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 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050 TOTAL

2020-2050

System Capacity 309 1180.4 1031.1 1141.6 3662.1

Bridge* 45.1 55.3 65.6 278.7 444.7
Major Reconstruction/
Replacement* 56.4 69.2 82.0 348.4 555.9

System Optimization* 33.8 41.5 49.2 209.1 333.6

Transit* 22.5 27.7 32.8 139.4 222.4

Bicycle/Pedestrian* 16.3 20.0 23.7 100.7 160.7

Total 483.1 1394.1 1284.3 2217.9 5379.4

FIGURE 3.14: FUNDING CATEGORY INVESTMENTS BY TIME PERIOD (MILLIONS) 

*These categories only include the STBG funding that is proposed to be spent on projects from 2020-2050.   The 
System Capacity category includes additional local funding that is projected to be avialable over the life of the plan. 

Other Transportation Investments
This section outlines other regional significant transportation investments that are not using the revenue outlined in 
Appendix D.  

Rail Investments
The Des Moines area’s location at the crossroads of I-35 and I-80 – which connect the region to Canada, Mexico, the 
east and west coast’s, the Great Lakes, and the Gulf of Mexico – provides the region with a global connection and 
the ability to simplify the process of importing or exporting. This crossroad location is attractive for transportation 
companies and is a desirable freight terminal location.  In order for the region to ensure economic growth through 
enhanced transportation infrastructure, the region should:

• Upgrade rail lines to handle heavier railcars to improve overall freight capacity in the area;

• Develop rail-centric transportation options for businesses through the development of a transload facility;

• Expand existing transportation options to attract new industries to the region; and,

• Maintain and upgrade rail crossings to improve safety.

Des Moines Transload Facility
The Des Moines Transload Facility is proposed on property located in the southeast section of Des Moines. The site 
is directly adjacent to East Martin Luther King Jr. Parkway, a major arterial roadway connecting west to the Central 
Business District in downtown Des Moines.  The site will also be included in a planned connection to Iowa Highway 
65 to the east, which provides connectivity to the Interstate system, I-35 and I-80. 

The proposed site is adjacent to a convergence of four rail lines, including three Class I railroads and one Class II 
railroad.  The site’s location offers both regional and national significance, providing a location for the transfer 
of goods from truck to rail in an environment that will maximize competitive benefits for users. The facility will 
strengthen the existing transportation and goods movement network in the region, and assist in connecting Central 
Iowa businesses to coastal ports at a national level. 



88 Anticipated users of the facility include a wide variety of companies that handle commodities, such as minerals, 
steel, chemicals, lumber, finished products, agricultural products, food, fertilizers, products for the development of 
Iowa’s growing wind energy industry, roofing materials, pipe, sheet metal, pilings, beams, plastics, aggregates, salts, 
oils, green bio-products, generators, transformers, farm machinery, equipment, feed additives. 

The main challenges that the proposed facility would begin to address are: 

• Lack of large scale means to get goods onto rail in the market; 

• Removing truck traffic from congested roadways; 

• Provide more efficient and cost-effective goods movement to businesses; and, 

• Reduce significant existing drayage costs required to move goods 2-5 hours from Des Moines to access rail 
service. 

In November 2018, the Des Moines Area MPO received an $11.2 million Better Utilizing Infrastructure to Leverage 
Development (BUILD) grant.  The BUILD grant is in addition to a $1.7 million Railroad Revolving Loan and Grant 
program award from the Iowa Department of Transportation.  The project is expected to cost $22 million in total to 
construct and will be fully operational by 2021. 

FIGURE 3.15: DES MOINES TRANSLOAD FACILITY LOCATION



89Aviation Investments
The Des Moines region is served by three airports. The following section will focus on the two principal airports in 
the MPO planning area, the Des Moines International Airport and the Ankeny Regional Airport.  The Iowa DOT’s Iowa 
Aviation System Plan 2010-2030 includes individual airport summaries for Iowa airports.

Ankeny Regional Airport
The Ankeny Regional Airport (IKV) is considered an Enhanced Service Facility that provides general aviation needs 
for the Des Moines region as a business airport and as a reliever to the Des Moines International Airport.  The IKV is 
owned and operated by the Polk County Aviation Authority and accounts for personal and business travel, as well as 
just-in-time shipping, law enforcement, agriculture, and medical transport.

The Ankeny Airport will invest $11.72 million in infrastructure improvements from 2020-2025.  Figure 3.16 outlines 
these projects. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION FISCAL YEAR PROJECT 
COST

Taxiway D Apron Grading and Paving (Phase 2) 2020 $0.583

Taxiway D Access Road Relocation (Phases 2-4) and Utilities (Phase 2) 2020 $0.557

Taxiway D Access Road Paving (Phase 2) 2020 $0.209

Environmental Assessment (Runway 18 Extension, South Corporate Access and Apron) 2021 $0.100

Rehabilitate Maintenance Building Parking Lot 2021 $0.184

Strengthen and Extend Runway 18/36 2022 $4.474

Taxiway D Apron Grading & Paving (Phase 3) 2022 $0.699

South Corporate Access and Apron Grading, Drainage, and Demo 2023 $1.034

Taxiway D Apron Grading and Paving (Phase 4) 2023 $0.704

Taxiway D Access Road Paving and Utilities (Phase 3) 2023 $0.429

South Corporate Access and Apron Paving 2024 $1.134

Taxiway D Access Road Paving and Utilities (Phase 4) 2024 $0.433

Runway 4/22 and Taxiway D & E Lighting 2025 $0.380

Acquire Snow Removal Equipment 2025 $0.150

MALSR for Runway 36 2025 $0.654

TOTAL 2020-2025 $11.72

FIGURE 3.16: ANKENY REGIONAL AIRPORT INVESTMENTS, 2020-2025 (COST IN MILLIONS)



90 Des Moines International Airport
The City of Des Moines owns and operates Des Moines International Airport (DSM).  The airport is governed by 
a five-member Airport Authority Board, composed of representatives appointed by the Des Moines Mayor and 
approved by the Des Moines City Council. DSM serves as the major air passenger and airfreight service center for 
central Iowa.  In addition, DSM serves as a base for the Iowa Air National Guard.

In April 2014, the Des Moines Airport Authority published the Des Moines International Airport Terminal Area 
Concept Plan Technical Report.  The report outlines the airport authority’s plans to relocate and expand the terminal 
based on growing demand and inadequacies associated with the current terminal location and facilities.  The 
preferred alternative identified in the study would cost approximately $433 million in 2018 dollars.  Figure 3.17 
below shows the layout of the proposed terminal development.

FIGURE 3.17: DES MOINES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT TERMINAL CONCEPT

Des Moines International Airport will invest more than $65 million in infrastructure improvements from 2020-2025.  
Figure 3.18 outlines these projects. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION FISCAL YEAR PROJECT 
COST

Pave Airport Service Road (Design & Construction) 2020 $0.750

Rehabilitate Runway 5/23 – Phase III (Design) 2020 $1.323

Rehabilitate Runway 5/23 – Phase IV (Construction) 2021 $22.050

Reconstruct Runway 5/23 & 13/31 Intersection (Design) 2021 $0.780

Runway 5 Temporary Extension (Design) 2021 $1.205

Reconstruct Runway 5/23 & 13/31 Intersection (Construction) 2022 $5.580

Airfield Pavement Maintenance Program Update 2022 $0.135

Runway 5 Temporary Extension (Construction) 2022 $8.870

Construct Terminal Apron “A” (Design & Construction) 2023 $14.680

Construct Terminal Apron “B” (Design & Construction) 2024 $7.180

TOTAL 2020-2025 $62.55

FIGURE 3.18: DES MOINES INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT INVESTMENTS, 2020-2025 ( COST IN MILLIONS)

FIGURE 3.19: RUNWAY 5/23 CONSTRUCITON PLAN



92 Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority

The Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART) works closely with the MPO on regional planning of 
mobility while also developing in concert it’s own long-range plan and investment strategies. DART’s first long 
range transit plan named DART Forward 2035 was adopted in September 2011 and was implemented beginning 
in June of 2012, with additional analysis and public outreach guiding DART’s service planning efforts thereafter.  
Transit services as a result has seen an increase in ridership, expanded service to weekends, earlier morning and 
later evening service as well as more populations served.     

With the adoption of the FY2020 Budget, the DART Commission approved a proposal to begin a new long-
range plan called the Transit Optimization Study which aims to maximize the efficiency of mobility offerings with 
effectiveness of the transit funding available.  The Study is forecasted to be completed in the summer of 2020.

Additionally, DART has built a Transit Asset Management Plan as mandated by the Federal Transit Administration 
which establishes goals and metrics to consistently assess, prioritize, and address the condition of transit assets.  
This program aims to keep all federally sponsored assets in a State of Good Repair (SGR).  A series of performance 
targets have been adopted (see Figure 3.20) which ties to the capital projects programmed for 2020 through 2024.  

FIGURE 3.20: TRANSIT PERFORMANCE TARGETS

CATEGORY CLASS PERFORMANCE TARGET

Rolling Stock

35' to 60' Heavy-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 13 years

30' to 34' Heavy-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 11 years

27' to 31' Medium-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 8 years

25' Light-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 5 years

Vans 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 5 years

Equipment Support Vehicles - Trucks, Autos, Vans, & 
SUV's 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 7 years

Facilities

Administration & Passenger Facility - DCS 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale

Maintenance & Operations Facility - DW 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale

Parking Facility - N/A at this time 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale

In relation to the performance targets of Facilities, specifically DART’s Maintenance and Operations Facility, staff 
and DART Commissioners are reviewing the lagging performance of its current operations center located at 1100 
DART Way.  An analysis of investment needs to bring the geographically constrained facility into performance 
versus building a new maintenance and operations facility is being considered. 

Figure 3.21 lists the investments that DART will make to the transit system from 2020 through 2024.
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CAPITAL PROJECTS 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050

Fleet  $33.09  $34.65  $38.07  $171.93 

Facilities  $69.74  $5.51  $7.58  $20.26 

Equipment & Technology  $1.71  $2.60  $3.74  $13.07 

Passenger Amenities  $0.48  $0.48  $0.55  $2.16 

Development  $-    $25.00  $-    $-   

Total Costs  $105.01  $68.25  $49.92  $207.42 

CAPITAL EXPENSES 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050

Federal  $61.23  $55.50  $40.64  $169.83 

State  $1.00  $2.00  $-    $-   

Local  $42.77  $10.74  $9.28  $37.59 

Total Capital Funding  $105.01  $68.25  $49.92  $207.42 

FEDERAL OPERATIONS 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050

Total Federal Operations  $16.22  $16.65  $16.78  $54.67 

FIGURE 3.21: DES MOINES AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT INVESTMENTS, 2020-2024 (MILLIONS)



94 Central Iowa Water Trails

The region is in the early stages of developing a regional network of water trails on 150 miles of rivers and creeks 
in Central Iowa. This follows a regional plan and a subsequent engineering feasibility study that were developed 
by the Des Moines Area MPO from 2015 to 2018. The effort is now being led by a consortium of regional 
organizations, operating together under Capital Crossroads, including Catch Des Moines, Community Foundation 
of Greater Des Moines, Greater Des Moines Partnership, Great Outdoors Foundation, and Des Moines Area 
MPO. The goals of the initiative are to improve safety, economic development, tourism and workforce attraction, 
outdoor recreation, and environmental conservation. 

The plan calls for improvements to 86 sites in and along waterways throughout the region. The total cost of the 
fully built-out water trails network is estimated at $117 million, including:

Regional Projects – $11 million

• Beaver Creek Total – $2.3 million 

• Des Moines River Total – $2.8 million 

• Four Mile Creek Total – $1.3 million 

• Middle River Total – $200,000 

• Mud Creek Total – $34,000

• North River Total – $66,000

• Raccoon River Total – $2.8 million

• Skunk River Total – $256,000

• Walnut Creek Total – $1.3 million

Dam-mitigation projects – $106 million 

• Center Street Dam – $57 million

• Scott Avenue Dam – $22 million 

• Fleur Avenue Dam – $28 million

Funding for the Central Iowa Water Trails network will come from a mix of public and private resources. As of this 
writing, a capital campaign is underway to fundraise more than $30 million in private funds for water trails in the 
region. The public funds will be a combination of local, state and federal dollars, as outlined below. 

Local Funding 

Local jurisdictions have already committed funding to water trails projects. For example, West Des Moines, 
Johnston, and Polk County Conservation are all in various stages of implementation of water trail projects. These 
efforts are critical to the success of the larger, regional water trails system. In addition, a funding mechanism, such 
as a revolving loan fund, is being created to supplement these local investments and help fund critical regional 
infrastructure. 
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State funding is being sought to mitigate the dams in downtown Des Moines and will provide matching dollars 
for federal grant requests. Potential sources include funding through Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land 
Stewardship (IDALS) for water quality projects, the Iowa Department of Natural Resources’ (IDNR) conservation, 
recreation, and the low-head dam mitigation and water trails programs, and Iowa Economic Development 
Authority’s (IEDA) community revitalization and tourism programs. Specific opportunities include Resource 
Enhancement and Protection (REAP), Water Trails and Dam Mitigation through IDNR, Community Attraction 
and Tourism (CAT), Urban Conservation and Water Quality Initiative (WQI), and others. In addition, water trails 
supporters are supporting the implementation of Iowa’s Water and Land Legacy Trust Fund (IWILL) and its directive 
to fund conservation practices and recreation.

Federal Funding

A variety of federal funding opportunities exist to support the implementation of Central Iowa Water Trails. A key 
opportunity is an appropriation through the Army Corps of Engineers Des Moines River Recreational Greenbelt 
program, along with other fish passage and habitat programs. Other programs include the include BUILD grant, 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) conservation and economic development programs through Natural 
Resources Conservation Services (NRCS), and Rural Development, Department of Interior recreation programs such 
as the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), and others. Finally, water trails are an eligible expense for the 
Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) allocated by the MPO.

FIGURE 3.22: RENDERING OF THE CENTER STREET DAM MITIGATION PROJECT
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9998 POLICIES AND BEST 
PRACTICES
Mobilizing Tomorrow is a plan to guide the future development of the 
transportation system.  This chapter outlines policy recommendations 
and best practices to move the region towards achieving the goals and 
performance targets outlined in this plan. 

Policy Toolkit
MPO member governments have a prime opportunity to mold the 
transportation network into a more robust system that offers more choices. 
This Chapter identifies a number of policies that the region and communities 
can adopt to improve the transportation system. While the MPO recognizes 
these policies may work differently in different communities, MPO members 
are encouraged to consider them and adopt them in full or part, which 
may streamline and thus decrease the cost of development, expand 
transportation choices, and mitigate environmental issues.

This chapter includes the policies related to the following topics: 

• Multimodal Access 

• Environmental Resiliency

• Electric Vehicles

• Parking Management

• Smart City Solutions 

• Intergrated Corridor Management
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Looking to the year 2050, Greater Des Moines will experience significant demographic changes. The “graying” of the 
region will have implications for the transportation system, land use, and the placement of homes, businesses, and 
stores. Perhaps an even larger impact, though, could come from Generations X, Y, and Z — generally those under 
the age of 45 and who comprise nearly two-thirds of the region’s population. These generations have demonstrated 
different lifestyle choices and preferences than older generations. With these anticipated demographic shifts, 
creating a region where walking, biking, and using public transportation are as viable as driving will be imperative.

The region’s roadway network observes very low levels of congestion today, and forecasts indicate it will maintain 
a low level of congestion into the future. Even without roadway capacity additions, projections for the year 2050 do 
not show any significant deterioration in commute times or increased congestion around Greater Des Moines. Given 
this abundance of roadway capacity, Greater Des Moines can still grow while shifting funding priorities to those 
modes that increase transportation choice.

Creating a region where walking, biking, and taking public transportation are as viable as driving will be an 
incremental process to create a greater mix of transportation choices, including a robust transit network, an active 
carpool culture, multiple Transportation Demand Management programs, and land use and design that support 
walkability. Multiple steps are necessary to achieve this shift, as summarized in the following sections.

Investment Policies
While the road network provides efficient commutes and creates conveniences for motorists, this oversupply 
of capacity hinders the further development of other transportation modes. Greater Des Moines must invest in 
a complete transportation system — beyond one geared towards automobiles only — if it is to become a more 
sustainable region. The region should:

• Invest in the rehabilitation of existing infrastructure in order to maintain regional traffic operations and to make 
the most of significant investments made over the past decades.

• Reprioritize transportation funding to maintain the current transportation infrastructure but also increase 
the availability of funding that can be used to improve the transit, pedestrian, and bicycle networks. Applying 
transportation funds across the whole system will allow travelers the option of using multiple modes. This gives 
drivers additional options for getting around and gives non-drivers a feasible way to move through the region. 
The goal of reprioritizing transportation funding is to ensure that travel times in the region remain at or near 
current levels and population growth doesn’t lead to increased traffic.

Land Use/Transportation Coordination
The region can place new emphasis on walking, biking, and public transportation such that they become more viable 
options. Transportation and land use directly affect one another; the placement of a roadway has implications for 
the adjacent land uses and vice versa. The same is true for other modes, including public transportation, biking, and 
walking. As we move toward 2050, we have the opportunity to take advantage of this relationship.

Pedestrians who can walk to different land uses, such as retail establishments, parks, and community facilities, 
in under 10 minutes are more likely to visit those places. Placing daily goods and services, as well as recreational 
destinations, within walking distance of residences increases the incentives for residents to avoid using their cars, 
thereby reducing traffic and wear-and-tear on the roads.
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Matching transit service with where people live and work is the best way to maximize access and to operate a 
system most efficiently.  This not only results in a better transportation system, but also is more supportive of 
affordable housing policies and can strengthen economic development.   It is also important that the transit stops 
are accessible by bicycle and by foot. In both the short- and long-term, the geography of future development 
across the region should align with the region’s transit routes, and it should be linked to the bicycle and pedestrian 
networks. To accomplish these aims, Greater Des Moines should:

• Promote employment and residential infrastructure along transit corridors to ensure a critical mass of riders.

• Increase transit service as density increases. 

• Reduce municipal parking requirements as transit service schedules increase. 

• Promote regional equity through increased access to public transportation and multimodal options in 
neighborhoods where automobile ownership is at reduced levels. 

• Promote the use of shorter block lengths in new developments, resulting in a fine-grained street network that 
features more intersections. 

• Minimize the use of cul-de-sacs in order to maximize connectivity. 

• Implement the Nodes + Corridors initiative as outlined in The Tomorrow Plan.

• Coordinate the location and availability of affordable housing with public transportation services.

Freight and Goods Movement
The freight and goods movement network within Greater Des Moines should be safe, reliable, and efficient. Freight 
is critical to the success of the economy of Greater Des Moines and of the State of Iowa. Greater Des Moines sits at 
a crossroads of North American freight traffic through the intersection of Interstates 80 and 35. Providing the freight 
industry with a safe, reliable, and efficient freight network can keep Greater Des Moines on a path of economic 
viability. To achieve these aims, Greater Des Moines should: 

• Promote air, rail, and truck freight options, and explore the development of an inland port where goods can 
transfer among modes. 

• Work with the freight industry to reduce regional impediments to freight and goods movement. 

• Maximize the efficiency of goods movement in Greater Des Moines. 

• Identify opportunities to expand the goods movement system. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian System
Not only are walking, biking, and using public transportation key to increase the mobility of residents, they are 
central to furthering health and well-being. Every walk or bike ride is a chance for exercise and social interaction, 
which create a healthy and welcoming community. Additionally, walking and biking require little space for each 
person engaged in those activities; the more people who walk and bike, the more space can be dedicated to other 
uses chosen by each community. People who use wheelchairs also benefit from increased pedestrian facilities when 
designed to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.  The region should build upon its existing bicycle and 
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pedestrian networks to enhance multimodal transportation options.   Linking these networks with public transit will 
also ensure that these facilities serve as viable commuting options in addition to being recreation outlets

Pedestrian Facilities and Policies
Every trip starts and ends as a pedestrian trip. As a result, improvements to the pedestrian experience benefit 
everyone. Additionally, no forms of travel are healthier than walking and bicycling. Providing all residents with the 
option of walking and biking is at the heart of supporting the region’s health and wellbeing. To do so requires safe, 
comfortable environments with all users in mind. The following six fundamental pedestrian conditions should be 
provided, especially in mixed-use districts, around schools, and at connections to transit. It should be noted that 
these conditions benefit cyclists and users of other transportation modes as well.

• Safety: Pedestrians are well protected from road hazards such as vehicles.

• Security: Pedestrians are not susceptible to real or perceived robberies or other crimes. 

• Directness: Pedestrian paths minimize distances traveled. People will always find the most direct route anyway, 
regardless of where a path leads.

• Ease of Entry: Walking is not onerous, so steep inclines and staircases are avoided.

• Comfort: Paths provide high quality space appropriate to the location and destinations.

• Aesthetics: Environments are pleasing to the eye and inspire a person to walk to the next corner.

The following steps can help create a more walkable region:

• Ensure good conditions of existing sidewalks.

• Identify and complete gaps in the sidewalk system, including ensuring the presence of sidewalks on both sides of 
existing and future roadways.

• Plant and maintain trees and landscaping to provide a more aesthetically pleasing and shaded walking 
experience. 

• Build wide sidewalks in areas of high pedestrian activity. 

• Improve street crossings near schools and commercial areas. 

• Enforce right-of-way priority and motorist travel speeds in high pedestrian volume areas. 

• Review pedestrian planning procedures, particularly concerning construction of sidewalks in new residential and 
commercial developments. 

• Provide land use opportunities that allow people to be within walking distance of commercial and retail activity 
destinations. 

• Improve pedestrian accessibility at and to transit facilities. 

• Implement traffic calming methods to create pedestrian-friendly corridors. 

• Improve intersection traffic signalization and crossing times for all users, including persons with disabilities, 
children, and the elderly. 

• Install street furniture to create a more inviting pedestrian environment. 
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• Work with DART to ensure that transit stops are more accessible to pedestrians. 

Bicycle Facilities and Policies
Greater Des Moines has already made significant investments in its local and regional trail network which is enjoyed 
by many.  However, this system is largely directed toward recreational riding.  The ability to use a bicycle for 
commuting or other non-recreational purposes can still be difficult for many.  Bicyclists can be grouped into four 
main categories of different comfort levels (corresponding percentage of riders falling into these categories shown in 
parentheses)1 :

1. Strong and Fearless: People willing to bicycle with limited or no bicycle-specific infrastructure (7%)

2. Enthused and Confident: People willing to bicycle if some bicycle-specific infrastructure is available (5%)

3. Interested but Concerned: People willing to bicycle if high-quality bicycle infrastructure is available (51%)

4. No Way, No How: People unwilling to bicycle regardless of infrastructure availability (37%)

The following steps can help create more bike facilities and accommodate the majority of cyclists for whom the 
availability of bicycle-specific infrastructure is important: 

• Conduct an analysis of what types of bicycle facilities are appropriate on roadways throughout the region.

• Reconfigure roads to allow all bicyclists to ride comfortably and safely, including the addition of side paths, 
shared lanes, bike lanes, or cycle tracks, as appropriate, throughout the region.

• Install more short- and long-term bicycle parking facilities. 

• Provide clearly defined, safe, comfortable, and accessible bicycle commuter routes. 

• Provide bicycle commuter amenities such as parking, showers, dressing rooms, and other end-of-trip facilities. 

• Establish short- and long-term bicycle parking facilities near bus stops. 

• Encourage the presence of paved shoulders on rural roadways. 

• Locate directional and informational signage along trails, as lane markings, and adjacent to roads.

• Implement traffic calming methods to create bicycle-friendly corridors. 

• Complete identified gaps in the regional trail system.

• Adopt a uniform bicycle ordinance throughout the region to provide consistent regulations across multiple 
jurisdictions.

1 Jennifer Dill and Nathan McNeil, “Four Types of Cyclists? Examination of Typology for Better Understanding of Bicycling Behavior and 
Potential” Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, 2387: 129-138, 2013.
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Public Transit
While many of the elements discussed in this section related to transportation/land use coordination as well as the 
bicycle and pedestrian system will also support public transportation, additional transit-specific efforts also can help 
bolster the public transportation system.    

Ease of Use

Riding transit should be easy for everyone to use. Schedules and maps should be available at all stops, online, via 
phone, and in hard copy at prominent locations like libraries. Employers, residential brokers, and building managers/ 
superintendents should provide schedules and maps to new employees and new residents. Material should be 
available in all of the major languages spoken in the region. Anyone who moves to Greater Des Moines should be 
able to understand the system. 

Efforts already have been made by DART to make transit use easier through the development of a smartphone 
application that can be used for fare payments and trip planning, as well as through initiatives such as the Unlimited 
Access Program.  DART is also exploring partnerships with other transportation services such as Transportation 
Network Companies (TNC) like Uber.  Continuing to explore opportunities such as these will lead to increased service 
coverage, operating hours, and ultimately ridership.  

Transit Infrastructure and Amenities 

Bus stops that are easy to find and use are critical to passengers getting on and off the vehicle. Adequate pedestrian 
accessibility and enhanced passenger amenities at bus stops are critical to attracting people to transit. Provision 
of stop infrastructure is frequently tied to the number of riders who board and alight at each stop. The greater the 
number of riders, current or planned, the greater the capital investment. 

All stops should have:

• A level concrete pad

• Reliable pedestrian access

• Adequate lighting for safe and comfortable night use

• Route and schedule information

Stops with a medium number of boardings (including transfers) should have:

• Bus shelter with bench

• System map

• Trash receptacles

Stops with a high number of boardings (including transfers) should also have:

• “Super stop” shelter

• Real time travel information

These amenities support transit service by making the bus riding experience comfortable and convenient. As 
described in TCRP Report 46: The Role of Transit Amenities and Vehicle Characteristics in Building Transit Ridership, 
provision of certain physical amenities will draw more riders. 
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Another important component of bus stops consists of safety and security measures, which increase transit 
effectiveness. Safety and security requires transit operators to provide a predominantly controlled environment 
so riders perceive that the agency is protecting them. In addition, it also requires emergency planning for when 
uncontrolled events occur, so that responses are planned and procedures are in place to answer unforeseen 
incidents. These preparations provide riders with both an actual and perceived safe environment, preventing public 
concerns that would limit the effectiveness of the transit system. 

Providing a safe and secure environment requires a combination of design features, response plans, evaluation 
of public perception, and coordination between the multiple transit services and levels of government. All stops 
should be well-lit and provide clear sight lines with no blind spots. Placement of stops in view of active uses is 
recommended. Wherever possible, stations and stops should be accompanied by clearly marked crosswalks and 
traffic control devices to provide a safe, controlled roadway crossing.

Stop Location

Transit stops may be placed at intersections or mid-block. Connecting bus routes, significant trip generators, and the 
urban form of the destination will all impact the locations of stops.

On urban streets where traffic is intended to travel 35 mph or less, buses should stop in the travel lane rather than 
pull out of traffic, since pulling out results in bus delay and merge conflicts as the bus re-enters the travel lane. 
Wherever on-street parking is present, use a curb extension to delineate bus stop spaces. 

There are three choices for location of bus stops: near-side, far-side, and midblock. Near-side stops are located 
on the approaching side of an intersection in relation to the direction of travel. Far-side stops are located on the 
departing side. Midblock stops are not close enough to an intersection to be affected by the intersection. Far-side 
stops are generally more desirable than near-side stops from the perspective of the pedestrian and motor vehicle 
operators, but near-side stops can be successfully designed to adequately accommodate pedestrians. Bus stop 
locations are not limited to only one correct placement; multiple options may work for any individual placement. 

Shared Micromobility
Shared micromobility2 is an emerging topic in the world of multimodal transportation. Around 84 million trips 
were taken on shared bikes and scooters across the United States in 2018. This was almost twice as many trips 
as the previous year. Electric scooters, docked and dockless shared bikes, and other vehicle types appear to be 
shrinking the physical footprint needed to move people over relatively short distances. Collectively dubbed as 
micromobility, these services have resonated with consumers, as indicated by their rapid adoption over just the 
last year. Communities across the nation are focusing their attention and preparing to manage and regulate shared 
micromobility systems in different ways in order to achieve the best public outcomes. E-scooters, in particular, pose 
unique challenges and opportunities as a new vehicle type, with emerging regulatory standards. 

What is shared micromobility?
These include shared-use fleets of small, fully or partially human-powered vehicles such as bikes, e-bikes and 
e-scooters. These vehicles are generally rented through a mobile app or kiosk, are picked up and dropped off in the 
public right-of-way, and are meant for short point-to-point trips.

2 NACTO Guidelines for Regulating Shared Micromobility, Version 2, September 2019
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Benefits of a Shared Micromobility Program

When implemented well, a shared micromobility program can provide several benefits to a community:

• Enhances a community’s multimodal transportation options

• Improves congestion and reduces greenhouse gas emissions by reducing short, single occupancy vehicle trips

• Complements public transportation/bridges the first mile last mile gap

• Provides a cheaper alternative to driving

• Reduces per capita carbon footprint

Options for Regulation

Local governments have the authority and responsibility to protect public health, safety, and welfare, and ensure 
safe passage on and govern commerce in the public right-of-way. To date, cities have taken varied approaches to 
managing shared micromobility on their streets and have chosen to exercise their authority in different ways. While 
cities typically use competitive bidding processes and requests for proposals to manage station-based bike share 
systems, most cities have started using short-term pilots and time-limited permits to explore options for shared 
bikes and e-scooters in their city in a controlled manner. Such programs have enabled cities to be proactive in 
addressing their concerns and to implement something that works for their community.

Shared Micromobility Challenges and Opportunities

Public Safety: Each time a new mode is introduced within the public realm, it is important to ensure that they 
operate well and do not pose safety issues to themselves and other travelling public. E-bikes, scooters, and other 
micromobility modes are no exception. This is particularly true for e-scooters since they are fairly new and unfamiliar 
to most people. Communities looking at implementing a shared micromobility program should clearly lay out 
regulations and requirements that address the safety of all roadway users. Developing clear guidelines for vendors 
and users upfront will go a long way in the success and sustainability of shared micromobility programs. Additionally, 
investment of resources toward the program including adequate funding and dedicated staff are all critical to 
developing a robust safety element within such a program.
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Infrastructure Deficiencies: To fully realize the potential of shared micromobility, cities must redesign their streets 
so that everyone has a safe, low-stress network of places to ride. Poor or inadequate infrastructure leads to 
increased injuries and fatalities. In places without clearly marked, safe places to ride, riders often report feeling 
safer riding on the sidewalk even though sidewalk riding is often illegal. Cities must build out bike lane networks 
that encourage and protect riders. They must also decide where in the right-of-way shared micromobility vehicles 
should be parked and what locking requirements are appropriate for their city.  Working with companies, cities must 
develop ways to clearly articulate information to the public about where to ride and park to ensure that shared 
micromobility vehicles do not impede people using the sidewalk, especially people with disabilities. Finally, cities and 
companies must determine how to clearly identify and communicate to the public the places where riding shared 
micromobility vehicles is restricted or banned.

Mobility Data and User Privacy: Cities need access to the data generated by shared micromobility and other 
mobility service providers. This information ensures that city governments can effectively regulate and make 
informed decisions about what is happening on the public right-of-way and how it might impact safety, health, 
equity, environmental outcomes, and the distribution of people and resources. Cities should require that operators 
provide trip data at a level of detail and frequency that allows them to accurately determine permit compliance, 
evaluate system performance and impact, and answer other planning, research, regulatory, and compliance 
questions.  Additionally, communities should require operators to develop, implement, and share a privacy policy 
that complies with relevant state and federal laws andacts.

Complete Streets 
A way for local governments to begin incorporating many of the policies and strategies identified in this section is 
through Complete Street policies, complemented by roadway design standards. Complete Streets are roadways 
designed to safely and comfortably accommodate all users, of all ages and abilities, including but not limited to 
motorists, cyclists, pedestrians, transit users, school bus riders, delivery and service personnel, freight haulers, and 
emergency responders. Complete streets have been implemented around the globe and result in safer streets with 
better multimodal access to the places we live, work, learn, and play.

Building complete streets provides many benefits to residents, business owners, developers, and the community 
as a whole. First and foremost, embracing the complete streets concept will help create balanced transportation 
systems by providing accessible, safe, and efficient connections between destinations. It will bolster economic 
growth and stability while increasing property values. It will enhance job growth, improve safety, improve public 
health and fitness, reduce harmful emissions, and reduce the overall demand on our roadways by allowing people to 
replace motor vehicle trips with active transportation options. Secondly, integrating sidewalks, bike facilities, transit 
amenities, and safe crossings into the initial design of a project spares the expense and complications of retrofits 
implemented at a later date. Thirdly, proactively planning for a multimodal transportation system can promote its 
integration with land use policies to encourage sustainable development. 

A proposed Complete Street Policy, as well as recommended street design criteria, can be found in Appendix A.

Education

Realizing a more accessible, multimodal transportation system requires change, not only to the physical 
transportation system and policies, but also to attitudes and practices of planners, engineers, elected officials, and 
the public.  The following are recommended to help ease the implementation of the various strategies and policies 
outlined in this section:

• Adopt nationally-accepted standards on bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

• Encourage the development of municipal-level bicycle and pedestrian plans. 
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• Implement a public education and marketing campaign to increase understanding and awareness related 

to a multimodal transportation system and to increase the knowledge of the relationship between the built 
environment and health and well-being. 

• Offer a share-the-road educational series as part of a larger marketing campaign. 

• Implement procedures at the municipal level that consider the needs of and impacts to all transportation modes 
when developing comprehensive plans and zoning regulations and also when reviewing plats, site plans, rezoning 
requests, building proposals, and similar efforts common in the development process. 

Prepare for Change 
Mobilizing Tomorrow looks 30 years into the future. Much can change in that time. We are potentially at the cusp of 
major transportation shifts — in terms of what the system looks like and how it is powered. The Greater Des Moines 
region must be able to adapt to these changes by tracking shifts in technology and related trends and by forming 
teams to address future infrastructure needs.  Local governments and transportation providers are encouraged to 
experiment with changes to the transportation system and roadway design through short-term, pop-up mobility 
tests as well as longer-term pilot projects that support enhanced multimodal opportunities.  
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Floodplain Management
Greater Des Moines has seen significant damage from floods. The adoption of a floodplain management policy can 
help the region prepare for more extreme weather events that cause flooding and increase water flow along creeks 
and rivers. Floodplains provide beneficial natural functions essential for water resources, wildlife habitat, and human 
interaction. Some of these functions include temporarily storing flood waters; filtering sediments and nutrients to 
improve water quality; recharging the groundwater supply; supporting natural vegetation that reduces soil erosion; 
and, providing fish and wildlife habitat. A floodplain management policy should consider and protect these functions. 

No Adverse Impact (NAI) Floodplain Management is an approach that ensures the actions of any community or 
property owner, public or private, do not adversely impact the property and rights of others while protecting natural 
and beneficial functions of floodplains.  An adverse impact can be measured by an increase in flood stages, flood 
velocity, flows, the potential for erosion and sedimentation, degradation of water quality, or increased cost of public 
services. NAI promotes responsible floodplain development through community-based decision making.  Principles 
of NAI include: 

• Prevent the worsening of flooding and increase flood peaks / stages

• Avoid diverting flood waters onto other properties

• Prevent reducing the size of natural channel and overbank conveyance areas

• Prevent altered water velocities  

• Prevent increased erosion and sedimentation

• Prevent filling in floodplain storage areas

• Reduce the community’s liability

Implementing NAI principles when planning roads can result in cost savings over time due to reduced infrastructure 
damage.  The MPO encourages local community to integrate NAI principles in the development of the community’s 
transportation system and comprehensive plan in order to manage development that identifies acceptable levels of 
impact, specifies appropriate measures to mitigate adverse impacts, and establishes a plan for implementation.

Green Infrastructure Introduction
Local governments from across the county face serious challenges in managing urban stormwater. Aging 
infrastructure, changes in precipitation patterns, watershed development, and impervious surfaces such as roadways 
and parking lots cause urban flooding that pollutes water ways.  will exacerbate these flood risks in many places, 
like the Des Moines Metro due to more intense storms that could overwhelm existing infrastructure systems. If we 
fail to adapt these systems, severe repetitive flooding will increasingly affect community health, safety, and welfare 
as the consequences of flooding often impose a disproportionate toll on the most vulnerable and disadvantaged 
populations and communities.

Green infrastructure is an approach to water management that protects, restores, or mimics natural water cycles 
by retaining and treating water where it falls. Green infrastructure, unlike gray infrastructure, which is designed for 
the single-purpose of moving water through a sewer system, is designed to treat rainwater at the source through 
enhanced infiltration. It is a dynamic, multi-benefit, effective, efficient, and economical tool that has the ability to 
enhance community safety and quality of life at multiple scales of land area and rainfall amounts. 
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The following is a summary of the best stormwater management practices that can be scaled to any transportation 
system or built environment. Any community could mix and match a patchwork matrix of these across their public 
land. Doing so would lead to better management of stormwater. 

Bioswales & Biocells

Bioswales are a type of stormwater retention that use an open-channel shape and vegetation to slow runoff and 
filter pollutants, reducing strain on stormwater infrastructure and improving water quality.  Often integrated into 
streetscapes or used to convey stormwater away from critical infrastructure, bioswales can also reduce the need 
for gray stormwater systems to be installed by capturing and storing some of the stormwater. Bioswales can also 
reduce temperatures, increase habitat for urban wildlife, and improve air quality. As an added benefit, they are often 
aesthetically pleasing and can potentially increase property values. 

Constructed Wetlands

A constructed wetland is an artificial wetland built to treat stormwater from primarily agricultural drainage systems 
but is also developed for urban runoff scenarios. According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service, “the 
constructed wetland system is designed to reduce nutrient and sediment loading and provide other water quality 
benefits while providing wildlife habitat.” This type of installation would be best for larger scale project as the 
ecological function typically can handle large amounts of water to filter through and eventually leave the system. 

Permeable Pavers

Permeable pavements have spaces for air and water to pass through; the spaces allow water to infiltrate into the 
ground, reducing runoff. Asphalt and concrete can both be made porous by omitting the smaller aggregates that 
are usual components.  More specialized forms of porous pavements include interlocking concrete pavers, in which 
water drains through the gaps between precast blocks, and grass or gravel pavers, in which fill materials are laid 
on top of a plastic grid.  Permeable pavements also have cooling properties due to evaporation and reduced heat 
storage.  Permeable pavements are appropriate for sidewalks, parking lots, alleys, and streets. Some concerns about 
whether permeable pavements are appropriate for cold climates or high-traffic areas are being monitored and 
evaluated in cities like Chicago and Washington, D.C., with positive results to date.

Tree Boxes & Trenches

The value of trees in communities is immeasurable. Trees provide shade on a hot summer’s day. They clean the air 
and provide habitat and food for wildlife and they play an important role in managing urban stormwater. Trees are 
mini-reservoirs for rain and reduce urban stormwater runoff at the source by:

• Intercepting rain on leaf canopies and evapotranspiring moisture back into the air

• Increasing infiltration and uptake of rainwater through the tree’s root system

• Uptake of nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus

• Reducing soil erosion by slowing rainfall before it strikes the soil

Tree boxes are containment systems like small bioretention cells that include trees as vegetation.  They include 
an engineered soil mix, underdrain, over flow and are usually tied to the storm sewer system or connected in a 
stormwater treatment to other stormwater BMPs.  There are specific tree species that thrive in these systems.

Tree trenches are typically elongated surface systems in sidewalk areas that consist of engineered soils placed within 
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area to expand rather than be confined in a very small containment system.

Rain Gardens

Rain gardens are small gardens that are designed to survive extremes in precipitation and help retain or reduce 
stormwater runoff through infiltration or storage. The gardens are often small and placed strategically in areas 
where stormwater currently overwhelms drainage capacity. They can be incorporated as part of general landscape 
design or as part of a larger streetscape. In addition to managing stormwater and reducing nutrient pollution, 
rain gardens can also reduce temperatures, provide wildlife habitat, and improve aesthetics. Rain gardens can be 
installed in many different areas and do not need to take up much space, including street curb cuts like this example 
from Anoka County, Minnesota. 

Green Streets, Alleys, and Parking Lots

Green streets, alleys, and parking lots can combine all of the above strategies into a coherent package. By combining 
the strategies, green streets can provide multiple benefits, including runoff and pollutant reduction, air quality 
improvement, and urban heat island mitigation. Local governments primarily install green streets in the public right-
of-way, but green alleys and parking lots can be installed on both public and private land. For all three, a critical 
element can be to minimize pavement in the first place. 

Green Infrastructure Policies
Stormwater Management Plans

A stormwater management plan is a comprehensive long-term plan that integrates stormwater management within 
a community’s broader plans for economic development, infrastructure investment and environmental compliance. 
Through this approach, communities can prioritize actions related to stormwater management as part of capital 
improvement plans, integrated plans, master plans or other planning efforts. Early and effective stormwater 
planning and management by communities as they develop will provide significant long-term cost savings while 
supporting resilience, economic growth and quality of life.  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) has a guide for any city seeking to create a Stormwater 
Management Plan. 

Stormwater Management Ordinances

As development of land occurs, the importance of managing stormwater is increasingly apparent. Stormwater 
discharges can be responsible for water quality degradation, flooding, and stream channel erosion. Approaches to 
the management of these problems have been piecemeal at the state and local level, ranging from trying to prevent 
development to extrapolating stormwater management authority based on existing subdivision, zoning, flood 
control, and/or erosion control ordinances. These approaches have been largely inadequate for two reasons. First, 
ordinances for other purposes are not easily adapted. Second, enforcement has been difficult because the courts 
have been reluctant to rule in favor of ambiguous regulatory authority and against well-established private property 
rights. This strongly suggests the need for local stormwater ordinances. 

The components of stormwater management ordinances fall into four major categories: legal authority and context, 
technical basis, administrative apparatus, and enforcement provisions. The ordinances also generally address both 
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should be written to emphasize water quality. USEPA and Iowa Stormwater Education Partnership have a set of 
guidelines and model ordinances available to create an effective stormwater management ordinance for either 
focus. 

Cost-Share Programs

Green infrastructure projects are not only for public lands. Homeowners and businesses can help to reduce 
stormwater runoff and improve water quality through the use of best management practices on their own property. 
Since green infrastructure is scalable and dynamic, implementing best practices can be specialized, placed, and sized 
to accommodate the needs of any property or any neighborhood to address specific issues.

A local cost-share program can help reduce the cost burden of installing green infrastructure on private lands. Just 
like the practices they promote, a cost-share program can be scaled to the community’s stormwater needs and funds 
allotted for such a program. Many Des Moines area communities have cost-share programs in place for stormwater 
best practices. They range from aiding in the purchase of rain barrels up to $75 to providing funds for projects up to 
$4,000, and they also range in practices that are covered. Some communities target neighborhoods with extensive 
stormwater infrastructure expansion needs and are provided specialty cost-share programs where the specific 
practices are promoted and the community takes on the whole cost of installation.

In addition to the list of best practices, rainwater harvesting and soil quality restoration are a affordable and great 
gateway practice to introduce property owners to the amount of water their property takes on during a rain event 
and the capacity of water storage turf can hold. If property owners are willing to take a step forward to more intense 
practices towards native landscaping, rain gardens, and permaculture. In any case, a community can aid property 
owners to manage water on their lands through this simple and efficient program. 

Watershed Management Authorities and Plans

In 2010, Iowa lawmakers passed legislation authorizing the creation of Watershed Management Authorities. A 
Watershed Management Authority (WMA) is a mechanism for cities, counties, soil and water conservation districts 
(SWCDs) and stakeholders to cooperatively engage in watershed planning and management.

In Iowa a watershed management authority is formed by a Chapter 28E Agreement by two or more eligible political 
subdivisions within a specific eight-digit hydrologic unit code watershed. A board of directors governs the WMA, 
which may undertake the following activities:

• Assess and reduce flood risk;

• Assess and improve water quality;

• Monitor federal flood risk planning and activities;

• Educate residents of the watershed regarding flood risks and water quality; and

• Allocate moneys made available to the Authority for purposes of water quality and flood mitigation.

A WMA does not have taxing authority and may not acquire property through eminent domain.

Currently there are 26 watershed management authorities in the state of Iowa, six of which are located in the Des 
Moines Area MPO planning area. Of the 26 statewide, nearly a dozen have approved active watershed management 
plans.  Three of these approved and active plan are within the Des Moines Area MPO planning area. 

A Watershed Management Plan is an important tool for any group looking to improve their local lake, river or 
stream.Put simply, a Watershed Management Plan identifies water quality problems in a watershed, proposes 
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comprehensive approach, which has proven to be successful in a number of watersheds.

Climate Action & Resilience Plans

A Climate Action & Resilience Plan provides evidenced-based measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
preventative measures to address the negative outcomes of extreme weather events. This type of plan demonstrates 
how a community or region will adapt and improve its resilience to climate hazards that impact today, as well as risks 
that may increase in the coming years.

Developing a Climate Action & Resilience Plan allows a community to develop strategies that will not only help minimize 
its carbon footprint but can help save money and improve the quality of life of residents. Co-benefits associated with 
climate action planning include decreased traffic and congestion, improved air quality, better access to parks and green 
spaces, and cost savings through energy efficiency projects.

Green infrastructure is a critical piece to any climate action plan developed in Iowa due to the pattern of intensifying 
precipitation events and droughts due to extreme weahter events. Dubuque Iowa has the most prominent and effective 
climate action and resilience plan in the state of Iowa. The many strengths of this plan and lessons learned from the 
process should be taken into consideration by any city or region that plans to create and adopt their own. 

Electric Vehicles 
Electric Vehicle Readiness

The future of transportation is in a fundamental shift to cleaner, more efficient fuels.  Energy consumption affects air 
quality and impacts global climate as a result of emissions.  The Tomorrow Plan recommended a strategy of promoting 
the use of renewable energy and reduced energy consumption.  One of the more efficient and sustainable fuels is 
that of electric drive systems.  Des Moines area cities and counties can play a critical role in promoting strategies to 
decrease transportation related greenhouse gas emissions through the deployment of both public and private charging 
infrastructure.  It is imporant to acknowledge that increasing electric vehicle usage will have an impact on Road Use Tax 
Fund revenues.  Given this, the MPO will continue to monitor the evolution of electic vehicle techology and it’s imapct 
on transportation funding and policies.

Parking Management 
Parking Management

The provision and management of parking play an enormous role in the look and feel of streets, traveler mode choice, 
and congestion levels. Parking spaces are a valuable commodity; like any commodity, they are subject to the laws 
of supply and demand. Typically, however, parking has been supplied without much thought to actual demand — or 
demand for any form of parking other than free parking — resulting in swathes of real estate being reduced to asphalt 
that sits largely empty for much of the day.

The concept of parking management starts from the understanding that the conventional approach has resulted in too 
much asphalt and distorted transportation markets, which make it almost impossible to run efficient transit systems 
or to simply walk or ride a bike safely across much of the country. This approach must be shifted to strategies that 
acknowledge the true costs of accommodating driving at the expense of alternate modes.  

On-street parking and municipal parking lots and garages typically represent just a small portion of the overall supply 
of parking in any community. These spaces, however, tend to have an outsized impact on travel behavior and traffic 
impacts. These spaces are usually found downtown, or in other significant commercial centers, and tend to include 
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not, include the space that is closest to the front door of any given driver’s destination.  The following over arching 
principles should guide parking policy and implementation.

• Manage supply as a comprehensive system.  On-street, off-street, public, and private resources should 
be managed collectively.  Standardizing pricing and payment mechanisms makes the system easier to 
understand for the user.  

• Share parking.  Most parking is sized to cater to a single use or business, resulting in oversized lots.  
The customer wants to be assured of a parking space; whether that space is in front of the destination 
or 50 feet to one side in front of a different retailer makes no difference.   In mixed-use areas, different 
land uses have different peak periods; thus, shared parking accommodates peaks for both uses.

• Use parking as a tool to manage congestion.  Each parking space encourages at least one trip on the 
region’s roads; thus, managing parking is a powerful way of controlling congestion.

• Incorporate good design.  Zoning codes can include design standards for parking facilities to reduce 
parking garage blank walls and large parking lots in front of buildings, and to increase pedestrian 
access.  Environmental innovations such as porous pavements can also be incorporated.

Parking management is not a one-size-fits-all technique.  Strategies for suburban areas do not work in downtowns 
and vice versa.  Rather than applying suburban parking requirements on mixed-use places, let the strengths and 
weaknesses of a location determine its parking supply.  For instance, people are attracted to downtown mixed-use 
areas precisely because the streets are walkable and blocks compact; building parking lots in these places ruin their 
character.

Smart City Solutions
Introduction

As cities and metropolitan regions grow, their transportation systems become more complex and challenging. 
Conventional transportation planning has resulted in disparate modes of travel and sprawling urban environments 
that have not been conducive to meeting the lifestyles and expectations of twenty-first century citizens. Smart Cities 
seek to integrate information-communication technologies (ICT) with the built environment to deliver enhancements 
to current urban systems and services, such as increased public safety, greater efficiency, more engaged community 
participation, and better-informed public decision making. As a more focused component of the Smart Cities 
movement, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) incorporate ICT into transportation infrastructure and vehicles to 
improve the safety, accessibility, mobility, and sustainability of urban areas. 

Smart Cities and ITS require a robust ICT infrastructure to operate effectively. Interconnected sensing and 
communication devices installed in city infrastructure such as roadways, streetlights, and traffic signals serve to 
connect and relay information with connected vehicles, personal devices, and traffic operations management centers. 
According to the American Planning Association (APA)’s “Smart Cities and Sustainability Initiative3,” the transmission of 
data for Smart Cities operations would require not only a wireless network because of its flexibility and convenience 
but also a fiber network for its capacity, security, and reliability. To prepare for developing additional ITS and Smart 
Cities capabilities, cities in the Des Moines metro region can begin to document existing ICT infrastructure for ITS and 
prepare an ITS Master Plan. The City of Des Moines approved its first ITS Master Plan4 for future traffic management 
and communication systems infrastructure in November 2018, and several surrounding communities are collaborating 
on an ITS Master Plan to determine the potential for shared traffic management services.

3 American Planning Association. “Smart Cities and Sustainability Initiative.” April 2015. https://planning-org-uploaded-media.
s3.amazonaws.com/legacy_resources/leadership/agendas/2015/spr/pdf/SmartCitiesSustainabilityFinal.pdf.
4 Iteris. “City of Des Moines ITS Master Plan: ITS Master Plan Report.” June 22, 2018. https://www.dsm.city/Final%20ITS%20Master%20Plan_
COMBINED.pdf.
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technologies and innovations that can be immediately adopted in local communities and the metro region. Strategies 
from the EDC program for developing ITS and Smart Cities include:

• Adaptive Signal Control Technology

• Automated Traffic Signal Performance Measures

• Data Driven Safety Analysis

• Data Driven Traffic Incident Management

• Integrated Mobile Observations and Pathfinder Implementation Plan for Road Weather Management

• Queue Management Systems and Variable Speed Limit Systems for Smarter Work Zones

• Unmanned Aerial Systems

• Crowdsourcing for Operations

As a regional entity, the MPO has noted it can explore the Regional Models of Cooperation strategies.

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation

In 2015, the US. Department of Transportation inaugurated the Smart City Challenge and elicited the responses of 78 
applicant cities with similar transportation challenges. These cities envisioned new means of:

• providing first-mile and last-mile service for transit users to connect underserved communities to economic 
opportunities

• assisting freight transportation into and within urban environments

5 Federal Highway Administration. Every Day Counts. https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovation/everydaycounts/.
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• reducing parking and payment inefficiencies

• limiting impacts of carbon emissions and optimizing traffic flow on congested roadways

The Smart City Challenge and subsequent publication, “Smart City Challenge: Lessons for Building Cities of the Future,” 
provide a starting point to survey the spectrum of Smart Cities efforts and to review how ICT are utilized to address 
transportation challenges. The MPO with the City of Des Moines has a Smart City Challenge entry submission that 
other communities in the metro may reference.

The large data needs of Smart Cities and ITS require a systematic, open and transparent, and regionally collaborative 
and cooperative approach. The Smart Cities Council presents the process on how Smart Cities utilize data through the 
3 C’s and 3 P’s:

• Collecting data through sensors in infrastructure and objects or through shared data

• Communicating data through networks for working with real-time data

• Crunching data

• Presenting information for decision makers and the public

• Perfecting systems through automated adjustments and optimizations

• Predicting phenomena through analyzing historical data to make decisions and to take actions in real-time

Facing the implementation of the 3 C’s and 3 P’s are data challenges identified by the Royal Institution of Chartered 
Surveyors in their report, “Smart Cities: Big Data and the Built Environment: What’s Required?” These challenges 
that Smart Cities may face are interoperability and common standards, opening access to data, and security and 
privacy. In addition, other considerations should be given to addressing the energy needs behind Smart Cities and ITS 
technologies and ensuring that equity is maintained, especially with existing environment justice (EJ) areas. In meeting 
the challenges of interoperability, common standards, and open access to data, it makes little sense for cities in the 
Des Moines metro to work on these topics separately and create redundancies and inefficiencies in the process. As an 
existing regional facilitator, the MPO plans to coordinate Smart Cities and ITS projects and activities of its members. 
As such, the MPO recognizes the need for a systematic, open and transparent, and regionally collaborative and 
cooperative approach to Smart Cities and ITS.

Smart Cities have primarily developed independently, but the MPO seeks to move beyond the convention of isolated 
Smart Cities. The MPO envisions the development of a Smart Region where the technologies and innovations of Smart 
Cities and ITS not only serve the transportation system of one community but improve the entire region’s associated 
systems, such as the regional environment, housing, land use, public health, and economic development. Other areas 
across the United States have already begun expanding their focus from Smart Cities to Smart Regions. For instance, 
the North Florida Transportation Planning Organization outlined its vision to become the nation’s first Smart Region in 
its 2017 “Smart Region Master Plan.”

It is recommended that members of the MPO pursuing Smart Cities and ITS align their projects and activities 
with the MPO’s existing goals within The Tomorrow Plan and the Mobilizing Tomorrow plan. Some Des Moines 
metropolitan area cities have already started through the goals and action items identified in their comprehensive and 
transportation plans. Additionally, projects and activities developing Smart Cities and ITS should assume a regional 
approach and incorporate the appropriate communities. Community engagement and positive public reception and 
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and enthusiasm for continued activities.

There are a variety of Smart Cities opportunities for communities and the region to consider. The following provides a 
brief but not exhaustive list of examples:

Expanding Mobility Sharing Options

Existing carshare options, such as Zipcar, and rideshare options, such as DART’s RideShare program or transportation 
network companies (TNC) such as Uber’s UberPool, could be expanded to reduce personal automobile usage, 
emissions, and parking needs. Aside from automobiles, other micro-mobility options, including bicycle-sharing 
with B-Cycle and scooter-sharing, can be expanded to provide active transportation options. These alternatives are 
beginning to be connected to existing mobility options, such as through DART’s mobility hubs in which transit stations 
and shelters are located next to BCycle stations. The interconnection between the different transportation modes 
can be more seamless through developing a universal smart transportation payment system that allows for transfers 
between different transportation modes. For example, at existing mobility hubs, a universal system can integrate the 
transition from DART’s bus service to BCycle’s bike sharing. The continued electrification and automation of vehicles 
present future vehicle sharing prospects as well.

Electric Fleets and Electric Charging Infrastructure

Existing vehicular fleets of MPO members are primarily operating from fossil-fuel sources. Alternative fuel vehicles, 
such as electric and hybrid fleets, are a more sustainable alternative. To assist this transition, communities can 
support electric charging infrastructure to encourage the increased usage of electric vehicles. Additionally, the 
experiences gained from installing electric charging infrastructure can spur other Smart Cities and ITS device 
installation projects, such as LED streetlights with sensing capacity or smart parking monitors.

Connected and Autonomous Vehicles

The deployment of connected and autonomous vehicles is still in its infancy. While these technologies are still in 
development, MPO members have a chance to become innovators through pioneering experimentation. Current 
connected and autonomous vehicles should first be piloted within a confined area, such as on automated circulation 
routes containing healthcare, shopping, education, or first-mile/last-mile connections to airports and bus stations. 
Various agencies in Iowa are currently studying connected and autonomous vehicles, though their full utilization 
would require supporting connected infrastructure for communications.

Smart Parking

Though primarily the larger cities in the metro area are faced with parking challenges, increased population growth 
in the region and technological developments prompt other communities to re-examine parking as they continue 
toward more dense developments. Devices and sensors installed in infrastructure can indicate whether a parking 
space is available and broadcast the information to connected vehicles. These technologies help to reduce congestion 
from roaming vehicles searching for parking, provide connected and autonomous vehicles the ability to locate and 
self-park, and ease parking demands on land-use. For example, the Des Moines International Airport installed a 
parking guidance system which uses ultrasound to detect available parking spaces and then updates signage to notify 
drivers of available parking spots. Additionally, the Iowa DOT is currently studying smart parking for freight through 
the Truck Parking Information Management System (TPIMS). Smart parking, especially in parking structures, may be 
paired in proximity with mobility hubs to provide drivers with convenient access to other transportation modes.

Connected Infrastructure and Improved Data-backed Trip Decisions

Along with smart parking, other connected infrastructure can collect and relay real-time data to support and enhance 
trip decisions. The current movement of vehicles can be better facilitated with smart traffic signals that are connected 
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through understanding their flows with bicycle and pedestrian counters and the identification of safety improvements 
through crowdsourcing tools. Priority at signals can be given to freight, emergency vehicles, and public transit to 
improve their efficiency as well as to provide better detection and safer and longer crossing times for pedestrians, those 
with disabilities, or bicyclists. The City of West Des Moines has experience with adaptive traffic signal systems as well as 
preparing advanced traffic signal detector units for bicyclists. Other examples in the metro include: 

• Des Moines’ bicycle detection projects on Martin Luther King Jr. Way and Ingersoll Avenue

• Clive, Urbandale, and Windsor Heights installation of adaptive traffic signal control along Hickman Road

• Pleasant Hill upgrading to adaptive signal controls along IA 163 and Waukee upgrading to adaptive signal   
control with performance measures

Operations of connected infrastructure are powered on electricity and a communication network connection through 
wireless or fiber. MPO members can first coordinate on adopting common infrastructure and data standards before 
embarking on trial connected infrastructure projects. An example of such a project is the National Operations Center of 
Excellence’s 2019 SPaT (Signal Phase and Timing) Challenge to deploy communications infrastructure and broadcasts in 
one corridor or network of approximately 20 signalized intersections by January 2020 to support vehicle to vehicle (V2V) 
and vehicle to infrastructure (V2I) traffic operations.

Regionally Integrated Smart Transportation

As a potential component of a Smart Region, a regional transportation operations and communications coordination 
center (traffic management center) for the Des Moines metro has been suggested. In 2016, the Iowa DOT opened a 
statewide traffic management center in Ankeny which can lend support for a local center more focused on the specific 
transportation conditions within the Des Moines metro. A nearby example is the Transportation Management Center 
(TMC) of the Ozarks in Springfield, Missouri that has been operating with the Missouri Department of Transportation 
(MoDOT) for management of the signal system and Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) devices. A regional 
TMC would also support the Iowa DOT’s current Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) study to integrate individually 
managed roadways into a coherent transportation network. Regionally integrated smart transportation management 
would not only improve travel efficiency but safety as well. In collaboration with the Institute for Transportation 
(InTrans) at Iowa State University (ISU), the Iowa DOT is developing smart work zones which communicate with the 
TMC in Ankeny to detect queues at work zones and to display the appropriate messages on message boards. These 
improvements in communications give road closure information to the general public, first responders, and public 
transportation to better inform their routes or detour selections.
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Source: U.S. Department of Transportation 

To embark on the regional Smart Cities initiative, the MPO is proposing the following action items for its member 
communities and for the region as we continue towards the goals of The Tomorrow Plan and the Mobilizing Tomorrow 
plan:

1. Coordinate with the MPO’s Smart Cities Roundtable Transportation Subcommittee to identify and prioritize regional 
transportation challenges and corresponding Smart Cities and ITS solutions addressing regional integration for MPO 
funding and staffing

2. Conduct a regional inventory of ITS architecture and prepare a regional ITS plan 

3. Expand existing data collection and communication capacities among communities, such as through permanent 
bicycle and pedestrian counters, adaptive traffic signals with automated traffic signal performance measures, or the 
installation of other Smart Cities and ITS data collection and communication devices

4. Establish and implement regional agreements and standards on data sharing, data privacy, and digital security to 
encourage communications among communities 

5. Identify sustainable partnerships with businesses, technology enterprises, non-profits, academic institutions, start-
ups, and other organizations 
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An opportunity to implement many of the concepts discussed in this chapter is through Integrated Corridor 
Management (ICM).  The ICM concept provides a framework for coordination among various modes of 
transportation and jurisdictions to deliver a safer, more reliable, and more convenient transportation system for all 
users in a more cost-effective manner compared to adding more lanes. The ICM approach is based on proactively 
managing and operating the regional transportation system as an integrated network rather than individual 
roadways.

ICM strategies that promote integration among freeways, arterials, and transit systems can help balance traffic flow 
and improve performance of the entire corridor. The benefits of ICM include:

• Fewer traffic incidents, particularly ones that occur as a result of another event, also called secondary incidents.

• Reduced amount of time an incident has the potential to impact traffic, in turn increasing safety and mobility.

• More predictable travel times.

• The ability to more quickly make incident information available on traveler information sources.

• Increased or more complete information about other routes or travel options if an incident or traffic congestion 
does occur.

• Increased use of other routes or travel options to meet the demand of traffic.

• Reduced vehicle emissions and fuel consumption resulting from congestion.

The Iowa DOT began undertaking an ICM concept study within the MPO area in 2018.  While the study will not 
conclude until 2020, some initial strategies have been identified.  These strategies, grouped into the categories listed 
below, are undergoing further analysis and refinement.  

• Arterial Traffic Management Strategies

• Event Management Strategies

• Freeway Traffic Management Strategies

• Infrastructure Enhancement Strategies

• Public Transportation Management Strategies

• Travel Demand Management Strategies

• Traveler Information Strategies

The MPO will continued to be involved in the Iowa DOT’s ICM effort and will update this plan, as necessary, to 
incorporate the final strategies that result from the effort.  Additional information about the ICM project can be 
found at https://iowadot.gov/desmoinesicm/. 
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Chapter 4 introduced several strategies recommended for the MPO and/
or its member governments to consider to help move the transportation 
system forward.  This chapter includes more specific information about 
many of the policies discussed in Chapter 4.   While Chapter 4 was written 
for policy makers and members of the public, Chapter 5 is written for 
planners, engineers, and other design professionals.  Note that the 
information included in this section is for information purposes only.  
The MPO or its member governments would need to adopt the policies, 
guidelines, or standards included in this section for them to become 
mandatory.  

This chapter includes the following information (click title to jump to 
section):

• MPO Complete Streets Sample Policy

• Local Complete Streets Sample Policy

• Recommended Roadway Design Standards

• Recommended On-Street Bicycle Facility Standards

• Recommended Parking Guidelines

• Recommended Transit Supportive Development Guidelines

• Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Recommendations



127126 MPO Complete Streets Sample Policy
 1.0 Defined 

 2.0 Introduction/Justification 

 3.0 Vision & Intent 

 4.0 Applicability 

 5.0 Design 

 6.0 Implementation 

 7.0 Evaluation / Performance Measures 

1.0 Defined
Complete Streets are roadways designed and operated to enable safe access for all users, including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities. Complete Streets make it easy to cross the street, walk 
to shops, and bicycle to work. They allow buses, delivery vehicles and emergency responders to run on time and 
make it safe for people to walk to and from train stations. 

Transportation projects within the publicly owned rights of way should make the street network better safely 
accommodate all users including but not limited to drivers, transit users, pedestrians and bicyclists. 

2.0 Introduction/Justification
Building complete streets provides many benefits to residents, business owners, developers, and the community 
as a whole. First and foremost, embracing the complete streets concept will help create balanced and equitable 
transportation systems by providing accessible, safe, and efficient connections between destinations. It will 
bolster economic growth and stability while increasing property values. It will enhance job growth, improve safety, 
improve public health and fitness, reduce harmful emissions, and reduce the overall demand on our roadways by 
allowing people to replace motor vehicle trips with active transportation options. Secondly, integrating sidewalks, 
bike facilities, transit amenities, and safe crossings into the initial design of a project spares the expense and 
complications of retrofits implemented at a later date. Thirdly, proactively planning for a multimodal transportation 
system can promote its integration with land use policies to encourage sustainable development. Finally, complete 
streets foster livable communities that preserves resources for the next generation by helping reduce carbon 
emissions.

The MPO Complete Streets policy also supports compliance with Federal policy [United States Code, Title 23, 
Chapter 2, Section 217 (23 USC 217)] requiring consideration for bicycling and walking within transportation 
infrastructure.

3.0 Vision & Intent
To create a safe, equitable, and effective transportation system where every roadway user can travel safely and 
comfortably and where multi-modal transportation options are available to everyone. 

The goals of this Complete Streets Policy are: 

1. To create a comprehensive, integrated, and connected transportation network that supports compact, 
sustainable development and provides livable communities. 
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2. To ensure safety, ease of use, and ease of transfer between modes for all users of the transportation system. 

3. To provide flexibility for different types of streets, areas, and users to enhance the transportation experience. 

4.0 Applicability
4.1 Jurisdiction

The recommendations and requirements within the Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) 
Complete Streets Policy are encouraged for all Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Transportation Alternatives 
Program (TAP) projects within the MPO Planning Area Boundary.

Applicable projects include all roadway and/or intersection reconstruction projects, added travel lane(s) projects, 
new roadways, and new or rehabilitated bridges (including bridge decks reconstructed over the Interstate and 
underpasses under reconstructed/new interchanges). 

The MPO recognizes that some local jurisdictions have adopted their own Complete Streets Policies. When applied 
to the federally funded projects as listed above, the strictest regulations of any involved Complete Streets policy 
applicable to a jurisdiction shall apply. Local jurisdictions that have not adopted their own policies are strongly 
encouraged to do so. 

4.2 Network Connectivity

Applicable projects under this policy will be required to include at least: 

• A continuous ADA-compliant sidewalk on one side of the roadway/bridge, or 

• Designated on-street bicycle facility within the roadway project, or 

• A multi-use trail of a sufficient width to accommodate both pedestrian and bicycle travel simultaneously. 

Projects located along corridors already served by an appropriately wide and continuous sidewalk or multi-use trail 
on at least one side of the roadway are considered to be compliant. Improvements to ensure good condition and 
ADA compliance are encouraged. If designated on-street bicycle facilities are included, the design for their width, 
markings, and treatment at intersections and crossings should follow the design guidance of the National Association 
of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide, found online at https://nacto.org/publication/
urban-bikeway-design-guide/ . 

If the planned facility currently has fixed route transit, or is proposed to have fixed route transit in the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, then the project sponsor shall request comments from the local transit agency (DART) during 
the project development process to ensure that collaboration occurs with these agencies and that accommodation 
of and opportunities to access transit facilities are provided. 

4.3 All Projects and Phases

Every federally funded transportation improvement and project phase should be approached as an opportunity 
to create a safer, and more accessible transportation system for all users. Project phases include planning, 
programming, design, right-of-way acquisition, construction engineering, reconstruction, and operations, as well as 
any change to transportation facilities within street rights of way such as capital improvements, re-channelization 
projects, and major maintenance. 
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5.0 Design
The MPO strongly supports  creating a multimodal, safe, and efficient transportation system that ensures 
accessibility to all roadway users. 

In order to increase the number of projects that provide multimodal facilities in central Iowa, the MPO developed 
Multimodal Design Guidelines. 

These guidelines recognize the importance of, and encouraged the concept of, complete street development. 

5.1 Context Sensitivity

There is no singular design prescription for Complete Streets; each one is unique and responds to its community 
context. In recognition of context sensitivity, public input and the needs of many users, a flexible, innovative and 
balanced approach that follows other appropriate design standards may be considered, provided that a comparable 
level of safety for all users is present. 

5.2 Long-Term

MPO members shall plan for projects being long-term.  Transportation improvements are long-term investments 
remaining in place for many years.  Design and construction of new facilities should anticipate likely future demand 
for transit, bicycling, walking, and other micromobility options and also not preclude the provision of future 
improvements.

5.3 Corridors

Address bicyclists, pedestrians, and mobility impaired users having a need to cross as well as travel along those 
corridors.  Even where bicyclists, pedestrians, and other alternative modes may not commonly use a particular 
corridor being improved or constructed, they will likely need to be able to cross that corridor safely and 
conveniently.  Therefore, the design of intersections and interchanges shall accommodate all road users in a manner 
that is safe, accessible, and convenient.

Source: National Complete Street Coalition

FIGURE A1: COMPLETE STREET 
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5.4 Design Guideline References

MPO members shall follow accepted or adopted design standards and use the best and latest design standards 
available, while remaining flexible according to user needs and community context. Sources for design guidelines 
include:

• SUDAS: Iowa Statewide Urban Design and Specifications Manual;

• American Association of State Highway and Transportation Official’s (AASHTO) Guide for the Development of 
Bicycle 

• Facilities;

• AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets;

• AASHTO’s Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities;

• Federal Highway Administration’s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways; 

• Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Recommended Practice – Context Sensitive Solutions in Designing 
Major Urban Thoroughfares for Walkable Communities; 

• NACTO Design Guides;

• MPO design standards.

6.0 Implementation
This policy when implemented by the MPO, will require all projects funded with federal dollars awarded by the MPO 
to support Complete Street principles. It is required that all projects in the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) be consistent with this Complete Streets policy before federal funds are programmed and approved in the 
MPO’s TIP.

6.1 Implementation Process

The following steps will be utilized to assure this policy is uniformly implemented: 

1. MPO member governments are encouraged to consider the Complete Streets Policy at the time of project 
conception, and to contact MPO staff early on with any questions regarding what can be expected at the time of 
project application and, if the member government anticipates an exception request, what will be expected. 

2. At the time of project application, the project sponsor shall indicate either the project’s compliance with this 
Complete Streets Policy or request for an exception including supporting rationale. 

3. During project selection, projects will be first sorted according to procedures in place prior to the effective date 
of this policy. Projects selected as priorities for funding will then be evaluated for compliance with this Complete 
Streets Policy. Exception requests will be reviewed according to section 6.2 Exception Process of this policy. 
Projects found not in compliance with this policy, or for which an exception request is denied, will be found 
ineligible for funding during the applied for funding cycle. 

The TIP tracking process will be utilized to ensure continued compliance to this Complete Streets policy throughout 
project implementation. 

The MPO recognizes that, during the course of project development, unforeseeable changes sometimes occur. 
However, member governments are encouraged to review equitably all elements of a proposed project prior to 
eliminating components due to budget constraints.
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After the MPO has committed funding to a project, MPO staff should be notified immediately of significant project 
scope changes. Projects should be updated in the TIP to ensure that the system includes accurate information. 
Mention of the project scope change should also be included in the report tracking process. Depending on the 
significance of the change, a TIP amendment may be necessary. MPO staff can advise on this matter. 

Due to the flexibility of the policy and the variety of approaches that a sponsor may take to complete a street, MPO 
staff, as stewards of the Complete Streets Policy, will work with the project sponsor throughout the final design 
process to find an acceptable solution for both parties.

6.2 Exception Process

If a project cannot meet the Complete Streets Policy, the project sponsor may request an exception when one or 
more of the following three conditions are met:

1. When bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited, by law, from using the roadway.  In this instance, a greater effort 
may be necessary to accommodate all users (bicyclists, motorists, transit vehicle users, and pedestrians of all 
ages and abilities) elsewhere within the right-of-way or within the same transportation corridor.

2. When the cost of establishing bikeways and walkways would be excessively disproportionate to the need 
or probable use, or would exceed budget costs (ex. Resurfacing).  Excessively disproportionate is defined as 
exceeding 20 percent of the cost of the larger transportation project to include bikeways and walkways.  In such 
a case, the project sponsor may propose an alternate design or spend 20 percent of the project cost of the larger 
project to improve accommodations for all users.

3. Where population is sparse or where other factors indicate an absence of future need.  This condition’s 
definition would be streets developed as a cul-de-sac with four or fewer dwellings or if the street has severe 
topographic or natural resource constraints.  Also, an indication of absence of need would be daily traffic (ADT) 
projections being less than 500 vehicles per day over the life of this project.

Exception requests will be initially reviewed and sorted by MPO staff.  Exceptions shall be granted only by a 
recommendation of the MPO’s Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funding Subcommittee, be documented 
with supporting data that indicates the basis for the decision, and that the MPO approves the STP Funding 
Subcommittee’s recommendation.

6.3 Continuing Support

There are five keys steps for implementation:

1. Planning for implementation

2. Updating the process

3. Reviewing and updating design guidelines

4. Training and education

5. Measuring performance

As a part of implementing this regional Complete Streets policy, the MPO encourages member governments to:

• Notify and maintain regular communication with relevant departments, agencies, and committees within their 
jurisdictions when planning for transportation facilities; 

• Review current design standards, including subdivision regulations which apply to new roadway construction, 
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regional Complete Streets policy; 

• Form, or utilize an existing, local Technical Advisory Committee to discuss potential transportation projects and 
identify opportunities to include multimodal facilities; 

• Encourage staff to undergo professional development and training for non-motorized transportation issues by 
attending conferences, classes, seminars, and workshops; 

• Promote inter-departmental project coordination among city departments with an interest in the activities that 
occur within the public right of way in order to better use fiscal resources; 

• Include an educational component to ensure that all users of the transportation system understand and can 
safely utilize Complete Streets project elements; and 

• Consider the creation of a local Complete Streets policy to apply to all non-MPO supported projects. Local 
policies established after the effective date of the MPO Complete Streets Policy should strive to equal or exceed 
the requirements herein.

7.0 Evaluation/Performance Measures
The MPO shall, at a minimum, evaluate this policy and the documents associated with it every two years. This 
evaluation may include recommendations for amendments to the Complete Streets Policy. 

The MPO will report on the annual increase or decrease for each performance measure listed below, compared to 
the previous year(s), in order to evaluate the success of this Complete Streets policy. 

• Total miles of on-street bicycle facilities

• Total miles of off-street bicycle facilities

• Completion of Safe Routes to School projects

• Percentage of transit stops accessible via sidewalks and curb ramps 

• Rate of crashes, injuries, and fatalities by mode 

• Number of approved and denied exceptions 



133132 Local Complete Streets Sample Policy
The MPO has also developed a local Complete Streets Sample Policy to be used as a model by communities to 
develop and adopt their own local policies. The following sample Complete Streets Policy has been adopted by the 
MPO:

The term complete street means designing, building and operating the streets to routinely accommodate safe travel 
by all modes and all people. A complete street serves everyone who travels, be it by driving, walking, bicycling, 
riding transit or other means while connecting to a larger transportation network. People of all ages and abilities are 
able to safely move along and across streets, regardless of how they are traveling. Complete streets are essential 
for access by people who cannot drive. Streets without safe access for non-motorized transportation represent a 
barrier for people who use wheelchairs, and for older adults and children. A complete street may look quite different 
on different sides of the same city, but are designed to balance safety, access and mobility for everyone using the 
street.

The [City/County name] recognizes the need for complete streets and will accommodate elements that create a 
complete street where possible. Some of the elements under consideration for inclusion on a complete street can be 
sidewalks, shared use paths, bike lanes, fewer travel lanes, narrower lane widths, improved street crossings, bump 
outs, pedestrian signals, signs, street furniture, street trees, and transit shelters, access and facilities. All designs 
should be context-sensitive to meet the needs of the community and surrounding area while emphasizing safe and 
accessible travel for all people.  

Every city, state and federally funded transportation improvement and project phase should be approached as an 
opportunity to create safer, more accessible streets for all users. Project phases include planning, programming, 
design, right-of-way acquisition, construction, construction engineering, reconstruction, and operations as well as 
any change to transportation facilities within street rights-of-way such as capital improvements, re-channelization 
projects, and major maintenance. 

To this end, [City/County name] will:

• Create a committee to evaluate and review the complete streets process and implementation undertaken 
by [City/County name], as well as review formal exception requests. Members on this committee could be 
representatives from the [City/County name] departments representing engineering, transportation, parks 
and recreation, emergency services, and planning, as well as relevant stakeholders such as AARP, DART, HIRTA, 
school districts, public health officials, business leaders, and transportation advocates. 

• Work with the [City/County name] departments, DART, the Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, and other transportation supporters to identify bicycle, pedestrian, and transit planning and 
design opportunities appropriate to the project.

• Review and revise related procedures, plans, regulations, design guides, and other processes to align goals with 
the Complete Streets Policy and ensure accommodation of all users in all projects. 

1.    The design and development of the transportation infrastructure shall improve conditions for transit users, 
motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and other users through the subsequent steps:

1.1  Plan projects for the long-term. Transportation improvements are long-term investments that remain in place 
for many years. The design and construction of new facilities should anticipate likely future demand for transit, 
bicycling, and walking facilities and not preclude the provision of future improvements.

1.2  Address the need for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross corridors as well as travel along them. Even where 
bicyclists and pedestrians may not commonly use a particular corridor that is being improved or constructed, they 
will likely need to be able to cross that corridor safely and conveniently. Therefore the design of intersections and 
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1.3  Design facilities to the best currently available standards and guidelines. The design of facilities should follow 
design guidelines and standards that are commonly used, such as:

• AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities;

• AASHTO’s A policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets;

• AASHTO’s Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities;

• SUDAS: State Urban Design and Specifications Manual;

• Federal Highway Administration’s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways;

• ITE Recommended Practice Context Sensitive Solutions in Designing Major Urban Thoroughfares for Walkable 
Communities; and,

• National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Street Design Guide. 

2.    Pedestrian and bicycle ways and transit considerations shall be established in new construction and 
reconstruction of street and bridge projects within [City/County name] unless one or more of three conditions are 
met:

2.1  Bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway. In this instance, a greater effort may be 
necessary to accommodate all users (bicyclists, motorists, transit vehicles and users, and pedestrians of all ages and 
abilities) elsewhere within the right of way or within the same transportation corridor.

2.2  The cost of establishing bikeways and walkways would be excessively disproportionate to the need or probable 
use or exceed budget costs (ex. resurfacing). ‘Excessively disproportionate’ is defined as exceeding 20 percent 
of the cost of the larger transportation project. However, the 20 percent threshold is a guideline; in areas where 
high levels of bicycle and pedestrian traffic are anticipated, the threshold for “excessively disproportionate” 
could be much higher. In cases where the additional cost is considered excessively disproportionate, the project 
sponsor may propose an alternate design or spend 20 percent of the project cost of the larger project to improve 
accommodations for all users.

2.3  Where sparsity of population or other factors indicate an absence of future need. This is defined as streets 
developed as a cul-de-sac with four or fewer dwellings or if the street has severe topographic or natural resource 
restraints. Also an indication of absence of need is when the annual average daily traffic (AADT) is projected to be 
less than 500 vehicles per day over the life of this project.

Exception requests shall be reviewed by the Complete Streets Committee and granted by [City Council/Department 
Head]. Documentation of any granted exceptions shall be made publicly available. 

3.    Using performance measures to evaluate the progress of the Complete Streets Policy is a valuable and essential 
part of successfully implementing safer, more complete streets. The MPO is available and able to assist in identifying 
performance measures and providing data. 

The [City/County] will publicly report on the annual increase or decrease for each performance measure compared 
to the previous year(s). These measures can include:
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• Percentage of transit stops accessible via sidewalks and curb ramps;

• Number of approved and denied exceptions;

• Completion of Safe Routes to School projects;

• Total miles of on-street bicycle facilities;

• Total miles of off-street bicycle facilities;

• Bicycle and pedestrian counts; and, 

• Other relevant measures.

4.    The [City/County] views complete streets as integral to everyday transportation options. To this end:

4.1 The [relevant departments, agencies and committees] will incorporate complete streets principles into the 
[Comprehensive Plan, Transportation Master Plan, Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, and other appropriate plans] and 
other manuals, checklists, decision trees, rules, regulations, and programs as appropriate.

4.2 The [Departments of Traffic and Engineering, Public Works, Planning and/or other relevant departments] 
will review current design standards, including subdivision regulations that apply to new roadway construction, to 
ensure that they reflect the best available design guidelines, and effectively implement complete streets. 

4.3 When available, the [City/County] shall encourage staff professional development and training on non-
motorized transportation issues through attending conferences, classes, webinars, and workshops. 

4.4 [City/County] staff shall identify all current and potential future sources of funding for street improvements 
and recommend improvements to the project selection critiera to support complete streets projects.

4.5 The [City/County] shall promote project coordination among [City/County] departments and agencies with 
an interest in the activities that occur within the public right-of-way in order to better use fiscal resources.

4.6 An annual report will be made to the [City Council/County Board of Supervisors] by the [lead department or 
City Manager] showing progress made implementing this policy.

4.7 A Complete Streets Advisory Council is hereby created to serve as a resource and a collaborative partner for 
the [City/County] elected officials, municipal staff, and other appropriate agencies.

1. The Council is to be composed of [odd number] voting members appointed by the Mayor with approval by 
the City Council who are interested in achieving Complete Streets and who want to explore opportunities for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, children, the elderly, people with disabilities, and all other transportation 
users. Representatives shall be from [name specific organizations and stakeholder constituencies, including 
transportation professionals, public health, parks, schools, groups representing older adults, people with 
disabilities, bicyclists, pedestrians, or transit users].

2. [Establish membership terms – usually two to four years, alternating term limits so that all members are not 
renewed on the same date.] 

3. The duties of the Council shall include, but not be limited to, examining the needs for bicyclists, transit users, 
motorists, and pedestrians of all ages and abilities; conducting a baseline study of current practices and 
accommodations; developing appropriate inter-departmental performance measures including [reference 
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performance measures section]; promoting programs and facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users; 
and advising appropriate agencies on best practices in Complete Streets implementation. 

4. The Council will meet quarterly, provide a yearly written report to [City Council/County Board of Supervisors] 
evaluating the [City/County]’s progress, and advise on implementation. 

Recommended Roadway Design Standards
Streets are a community’s largest asset and make up the majority of the public space in the city. The design of 
the street should be safe and inviting, and inform to private developers as to the type of development that is 
appropriate along the street.

General Principle: The purpose of streets is to facilitate the movement and socialization of people. 

General Principle: Streets will be designed to create high quality public spaces that have a positive influence on the 
built environment.

Elements of Street Design
Travel Lanes

The width of travel lanes has a significant impact on the quality of the public space. Travel lanes wider than 11 
feet degrade the public realm. Wider travel lanes increase the speed of vehicular traffic and increase the crossing 
distance for pedestrians at intersections. The ideal travel lane width for most urban streets with speeds below 35 
mph is 10 feet. 

Sidewalks

Sidewalks are a critical part of the urban environment. Sidewalks should be a minimum of 5 feet wide in residential 
areas  and 8-12 feet in commercial and downtown areas. Sidewalks in commercial and downtown locations should 
include the space for sidewalk cafes, street furniture, lighting, and street trees while maintaining an adequate 
pedestrian throughway. 

Corner Radii

Corner radii have a significant impact on vehicle speed and pedestrian crossing distance at intersections. The target 
curb radius should be 5 feet, limiting turning speeds to 5-10 mph. 

Building Placement

Buildings should be built close to the street to provide an active pedestrian realm. This can be accomplished using 
build-to-lines instead of setbacks. Placing buildings next to the street also creates spatial enclosure that is essential 
for pedestrian comfort. 

On-Street Parking

On-street parking should be required in all commercial districts. On-street parking provides a buffer between the 
travel lanes and the pedestrian realm. On-street parking lanes should be 7-8 feet wide for parallel parking and 17 
feet wide for diagonal parking.

Trees

Street trees should be planted on all city streets. Trees should be planted in the landscape buffer between the street 
and the sidewalk. Tree spacing should not exceed 50 feet and should ideally be 30 feet. Trees also should be planted 
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enclosure and provide a canopy over the street. Street trees provide multiple benefits including increasing property 
values, reducing the urban heat island effect, decreasing energy demands, absorbing harmful pollutants, reducing 
stormwater runoff, and lengthening the life of the pavement by up to 60 percent. 

Center Medians

Center medians should be included on boulevards and avenues, and should be wide enough to accommodate large 
trees (8 feet minimum). Center medians provide a refuge for pedestrians crossing larger thoroughfares. Center 
medians should extend to the intersection. Trees planted in the median should extend to the crosswalk area. 

Speed

Streets should be designed using the target speed not operational speed. The target speed is the intended driving 
speed, and the 85th percentile should fall between 10-30 mph on the majority of city streets. Target speed should 
equal design speed which should equal posted speed. 

Connectivity

Streets should have a high level of connectivity. Cul-de-sacs should be used only in cases where geography makes 
connection to a through street impossible. 

Block Size

Blocks should be small to maximize the number of intersections per mile and help spread traffic across the 
transportation system. Block lengths can range from 200 feet in downtown/town center locations to 1,000 feet in 
residential areas. Block lengths between 400-600 feet are ideal.

Lot Size

Lot size (platting) has a significant impact on density and the character of street design. Historically, platting in the 
United States used increments of 25 feet. This increment was chosen before the prevalence of the automobile 
and the necessity to provide parking. However, the 25 foot increment does not correspond with the basic parking 
dimensions required for head-in parking (12 feet) and double parking rows (72 feet). Therefore, to allow for the 
highest levels of density while meeting parking requirements, platting should use increments of 6 feet. This results in 
lot sizes of 18, 24, 36, 54, 72, and 144 feet. 

Design Vehicle

Urban streets should be designed with the most vulnerable users in mind – pedestrians, especially children and older 
adults. The majority of streets should use the DL-23 (delivery trucks) as a design vehicle. In areas with frequent larger 
design vehicles, use alternative measures like recessed stop bars. The design at intersections should allow for a typical 
turning speed of 5-10 mph. 

Utilities

Utilities should be placed underground whenever possible. In areas where burying is not an option, site design should 
include rear alleys and lanes. Overhead utilities should be located in the alleys or lanes to maintain the quality public 
realm along the street frontage. Alleys also can serve to facilitate other unsightly functions such as garbage collection. 
Communities might choose to develop and beautify alleys in downtown areas as attractive public spaces. In such 
instances, utilities and garbage collection areas need to be addressed on a context sensitive basis.
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People feel most comfortable in spaces that provide enclosure. This is best accomplished by placing building facades 
close to the street. The ideal height-to-width ratio for an urban thoroughfare is 1:1. In areas where this ratio is 
exceeded, trees can provide the spatial enclosure necessary to create a comfortable public realm. It is important to 
plant species that will grow tall enough to provide the proper height-to-width ratio. 

Parking

Parking should be located in the back of buildings and accessed through a rear alley or lane. Parking structures are 
preferable to larger surface parking. Parking structures should be built with flat floors, comfortable floor-to-ceiling 
heights (10 feet minimum) and enough loading capacity to support other uses. This will allow parking structure to be 
converted to office and residential uses when they are no longer needed for parking vehicles.

Recommended On-Street Bicycle Facility Standards
The following information is developed from the MPO’s On-Street Bicycle Facility Feasibility Study.  

Signage + Markings
An important element of implementing on-street facilities in a new area is both education within the community 
and continuity among design elements to covey the intended method of use.  In efforts to provide on-street facilities 
with the same look and feel, the MPO identified signage and markings as an area to review the current design 
standards and provide guidance where appropriate.  The intent is to provide on-street facilities, regardless of type, 
that look and feel the same throughout the metro area.  For the user, this not only offers a facility that is familiar and 
easy to navigate, but also has a unique identity.

NACTO provides three levels of guidance: Required, Recommended, and Optional.  Required and Recommended 
Features are elements necessary for the facility’s proper function and safety.  It is suggested that these features are 
adhered to wherever possible.  Optional Features, however, are elements that can vary across cities and may add 
value depending on the circumstance.  The MPO felt it was important to evaluate the Optional Features and provide 
guidance where possible.  Cities such as West Des Moines and Des Moines that have already implemented on-street 
facilities were also consulted as part of the process to help determine what facility types and practices are currently 
being used within the surrounding metro area.

Ultimately the MPO identified seven key areas to provide guidance. 

• Bike Lane and Shared Lane Markings

• Cycle Tracks

• Intersection Crossing Treatments

• Bicycle Signal Detection 

• Pavement Marking Material Guidance

• Green Lanes and Bike Boxes

• Facility Signage

• Route Wayfinding
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Bike Lane and Shared Lane Markings

Two of the most frequently used on-street bicycle treatments are bike lanes and shared lanes.  Review of existing 
guidance through National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO), Iowa Statewide Urban Design 
and Specifications (SUDAS), and Manual for Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) guide books identified two 
acceptable bicycle lane markings as shown in the following figure.  At minimum, the bicycle symbol shall be used to 
define the preferential use of the bike lane.  The MUTCD designates the directional arrow as optional, however it is 
listed as a Required Feature through NACTO.  

Recommendation

The MPO recommends the helmeted bicyclist symbol in conjunction with the directional arrow be implemented as 
a minimum treatment for all future bike lanes in the MPO Planning Area.  Refer to the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design 
Guide, available at https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/, for placement of symbols.  Intervals 
of placement shall not exceed 1000 feet.  A cycle track, like a bike lane, is a preferential lane as defined by the 
MUTCD; therefore, the same symbol marking recommendations for bike lanes shall also apply to cycle tracks.

 Source: MUTCD, 2009 Edition

FIGURE A2: BIKE LANE SYMBOL MARKING
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miles of bike lanes in the downtown area, as well as designated quiet streets marked by Shared Lane Markings (SLM).  
The traditional shared lane marking as defined by the MUTCD consists of two chevron “V” markings with a bicycle 
symbol.  To minimize the cost of purchasing additional stencils, the City of Des Moines was granted approval through 
the FHWA to use the same helmeted bicycle symbol on shared lane markings as used to designate bike lanes.  

Recommendation

The MPO recommends the use of the helmeted SLM.  By using the helmeted symbol, the shared lane marking not 
only remains consistent with the markings used to designate bike lanes, but also minimizes cost to the local agency.  
Refer to the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide, available at https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-
guide/bike-lanes/, for placement of symbols.  Intervals of placement shall not exceed 500 feet.

Intersection Crossing Treatments

Though intersections make up a small portion of a cyclists travel distance, they are one of the most hazardous areas, 
accounting for approximately 50 percent of all bicycle-vehicle crashes.  While guidance is provided through NACTO 
and the MUTCD on intersection crossing markings, it is a suggested treatment.  The City of Des Moines reserves 
use of any bicycle specific intersection crossing treatments for unconventional crossings or maneuvering and is the 
exception, as opposed to normal practice.

Recommendation

The MPO suggests the decision to implement intersection crossing markings be left to safety considerations and 
engineering judgment by the local agency.

Bicycle Signal Detection

Bicycle signal detection occurs either by the use of a push button or by automation (inductive pavement loops, 
cameras, radar, etc.).  A common issue cyclists encounter when navigating a signalized intersection is where to 
position their bicycle to activate the traffic signal.  For a bicycle to be detected, the bicycle must be placed within 
the red highlighted areas as shown in the figure on the following page, and the inductive loop has to be adjusted 
to a higher sensitivity to detect the metallic mass of the bicycle. Otherwise, undetected cyclists are forced to wait 

FIGURE A3: BIKE LANE SYMBOL MARKINGS



141140 for a vehicle, dismount and press a pedestrian button, or cross illegally. Pavement markings and signage are used 
to properly position the cyclist on the inductive loop or zone if using other means of detection with the highest 
sensitivity.  In addition to increasing the sensitivity of the detector, NACTO and the MUTCD recommends use of a 
helmeted bicyclist symbol marking the location of the most sensitive area of the traffic sensor, and a R10-22 sign so 
that the bicyclist knows the intersection has detection and where to position their bicycle to activate the signal.

Recommendation

The MPO recommends bicycle detection pavement markings and signage be provided at any intersection where an 
on-street bicycle facility is located and actuation is required to call the signal.  Signs shall be mounted in a visible 
location in front of or adjacent to the bicycle detector pavement marking.  The pavement marking shall be placed 
over inductive loops as shown in the following illustration.

FIGURE A4: BICYCLE DETECTOR PAVEMENT MARKING
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There are three main types of pavement markings in use:  non-durable waterborne paint, Epoxy-based Durable 
Liquid Pavement Markings (DLPM), and thermoplastics.  

Non-durable paint is the least expensive and the most widely used in the United States. The average installed 
price of non-durable paint is roughly $4 per linear 100 feet or $1.20 - $1.60 per square foot. Advantages of non-
durable paint include quick dry times (under 30 minutes depending on ambient temperatures) and minor surface 
preparation. Glass beads for reflectivity and skid resistance may be added to the paint; however, they are often 
worn down with high traffic and snow removal. The main disadvantage of the non-durable pavement markings is 
that in snowy climates or high traffic areas, they rarely hold up for more than six months to a year.

DLPM are either an epoxy or acrylic based resin. The average installed bid item price is approximately $25 
per linear 100 feet or $3 - $4 per square foot. More costly than non-durable paint, DLPM’s can last 3-5 years 
depending on conditions. Reflective and non-skid materials may also be added to DLPM’s, however, there are some 
disadvantages to be mindful of. Because DLPM’s are epoxy or acrylic based, dry times can require more than an 
hour. They are also more sensitive to existing oils on the pavement and require more surface preparation over non-
durable paint. The lifetime of DLPM’s can be significantly shortened if the pavement is in poor condition.

Thermoplastics are another type of durable pavement marking and typically come in square or pre-formed sheets. 
They are bonded to the pavement by heating the sheets to 400°-450°F. Due to the structure of thermoplastics, 
they are best suited for pavement symbols or colored lane markings, not linear striping. Thermoplastics are the 
most expensive of the three materials at $10 - $14 per square foot installed. Advantages to thermoplastics are an 
average lifetime of 5 years, easy spot fixes, and ability to provide reflectivity and skid resistance throughout the 
material rather than just the top coating. A significant disadvantage to thermoplastics is they have to be recessed 
or ground into the pavement if they are to be used in a snowy climate to avoid damage by plows. This process 
would be in addition to the installed cost.

Recommendation

All three types of pavement markings are appropriate for use on projects. The material type does not directly 
affect the functionality of on-street bike facilities.  It is for this reason the MPO recommends the decision be 
left to the local agencies to decide what type of pavement marking is best suited. There are many other local 
factors to be considered on a case by case basis including amount of traffic, maintenance schedules, preference 
of the agency, and budgets. For additional Information please refer to the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design 
Guide – Colored Pavement Material Guidance, accessible at http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/ 
bikeway-signing-marking/colored-pavement-material-guidance/.

Green Lanes and Bike Boxes

Green, reflective, pavement markings may be used to highlight conflict areas and increase visibility of bicycle lanes, 
intersection crossings and other potentially hazardous areas between bicyclists and vehicles. Delineating these 
areas reinforces priority to bicyclists in conflict areas and has proven to increase motorist yielding behavior. Green 
pavement markings can be particularly helpful at intersection approaches with through bike lanes and right turning 
vehicle traffic.  

Bike boxes are another intersection treatment that may be used in conjunction with green pavement markings. A 
bike box is a designated area at signalized intersections that provide a safe, visible space in front of traffic during 
the red signal phase. Bike boxes provide several benefits to bicyclists. By placing the bicyclists ahead of traffic, 
bicyclists are better positioned to make left and right turning movements. Additionally, bike boxes allow bicyclists 
to group together and clear the intersection quickly, minimizing impediment to vehicular traffic.  NACTO lists 
colored pavement markings as a Recommended Feature for bike boxes. For bike lanes, colored pavement markings 



143142 are considered an Optional Feature to delineate conflict areas. Color may be applied along the entire corridor of a 
bike lane with a gap in coloring to denote the conflict areas or used vice versa where color is only applied within the 
conflict areas. 

Recommendation

To increase visibility at conflict areas, the MPO recommends only using green colored pavement markings in conflict 
areas as shown in the top graphic of the figure below or within bike boxes at a signalized intersection.  Colored 
pavement markings will require increased maintenance over traditional striping.  The use of colored bike boxes and 
colored bike lanes shall be reserved for higher conflict areas or at intersections with high volumes of bicycles and 
motor vehicles, especially those with frequent bicycle left turning movements.

FIGURE A5: COLORED BIKE LANE AND BIKE BOX

FIGURE A6: COLORED BIKE LANE



143142 Facility Signage

An R3-17 “Bike Lane” sign is an optional treatment along bike 
lanes and cycle tracks as listed in the NACTO Urban Bikeway 
Design Guide. 

The sign is useful as an additional visual queue for vehicular 
traffic to further designate the preferential use for bicyclists. 
While the sign is mandatory in some states, the MUTCD 
classifies the sign as optional and cautions against overuse.

Recommendation 

The MPO recommends the use of the R3-17 “Bike Lane” sign.  
Placement shall be in accordance with the MUTCD Section 
9B.04 and shall not exceed 1,000 feet in spacing.  It also 
recommends that the placement of the sign be staggered 
with the bike lane symbol markings.  

The R4-11 “May Use Full Lane” sign is a sign used to designate 
the potential presence and right for bicyclists to occupy the 
road. This sign, unlike the R3-17 “Bike Lane” sign is reserved 
for streets with shared lanes or a designated bike route. The 
MUTCD added the R4-11 in the 2009 revision. Another sign 
combination often used to designate shared lanes and bike 
routes, are the combined W11-1 and W16-1 “Share the Road” 
signs. Many cities have abandoned the combined W11-1 and 
W16-1 signs and adopted the “May Use Full Lane” signs. The 
“May Use Full Lane” sign conveys a clearer message to users 
of the roadway unlike the combined “Share the Road” signs.

Recommendation

The MPO recommends the use of the R4-11 “May Use Full 
Lane” sign in place of the combined W11-1 & W16-1 “Share 
the Road” signs.  Placement and size of signs shall be in 
accordance with the MUTCD Section 9B.04 and shall not 
exceed 1000 feet in spacing.  It is also recommended that the 
placement of the sign be staggered with the bike lane symbol 
markings.  

Route Wayfinding

Whether a bicyclist is riding on an off-street trail or an on-
street bike route, it is necessary for them to develop a sense 
of awareness of where they are located in relation to their 
surroundings. Signage, trail guides, and maps are components 
of the wayfinding process that aid the user as they gather 
information on location and distances between destination 
points. Signage that includes both mileage and average travel 
time to destinations can also be a helpful feature to the user 
when estimating time it takes to travel. Though on-street 

FIGURE A7: R3-17 SIGN

FIGURE A8: R4-11 SIGN

FIGURE A9: W11-1 + W16-1 SIGNS



145144 bicycle routes benefit from existing street signs and landmarks to orient the user, wayfinding along routes should 
support the infrequent or first time user. Consistency of signage, use, message, and appearance are essential in 
communicating with the user.

NACTO outlines multiple Recommended Features; however the only Required Features are MUTCD standards in 
Section 9B.01 (Application and Placement of Signs), and Section 9B.20 (Bicycle Guides Signs). Guidance is provided 
on types of signs including Decision, Confirmation and Turn signs and their placement. Prior to the development of 
wayfinding signage, it is recommended that a list to identify and classify points of interest be developed by the local 
municipalities. Once on-street routes are established, these lists then can be

Facility Design Recommendations

The following pages provide design examples for the on-street bicycle facilities discussed in this report. These 
examples are intended to illustrate the variety of ways to accommodate bicycle use on the streets and to provide 
some direction on design specifications for each facility type. It is important to note that the examples listed are 
not exhaustive. When converting existing streets to include facilities for bicycles, every case is unique and design 
standards should be used in conjunction with professional judgment and creativity. The NACTO Urban Bikeway 
Design Guide offers best practices for any community working to improve their on-street bicycle network and should 
be the starting point for any facility design. Valuable resources can be found at http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/
design-guide/ and at http:// transect.org/docs/bicycling_pdfs.zip.

FIGURE A10: SIGN TYPES AND PLACEMENT



145144 BIKE LANE

Riding Surface Width 5-foot minimum

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed, dashed, Peg-a-Track, colored

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15,000

SHARROWS

Riding Surface Width Shared vehicular lane with sharrow

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed,signalized, indicator loops

Posted Speed 25 mph

AADT 8,000

Source: NACTO

Source: NACTO



147146 PAVED SHOULDER

Riding Surface Width 6-foot minimum

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed, signalized

Posted Speed 55 mph

AADT N/A

LEFT-SIDE BIKE LANES

Riding Surface Width 6-foot

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Bike boxes and bike signals

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15000

CONTRA-FLOW BIKE LANES

Riding Surface Width 5-foot minimum, with striped buffer 
desirable

Movement Against traffic

Intersection Treatment Intersection traffic controls with 
contra flow markings

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15,000

BUFFERED BIKE LANE - TYPE 1

Riding Surface Width 5-foot minimum, 2-foot striped 
buffer, and 2-foot shy zone

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed, dashed, Peg-a-Track, colored

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15,000

Source: NACTO

Source: NACTO

Source: NACTO



147146 BUFFERED BIKE LANE - TYPE 2

Riding Surface Width 5-foot minimum, 2-foot striped 
buffer, and 2-foot shy zone

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed, dashed, Peg-a-Track, colored

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15,000

BUFFERED BIKE LANE - TYPE 3

Riding Surface Width 5-foot minimum, 2-foot striped 
buffer, and 2-foot shy zone

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed, dashed, Peg-a-Track, colored

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15,000

BUFFERED BIKE LANE - TYPE 4

Riding Surface Width 5-foot minimum, 2-foot striped 
buffer, and 2-foot shy zone

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed, dashed, Peg-a-Track, colored

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15,000

BUFFERED BIKE LANE - TYPE 5

Riding Surface Width 5-foot minimum, 2-foot striped 
buffer, and 2-foot shy zone

Movement With traffic

Intersection Treatment Signed, dashed, Peg-a-Track, colored

Posted Speed 30 mph

AADT 15,000

Source: NACTO

Source: NACTO

Source: NACTO

Source: NACTO



149148 Recommended Parking Management Guidelines
The following section lists a menu of strategies that can be applied to Greater Des Moines. The policies are divided 
into four topics:  Parking Regulations & Incentives, Pricing & Payment, Promotion of Transportation Choices, and 
Sustainable, Walkable Design. Not all strategies are applicable to the entire region; thus, next to each policy is a 
classification of relevance to the region or the Central Business District (CBD).

Parking Regulations & Incentives
Eliminate minimum parking requirements (CBD)

Minimum parking requirements have been proven to oversupply parking. Studies of suburban business parks have 
found that while the zoning code often demands 3 to 4 parking spaces per 1,000 feet or one space per employee, 
the actual average parking utilization rate was 2.2 spaces per 1,000 feet.1  This equates to a 26 percent oversupply. 
Getting rid of minimums would not be a ban on new parking; it would simply allow market forces to calculate how 
much parking is needed to meet demand. For example, Boulder, Colorado, has no minimum parking requirement 
for non-residential uses in its CBD. Developers build as much parking as they see fit and can purchase permits at 
public lots to sell to residents should they choose to build little or no parking.2  

Establish maximums (Region)

Parking maximums set an absolute upper limit on how much parking may be provided at any given building or site. 
Maximum ratios are especially effective in suburban areas where developers of big box retail build far more supply 
than is needed. Area-wide limits called parking caps can also be used. To ensure maximums do not prohibit certain 
parking-intensive uses, the zoning code in Portland, Oregon, allows parking rights to be transferred or sold to 
another development.3 

Flexible standards (Region)

The major drawback of current parking requirements is their inflexibility, where minimums are applied rigidly 
to every land use regardless of context. Many communities have begun including “discounts” to minimum 
requirements based on factors that reduce auto use. An example of adjustments to minimums is shown below.

For example, in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, developments within a defined geographical area near transit are granted 
reductions of up to 15 percent in the minimum requirements.4  In Portland, Oregon, the reduction stipulates that 
the transit must be high-frequency — if service runs every 20 minutes or better during peaks, the minimum is 
waived.5   

In Seattle, minimums are reduced in affordable housing units to 0.5-1 space per unit. The best practice is to root 
parking policy in empirical evidence. An inventory of parking supply — on- and off-street, public, and private — and 
utilization will give a city invaluable information on which to base code. Another method is contingency planning, 
in which the low end of an estimate is used to build parking, with additional land banked as green space only to be 
converted to parking if demand warrants.6

1    Transportation Research Board.  Traveler Response to System Change: Chapter 18 Parking Management and Supply.  2003.  http:// 
onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c18.pdf. 
2 Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  Parking Code Guidance: Case Studies and Model Provisions.  2012. http://www.mtc.ca.gov/ 
planning/smart_growth/parking/6-12/Parking_Code_Guidance_June_2012.pdf.
3 Parking maximums set an absolute upper limit on how much parking may be provided at any given building or site. Maximum ratios 
are especially effective in suburban areas where developers of big box retail build far more supply than is needed.  Area-wide limits 
called parking caps can also be used.  To ensure maximums do not prohibit certain parking-intensive uses, the zoning code in Portland, 
Oregon, allows parking rights to be transferred or sold to another development.
4 EPA. Parking Spaces, Community Places. 2006. http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/EPAParkingSpaces06.pdf.
5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  Parking Code Guidance: Case Studies and Model Provisions.  2012. http://www.mtc.ca.gov/ 
planning/smart_growth/parking/6-12/Parking_Code_Guidance_June_2012.pdf. 6  Litman, Todd.  Parking Management. 2011.
6 Ankeny Municipal Code Chapter 194:  http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Iowa/ankeny_ia/codeofordinancesofthecityofankeny 
iowa?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:ankeny_ia.



149148 Sharing parking (Region)

Shared parking means that one parking supply is shared by two or more land uses. In Greater Des Moines, where 
every development has its own parking lot, sharing parking for all land uses has major potential to accommodate 
growth without significantly adding new spaces.  For example, the City of Ankeny’s parking regulations acknowledge 
that providing parking spaces required for isolated uses may result in oversupply. Their Municipal Code states the 
planning director “may permit deviations from the presumptive requirements … and may require more parking 
or allow less parking.”  Building upon this type of flexibility, many communities have developed specifications for 
allowing shared parking such as, for instance, if parking is already available within a certain number of feet from 
the new development.7  In downtown areas where parking supply is less abundant, shared parking may succeed 
best when shared between two different land uses with different peaks, such as office and a movie theater. Shared 
parking encourages a “park once” mentality and increases walking between destinations rather than driving.  The 
concept of shared parking is illustrated on the following page.  

Shared parking is implemented by contractual agreement between two users or through a parking management 
district. A government policy supporting shared parking encourages its application, and, in some cases, changes to 
the zoning code are required.8  

Unbundle parking cost (Region)

When a developer prices a dwelling unit, the company divides the total cost by the total units. Yet parking is a major 
component of development costs that simply gets sunk into the customer cost. The full cost of parking should be 
“unbundled” from residential rents and mortgages to let people choose whether they need a parking space or not. 
San Francisco has adopted a citywide unbundling ordinance.  Unbundling can also be applied to commercial space. 
For example, Bellevue, Washington, requires offices of more than 50,000 square feet to identify parking costs on all 
leases.9    

Parking Benefit District (CBD)

Numerous parking garages and on-street facilities operate in downtown Des Moines. A Parking Benefit District is 
designed to take revenues from paid parking in the District to fund public improvements that benefit the District 
itself. If parking revenues are otherwise directed into general revenue, where they may appear to produce no direct 
benefit for the District, there will be little support for installing parking meters or for raising rates. When District 
merchants and property owners can clearly see that the monies collected are being spent for the benefit of their 
blocks, on projects that they have chosen, they often become willing to support market rate pricing. The structure 
of Parking Benefit Districts varies and can be managed by a municipality or a private entity such as a Business 
Improvement District. Typically, they serve a downtown or neighborhood. 

In-lieu fees (Region)

Many municipal codes require property owners to provide off-street parking for those persons who will use their 
facility. In-lieu fees allow developers to pay for transportation improvements elsewhere instead of providing parking 
on site. This allows more development in central areas where space for additional parking is restricted. This program 
can provide funding to help develop shared parking facilities such as municipal garages or to fund public transit 
services. The procedures for implementing and collecting cash-in-lieu generally must be defined though a by-law. 
Though fees are often used to construct new parking, some cities are now including provisions for the fees to be 
used for other benefits such as streetscaping, bicycle facilities, etc.

Cash-out (Region)

7 For examples of specific shared parking ordinances, see http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking/parking_seminar/ 
Toolbox-Handbook.pdf, page 29
8 Several examples of codes adopted that support shared parking can be viewed in Appendix B of this document:  http://www.crwp.org/ 
pdf_files/review_national_trends_parking_requirements.pdf.
9 Tumlin, Jeffrey.  Sustainable Transportation Planning.  2012.



151150 Similar to unbundling, cash-out consists of a financial incentive to consider alternatives to driving. Cash-out gets 
applied at the employee side and allows employers to award a one-time cash payout to employees who commit 
to not driving. The value of the cash payment is equal to the amount the employee would have received in parking 
space subsidy and is cheaper for the employer than building new parking.  

Reduce stall dimensions (Region)

Stall dimensions may range from 8.5’x18’ to 9’x20’, large enough for the largest SUV. Since drivers are moving 
slowly in parking lots and are navigating the vehicle just to let it sit, parking spaces need only be large enough to 
accommodate the width of a vehicle plus space to open the door. Since it is unlikely that drivers adjacent to each 
other will open doors at the same time, the door can swing into the neighboring space. St. Louis, Missouri, adopted 
7.5’ x 15’ as its parking space size — a small amount on an individual space basis, but this adds up when considering 
the thousands of parking spaces in a typical downtown.  

Pricing & Payment
Price for 85% occupancy (CBD)

FIGURE A10: CONVENTIONAL PARKING SUPPLY AND UTILIZATION VERSUS POTENTIAL WITH SHARED PARKING



151150 Pricing parking should follow the “Goldilocks Principle” — a price is too high if too many spaces are vacant, and too 
low if all spaces are filled.10  An occupancy of 85 percent is a reasonable goal to aim for, as it ensures that a motorist 
can find a space without circling the block, but also means that, overall, the spaces are being well utilized.  

No time limit (CBD)

If parking occupancy can be maintained near the targeted rate, time limits can be eliminated. Time limits hinder 
downtown’s “park once” goal and can hurt businesses by shooing them out of stores and restaurants before they are 
ready. If pricing alone can maintain consistent availability, time limits do nothing but instill customer anxiety.

Make payment easy (CBD)

While most drivers are willing to pay for parking, no one is willing to be inconvenienced to do it. If a metered system 
is implemented, it must be easy to use, meaning no one needs to find change to pay for a parking space. The City 
of Des Moines has transitioned its parking meter payment system to SmartCard, an example of making paying for 
parking customer friendly.  

Promote Alternate Modes
Transit passes (Region)

For transit-accessible developments, provide free or reduced-cost transit passes to residents and employees. This 
can be used to adjust parking requirements. In Seattle, for example, if transit passes reducing costs by 50 percent 
are provided to all employees and transit is available within 800 feet of the development, parking requirements are 
reduced by 10 percent.11  

Bicycle parking (Region)

Adopt a zoning code requiring bicycle parking at homes and places of work and shopping, to provide secure end-
to-end bicycle storage. The City of Pittsburgh’s bike parking ordinance requires, for example, one parking space per 
three dwelling units in multi-family housing, and one space per 10,000 square feet of commercial.

Carshare spaces (CBD)

Require developers to provide carshare spaces as a replacement to standard parking spaces. Devote a portion of 
on-street parking to carshare vehicles. In the City of Berkeley, for example, developments with 31-60 parking spaces 
must include two carshare spaces.12  

Sustainable, Walkable Design
Put the active use in front (Region)

Require developers to provide vehicle parking behind retail rather than in front, or adopt standards breaking up 
large parking areas and allowing infill along the street.

Pedestrian walkways (Region)

Parking lots should include clearly delineated walking paths and landscaping. Parking lot design should assume a 
10  Tumlin, Jeffrey.  Sustainable Transportation Planning. 2012.
11 Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  Parking Code Guidance: Case Studies and Model Provisions.  2012. http://www.mtc. ca.gov/
planning/smart_growth/parking/6-12/Parking_Code_Guidance_June_2012.pdf. 14  http://www.city.pittsburgh.pa.us/cp/assets/bicycle/
Bicycle_Parking_Ordinance.1.pdf.
12 Require developers to provide carshare spaces as a replacement to standard parking spaces. Devote a portion of on-street parking to 
carshare vehicles.  In the city of Berkeley, for example, developments with 31-60 parking spaces must include two carshare spaces.



153152 posted speed of 5 mph and should group stalls in clusters of 500 separated by a landscaping buffer.13  Shrubs and 
hedges used as buffers are limited to 3 feet in height to maintain security. An example of walkways through parking 
is shown on the previous page. Landscaping reduces heat islands and adds permeable surfaces.

Landscape reserve (Region)

Landscape reserve consists of a percentage of new parking to be left as landscaping, land banked to be turned into 
parking only if needed. Some municipalities have adopted shade tree ordinances requiring a tree built per a certain 
number of parking spaces. In Sacramento, the ordinance requires that 50 percent of the parking lot be shaded by 
trees 15 years post-build.14  

Porous pavement and stormwater basins (Region)

Parking lots are traditionally impermeable and thus generate surface run-off during rain events. As metropolitan 
areas develop more sophisticated and comprehensive stormwater management plans, parking lots and other 
infrastructure elements of sizable surface area are increasingly doing their part to minimize quantity and increase 
quality of stormwater runoff.

13 WMATA Station Access Guidelines, p 34.
14 http://www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/planning/long-range/planning-library/documents/SHADING_GUIDELINES_06-17-03.pdf.
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PARKING IN FRONT OF RETAIL FEELS 
DISCONNECTED.

MANY COMMUNITIES HAVE ADOPTED “BIG BOX” DESIGN STANDARDS. THIS GRAPHIC FROM OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS, SHOWS 
SMALLER BUILDINGS FRONTING THE STREET IN FRONT OF THE MAJOR RETAILER AND LANDSCAPED PARKING BROKEN UP BY 
WALKWAYS.

FIGURE A11: PARKING LOT IN FRONT OF BUILDINGS

FIGURE A12: ALTERNATIVE PARKING LOT DESIGN



155154 Recommended Transit Supportive Guidelines
Introduction
For transit to be effective, it requires more than just vehicles that carry riders and a bus schedule. Two additional 
elements can greatly alter a system’s effectiveness: design policies and land use/zoning. Design policies are integral 
elements to ensuring that people can identify and access the transit system, while land use and zoning policies 
help concentrate people and mix land uses to maximize transit’s effectiveness. When combined, design and land 
use policies not only increase transit’s ridership potential, but also its value as an economic development and 
sustainability tool.

The following guidelines are recommended to reap the maximum benefits of the transit services in the Des Moines 
metropolitan region. 

Guidelines
Density

Successful bus transit generally requires a minimum of seven residential units per acre in residential areas and 
25 employees per acre in commercial centers, and about two to four times as much for premium quality transit. 
Increased population and employment densities place more potential riders within walking distance of transit stops 
and higher densities, especially higher residential densities, are recommended depending on the type of transit 
serving the area. These densities create adequate transit ridership to justify frequent service and help create active 
street life and commercial activities, such as grocery stores and coffee shops, within convenient walking distance of 
homes and worksites. 

TRANSIT MODE MINIMUM DWELLING 
UNITS PER ACRE

Basic Bus Service 7-15

Premium Bus Service 15-18

FIGURE A13: RECOMMENDED RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 

Source: Transportation Cooperative Research Program, 
Report 102: Transit-Oriented Development in the United 
States: Experiences, Challenges, and Prospect (2004).

Commercial land uses require employment density as well as Floor to Area Ratio (FAR). Recommended FAR’s start 
at 0.35 for nonresidential activities in transit supportive neighborhoods, but are more frequently recommended at 
minimums of 0.5 to 1.0 for commercial developments without structured parking and at least 2.0 for developments 
with structured parking. An employment density of 25 jobs per gross acre (15,000 jobs within a 1/2-mile) will 
support frequent, high capacity transit service. 

High-quality transit supports the development of higher-density centers, which can provide accessibility and 
agglomeration benefits (efficiencies that result when many activities are physically close together). Conversely, 
automobile-only transportation systems conflict with urban density because it is space intensive, requiring large 
amounts of land for roads and parking facilities. Large scale park and ride facilities without other uses tend to 
conflict with transit supportive neighborhoods, since a bus station surrounded by large parking lots and arterials 
with heavy traffic is unlikely to provide the densities needed to generate sufficient transit demand. It is therefore 
important that such facilities be properly located, designed, and managed to minimize such conflicts, and sited 
where they can accommodate transit without impacting the development potential of the area. 



155154
Mixed-Uses

Traditional zoning separates land uses, sets density thresholds and minimum lot sizes, and usually contains explicit 
regulations such as bulk and height controls and minimum parking requirements. To support transit, however, these 
elements of traditional zoning are often inverted. For instance, uses are intermixed, not excluded, and parking caps, 
rather than parking minimums, are sometimes set.

To support transit, especially around high capacity stations, a municipality can create a special zone or change 
existing classifications. More common than either rezoning or new designations, however, is the creation of an 
overlay zone. As its name implies, an overlay zone is placed on the zoning map over a base zone. The overlay 
modifies, eliminates, or adds regulations to the base zone. Overlays provide for effective land-use control without 
increasing the complexity of the regulations. 

Besides identifying land uses that encourage non-transit trips, like automobile repair shops, transit supportive 
zones often specify activities that are permitted as-of-right. The uses included in a transit supportive community 
should generate trips throughout the day. This strategy takes advantage of unused transit supply in off-peak hours 
and results in routes that are more productive than in areas with traditional rush-hour peaks. Ideally, the new zone 
generates approximately 1 to 1.5 jobs per household, providing significant employment opportunities for both 
residents and commuters.

The following list presents a sample of land uses appropriate for inclusion in a transit supportive district:

• Mid to high density residential

• Retail stores

• Banks

• Private offices/professional businesses

• Government offices

• Schools (especially higher education)

• Child-care centers

• Community facilities

• Public space

• Entertainment complexes

Pedestrian Orientation

Pedestrians who can walk to different land uses in under 10 minutes are more likely to utilize those sites, including 
retail establishments, parks, and community facilities. Placing daily goods and services, as well as recreational 
destinations, within walking distance of residences increases the incentive to use alternative modes, supporting 
transit use for commuting and other regional travel. The following recommendations outline the key design factors 
which focus development on pedestrians:

• Locate active uses that generate a higher number of daily trips on the first two floors. These should include retail 
and open space located in the first 15-20 feet of building height. Land uses which generate fewer trips should 
occupy higher floors.



157156 • Bring sidewalks up to the building line and prohibit parking from being located between the sidewalk and the 
building.

• Curb cuts are extensions of sidewalks. Design sidewalk-driveway interfaces to be identical to sidewalks (e.g. the 
sidewalk material and level should continue across the driveway). This alerts both pedestrians and drivers that 
they are traveling on a portion of the sidewalk. 

• Install bollards, trees, and other street furniture to protect pedestrians and buildings from errant drivers.

• Sidewalks should be to at least five feet wide at all points.

• Install curb extensions at all corners with on-street parking. 

• Install pedestrian signals at all traffic signals.

• Automatically actuate the pedestrian phase within traffic signals instead of using pedestrian-actuated signals.

• Include Leading Pedestrian Intervals at all signals, which allow pedestrians a few seconds’ start ahead of traffic 
entering the intersection.

Access and Connections

For transit to be successful, pedestrians must be able to easily access the service and easily walk to their destination 
when they disembark. The following elements outline the vehicular and pedestrian policies recommended for 
promoting a safe and easily accessible pedestrian environment:

• Reduce vehicular roadway lane widths to no more than 11 feet per lane. Never require pedestrians to cross 
more than three lanes without a protected refuge.

• Rededicate any reclaimed roadway space to install or widen sidewalks, crosswalks, and bike lanes.

• Reduce the number of conflict points between motorized and non-motorized modes. Where conflict points are 
unavoidable, ensure that non-motorized modes have clearly delineated pathways and that drivers are aware of 
their responsibility to share the road.

• Increase road and path connectivity, with non-motorized shortcuts, such as paths between cul-de-sac heads 
and mid-block pedestrian links.

• Adhere to and exceed the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

• Include street furniture like benches and design features such as human-scale street lights without blocking 
traveler’s “desire lines” (paths which travelers use, whether designated or not).

• Guide motorized modes to operate at appropriate speeds and along appropriate routes for each location. 

• Provide bicycle parking and amenities such as lockers, showers, and access routes to connect with all transit 
facilities.

• Determine parking standards as one component of overall multimodal accessibility options, not as the only 
mechanism to access a site.

The following table compares various modes in terms of their priority — based on whether they help provide 
basic mobility or tend to be more recreational uses — and performance — size and speed.   Below are explanatory 
examples:



157156 • Higher-priority modes should have the right-of-way over lower-priority modes. For example, recreational modes 
(such as skateboards) should yield to modes that provide basic mobility such as walking and wheelchair users if 
conflicts exist.

• Lower-speed, smaller modes should be given priority over higher-speed, larger modes. For example, bicycles 
should yield to scooters, and scooters should yield to pedestrians.

• Maximum speeds should be established for each mode, based on the physical design of the facility (i.e., some 
facilities may only accommodate 10 mph cycling, while others can accommodate 15 mph cycling). Maximum 
allowable speeds should decline as a pedestrian facility becomes more crowded or narrower. 

• If facilities cannot accommodate all potential modes, higher-priority modes should be allowed and lower-priority 
modes should be required to use roadways. For example, cycling and skating may be allowed on pedestrian 
facilities at uncrowded times and locations, but not at busy times and locations.

• Special efforts should be made to accommodate a wide range of users, including cyclists, skaters, and runners, 
where there are no suitable alternative routes. Adjacent roadways are unsuitable for such modes.

USER TYPE SPEED SIZE (WIDTH) RISK TO OTHERS PRIORITY

People standing or sitting None Low None Minimal High

Walkers Low Narrow High Minimal High

Walkers with children Low Medium to large Medium to low Moderate High

Walkers with pets Low Medium to large Medium to low Moderate to High Medium

Human powered wheelchairs Low Medium Low to medium Minimal High

Motor powered wheelchairs Medium Medium Medium Moderate High

Joggers and runners Medium to 
high Narrow Medium Moderate Medium

Skates, skateboards and 
push-scooters Medium Medium Medium Moderate to High Low

Powered scooters Medium Medium Medium Moderate to High Medium

Handcarts, wagons and 
pushcarts Low Medium to large Low to medium Moderate to High Medium

Human powered bicycle Medium to 
high Medium to large Medium to low Moderate to High Medium

Motorized bicycle High Medium to large Medium to low Moderate to High Low

Equestrians Medium to 
high Large Low Moderate to High Low

FIGURE A14: NON-MOTORIZED FACILITY USERS 

Source: Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2005.



159158 Transit Infrastructure and Amenities

Bus stops that are easy to find and use are critical to passengers getting on and off the vehicle. Adequate pedestrian 
accessibility and enhanced passenger amenities at bus stops are critical to attracting people to transit. Provision 
of stop infrastructure is frequently tied to the number of riders who board and alight at each stop. The greater the 
number of riders, current or planned, the greater the capital investment. 

All stops should have:

• A level concrete pad

• Reliable pedestrian access

• Adequate lighting for safe and comfortable night use

• Route and schedule information

Stops with a medium number of boardings (including transfers) should have:

• Bus shelter with bench

• System map

• Trash receptacles

Stops with a high number of boardings (including transfers) should also have:

• “Super stop” shelter

• Real time travel information

• Access to bike parking

These amenities support transit service by making the bus riding experience comfortable and convenient. As 
described in TCRP Report 46: The Role of Transit Amenities and Vehicle Characteristics in Building Transit Ridership, 
provision of certain physical amenities will draw more riders. The TCRP study was built around the Transit Design 
Game Workbook, a survey distributed to bus passengers in five cities: Rochester, New York; Ann Arbor, Michigan; 
Aspen, Colorado; Portland, Oregon; and San Francisco, California. The survey allowed people a budget of 12 to 18 
points to spend on amenities, and also had the respondents weigh spending money on amenities or lowering the 
fare.1  Spending 18 points on amenities roughly equated to $450,000 in annualized costs for a 300-bus system, and 
resulted in a 1.5 to 3 percent increase in ridership. A study by the University of North Carolina at Charlotte also has 
indicated that improved bus stop amenities increases ridership.2  

Another important component of bus stops consists of safety and security measures, which increase transit 
effectiveness. Safety and security requires transit operators to provide a predominantly controlled environment 
so riders perceive that the agency is protecting them. In addition, it also requires emergency planning for when 
uncontrolled events occur, so that responses are planned and procedures are in place to answer unforeseen 
incidents. These preparations provide riders with both an actual and perceived safe environment, preventing public 
concerns that would limit the effectiveness of the transit system. 

1 TCRP. Transit Design Game Workbook (Part of TCRP report 46). 1999.
2 “Understanding How the Built Environment Around TTA Stops Affects Ridership: A Study for Triangle Transit Authority.” UNC Chapel 
Hill Department of City and Regional Planning, Dec. 2006.



159158 Providing a safe and secure environment requires a combination of design features, response plans, evaluation 
of public perception, and coordination between the multiple transit services and levels of government. All stops 
should be well-lit and provide clear sight lines with no blind spots. Placement of stops in view of active uses is 
recommended. Wherever possible, stations and stops should be accompanied by clearly marked crosswalks and 
traffic control devices to provide a safe, controlled roadway crossing.

Stop Location

Transit stops may be placed at intersections or mid-block. Connecting bus routes, significant trip generators, and the 
urban form of the destination will all impact the locations of stops.

On urban streets where traffic is intended to travel 35 mph or less, buses should stop in the travel lane rather than 
pull out of traffic, since pulling out results in bus delay and merge conflicts as the bus re-enters the travel lane. 
Wherever on-street parking is present, use a curb extension to delineate bus stop spaces. 

There are three choices for location of bus stops: near-side, far-side, and mid-block. Near-side stops are located 
on the approaching side of an intersection in relation to the direction of travel. Far-side stops are located on the 
departing side. Mid-block stops are not close enough to an intersection to be affected by the intersection. Far-side 
stops are generally more desirable than near-side stops from the perspective of the pedestrian and motor vehicle 
operators, but near-side stops can be successfully designed to adequately accommodate pedestrians. Bus stop 
locations are not limited to only one correct placement; multiple options may work for any individual placement. 
During the detailed planning, the following outline can be used to help participants locate the optimal locations for 
each bus stop.

Far-Side Stop Advantages

• Minimizes conflicts between right-turning vehicles and buses

• Provides additional right turn capacity 

• Minimizes sight distance problems on approaches to intersection

• Encourages pedestrians to cross behind the bus

• Creates shorter deceleration distances for buses since the bus can use the intersection to decelerate

• Results in bus drivers being able to take advantage of the gaps in traffic flow that are created at signalized 
intersections

Far-Side Stop Disadvantages

• May result in the intersections being blocked during peak periods by multiple buses stopping at the same stop 
(may not be an issue along streets with one route and spaced headways) 

• May obscure sight distance for crossing vehicles

• May increase sight distance problems for crossing pedestrians

• Can cause a bus to stop far side after stopping for a red light, which interferes with both bus operations and all 
other traffic

• May increase number of rear-end accidents since drivers do not expect buses to stop again after stopping at a 
red light

• Could result in traffic queued into intersection when a bus is stopped in travel lane



161160 Near-Side Stop Advantages

• Minimizes interferences when traffic is heavy on the far side of the intersection

• Allows passengers to access buses closest to crosswalk

• Allows passengers to see route destination on front of bus when crossing at intersection

• Results in the width of the intersection being available for the driver to pull away from curb

Near-Side Stop Disadvantages

• Increases conflicts with right-turning vehicles

• May result in stopped buses obscuring curbside traffic control devices and crossing pedestrians

• Increases sight distance problems for crossing pedestrians

Mid-block Stop Advantages

• Minimizes sight distance problems for vehicles and pedestrians

• Minimizes impacts to all movements at intersections

• May results in passenger waiting areas experiencing less pedestrian congestion

Mid-block Stop Disadvantages

• Requires additional distance for no-parking restrictions

• Encourages patrons to cross street at mid-block (jaywalking)

• Increases walking distance for patrons crossing at intersections



161160 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Recommendations
Introduction
The publication, “Charging Forward: Iowa’s Opportunities for Electric vehicle Infrastructure Support” provides 
a good introduction to electric vehicles and the challenges of electric charging infrastructure. Electric Vehicles 
(EV) consist of either Plug-In Hybrid Electric Vehicles (PHEVs), which can operate entirely from its battery-stored 
electricity or liquid fuel, or All-Electric or Battery Electric Vehicles (BEVs), which operate solely on battery-stored 
electricity. Electric vehicles are commonly passenger sedans, though there are also vehicle types such electric 
school buses, transit buses, and trucks. Electric charging stations provide electric vehicles with power. The common 
transmission method is through an electric power cord with a specialized plug that fits into a port on the vehicle. 
Inductive charging, without a cord, is another possibility but it is currently not as efficient. Electric vehicle charging 
stations are classified by the rate which they charge batteries. The lowest class is Level 1, which provides a charge 
like a regular electric outlet. The next class is Level 2, which is the majority of charging stations in the US. Beyond 
Level 2 are DC Fast Charging, which supplies DC current directly into the vehicle, and Extreme Fast Charging, 
which can decrease power to match a battery’s capacity. Charging stations can be either networked, in which 
there is cellular data or internet to provide additional services such as payment processing or summary reports, or 
stand-alone, in which there is no network access and the charging stations function solely as an electrical outlet. 
Manufacturer differences in batteries and port design exist in current electric vehicles and charging stations, 
creating challenges with interoperability. The difference between fueling conventional gasoline engine vehicles and 
the shift to charging stations that can be located at home, workplaces, and other commercial locations may require 
time for metro citizens to adjust. Des Moines metro communities seeking greater electric vehicle adoption and 
providing better electric charging infrastructure are recommended to review the following strategies.

Publicly Site Charging Stations
A strong network of publicly available Level 2 charging stations is needed to encourage more plug-in electric vehicle 
(PEV) purchases in the Des Moines metro area.   Various business and government sites are suitable for charging 
stations.  An ideal location is convenient and highly visible to a large number of potential PEV drivers.  The MPO’s 
“Electric Vehicle Readiness Study” includes maps of potential locations for Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) 
installation for each of its 17 member communities based on the number of destination locations such as retail 
stores, parks, theatres, and restaurants within the Traffic Analysis Zones.  Each map displays high density areas of 
businesses where clients tend to stay parked for at least an hour.

The MPO recommends each municipal government install at least one EVSE in each high-density location. Local 
city planners can refine the MPO’s preliminary assessment to their specific locale, such as identifying suitable 
hosts.  Many locations can host public Level 2 charging stations including parking garages, on-street parking, and 
educational institutions like schools and universities. To continue the build out of a network of public charging 
infrastructure, partnerships can continue to expand to a variety of organizations including local utility companies, 
school districts, and business and tourism associations. 

Charging station ownership and payment systems vary.  Many stations are currently publicly funded and offer free 
charging to encourage early adopters of PEVs.  Payment systems will evolve as use becomes more mainstream. In 
May 2019, House File 767 was signed by Governor Kim Reynolds to establish an additional fee on electric vehicles 
to address their lack of gasoline excise tax payments for the Road Use Tax Fund. The bill places an additional 
registration fee on electric vehicles in addition to the annual registration fee by January 2022 with phase-in fees 
starting in 2020. By July 2023, there will be a 26 cents tax on each kilowatt hour (kWh) of electricity purchased at 
a nonresidential location. As of August 2019, the impacts of this new legislation on electric vehicle adoption and 
electric charging stations are not yet known.     



163162 Consider Electric Fleet Conversions and Procurement Changes
Local governments considering the conversion of their current gasoline-powered vehicles to an electric fleet may 
experience challenges with the conventional procurement process. As part of the Smart City Challenge, the City 
of Columbus, Ohio acquired 186 public electric vehicles through a new procurement program, the Universal Term 
Contract (UTC). The UTC program is a 12-month hybrid purchase-lease with a title transfer to the City to purchase 
vehicles with a triple-net dealer invoice. The City maintains half of the federal electric vehicle tax credit for each 
vehicle and the direct vehicle purchase price is lowered as a result of the overall lease. Additionally, city employees 
can purchase electric vehicles for a reduced price. For more information on Columbus’ UTC program, please refer 
to the publication, “Smart Columbus Develops Innovative Procurement Contract, Overcomes Barriers to Fleet 
Electrification.”

Incentivize Local EVSE Installation
There are three main tools a city can use to encourage or even require the installation of EVSE on private property. 
The types of properties to consider are multi-unit residences, workplaces, commercial and recreational areas, and 
key inter-metro sites.  

Site Types

Multi-Family Homes

Multi-unit residences are a major obstacle to EV ownership. An EV owner in a single-family residence can easily 
install an EVSE.  It can be as simple as hiring a contractor to install a new outlet.   This is not the same for a resident 
of multi-unit dwelling who would need to work through a landlord, building management, or homeowners 
association. Special consideration should be given to requiring apartments and condominiums, etc. to install a Level 
2 EVSE for 2-5% of the parking.

Workplaces

According to the Electric Power Research Institute, the workplace is the second most frequented location for 
charging after a PEV driver’s home.  This is because vehicles tend to stay parked at a workplace on average 8 to 
9 hours.  Workplace charging may also be an alternative to residential charging for drivers who may not have 
charging available in their homes if they live in a multi-unit dwelling, have a detached garage with no electricity, 
etc. The MPO’s “Electric Vehicle Readiness Study” mapped locations with a high number of employees in dense 
workplace zones to assist planners on workplace charging initiatives.

Commercial and Recreational Areas

Charging infrastructure for commercial and recreational sites may include retail stores, shopping malls and other 
commercial areas, stadiums and sport complexes, urban parks and trails, destination and theme parks, zoos, and 
museums.  

Inter-Metro Sites

To complete the EVSE network, a few fast charging sites will be necessary to extend the range for drivers.  PEV 
drivers want more fast chargers to be available.  This charging equipment can provide an 80 percent charge in 
as little as 30 minutes.  It will service the needs of inter-regional and intra-regional travel and provide a “safety 
net” charging network for all PEV drivers in the Des Moines metro area. For example, the US Federal Highway 
Administration has selected Interstates 35 and 80 as Alternative Fuel Corridors. Communities along these Corridors 
can continue the planning and partnership efforts to advance electric vehicle infrastructure to assure drivers 
against any “range anxiety” on their travels. 



163162 Site Tools

Site Design and Parking Ordinances

Residential: Update ordinances to strongly encourage, if not require, new multiple-family homes be constructed to 
provide a 220-240-volt/40 amp outlet on a dedicated circuit and in close proximity to designated vehicle parking 
to accommodate the future hard wire installation of a Level 2 EVSE.  Due to the fact that 60% to 70% of electric 
vehicle charging will happen at the owner’s home at night, it will be easier to install the dedicated electrical line 
now compared to retrofitting a building in the future.  

Non-Residential: Update ordinances to strongly encourage, if not require, new and expanding non-parking areas to 
proactively provide the electrical capacity necessary to accommodate the future hard wire installation of Level-2 
electric vehicle charging stations in order to accommodate future growth in demand for EV.  It is recommended 
that a minimum ratio of 2% of the total parking spaces be prepared for charging stations. Ordinances may also 
speak to site design requirements, ADA accessibility requirements, signage, ability for police to remove illegally 
parked vehicles, etc.

Pre-Application Meetings: Cities that conduct pre-app meetings should consider adding this to the checklist of 
considerations discussed with potential development projects.

Tax Abatement

Tax abatement is offered as an encouragement to commercial projects that exemplify a commitment to improve 
the character of the commercial areas throughout the region.  Most communities have standards and some offer 
a menu of options including those focused on sustainability.   The MPO recommends adding the option to install 
Level 2 EVSE charging stations (not just the wiring) to serve a minimum of ration 2% of the plan’s total parking 
spaces.  Other incentives communities have implemented include:

• Low-cost EVSE permits

• Same-day inspections

• Stream-line electrical permitting 

Update Comprehensive Plan & Codes

To ensure EV-friendly local government commitment through ordinances and zoning, the MPO encourages 
including EVs and EVSE in local comprehensive plans.  Most city codes do not represent a significant barrier to EVSE 
installation but adopting EV-friendly codes can encourage EVSE deployment. Zoning ordinances can address the 
following:

• Define what types of EVSE are allowable by land use type

• Request developers install EVSE or wiring for future EVSE installation with new develops or significant 
renovations

• Establish design criteria for EVSE installations

• Provide density bonuses for EVSE installations

• Set performance measurements or target number of EVSE for the region



165164 The City of Des Moines’ zoning ordinance was cited as an example in the Great Plains Institute’s June 2019 “Summary 
of Best Practices in Electric Vehicle Ordinances”. Communities can refer to the document on the variety of zoning and 
development practices available regarding:

• EV charging stations as permitted land use

• EV make-ready standards

• EV supply equipment standards

• EV parking space design and location

• Required EV parking capacity and minimum parking requirements

• EV-designated parking use standards and protections

• Signage, safety, and other standards

• Definition of terms

Explore Shared and Autonomous Electric Fleet Implications
Recent technology and policy have enabled vehicle automation and expanded the use of shared vehicles. As a result, 
electric vehicle developments are increasing intertwined with both vehicle automation and shared vehicles. It is likely 
that this trend will continue within the near and long term. One implication with shared and autonomous electric 
vehicles is that charging infrastructure may be located according to financial cost and electric grid demand rather 
than the current practice of locating charging infrastructure to provide amenities and activities for the drivers.1 
Another implication is that an increase of electric vehicles in the Des Moines metro will increase electric demand and 
place greater pressures on the electric infrastructure. Any efforts to encourage vehicle electrification should include 
considerations for subsequent electric power generation and electric grid capacity. Partnerships with the local utility 
companies are necessary to ensure supporting electric grid infrastructure and optimized electric charging patterns. 
Additional implications from shared and autonomous electric fleets should be noted and discussed in the metro 
region as they occur.

1 Goetz, Matthew, Noel Crisotomo, Jonathan Walker, Ron Kilcoyne, and Mollie D’Agostino. “Electric Vehicle Charging Considerations for 
Shared, Automated Fleets.” UC Davis Institute of Transportation Studies. October 2017. https://3rev.sf.ucdavis.edu/sites/g/files/dgvnsk6431/
files/files/page/3R.EVSE_.final_UPDATED_Oct17.pdf.
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169168 STATE OF THE 
TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM
Appendix B documents existing conditions for the transportation network, 
with a profile of each major mode – roadway, bicycle, transit, aviation, and 
rail. In the Des Moines Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), 88 percent of 
person trips are made using a personal vehicle. At the same time, a robust 
network of transit, including not just local fixed-route but also demand-
response service, an active carpool culture, extensive regional trail and 
bicycle network, and multiple Transportation Demand Management 
programs provide valuable opportunities for a more multimodal future 
system. 

As shown in Figure B1, commute methods to work are overwhelmingly 
by single occupancy vehicles. Figure B2 shows that when all trips are 
considered, the share of single occupancy vehicles fall in favor of other 
modes, especially carpooling. 

MODE PERCENT

Single Occupancy Vehicles 77

Carpool 19

Transit 1

Walk/Bike/Other 3

FIGURE B1:  MODE OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK

Source: 2018 National Household Travel Survey

MODE PERCENT

Single Occupancy Vehicles 42

Carpool 46

Transit 1

Walk/Bike/Other 11

FIGURE B2:  MODE OF TRANSPORTATION FOR ALL TRIPS

Source: 2018 National Household Travel Survey



171170 Roadway and Bridges

Existing Roadway Network
The MPA’s roadway network includes highways that connect within and outside of the region, as well as an extensive 
local, internal roadways network. The regional interstate highway system includes I-35 and I-80.  I-35 travels south 
from Minneapolis, past Ankeny, then turns and travels west, then south again through Urbandale, Clive, and West Des 
Moines south to Kansas City. I-80 travels east from Omaha and merges with I-35 north. I-235 runs along the north 
border of the Central Business District (CBD) subarea then curves north and turns into I-80 again after crossing I-35, 
then heads east to Iowa City. 

U.S. Highways include 6, 65, and 69. U.S. Highway 6 runs east-west along the border between the Northwest and 
Southwest Suburbs. U.S. Highway 69 travels north-south along the east side of the CBD and U.S. Highway 65 arrives 
from the northeast then heads south and west to overlap with Iowa Highway 5. East-west Iowa Highways include 
numbers 415, 44, 48, and 163, while north-south routes include 141, 28, and 316. At the regional level, streets 
classified as principal arterials or minor arterials serve medium to long distance trips between neighborhoods or cities. 
Figure B3 shows the regional road network. The MPA’s population is concentrated within the polygon created by I-35, 
I-80, Iowa Highway 5, and US Highway 65. Employment density is highest in downtown Des Moines and around the 
I-35/80/235 interchange.

The regional system is supported by a network of collectors and local streets. Collectors provide circulation within 
neighborhoods, and local roads provide direct access to residential uses. Figure B4 shows the collector and local 
network. As described, most collectors are short links within cities. The local network helps illustrate the higher use 
development patterns and developed areas within the region’s cities (especially Des Moines, West Des Moines, and 
Ankeny). Places such as Norwalk, Bondurant, Grimes, and Waukee contain considerable open space or undeveloped 
land and, therefore, less dominant roadway networks. A few developed, but unincorporated areas, exist between Des 
Moines and Ankeny, also with smaller roadway presence.

Within the MPA, there are a total of 3,437 miles of roadway center lines. As with any hierarchy, the various road types 
make up different percentages of the overall road system. A city of all principal arterials would allow no room for 
walking, while a city made of only collectors would not provide long-distance mobility. 
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173172 Vehicle Miles Traveled
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) is a data point collected by Iowa Department of Transportation (DOT) and represents 
total miles traveled on rural and municipal roads for all users. Figure B5 shows VMT changes from 1990 to 2017 for 
each county in the Des Moines Area MPA. The region reached peak VMT in 2004.  Since that time, the region has 
seen a decline in the number of miles driven per capita.  The decline is likely being driven by a number of categories 
including demographic changes, car ownership, fuel prices, desire for compact mixed-use neighborhoods, and 
saturated highways.  Figure B5 shows VMT changes compared to population.   

FIGURE B4:  VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED BY COUNTY, 1990-2017

FIGURE B5:  VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED VS POPULATION, 1990-2017



173172 Figure B6 shows changes in per capita VMT from 2014 to 2018 by member city.   

CITY 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 PERCENT 
CHANGE

ALTOONA 5938 5792 5483 5441 5611 -5.5%

ANKENY 6119 5987 5759 6213 5948 -2.8%

BONDURANT 4761 4645 4239 4047 3810 -20.0%

CARLISLE 1945 1953 2120 2147 2098 7.9%

CLIVE 8648 8572 8711 9167 8894 2.8%

CUMMING 3156 3166 4457 4457 3251 3.0%

DES MOINES 6626 6758 6622 6691 6469 -2.4%

GRIMES 6601 6067 5899 5560 5168 -21.7%

INDIANOLA 3717 3758 3865 3859 3796 2.1%

JOHNSTON 3521 3527 3577 3621 3638 3.3%

MITCHELLVILLE 1166 1151 1170 1182 1159 -0.5%

NORWALK 2789 2857 3203 3038 3049 9.3%

PLEASANT HILL 8513 8472 9009 9123 8756 2.9%

POLK CITY 2976 2937 3584 3484 3254 9.3%

URBANDALE 9014 9109 9272 9219 8825 -2.1%

VAN METER 1263 1286 1568 1549 1413 11.9%

WAUKEE 2482 3307 3065 3826 3587 44.5%

WEST DES MOINES 9873 10112 10071 10944 10831 9.7%

WINDSOR HEIGHTS 10526 10829 10163 10505 9932 -5.6%

FIGURE B6:  PER CAPITA VMT CHANGES BY CITY, 2014-2018



175174 Network Reliability
The majority of major roadways in Greater Des Moines are without congestion and have underutilized capacity. This 
surplus capacity could be used for alternative modes of transportation as a means of meeting the region’s long-term 
goal of decreasing trips by single-occupancy vehicles and increasing trips by active modes of transportation such as 
walking, biking, and transit. Real-time traffic data for 2015 indicated 88 percent of monitored roadways in Greater Des 
Moines are uncongested.  Figure B8 shows the reliability of the network. 

Travel Time Reliability: The majority of major roadways in the MPA have a travel time index of 1.5 or below. The travel 
time index compares the average observed travel time along the roadway to the free-flow travel time. For example, 
a roadway with a roadway with a free-flow travel time of 10 minutes takes a commuter 15 minutes due to additional 
traffic. The travel time index for the roadway is 1.5. Congestion begins to occur as the travel time index approaches 
1.5.

Planning Time: The majority of major roadways in the MPA require users to plan additional time into trips equal to or 
greater than half the free-flow travel time. The planning time index measures the total time travelers should anticipate 
to arrive on-time to their destinations. For example, a roadway segment has a travel time of 10 minutes, but the 
commuter decides to leave 17 minutes prior to their scheduled arrival. The roadway has a planning time of 17 minutes 
and a planning time index of 1.7. 

FIGURE B7:  BASE YEAR NETWORK RELIABILITY - INTERSTATE SYSTEM



175174 FIGURE B9:  BASE YEAR NETWORK RELIABILITY - NON-INTERSTATE SYSTEM



177176 Pavement Condition
The Institute for Transportation at Iowa State University (InTrans) collects pavement condition data for roads in Iowa. 
As part of this data collection, InTrans records cracking, defects, surface type, and other roadway attributes that are 
used to manage the roadway network. With the collected data, InTrans provides a Pavement Condition Index (PCI), 
ranging from zero to one hundred, which represents the level of quality users should expect while driving on the 
roadways.

Starting with the 2017 data there are new calculations for how PCI is measured for cities. The Iowa Pavement 
Management Program Users’ Group is made up of various members from local municipalities, consultants, and other 
users that discuss and review pavement data collection and analysis. Through this group, it was determined that a new 
PCI calculation was needed because the use of pavement differs between cities and counties. A subcommittee was 
formed and came up with new weights to be used in the new City PCI calculation.

Original Composite Pavement Weights
IRI (ride) 35
Transverse Cracking 20
Longitudinal Cracking (non wheel path) 15
Longitudinal Cracking (wheel path) 15
Alligator Cracking 7.5
Patching 7.5

New Composite Pavement Weights
IRI (ride) 5
Transverse Cracking 10

Alligator Cracking 20
Patching 25 (Bad Only)

Longitudinal Cracking (Total) 40

Original Asphalt Pavement Weights
IRI (ride) 35
Transverse Cracking 10
Longitudinal Cracking (non wheel path) 5
Longitudinal Cracking (wheel path) 10
Alligator Cracking 20
Patching 20

No Change

New Concrete Pavement Weights
IRI (ride) 15
Transverse Cracking 20
D' Cracking and Spalling 30
Logitudinal Cracking (Total) 10
Patching 25

Original Concrete Pavement Weights
IRI (ride) 35
Transverse Cracking 25
D' Cracking and Spalling 40

Old PCI Weights New PCI Weights

FIGURE B10:  CAHNGES TO PCI MEASEMENT FOR CITIES



177176 A November 2016 report by TRIP, a national transportation research group, examined the cost of additional vehicle 
maintenance due to roads in fair or worse conditions. The report finds that nationally, the average motorist spends 
$532 annually due to poor road conditions. In the Des Moines region, the report found that motorists pay $705 in 
additional maintenance, approximately $173 more than the national average.

65
Average Pavement 

Condition in the 
MPO Planning Area

8%
Regionally, 8% 

of local roadway 
mileage is in 

Poor or Worse 
Condition

FIGURE B11:PAVEMENT CONDITION INDEX MAP
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Windsor Heights (21 mi)

West Des Moines (263 mi)

Waukee (75 mi)

Urbandale (199 mi)

Polk City (23 mi)

Pleasant Hill (42 mi)

Norwalk (43 mi)

Mitchellville (12 mi)

Johnston (104 mi)

Grimes (53 mi)

Des Moines (822 mi)

Cumming (6 mi)

Clive (81 mi)

Carlisle (20 mi)

Bondurant (22 mi)

Ankeny (226 mi)

Altoona (75 mi)

City (Total Miles)

FIGURE B12: PAVEMENT CONDITION BY CITY, 2017

Bridge Condition
In January 2017, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published it’s final ruling on how bridge conditions are 
analyzed under the FAST Act. Bridges are given a rating of Good, Fair, or Poor based on the lowest rating between the 
bridge deck, superstructure, and substructure as reported in the Nation Bridge Inventory (NBI). FHWA has proposed 
the use of two performance measures - percentage of deck area for bridges in Good Condition and percentage of deck 
area for bridges in Poor Condition.

FIgure B13 shows the current condition of all the bridges in the Des Moines Area MPO plannign area.  
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FIGURE B13: BRIDGE CONDITON MAP
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of deck area classified 
in good condition

87%
of deck area classified  

in poor condition

1%
POOR

FA
IR

GOOD

Jurisdiction totals were calculated using the National Bridge 
Inventory’s information on maintenance responsibility.

Jurisdiction

Total 

Bridges

Structurally 

Deficient

Functionally 

Obsolete

Average 

Sufficiency 

Rating

Urbandale 9 0 0 97

Carlisle 1 0 0 96

Windsor Weights 3 0 1 94

Ankeny 6 0 1 89

Pleasant Hill 2 1 0 89

Clive 6 0 3 83

Bondurant 1 0 0 84

West Des Moines 5 1 0 75

Johnston 4 0 1 67

Iowa DOT 263 6 33 87

Dallas County 8 4 0 73

Warren County 7 2 0 64

Polk County 44 9 6 69

Des Moines 49 12 4 74

Norwalk 2 0 0 74

Madison County 1 0 0 69

Grimes 1 1 0 14
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FIGURE B14: BRIDGE CONDITON BY CITY



181180 Assessing Safety Through Crash Data
The Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) analyzes crash data to identify multimodal safety 
needs throughout the planning area based on conditions that increase risk of crashes.  Using crash data provided by 
the Iowa Department of Transportation, the MPO pinpoints problem streets with higher crash densities and with more 
severe crashes.  Current federal guidance on crash performance states crash data should analyze crashes per 100 
million vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and total number of crashes. Additionally, non-motorized fatailities and serious 
injuries are reported to determine the safety of pedestrian and bicyclists in the planning area. 

FIGURE B15: VEHICLE FATALITIES, 2013-2017



183182 FIGURE B16: VEHICLE MAJOR INJURIES, 2013-2017
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FIGURE B17: NON-MOTORIZED FATALITIES AND SERIOUS INJURIES, 2013-2017
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Bicyle Facility Network and Condition
The central Iowa trail network is a robust and mature system of paved and unpaved trails connecting people to nature, 
destinations, and neighboring cities. The conditions on the trail are traditionally difficulty to monitor since the span 
long distances and the tools used to monitor road conditions typically cannot work on trails. However, in 2017 the 
MPO began a new monitoring system that can be attached to an electric bicycle that collects pavement condition 
data as it passes over trails. With this new data, the MPO will be able to provide an accurate portrait of current trail 
conditions.

Network connectivity is another important trail issue. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Roundtable has identified 18 gaps 
in the Statewide Trail Network in Greater Des Moines. These 18 gaps represent the final connections needed to fully 
complete the regional trail network, though not all of these gaps can be feasibly completed in the near- to medium-
term. Local connections will also be needed to fully leverage the trail network and provide mobility and recreation 
opportunities to all communities.

FIGURE B18: TRAIL NETWORK
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FIGURE B19: TRAIL NETWORK CONDITON 
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Public Transportation 

Public Transportation Facilities
The Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART) provides public transportation to Polk County and adjoining 
member communities.

DART is an independent authority composed of 12 local governments. The agency owns 247 active vehicles. DART 
provides the following services:

• Local Bus - This is the majority of DART’s service, with 17 local routes.

• Express Bus - There are 7 express routes serving the morning and afternoon peak hours.

• Shuttle - DART runs two free downtown shuttles.

• On-Call: Passengers who do not live in a fixed-route service area can call for a pick-up at their home.

• Vanpool/rideshare 

Fares are $1.75 for adult one-way local trips and $2 for express routes. Flex route fares cost $1.75 for adult and flex 
zone fares are $3.50. On-call zone trips cost $3.50. A monthly pass valid on all services costs $58.

DART Central Station is the heart of the transit network in Greater Des Moines. Located in downtown Des Moines at 
620 Cherry Street, it is the primary transfer location between routes and includes the Customer Service Department 
and Administrative Offices. The bus system has 3,500 bus stops.

Local Service

DART runs 17 local routes that provide service in Altoona, Des Moines, Pleasant Hill, West Des Moines, and Windsor 
Heights. DART’s local routes operate on Mondays through Fridays with some limited service on evenings and 
weekends. Figure B20 summarizes existing local bus service.

Express Service

DART runs 7 express routes that provide service in Altoona, Ankeny, Clive, Des Moines, Johnston, Urbandale, West 
Des Moines and Windsor Heights. Routes operate Monday through Friday during the morning and evening rush hours, 
picking up passengers at limited stops and providing direct, non-stop service to and from downtown Des Moines. 
Figure B22 summarizes existing express bus service.

The MPO planning area has an extensive trail network, but only a handful of on-street bicycle facilities. In 2016, the 
extent of the on-street bicycle network spanned 45 miles of disjointed facilities. This often leaves trails inaccessible 
except by automobile. On-street facilities can provide key connections to destinations and better leverage existing 
investments in the trail network. High quality, low-stress designs will improve usage while also making existing streets 
safer for all users through traffic calming. An on-street network will provide choices to individuals based on their needs 
and create greater mobility opportunities to the entire region.
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ROUTE 
# ROUTE NAME DESCRIPTION

1 Fairgrounds DART Central Station, Downtown, Iowa State Fairgrounds, Four Mile Community 
Center, Hubbell Ave and Pleasant Hill

3 University Avenue DART Central Station, Downtown, Children & Family Services, Department of Human 
Services, Drake University, Windsor Heights Walmart and Valley West Mall

4 East 14th Street DART Central Station, Downtown, State Capitol, Grandview University, Goodwill 
Industries, Polk County Jail and Park Fair Mall

5 Franklin Avenue/
Johnston

DART Central Station, Downtown, Drake University, Mercy-Franklin Medical Center, 
Franklin Public Library, Merle Hay Mall, Johnston City Hall and the Johnston Public 

Library

6 Indianola Avenue DART Central Station, SE 5th Street, SE 14th Street Walmart and Southridge Mall

7 SW 9th Street DART Central Station, South Side Public Library, Blank Park Zoo, Fort Des Moines and 
Southridge Mall

8 Fleur Drive DART Central Station, AIB College of Business, Wakonda Shopping Center and Airport 
South Park & Ride

10 East Universtiy DART Central Station, the Broadlawns Clinic on East University and Pleasant Hill.

11 Ingersoll Ave/Valley 
Junction DART Central Station, Downtown, Ingersoll Ave and Valley Junction

13 SE Park Avenue SE Park Ave, Forest Glen Apartments, SE 22nd Street, Evergreen Avenue, Southgate 
Shopping Center and service to Local Route 6

14 Beaver Avenue DART Central Station, Downtown, Methodist Medical Center, Westchester Evangelical 
Free Church Park & Ride and Merle Hay Mall

15 6th Avenue DART Central Station, Downtown, Wells Fargo Events Center, Mercy Medical Center 
and Park Fair Mall

16 Douglas Avenue DART Central Station, Downtown, Broadlawns Medical Center, IOWA Department of 
Transportation and Merle Hay Mall

17 Hubbell Avenue/
Altoona

DART Central Station, Downtown, East Side Public Library, Goodwill Industries and 
Altoona Walmart Park & Ride

50 Euclid/Douglas 
Crosstown

E 42nd Street and Merle Hay Road along Euclid and Douglas Avenues. Route serves 
Merle Hay Mall, Polk County River Place, Park Fair Mall, Euclid & E. 14th and the E. 

Euclid Hy-Vee.

52 Valley West/Jordan 
Creek Crosstown

DART Central Station, Downtown, Valley West Mall, Athene, Wells Fargo and Jordan 
Creek Town Center

60 University/Ingersoll DART Central Station, Downtown, Drake University, Department of Human Services, 
Children & Family Services, Mercy Medical Center, Wells Fargo Event Center

FIGURE B20:  DART LOCAL ROUTES



189188 FIGURE B21:  DART LOCAL ROUTE MAP



189188

ROUTE 
# ROUTE NAME DESCRIPTION

92 Hickman Operates between 156th Street in Clive and downtown Des Moines

93 NW 86th Street Operates between John Deere Financial in Johnston and downtown Des Moines

94 Westown Operates between Wells Fargo in West Des Moines and downtown Des Moines

95 Vista Operates between Jordan Creek Parkway in West Des Moines and downtown Des 
Moines

96 EP True Operates between Jordan Creek Town Center in West Des Moines and downtown Des 
Moines

98 Ankeny Operates between DMACC campus in Ankeny and downtown Des Moines

99 Altoona Operates between Altoona and downtown Des Moines

FIGURE B22:  DART EXPRESS ROUTES
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191190 FIGURE B24: DART BUS STOPS



193192 Flex Service

DART runs three flex routes that provide service in Clive, Urbandale, West Des Moines and Windsor Heights. Routes 
operate as a fixed-route that flexes between scheduled stops, deviating up to one mile from the fixed route.  This 
service is demand responsive requiring customers to schedule trips.  Figure B25 summarizes existing flex service.  

ROUTE 
# ROUTE NAME DESCRIPTION

72 West Des Moines/Clive Jordan Creek Town Center area, University Avenue medical corridor, Valley West Mall 
and the Valley Junction area

73 Urbandale/Windsor 
Heights Gloria Dei Lutheran Church Park & Ride and Ice Arena Park & Ride

74 NW Urbandale Valley West Mall, Mercer/Marsh and the business parks in northwest Urbandale

FIGURE B25:  DART FLEX ROUTES

On-Call Service

DART runs five on-call zones that provide service in Alleman, Ankeny, Bondurant, Carlisle, Easter Lake, Granger, Grimes, 
Mitchellville, northwest Johnston and Polk City.   This service is demand responsive requiring customers to schedule 
trips.  The service picks up passengers at their doors and takes them to destinations within specific zones.  Figure B26 
summarizes existing on-call service.  

SERVICE DESCRIPTION

Alleman/Bondurant/Mitchellville Alleman, Altoona, Ankeny, Bondurant and Mitchellville

Ankeny City of Ankeny

Carlisle/Easter Lake Altoona, Carlisle, Des Moines (Southridge Mall and Wal-Mart) and Easter Lake

Granger/Grimes/Polk City Ankeny, Granger, Grimes, Polk City and West Des Moines (Valley West Mall)

Grimes/Johnston Grimes and northwest Johnston area, including service the Wal-Mart Park & Ride

FIGURE B26:  DART ON-CALL SERVICE



193192 Shuttle Routes
DART runs two shuttle route that provide service in downtown Des Moines and the Deer Ridge Shuttle which provides 
rides to the Walmart in Windsor Heights.  Figure B27 summarizes existing shuttle routes.  

FIGURE B27:  DART SHUTTLE ROUTES

ROUTE 
# ROUTE NAME DESCRIPTION

40 The LINK Center Street Park & Ride and destinations along 7th and 8th Streets in downtown Des 
Moines.

42 D-Line Downtown East Village and the Western Gateway along Grand Avenue and Locust Street.

Deer Ridge Shuttle DART offers two bus trips a day each Tuesday and Thursday from the Deer Ridge 
Apartment Complex to Walmart in Windsor Heights.

Ridership
Figure B29  breaks down total Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 ridership.  Figure B30 shows annual ridership for express bus 
routes.  Areas without express service include lower density areas throughout the region, though the higher density 
areas are served by local bus service.

The LINK is a free shuttle circulating downtown on 7th and 8th Streets and serving the Center Street Park & Ride.  
The D-Line is a free downtown shuttle running every 10 minutes in a loop along Grand Avenue and Locust Streets 
connecting the Western Gateway, Walnut Street area, and East Village.  The shuttle is funded by DART and the 
Downtown Community Alliance.  Figure B28 shows ridership for DART’s shuttle service in FY 2019.  

ROUTE # ROUTE NAME RIDERSHIP

40 LINK Shuttle 8,064

42 D-Line Downtown 166,019

Deer Ridge Shuttle 148

Total Ridership 174,231

FIGURE B28:  DART SHUTTLE RIDERSHIP FISCAL YEAR 2019
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FIGURE B29:  DART LOCAL ROUTE RIDERSHIP FISCAL YEAR 2019

ROUTE # ROUTE NAME RIDERSHIP

1 Fairgrounds 413,595

3 University Avenue 372,809

4 East 14th Street 190,001

5 Franklin Avenue/Johnston 112,053

6 Indianola Avenue 309,561

7 SW 9th Street 388,403

8 Fleur Drive 44,704

10 East Universtiy 34,301

11 Ingersoll Ave/Valley Junction 22,722

13 SE Park Avenue 59,812

14 Beaver Avenue 204,721

15 6th Avenue 282,073

16 Douglas Avenue 385,602

17 Hubbell Avenue/Altoona 269,519

50 Euclid/Douglas Crosstown 44,499

52 Valley West/Jordan Creek Crosstown 150,899

60 University/Ingersoll 360,617

Total Ridership 3,645,891

ROUTE # ROUTE NAME RIDERSHIP

92 Hickman 27,965

93 NW 86th Street 33,351

94 Westown 10,386

95 Vista 12,604

96 EP True 23,990

98 Ankeny 71,816

99 Altoona 15,748

Total Ridership 195,860

FIGURE B30:  DART EXPRESS ROUTE RIDERSHIP FISCAL YEAR 2019



195194 Aviation

Aviation Network
The Des Moines region is served by two public airports. Figure B31 identifies the location of airports in the region. The 
following section will focus on the two principal airports in the MPA – the Des Moines International Airport and the 
Ankeny Regional Airport. The Iowa DOT’s Iowa Aviation System Plan 2010-2030 includes individual airport summaries 
for Iowa airports.

FIGURE B31:  AIRPORT LOCATIONS 



197196 Ankeny Regional Airport 

The Ankeny Regional Airport (IKV) is considered an Enhanced Service facility that provides general aviation needs for 
the Des Moines region as a business airport and as a reliever to the Des Moines International Airport. The IKV is owned 
and operated by the Polk County Aviation Authority and accounts for personal and business travel, as well as just-in-
time shipping, law enforcement, agricultural, and medical transport.

Facilities: The Ankeny Regional Airport has two concrete runways – a 5,500 foot runway and a 3,855 foot runway. 
Both runways are accessible under less-than-visual meteorological conditions, using Instrument Flight Rules (IFR). The 
IKV’s facilities include a terminal building with a passenger lounge and meeting rooms. The fixed base operator (FBO) is 
located in the terminal building.

Services: The FBO provides charter service, flight department management, aircraft sales, aircraft rental, aircraft 
storage and maintenance, aircraft fueling, and pilot training.

Des Moines International Airport

The City of Des Moines owns and operates Des Moines International Airport (DSM). The airport is governed by a five-
member Airport Authority Board, composed of representatives appointed by the Des Moines Mayor and approved by 
the Des Moines City Council. DSM serves as the major air passenger and airfreight service center for central Iowa. In 
addition, DSM serves as a base for the Iowa Air National Guard.

FIGURE B32:  NON-STOP COMMERCIAL FLIGHT DESTINATIONS

CARRIER NON-STOP DESTINATION 

Delta Airlines Atlanta

American Airlines Charlotte 

American Airlines Washington D.C.

Frontier Airlines | United Airlines Denver 

American Airlines Dallas

Delta Airlines Detroit 

United Airlines Houston 

Allegiant Air | Frontier Airlines | 
Southwest Airlines Las Vegas

Delta Airlines New York City 

Allegiant Air Los Angeles 

Delta Airlines Minneapolis 

American Airlines | United Airlines Chicago (O'Hare)

Allegiant Air Punta Gorda 

American Airlines Philadelphia

Allegiant Air | American Airlines | Frontier 
Airlines | Southwest Airlines Phoenix 

Allegiant Air Tampa Bay - St. Petersburg 

Allegiant Air Orlando 

Delta Airlines Salt Lake City 

Allegiant Air Sarasota-Bradenton

Southwest Airlines St. Louis

Allegiant Air Eglin AFB

Source: Des Moines Airport Authority

Facilities: DSM supports two concrete runways 
that are accessible under less-than-visual 
meteorological conditions, using Instrument 
Flight Rules (IFR). Terminal facilities include a 
passenger terminal complex, U.S. Customs and 
Immigration facility, air cargo facilities, general 
aviation facilities, military facilities, an aircraft 
rescue and firefighting facility, an air traffic 
control tower, and maintenance facilities.

Services: DSM provides general aviation and 
commercial services. General aviation services 
include hanger rental, charter, aircraft rental, 
fuel, power and airframe repair, aircraft sales, 
avionics sales and repair, and pilot instruction.  
Figure B33 shows passenger boarding for the 
Des Moines International Airport.



197196 Passenger Data
Since 2003, the Des Moines International Airport has experienced a 3.3 percent annual growth rate in total 
passengers.  Figure B33 shows total passenger boarding’s for the previous 16 years. 

YEAR TOTAL

2003 1,821,915

2004 1,990,167

2005 1,903,573

2006 1,959,393

2007 1,982,633

2008 1,896,389

2009 1,752,469

2010 1,831,062

2011 1,912,996

2012 2,080,162

2013 2,201,388

2014 2,319,431

2015 2,363,643

2016 2,483,924

2017 2,578,308

2018 2,773,207

Annual Growth Rate 3.3%

FIGURE B33:  PASSENGER BOARDINGS, 2003-2018
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Railroad Network
Four railroad companies operate within the MPA. Three of these railroads are Class I railroads and the other is a Class 
II railroad. The U.S. DOT’s Surface Transportation Board classifies railway companies based on their operating revenue. 
Class I railroads possess yearly operating revenues in excess of $250 million, while Class II railroads retain operating 
revenues between $20 million and $250 million.

FIGURE B34: RAILROADS SERVING THE MPA

CLASS RAILROAD COMPANY

I Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) 

I Norfolk Southern (NS) 

I Union Pacific (UP) 

II Iowa Interstate (IAIS)

FIGURE B35: RAILROAD NETWORK  MAP



199198 FIGURE B36: RAILROAD NETWORK  MAP BY OWNERSHIP 



201200 Des Moines Transload Facility

The Des Moines and central Iowa markets are largely dependent on moving goods via truck. Access to rail intermodal 
options exist through intermodal facilities located in Kansas City, Chicago, Omaha, and Minneapolis.  However, the 
distance to these facilities adds time and cost to shippers that wouldn’t exist if there was a facility in Des Moines.  
Currently, there are limited opportunities to move non-intermodal railcars to industries in the market. 

The transload facility will provide direct movement of goods via railcar into and out of the area, allowing for more 
efficient and ecologically friendly freight movement. The existing goods movement system provides established lines 
of distribution for products to move into and out of the market, but it lacks efficiencies that could be achieved by 
moving more goods by rail.

The existing challenges the proposed facility addresses is to provide railcar movement of freight into the market, 
removing long haul truck traffic from congested roadways, reducing overall carbon emissions for each ton of freight 
moved into the market, providing efficient and cost-effective goods movement to businesses, and reducing significant 
existing drayage costs required to move goods 2-5 hours from Des Moines to access rail intermodal service.

The MPO was awarded an $11.2 million-dollar BUILD grant in the fall of 2018.  The project is currently underway and is 
expected to be operational in 2021.  Figure B37 shows the location of the proposed transload facility.  

FIGURE B37: DES MOINES TRANSLOAD FACILITY LOCATION



201200 Freight Reliability 

Goods movement is the transportation of for-sale products from where they are manufactured and/or harvested to 
where they will be sold. In Greater Des Moines, goods movement centers on rail and trucks. Though goods movement 
wouldn’t be possible without it, our transportation system presents some challenges to this process.

The following provides a summary of existing barriers to the freight network, including a look at freight impediments 
as well as bottlenecks on the region’s highway and rail corridors.

Impediments to the Freight Network

INRIX traffic speed data was used to identify bottlenecks on interstates, U.S. routes, and Iowa routes. INRIX determines 
bottlenecks by comparing the current reported speed to the reference speed for each segment of road. If a reported 
speed is below 60 percent of the reference speed for five minutes or longer, it is considered a bottleneck. DOT traffic 
data was used to select bottleneck locations that had greater than 5,000 total trucks per day or greater than 30 
percent truck traffic and experienced at least 100 bottlenecks during 2016. All locations meeting these criteria were 
identified as a freight highway bottleneck and are shown in Figure B38.

FIGURE B38: FREIGHT BOTTLENECKS 
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Intercity Bus Network
The Des Moines region is served by three intercity bus companies that provide transportation to other destinations 
in Iowa and to surrounding states. These companies include, Jefferson Lines, Burlington Trailways, and Megabus.  
Figure B39 provides an overview of intercity bus options in the Des Moines region. 

FIGURE B39: INTERCITY BUS SERVING DES MOINES REGION

COMPANY TERMINAL LOCATION IOWA DESTINATIONS TRANSPORTATION CONNECTIONS 

Jefferson Lines 1501 2nd Avnue
Des Moines, IA 50313

Lamoni, Osceola, Ames, Mason 
City Kansas City, Minneapolis

Burlington Trailways 1501 2nd Avnue
Des Moines, IA 50313

Council Bluffs, Atlantic, Ames, 
Marshalltown, Grinnell, 

Oskaloosa, Waterloo, Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa City, Ottumwa, 

Fairfield, Mount Pleasant, 
Keokuk, Burlington, Muscatine, 

Davenport, Bettendorf, 
Dyersville, Dubuque

Omaha, Chicago

Mega Bus
Eastbound Side of Cherry 
Street, between 7th and 

8th Street.
Iowa City Lincoln, Omaha, Moline, Chicago

Intercity Bus Connections 
Intercity bus provides a cost-effective option for traveling to other cities in Iowa and to major transportation hubs 
like Omaha, Kansas City, Minneapolis, and Chicago.  These key transportation connections link up with major 
Greyhound terminals that provide intercity bus routes to destinations across the country. 
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207206 DEMOGRAPHICS 
AND 2050 GROWTH 
SCENARIO
This appendix summarizes current socioeconomic conditions in the 
Greater Des Moines area and provides a forecast of future socioeconomic 
conditions, also known as a growth scenario. 

Current Socioeconomic Conditions
The Des Moines Area MPO collects and reviews a variety of socioeconomic 
datasets in order to analyze the MPA’s transportation needs.  By collecting 
and analyzing socioeconomic data, the Des Moines Area MPO identifies 
where residents live, work, shop, and travel.  

General Demographic Characteristics
Figure C1 identifies growth trends in the Des Moines-West Des Moines MSA 
counties from 1990 to 2018.  Polk County continues to possess the largest 
population base in the Des Moines-West Des Moines MSA.  Dallas County 
has experienced the largest percentage of population growth from 1990 to 
2018.  Figure C3 provides a demographic profile of Dallas, Polk, and Warren 
Counties from the 2010 Census.

 1990 2000 2010 2018 
ESTIMATE

1990 – 2018 
GROWTH

State of Iowa 2,776,755 2,926,324 3,046,355 3,156,145 379,390

Des Moines 
- West Des 
Moines MSA

416,346 481,394 569,633 623,113* 206,767

Dallas Co. 29,755 40,750 66,135 90,180 60,425

Guthrie Co. 10,935 11,353 10,954 10,720 -215

Madison Co. 12,483 14,019 15,679 16,249 3,766

Polk Co. 327,140 374,601 430,640 487,204 160,064

Warren Co. 36,033 40,671 46,225 51,056 15,023

FIGURE C1:  HISTORICAL AND ESTIMATED POPULATION, 1990-2018

Source: US Census Bureau 2018 Population Estimate (*2017 ACS 5-Year Population Estimate)
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 DALLAS COUNTY POLK COUNTY WARREN COUNTY 

Total Population  80,864  467,235  48,630 

Male  39,934  229,864  23,679 

Female  40,930  237,371  24,951 

Age

5-14 Years  13,038  65,361  7,055 

15-64 Years  52,233  311,512  31,384 

65 Years and Over  9,104  56,639  7,264 

Race

White  75,390  406,899  47,724 

Black or African American  2,026  37,858  522 

American Indian and Alaska Native  457  3,816  263 

Asian  3,842  23,715  463 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 
Islander  99  689  214 

Other  854  7,756  310 

Two or More Races  1,721  12,960  805 

Hispanic or Latino  4,942  37,937  1,268 

FIGURE C3  GENERAL DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF DALLAS, POLK, AND WARREN COUNTIES

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2013-2017 5-Year Estimates 
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Housing Characteristics
Figure C4 provides a housing profile of Dallas, Polk, and Warren Counties.  Over 25 percent (63,135) of all housing 
units were built after 2000 and the region has a 94 percent occupancy rate.  Approximately five percent of the three 
counties of the greater Des Moines metropolitan area’s occupied housing units (households) do not have access to a 
vehicle, and 20 percent of the households have access to more than three vehicles.  

 DALLAS 
COUNTY 

MARGIN OF 
ERROR

POLK 
COUNTY 

MARGIN OF 
ERROR 

WARREN 
COUNTY 

MARGIN OF 
ERROR 

Housing Occupancy

Total Housing Units  33,265  88  193,987  224  19,426  91 

Occupied Housing Units  31,363  389  181,316  900  18,621  202 

Vacant Housing Units  1,902  379  12,671  887  805  195 

Homeowner Vacancy Rate  1  1  1  0  1  0 

Rental Vacancy Rate  5  2  5  1  2  2 

Year Built

Before 1959  5,629  224  61,983  805  4,328  179 

1960 - 2000  10,827  297  91,169  914  11,157  228 

After 2000  16,809  485  40,835  830  5,491  183 

Vehicles Available

No Vehicles Available  946  389  10,829  680  666  162 

1 Vehicle Available  8,674  171  57,566  1,386  4,704  324 

2 Vehicles Available  14,187  538  75,322  1,435  7,626  392 

3 or More Vehicles Available  7,556  584  37,589  1,175  5,625  325 

Value

Median Household Income $218,000 $5,156 $165,500 $1,351 $171,400 $3,437

FIGURE C4:  SELECTED HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS FOR DALLAS, POLK, AND WARREN COUNTIES

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2013-2017 5-year Estimates



211210 Economic Characteristics
Figure C5 provides an economic profile of Dallas, Polk, and Warren Counties.  The three counties of the greater Des 
Moines metropolitan area, Dallas, Polk, and Warren Counties, employ approximately 69 percent of the persons aged 
16 years and over.  Of the workers aged 16 years and over, 79 percent commute to work in a single-occupant car, 
truck, or van.  

DALLAS 
COUNTY 

MARGIN OF 
ERROR

POLK 
COUNTY 

MARGIN OF 
ERROR 

WARREN 
COUNTY 

MARGIN OF 
ERROR 

Employment Status       

Population 16 Years and Over  60,395  155  362,001  655  37,784  132 

In Labor Force  45,488  612  263,038  1,510  26,693  323 

Civilian Labor Force  45,401  613  262,529  1,508  26,653  332 

Employed  44,329  668  250,105  1,692  25,633  346 

Unemployed  1,072  258  12,424  843  1,020  206 

Armed Forces  87  52  509  199  40  41 

Not in Labor Force  14,907  597  98,963  1,471  11,091  344 

Commuting to Work       

Workers 16 Years and Over  43,887  675  245,995  1,890  25,345  351 

Car, Truck, or Van -- Drove 
Alone  37,637  832  206,252  2,307  21,278  496 

Car, Truck, or Van -- 
Carpooled  3,135  439  20,135  1,014  1,685  274 

Public Transportation 
(Excluding Taxicab)  79  49  3,431  424  56  46 

Walked  572  163  4,434  536  766  156 

Other Means  262  99  2,543  349  101  51 

Worked at Home  2,202  302  9,200  728  1,459  223 

FIGURE C5:  ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS FOR DALLAS, POLK, AND WARREN COUNTIES

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2013-2017 5-year Estimates



211210 2050 Growth Scenario
Summary

A long-range transportation plan (LRTP) must project 
transportation demand for persons and goods over 
the period of the plan.  To complete this task, the 
MPO must develop a growth scenario that forecasts 
housing and employment growth out to the plan’s 
horizon year and identifies where this growth 
will likely occur.   The growth scenario process is 
important in that it feeds into the MPO’s travel-
demand model.  The model is used to estimate traffic 
flows into the future and helps to inform planning 
decisions.  

Figure C6 shows the total growth for housing units 
and employment that was used for the growth 
scenario.  The following appendix outlines how staff 
arrived at these numbers. 

Steps to Develop the Growth Scenario

The following steps were undertaken to develop the 
2050 Growth Scenario.  

1. Established base-year population and 
employment data for the MPO planning area and 
individual jurisdictions;

2. Determined employment growth allocations out 
to 2050 for each subarea; 

3. Determined population growth allocations out to 
2050 for each jurisdiction; 

4. Work with community representatives to 
assign their allocated growth using the Envision 
Tomorrow software; and,

5. Aggregate allocated growth to TAZs for use in the 
travel-demand model.

JURISDICTION HOUSING 
UNITS EMPLOYMENT

Altoona 5,509 5,396

Ankeny 22,878 12,069

Bondurant 4,640 1,508

Carlisle 595 832

Clive 3,260 3,792

Des Moines 13,663 100,022

Grimes 3,959 3,543

Johnston 9,642 6,333

Mitchellville 18 313

Norwalk 3,319 3,371

Pleasant Hill 3,847 2,191

Polk City 1,222 410

Urbandale 12,319 14,087

Waukee 10,470 7,108

West Des Moines 17,469 34,187

Windsor Heights 70 1,341

Dallas County - -

Polk County 2,883 8,424

Warren County - -

TOTAL 115,763 204,927

FIGURE C6:  HOUSING UNIT AND EMPLOYMENT GRWOTH TOTALS



213212 Detailed Methodology 

The following section provides a more in-depth explanation of the process and methodology used to develop 
the final 2050 Growth Scenario.  

Geography
The 2050 Growth Scenario includes multiple steps that involves the collection, aggregation, and/or forecasting 
of data at a variety of geographic levels.  The following is an explanation of the geographic levels used 
throughout the growth scenario process.

• Four-county level:  The MPO’s Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) resides is parts of Polk, Dallas, Warren, 
and Madison Counties, which are referred to throughout this document as the four-county level.  Woods & 
Poole data is provided at the county level and, therefore, must be adjusted to provide Planning Area data.

• Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA): The MPA includes areas within Polk, Dallas, Warren, and Madison 
Counties that are expected to be urbanized by the year 2050

• Subarea:  The MPO’s MPA boundary is divided into seven subareas.  These subareas were established 
during The Tomorrow Plan’s development based on interviews with real estate and community 
development/economic development professionals, consideration of symbolic and physical boundaries, 
analysis of real estate supply data and development trends, and previous subareas used by the MPO.  

• Traffic Analysis Zone:  The MPA is divided into more than 1,000 TAZ for use in travel-demand modeling.  

• Parcel-Based Geography:  Base-year employment data and future year growth assignments were 
completed using parcel-based geography.  These geographies were based upon land parcels.  To limit the 
size of parcels, a one-acre layer was placed over the parcel map which resulted in the subdivision of some 
parcels.  

FIGURE C7:  FOUR-COUNTY AREA AND MPA GEOGRAPHIES



213212 FIGURE C8:  MPA, SUBAREA, AND TAZ GEOGRAPHIES



215214 Step 1: Establish Base-Year Population and 
Employment Data
MPO staff collected data for housing units and employment 
that was current as of 2016, which serves as the base year.  
Housing unit information was collected from each county 
assessor’s parcel database and were aggregated to each 
jurisdiction.  Base employment data was collected from the 
parcel database using the ratios outlined in Figure C9.  

Employment was estimated following a parcel-based 
methodology.  MPO staff collected GIS information for 
commercial and industrial use parcels within each county.  
Information collected included the parcel size, detailed 
occupancy, building area, height, and age of the building.  
The detailed occupancy information was used to categorize 
each parcel into one of 10 categories, and a jobs-per-
square-foot ratio was applied to each building, as illustrated 
in Figure C9.  Mixed-use buildings were addressed as well 
by identifying parcels with a mix of uses and estimating the 
percentage of each building’s area attributed to each use.  
Employment for each parcel was calculated by taking the 
building area, multiplied by the number of floors, multiplied 
by the jobs-per-square-foot ratio.

JURISDICTION HOUSING 
UNITS EMPLOYMENT

Altoona 7,238 10,779

Ankeny 25,516 24,152

Bondurant 2,088 1,020

Carlisle 1,689 1,425

Clive 7,041 15,406

Des Moines 95,044 197,156

Grimes 5,127 5,565

Johnston 8,347 12,648

Mitchellville 767 632

Norwalk 4,461 2,341

Pleasant Hill 3,984 4,381

Polk City 1,779 832

Urbandale 17,666 28,048

Waukee 8,133 5,409

West Des Moines 29,061 67,946

Windsor Heights 2,330 3,441

Dallas County 1,625 452

Polk County 9,453 15,761

Warren County 1,386 779

TOTAL 232,735 398,173

FIGURE C10:  BASE YEAR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT

USE CATEGORY JOBS/SQFT 
RATIO

Education 969

Hospital 385

Hotel 3,000

Manufacturing 750

Office 250

Public Assembly 1,400

Religious Worship 2,000

Retail 500

Senior Care 1,000

Warehouse/Flex 1,250

FIGURE C9: EMPLOYMENT RATIOS BY CATEGORY



215214 Step 2: Determine Subarea Employment Forecasts
The methodology used to forecast employment is based upon analysis of Woods & Poole forecasts by county. 
Woods & Poole employment forecasts for the four-county area were obtained.  The Woods & Poole projections 
were collected for 2016, 2020, 2025, 2030, 2035, 2040, 2045, and 2050.  The four-county projected totals were 
used to develop an average growth rate for each of the listed timeframes.      A key assumption was that the 
growth rate forecasted at the county level also would be observed at the MPA level for each of the subareas.
The growth rate for each time period was used to develop the employment projections for each of the seven 
subareas in the MPA.  

COUNTY 2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Polk 362,100 383,090 408,056 432,710 454,430 473,890 491,570 507,530

Dallas 56,766 63,597 72,894 80,870 93,442 104,750 116,980 130,260

Madison 6,974 7,220 7,501 7,742 7,940 8,100 8,237 8,356

Warren 18,821 19,768 20,947 22,075 23,116 24,098 25,032 25,914

Totals 444,661 473,675 509,398 543,397 578,928 610,838 641,819 672,060

FIGURE C11: EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS BY COUNTY

2016-
2020

2021-
2025

2026-
2030

2031-
2035

2036-
2040

2041-
2044

2046-
2050

Polk 1.133 1.271 1.180 0.984 0.842 0.735 0.641

Dallas 2.299 2.766 2.098 2.932 2.311 2.233 2.174

Madison 0.696 0.767 0.634 0.506 0.400 0.336 0.287

Warren 0.987 1.165 1.055 0.926 0.836 0.763 0.695

4-County Average 1.272 1.465 1.301 1.275 1.079 0.994 0.925

Growth Rate for Time Period 6.361 7.324 6.503 6.374 5.394 4.972 4.625

FIGURE C12: COUNTY GROWTH RATES BY TIME PERIOD



217216

COUNTY 2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

1 27,680 29,441 31,597 33,652 35,797 37,728 39,603 41,435

2 54,639 58,115 62,371 66,427 70,661 74,473 78,175 81,791

3 90,876 96,657 103,736 110,482 117,524 123,863 130,022 136,036

4 31,589 33,598 36,059 38,404 40,852 43,056 45,196 47,287

5 92,705 98,602 105,824 112,705 119,889 126,356 132,639 138,774

6 49,160 52,287 56,117 59,766 63,575 67,005 70,336 73,590

7 51,524 54,801 58,815 62,640 66,633 70,227 73,719 77,128

Total 398,173 423,501 454,518 484,075 514,930 542,707 569,691 596,041

FIGURE C13: EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS BY SUBAREA



217216 The next step involved breaking each subarea down by the jurisdictions located in that subarea.  For the purpose of 
projecting employment for each jurisdiction, it was assumed that each jurisdiction would retain its 2016 base year 
percentage of each subarea’s employment.  Figure C14 shows the final employment projections for each jurisdiction.  

JURISDICTION 2016 BASE 
YEAR 2020 2030 2040 2050

TOTAL 
GROWTH BY 

JURISDICTION

Altoona 10,779 11,465 13,104 14,692 16,136 5,357

Ankeny 24,152 25,688 29,363 32,919 36,154 12,002

Bondurant 1,020 1,085 1,240 1,390 1,527 507

Carlisle 1,425 1,516 1,732 1,942 2,133 708

Clive 15,406 16,386 18,730 20,998 23,062 7,656

Des Moines 197,156 209,697 239,691 268,722 295,131 97,975

Grimes 5,565 5,919 6,766 7,585 8,330 2,765

Johnston 12,648 13,453 15,377 17,239 18,933 6,285

Mitchellville 632 672 768 861 946 314

Norwalk 2,341 2,490 2,846 3,191 3,504 1,163

Pleasant Hill 4,381 4,660 5,326 5,971 6,558 2,177

Polk City 832 885 1,011 1,134 1,245 413

Urbandale 28,048 29,832 34,099 38,229 41,986 13,938

Waukee 5,409 5,753 6,576 7,372 8,097 2,688

West Des Moines 67,946 72,268 82,605 92,610 101,711 33,765

Windsor Heights 3,441 3,660 4,183 4,690 5,151 1,710

Dallas County 452 481 550 616 677 225

Polk County 15,761 16,764 19,161 21,482 23,593 7,832

Warren County 779 829 947 1,062 1,166 387

TOTAL 398,173 423,501 484,075 542,707 596,041 197,868

FIGURE C14: EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS BY JURISDICTION



219218 Step 3: Determine Housing Unit Forecasts by Jurisdiction
The MPO developed a methodology to project housing units using data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Housing 
unit data from the 2000 Census and 2016 Census Estimate was collected and compared to determine an 
average annual growth rate over the 16-year period for each of the MPO jurisdictions.  

JURISDICTION 2000 2016 GROWTH 
RATE (%)

GROWTH 
RATE 

CATEGORY

Altoona 3,959 6,374 3.02 Low

Ankeny 10,339 21,261 4.61 High

Bondurant 682 1,693 5.85 High

Carlisle 1,379 1,635 1.07 Low

Clive 4,902 6,788 2.06 Low

Des Moines 85,067 90,437 0.38 Low

Grimes 1,958 3,733 4.12 High

Johnston 3,406 8,070 5.54 High

Mitchellville 675 684 0.08 Low

Norwalk 2,382 3,813 2.98 Low

Pleasant Hill 1,966 3,788 4.18 High

Polk City 842 1,389 3.18 High

Urbandale 11,869 17,066 2.30 Low

Waukee 2,087 6,470 7.33 High

West Des Moines 20,815 28,298 1.94 Low

Windsor Heights 2,222 2,161 -0.17 Low

Dallas County n/a n/a 0.87 n/a

Polk County n/a n/a 0.87 n/a

Warren County n/a n/a 0.87 n/a

MPA n/a n/a 3.03 n/a

Low Growth Avg. n/a n/a 1.52 n/a

FIGURE C15: HOUSING UNIT GROWTH RATES BY JURISDICTION



219218 The MPO jurisdictions were divided into two growth categories – high growth and low growth.  A jurisdiction 
was considered high growth if its growth rate was higher than the growth rate for the MPA.  All other 
jurisdictions fell into the low-growth category.  An average growth rate was also developed for the low-
growth category.  The average annual growth rate was used to calculate the amount of annual growth that 
could be expected for each jurisdiction.  This annual growth was used to develop a straight-line project for 
future housing unit growth.  However, it was assumed that many of the jurisdictions would not sustain their 
current growth through the duration of the plan.  Therefore, the housing unit projections were divided into 
three time periods, 2017-2029, 2030-2039, and 2040-2050. 

JURISDICTION
GROWTH 

RATE 2017-
2029

ANNUAL 
GROWTH 
2017-2029

GROWTH 
RATE 2030-

2039

ANNUAL 
GROWTH 
2030-2039

GROWTH 
RATE 2040-

2050

ANNUAL 
GROWTH 
2040-2050

Altoona 3.02% 193 3.02% 193 1.52% 97

Ankeny 4.61% 980 3.03% 644 1.52% 323

Bondurant 5.85% 99 3.03% 51 1.52% 26

Carlisle 1.07% 17 1.07% 17 1.07% 17

Clive 2.06% 140 2.06% 140 1.52% 103

Des Moines 0.38% 347 0.38% 347 0.38% 347

Grimes 4.12% 154 3.03% 113 1.52% 57

Johnston 5.54% 447 3.03% 244 1.52% 122

Mitchellville 0.08% 1 0.08% 1 0.08% 1

Norwalk 2.98% 114 2.98% 114 1.52% 58

Pleasant Hill 4.18% 158 3.03% 115 1.52% 57

Polk City 3.18% 44 3.03% 42 1.52% 21

Urbandale 2.30% 392 2.30% 392 1.52% 259

Waukee 7.33% 474 3.03% 196 1.52% 98

West Des Moines 1.94% 548 1.94% 548 1.52% 429

Windsor Heights -0.17% (4) -0.17% (4) -0.17% (4)

Dallas County 0.87% 14 0.87% 14 0.87% 14

Polk County 0.87% 82 0.87% 82 0.87% 82

Warren County 0.87% 12 0.87% 12 0.87% 12

FIGURE C16: ADJUSTED HOUING UNIT GROWTH BY TIME 



221220 In the 2017-2029 time period, the average growth rate from 2000-2016 was used for each jurisdiction.  In the 
subsequent time periods, adjustments were made to reduce the growth rate for some jurisdictions.  In the 
2030-2039 time period, the growth rate was reduced to the MPA rate of 3.03 percent for the jurisdictions in the 
high-growth category.  In the 2040-2050 time period, the growth rate was reduced to the Low-Growth Average 
of 1.52 percent for the jurisdictions with growth rates higher than the Low-Growth Average. 

JURISDICTION 2016 BASE 
YEAR 2020 2030 2040 2050

TOTAL 
GROWTH BY 

JURISDICTION

Altoona 7,238 8,008 9,934 11,764 12,731 5,493

Ankeny 25,516 29,436 38,899 45,017 48,243 22,727

Bondurant 2,088 2,484 3,426 3,913 4,170 2,082

Carlisle 1,689 1,759 1,934 2,109 2,284 595

Clive 7,041 7,599 8,994 10,353 11,383 4,342

Des Moines 95,044 96,431 99,897 103,364 106,831 11,787

Grimes 5,127 5,742 7,237 8,311 8,878 3,751

Johnston 8,347 10,135 14,403 16,725 17,949 9,602

Mitchellville 767 769 775 781 786 19

Norwalk 4,461 4,916 6,054 7,136 7,714 3,253

Pleasant Hill 3,984 4,618 6,159 7,249 7,824 3,840

Polk City 1,779 1,956 2,395 2,795 3,005 1,226

Urbandale 17,666 19,233 23,151 26,936 29,526 11,860

Waukee 8,133 10,029 14,492 16,354 17,336 9,203

West Des Moines 29,061 31,255 36,739 42,104 46,398 17,337

Windsor Heights 2,330 2,315 2,277 2,240 2,202 (128)

Dallas County 1,625 1,681 1,822 1,963 2,104 479

Polk County 9,453 9,781 10,600 11,420 12,240 2,787

Warren County 1,386 1,434 1,554 1,674 1,795 409

TOTAL 232,735 249,581 290,744 322,207 343,398 110,663

FIGURE C17: HOUSING UNIT PROJECTIONS BY 



221220 The Woods & Poole population projection for 2050 is 822,886 for the four-county level.  This number was used as 
a control target with an objective of keeping the MPA population projection below the four-county total.  Specific 
household size and vacancy rate for each jurisdiction were taken from the 2010 Census and used to convert the 
projected housing units to a population number that could be compared to the Woods & Poole projection for 
2050.  The converted MPA population number for 2050 is 810,294.  This meets the objective of staying under the 
Woods & Poole four-county level projection.     

Step 4: Meet with Jurisdictions to Allocated Growth
Each jurisdiction used its control total from Steps 2 & 3 to allocate growth through the region.  To aid in this 
process, the MPO staff used the scenario planning software Envision Tomorrow.  Envision Tomorrow is a free 
tool that integrates an ArcGIS mapping extension with Microsoft Excel files.  The user is able to “paint” areas on 
a map with different land uses.  Each land use can contain different building types and development densities, 
which are then used to calculate population and employment growth.  

MPO staff set up a template for each community and worked with the MPO’s Planning Subcommittee to develop 
general land uses for each community to use.  MPO staff also set up a geodatabase built off county assessor 
records.  As noted in the discussion of geography earlier in document, a one-acre grid was placed over the 
parcel map which resulted in the subdivision of some parcels in order to keep parcel sizes at around one acre.  
Constrained land uses also were identified based on sensitive area information collected through The Tomorrow 
Plan’s development which would not allow them to be developed.  

USE CATEGORY
HOUSING 

UNIT/GROSS 
ACRE

JOBS/GROSS 
ACRE

CBD Urban 
Residential 16.4 -

Urban Residential 8.2 -

Suburban 
Residential 4.1 -

Rural Residential 0.6 -

Retail - 12.8

CBD Office - 141.9

Office - 27.1

Industrial - 12.3

Public/Civic - 27.1

Education - 27.1

Hotel/Hospitality - 17.2

Downtown Node 36.3 16.4

Regional Node 65.4 16.4

Community Node 24.5 16.4

Neighborhood Node 14.7 16.4

FIGURE C18: HOUISNG AND EMPLOYMENT DENSITIES BY 
DEVELOPMENT TYPEMPO staff then met with representatives from most 

all communities to identify areas of growth and/or 
redevelopment within their jurisdictions.  Community 
representatives were able to “paint” development or 
redevelopment until their allotment of growth was 
expended.  In some cases, communities could exceed 
their projected allotment based on their intimate 
knowledge of growth in their community.  Due to this 
factor, staff set an allocation target not to exceed the 
projected numbers by more than 5 percent.   Figure C18 
shows the per acre housing unit/employment densities 
used for each of the development patterns.

Figure C19 shows the final allocated growth for housing 
and employment for each of the jurisdictions.  Dallas 
County and Warren County show no growth as it was 
assumed that the growth areas in these counties would 
fall into areas taken up by the future expansion of the 
municipalities.

Figure C20 shows a comparison of projected housing 
and employment compared to the final allocated 
growth.  The final allocated growth totals for housing 
and employment stayed below the 5 percent target 
threshold.     



223222

JURISDICTION TOTAL HOUSING UNIT 
GROWTH TOTAL EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

Altoona 5,509 5,396

Ankeny 22,878 12,069

Bondurant 4,640 1,508

Carlisle 595 832

Clive 3,260 3,792

Des Moines 13,663 100,022

Grimes 3,959 3,543

Johnston 9,642 6,333

Mitchellville 18 313

Norwalk 3,319 3,371

Pleasant Hill 3,847 2,191

Polk City 1,222 410

Urbandale 12,319 14,087

Waukee 10,470 7,108

West Des Moines 17,469 34,187

Windsor Heights 70 1,341

Dallas County - -

Polk County 2,883 8,424

Warren County - -

Total 115,763 204,927

FIGURE C19 ALLOCATED HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT BY JURISDICTION

TOTAL 
HOUSING UNIT 

GROWTH

TOTAL 
EMPLOYMENT 

GROWTH

Projected 110,663 197,868

Allocated 115,763 204,927

Target 4.61% 3.57%

FIGURE C20: PROJECTED VS. ALLOCATED HOUSING AND 
EMPLOYMENT TOTALS



223222 Step 5: Growth Aggregated to TAZs
Once growth for all jurisdictions was allocated for each time horizon, the parcel-based geographies were 
aggregated to TAZs using ArcGIS.  Figures C21 and C22 illustrate the forecasted housing and employment 
growth, respectively.

FIGURE C21:  MAP OF HOUSING GROWTH , 2020-2050



225224 FIGURE C22:  MAP OF EMPLOYMENT GROWTH, 2020-2050



225224 Population Forecasts
Staff also developed population forecasts.  These forecasts were used for illustrative purposes when discussing 
the growth scenario with the Long-Rage Plan Steering Committee.  The population numbers were derived 
using household size and vacancy rates from the 2010 U.S. Census.  These rates were applied to the number 
of housing units from the 2016 base parcel file to determine the 2016 population for each jurisdiction listed in 
Figure C23. 

JURISDICTION HOUSEHOLD SIZE VACANCY RATE 2016 POPULATION

Altoona 2.64 4% 18,294

Ankeny 2.58 5% 62,579

Bondurant 2.83 4% 5,660

Carlisle 2.57 3% 4,198

Clive 2.68 5% 17,867

Des Moines 2.43 8% 211,799

Grimes 2.65 5% 12,935

Johnston 2.67 4% 21,448

Mitchellville 2.53 6% 1,823

Norwalk 2.7 5% 11,385

Pleasant Hill 2.57 5% 9,691

Polk City 2.73 3% 4,689

Urbandale 2.52 4% 42,546

Waukee 2.67 4% 20,811

West Des Moines 2.32 7% 62,515

Windsor Heights 2.24 5% 4,941

Dallas County 2.58 7% 3,916

Polk County 2.58 7% 22,782

Warren County 2.58 7% 3,340

Total 543,219

FIGURE C23 BASE POPULATION CALCULATIONS

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2013-2017 5-year Estimates



227226 The same calculations were applied to the allocated housing units from Figure C19 to determine population 
growth for each time period of the plan and total growth for each jurisdiction shown in Figure C24.  The 
2016 population from Figure C23 was added to the total growth to determine the total population in 2050 
shown in Figure C25.  

2020 2030 2040 2050
TOTAL 

GROWTH BY 
JURISDICTION

TOTAL 
POPULATION 

2050

Altoona 2,659 4,180 4,719 2,366 13,924 32,218

Ankeny 10,060 23,213 14,929 7,907 56,109 118,688

Bondurant 1,220 11,357 - - 12,577 18,237

Carlisle 169 442 428 440 1,479 5,677

Clive 1,520 3,624 3,129 - 8,272 26,139

Des Moines 6,576 7,443 11,160 5,268 30,447 242,246

Grimes 1,642 3,825 2,629 1,892 9,988 22,923

Johnston 2,896 10,430 8,171 3,279 24,776 46,223

Mitchellville 5 14 14 10 43 1,866

Norwalk 4,168 2,450 1,273 579 8,470 19,855

Pleasant Hill 1,581 3,705 2,646 1,425 9,358 19,048

Polk City 493 1,126 1,078 525 3,221 7,910

Urbandale 4,345 9,024 9,157 7,143 29,669 72,214

Waukee 5,048 11,893 5,102 4,747 26,791 47,601

West Des Moines 4,857 11,933 11,296 9,493 37,579 100,094

Windsor Heights 148 - - - 148 5,089

Dallas County - - - - - 3,916

Polk County 799 2,037 2,051 2,030 6,917 29,699

Warren County - - - - - 3,340

FIGURE C24 POPULAITON PROJECTIONS - GROWTH BY TIME PERIOD 
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2016 BASE 
YEAR 2020 2030 2040 2050

Altoona 18,294 20,953 25,133 29,852 32,218

Ankeny 62,579 72,639 95,853 110,781 118,688

Bondurant 5,660 6,879 18,237 18,237 18,237

Carlisle 4,198 4,367 4,810 5,237 5,677

Clive 17,867 19,387 23,011 26,139 26,139

Des Moines 211,799 218,375 225,818 236,978 242,246

Grimes 12,935 14,577 18,402 21,030 22,923

Johnston 21,448 24,344 34,774 42,945 46,223

Mitchellville 1,823 1,828 1,842 1,856 1,866

Norwalk 11,385 15,552 18,002 19,276 19,855

Pleasant Hill 9,691 11,272 14,977 17,623 19,048

Polk City 4,689 5,182 6,308 7,386 7,910

Urbandale 42,546 46,891 55,915 65,071 72,214

Waukee 20,811 25,859 37,752 42,855 47,601

West Des Moines 62,515 67,372 79,305 90,601 100,094

Windsor Heights 4,941 5,089 5,089 5,089 5,089

Dallas County 3,916 3,916 3,916 3,916 3,916

Polk County 22,782 23,581 25,618 27,670 29,699

Warren County 3,340 3,340 3,340 3,340 3,340

TOTAL 543,219 591,406 698,102 775,884 822,987

FIGURE C25 POPULAITON PROJECTIONS - TOTAL POPULATION BY JURISDICTION 
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231230 FISCAL ANALYSIS 
METHODOLOGY
Appendix D provides supplemental information about the Des Moines Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (Des Moines Area MPO) methodology 
and assumptions used to estimate project costs and to develop funding 
revenue projections.

Funding Projections
This section is an overview of the Des Moines Area MPO’s methodology 
and assumptions used to estimate revenue projections. These costs include 
project capital, operation, maintenance.

Historical Street and Highway Expenditures
The Des Moines Area MPO used data from the Iowa DOT’s Street Finance 
Reports to determine expenditures on MPO member governments’ street 
and highway system for Federal Fiscal Years 2008-2017.  These numbers 
include all roadways in the MPO planning area, not just the Federal Aid 
routes. 

Maintenance includes costs associated with maintaining the existing physical 
infrastructure (i.e., pavement, signals, and right-of-way). Operation includes 
costs associated with snow removal, street lighting, equipment purchases, 
administration, and other related costs. Construction includes costs 
associated with engineering, right-of-way purchase, and the construction of 
bridges and streets. Debt service includes principal and interest payments 
made on municipal bonds. 

Figure D1 provides a summary of street and highway expenditures over 
the past 10 federal fiscal years.  These numbers are used to estimate 
approximately how much funding is available for construction project. Data 
for the counties are reported differently.  Therefore it was determine that 
the county numbers for the planning area were not significant enough to 
impact the percentages in Figure D1.    
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FEDERAL FISCAL 

YEAR MAINTENANCE OPERATIONS CONSTRUCTION DEBT 
SERVICE

TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES

2008-2017 $308,457,488 $174,932,667 $835,447,013 $819,676,107 $2,138,513,275

10-Year Average $30,845,749 $17,493,267 $83,544,701 $81,967,611 $213,851,328

Percent of Total 
Expenditures 14% 8% 39% 38% 100%

FIGURE D1: HISTORICAL STREET & HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES

Historical Funding by Source
The Des Moines Area MPO considered three revenue types when developing future funding estimates: federal, state, 
and local funds.  

Federal Funding
The MPO used historical data going back to 1996 to determine the historical annual growth rate for Surface 
Transportation Block Grant (STBG) and Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) funding over the 21-year period.  
The annual growth rate over this period was 10.6 percent for STBG funding and 9.3 percent for TAP funding. 
The historical growth rate for STBG and TAP funding was reviewed by the MPO Finance Subcommittee. Their 
recommendation was to use a conservative 5 percent annual growth rate to project federal funding for Mobilizing 
Tomorrow. This approach was based on the overall uncertainty concerning transportation funding at the federal level 
and Congress’s unwillingness to pass a gas tax increase to address the Highway Trust Fund shortfall. Staff used the 5 
percent growth rate to determine an annual funding increase of $674,105. The annual funding increase was added 
to each year to create a straight-line projection of STBG and TAP funding that is expected to be available through HY 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR STBG FUNDING TAP FUNDING

1996 $3,811,053 $442,000

2017 $12,297,098 $1,185,000

Percent Change 1996-2017 223% 168%

Annual Growth Rate – Historical 10.6% 9.3%

Annual Growth Rate – Plan 5% 5%

FIGURE D2: HISTORICAL STBG & TAP FUNDING

Road Use Tax Fund
Figure D3 shows the total historical Road Use Tax Fund (RUTF) funding for MPO member governments from 2008 
to 2017. The annual growth rate over the six years of available data was 7 percent. The MPO Finance Subcommittee 
reviewed the growth rate for RUTF and determined that a 3 percent rate could reasonably be expected to continue 
into the foreseeable future. Staff used the 3 percent growth rate to determine an annual funding increase of 
approximately $1.9 million for RUTF. 
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FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR RUTF

2008 $35,066,596

2017 $59,442,468

Percent Change 2008-2017 70%

Annual Growth Rate - Historical 7.0%

Annual Growth Rate – Plan 3%

FIGURE D3: HISTORICAL ROAD USE TAX FUND REVENUE

Local Funding
Figure D4 shows the historical local revenues for MPO member governments from 2008 to 2017. The annual growth 
rate over the 10 years of available data was 3.3 percent. The MPO Finance Subcommittee reviewed the growth rate 
for local funding and determined that a 0 percent rate could reasonably be expected to continue into the foreseeable 
future. This decision was based on the historic average being viewed as a long-term trend rather than an anomaly and 
the likely effect of the property tax rollback passed by the state legislature. Based on this growth rate, staff determined 
the 10 year average of $182.6 million in local funding. The 10 year average was used to account for fluctuations in 
bonding levels by local communities on a year-to-year basis. 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR

2008 $141,039,272

2017 $187,026,105

Percent Change 2008-2017 33%

Annual Growth Rate - Historical 3.3%

Annual Growth Rate – Plan 0%

FIGURE D4: HISTORICAL LOCAL FUNDING

Iowa Department of Transportation Funding
Figure D5 shows the historical funding spent in the MPO planning area by the Iowa Department of Transportation 
from 1995 though 2017.  The average annual growth rate over this time period was 2 percent.  After discussing with 
the Iowa DOT, it was determined that an annual growth rate of 2 percent could reasonably be expected to continue.  
Therefore, staff used the 2 percent growth rate to determine an annual funding increase of approximately $1.1 million 
for Iowa DOT funding.    
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FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR

1995 $29,678,000

2017 $42,484,857

Percent Change 2008-2017 43%

Annual Growth Rate - Historical 2.0%

Annual Growth Rate – Plan 2.0%

FIGURE D5: HISTORICAL IOWA DOT FUNDING

Transit Funding
Figure D6 shows the six-year average (FY 2013-2018) Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART) funding 
sources for capital and operating.  MPO staff worked with DART staff to determine an expected growth rate for each of 
the funding types.      

TRANSIT CAPTIAL FUNDS

Funding Type Six-Year
Annual Average

Annual Growth 
Rate - Plan

5307 $1,869,057 3%

5309 $756,314 0%

5339 $516,438 0%

5310 $71,701 3%

PTIG $408,651 0%

Property Tax $1,661,639 5%

TRANSIT OPERATING FUNDS

Funding Type Six-Year 
Annual Average

Annual Growth 
Rate - Plan

5307 $4,130,321 0%

5310 $197,711 3%

5311 $27,545 0%

STA $1,408,759 3%

Property Tax $14,011,669 5%

Fares $7,066,191 1%

Advertising $181,018 3%

FIGURE D6: HISTORICAL TRANSIT FUNDING
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The following is a list of federal and state funding programs for transit investments:

Metropolitan Transportation Planning Program (Section 5303): FTA provides funding for this program to the State 
based on its urbanized area populations. The funds are dedicated to support transportation planning projects in 
urbanized areas with more than 50,000 population. 

Statewide Transportation Planning Program (Section 5304 and 5305): These funds come to the state based on 
population and are used to support transportation planning projects in nonurbanized areas. They are combined with 
the Section 5311 funds and allocated among Iowa’s RPAs.

Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307): FTA provides transit operating, planning, and capital assistance 
funds directly to local recipients in urbanized areas with populations between 50,000 and 200,000, based on 
population and density figures, plus transit performance factors for larger areas. Local recipients, for whom projects 
are programmed by the Des Moines Area MPO, must apply directly to the FTA. 

Bus and Bus Facilities Program (Section 5339): This formula program provides federal assistance for major capital 
needs, such as fleet replacement and construction of transit facilities. All transit systems in the state are eligible for 
this program.

Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Section 5310): Funding is provided through 
this program to increase mobility for the elderly and persons with disabilities. Part of the funding is administered along 
with the nonurbanized funding with the remaining funds allocated among urbanized transit systems in areas with a 
population of less than 200,000.  Urbanized areas with more than 200,000 in population receive a direct allocation

Nonurbanized Area Formula Assistance Program (Section 5311): This program provides capital and operating 
assistance for rural and small urban transit systems. Fifteen percent of these funds are allocated to intercity bus 
projects. A portion of the funding is also allocated to support rural transit planning. The remaining funds are combined 
with the rural portion (30 percent) of Section 5310 funds and allocated among regional and small urban transit systems 
based on their relative performance in the prior year.

Rural Transit Assistance Program (RTAP - Section 5311(h)): This funding is also used for statewide training events and 
to support transit funding fellowships for regional and small urban transit staff or planners. 

TAP Flexible funds: Certain Title 23 funds may be used for transit purposes. Transit capital assistance is an eligible use 
of STBG funds. Transit capital and startup operating assistance is an eligible use of ICAAP funds. When ICAAP and 
STBG funds are programmed for transit projects, they are transferred to the FTA. The ICAAP funds are applied for and 
administered by the Iowa DOT’s Office of Public Transit. STBG funds for small urban and regional transit systems are 
also administered by the Office of Public Transit.

State Transit Assistance (STA): All public transit systems are eligible for funding. These funds can be used by the public 
transit system for operating, capital, or planning expenses related to the provision of open-to-the-public passenger 
transportation. The majority of the funds received in a fiscal year are distributed to individual transit systems on the 
basis of a formula using performance statistics from the most recent available year.

Public Transit Infrastructure Grant Fund: This is a state program that can fund transit facility projects that involve new 
construction, reconstruction, or remodeling. To qualify, projects must include a vertical component.

Property Tax Levy: The Code of Iowa authorizes municipalities to establish a transit levy dedicated to support public 
transit up to the maximum amount of $0.95 per $1,000 dollars of valuation. DART employs a local property tax levy, 
which varies by DART member community depending on the amount of service provided to that community. DART 
also receives local funds, including, but not limited to, fare box revenue, revenue from contracts with business and 
other transportation providers (such as taxicabs or human service providers), and advertising revenue.



237236

Projected Funding by Source
The following section outlines the projected funding that is resonably expected to be available over the life of this plan. 

MPO and Local Funding
Figure D7 shows the projected federal, state, and local funding that is reasonably expected to be available over the 
life of the plan. A review of the Street Finance Reports over the past 10 years indicated that approximately 40 percent 
of the available state and local revenue for transportation is spent on construction expenditures, as indicated in 
Figure D1. The projections assume that this trend will continue. Therefore, 60 percent of the projected state and local 
revenues were subtracted from the total available revenue to accurately reflect operation, maintenance, and debt 
service costs. It was assumed that these costs would remain consistent as a percentage of the total projected revenue 
for each time-period of Mobilizing Tomorrow.  One-hundred percent of the federal funds are available for construction 
expenditures. 

FUNDING TYPE 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050 TOTAL 

Federal $74.2 $91.0 $107.9 $458.40 $731.4

RUTF $337.5 $385.2 $432.9 $1,706.40 $2,862.0

Local $897.3 $893.2 $893.2 $2,858.30 $5,542.1

Non-Construction 
Expenditures $740.8 $767.1 $795.7 $2,738.90 $5,042.5

Available Funding 
for Construction Projects $493.9 $511.4 $530.5 $1,825.90 $3,361.7

FIGURE D7: PROJECTED FEDERAL, STATE, & LOCAL FUNDING THROUGH HY 2050 (IN MILLIONS)

Transit Funding
Figure D8 summarizes funding projections for the public transportation system. Funding is broken into capital and 
operational funding to more accurately reflect how DART would likely use each funding source.  The annual growth 
rates from Figure D6 were used to project funding for DART through HY 2050.     

FUNDING CATEGORY 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2039 2020-2050

Federal Total  $42.59  $33.66  $14.92  $56.42  $147.59 

Section 5307/5340 Funds  $34.87  $38.50  $42.50  $168.08  $283.94 

Section 5311 Funds  $0.04  $-    $-    $-    $0.04 

Section 5310 Funds  $1.91  $2.06  $2.22  $8.32  $14.52 

Section 5339 Funds  $3.62  $3.90  $4.21  $15.77  $27.50 

Discretionary/Competitive Federal Funds  $30.00  $20.00  $-    $-    $50.00 

Surface Transportation Funds  $7.01  $7.70  $8.50  $32.33  $55.53 

State Total  $1.00  $2.00  $-    $-    $3.00 

Local Total  $42.77  $10.74  $9.28  $37.59  $100.39 

Total Funding  $121.23  $84.90  $66.71  $262.09  $534.92 

FIGURE D8: DART’S FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL FUNDING PROJECTIONS THROUGH HY 2050 (IN MILLIONS)
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Figure D9 shows the projected Iowa DOT funding that is reasonably expected to be available over the life of the plan, 
assuming an annual growth rate of 2 percent.   

 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050 TOTAL 

Bridge Funding $90.24 $98.44 $106.65 $396.40 $691.7

Roadway Funding $238.87 $260.59 $282.30 $1,049.29 $1,831.0

Total $329.1 $359.0 $388.9 $1,445.7 $2,522.8

FIGURE D9: IOWA DOT PROJECTED FUNDING THROUGH HY 2050 (IN MILLIONS)
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The following section outlines the methodology used to calculate the fiscal capacity of the plan. 

Projected Funding and Local Balance
Figure D10 outlines the available funding and local match required for the STBG program, TAP, and the required local 
match assuming that projects are funded at a 70/30 percent federal to local split.  The approved investment strategy 
for the Mobilizing Tomorrow targets funding into six categories – system capacity, major reconstruction/replacement, 
bridge, system optimization, transit, and transportation alternatives.  The target percentage for each of these 
categories is outlined in Figure D10.  

FUNDING CATEGORY 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050 2020-2050

Federal Funds by Category (30% of Funding)

STBG Funds $67.6 $83.0 $98.4 $418.1 $667.1

System Capacity (30%) $20.3 $24.9 $29.5 $125.4 $200.1

Bridge (20%) $13.5 $16.6 $19.7 $83.6 $133.4

Reconstruction (25%) $16.9 $20.8 $24.6 $104.5 $166.8

System Optimization (15%) $10.1 $12.5 $14.8 $62.7 $100.1

Transit (10%) $6.8 $8.3 $9.8 $41.8 $66.7

TAP  Funds $6.5 $8.0 $9.5 $40.3 $64.3

Total Federal Funds $74.2 $91.0 $107.9 $458.4 $731.4

Local Match Funds by Category (70% of Funding)

STBG Matching Funds $157.8 $193.7 $229.5 $975.6 $1,556.6

System Capacity $47.3 $58.1 $68.9 $292.7 $467.0

Bridge $31.6 $38.7 $45.9 $195.1 $311.3

Reconstruction  $39.5 $48.4 $57.4 $243.9 $389.2

System Optimization $23.7 $29.1 $34.4 $146.3 $233.5

Transit $15.8 $19.4 $23.0 $97.6 $155.7

TAP Matching Funds $9.8 $12.0 $14.2 $60.4 $96.4

Total Matching Funds $167.6 $205.7 $243.8 $1,036.0 $1,653.0

Total Funding Available by Category (100% of Funding)

STBG Total Revenue $225.4 $276.7 $327.9 $1,393.7 $2,223.7

System Capacity $67.6 $83.0 $98.4 $418.1 $667.1

Bridge $45.1 $55.3 $65.6 $278.7 $444.7

Reconstruction  $56.4 $69.2 $82.0 $348.4 $555.9

System Optimization $33.8 $41.5 $49.2 $209.1 $333.6

Transit $22.5 $27.7 $32.8 $139.4 $222.4

TAP Total Revenue $16.3 $20.0 $23.7 $100.7 $160.7

Total Revenue Available $241.7 $296.7 $351.6 $1,494.4 $2,384.4

FIGURE D10: FEDERAL FUNDING AND LOCAL MATCH BY FUNDING CATEGORY (MILLIONS)



239238 Figure D11 shows the balance of local funding after subtracting the required local match for the STBG and STBG Set-
Aside programs.  The available matching funds excludes the federal amount listed in Figure 7. 

 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050 2020-2050

Available Matching Funds $493.9 $511.4 $549.6 $1,825.9 $3,380.8

Local Match Required $167.6 $205.7 $243.8 $1,036.0 $1,653.0

Balance $326.3 $305.7 $305.8 $789.9 $1,727.7

FIGURE D11: PROJECTED LOCAL FUNDING BALANCE (MILLIONS)

Figure D12 shows the total funding for transportation projects that is reasonably expected to be available through HY 
2050.  

 2020-2024 2025-2029 2030-2034 2035-2050 2020-2050

MPO (Federal Funds) $74.2 $91.0 $107.9 $458.4 $731.4

Local $493.9 $511.4 $549.6 $1,825.9 $3,380.8

State (Iowa DOT) $329.1 $359.0 $388.9 $1,445.7 $2,522.8

Transit $180.9 $205.0 $229.2 $895.7 $1,510.7

Total $1,078.0 $1,166.4 $1,275.6 $4,625.6 $8,145.6

FIGURE D12: TOTAL PROJECTED TRANSPORTATION FUNDING (MILLIONS)
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 2020-2050

Total Available Funding $6,634.9

Total Project Costs $5,388.8

Excess Fiscal Capacity $1,246.1

FIGURE D13:FISCAL CAPACITY (MILLIONS)

Project Cost Projections 
The Des Moines Area MPO relied on local governments to estimate costs for their respective projects in 2019 dollars.  
The first five years of the plan, 2020-2024, are populated with projects from the FFY 2020-2023 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) and the FY 2020-2023 Transportation Capital Improvement Program (TCIP).  Projects 
beyond 2024 were submitted for the following three time periods: 2025-2029, 2030-2034, and 2035-2050.   

Projects costs were determined using a year of expenditure (YOE) calculated on the midpoint of each of the time 
periods. The Des Moines Area MPO used a 4 percent annual inflation rate recommended by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) to convert these costs into YOE dollars. The Des Moines Area MPO assumed that some projects 
would be constructed or implemented prior to the HY 2024, 2029, 2034, and 2050, and used HY 2022, 2027, 2032, and 
2042 as average YOE for the time periods.  

Figure D13 demonstrates the fiscal capacity to fund over $5.3 billion of projects from 2020 through 2050 with a 
remaining balance of $1,246.1 million.  
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The Des Moines Area MPO relied on local governments to estimate costs for their respective projects in 2019 dollars.  
The following is a list of other federal funding sources. Some of these include programs that member governments 
are eligible to apply for to fund projects. These include the CMAQ and STBG-Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds and 
were not included in the funding projects as the annual awards to member governments are unpredictable. The other 
funds listed are used to fund Iowa DOT projects. 

Better Utilizing Infrastructure to Leverage Development (BUILD): Formally known as the TIGER program, this highly 
competitive discretionary grant program provides funding for investments in road, rail, transit, and port projects that 
promise to achieve national objectives.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ): CMAQ provides flexible funding for 
transportation projects and programs tasked with helping to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. These 
projects can include those that reduce congestion and improve air quality. 

National Highway Performance Program (NHPP): This program consolidates the National Highway System and the 
Interstate Maintenance Program into one program. NHPP expands the number of eligible roadway miles and funds 
that may be used to construct or improve NHS roadways, including state highways, U.S. highways, and Interstates. 

STBG Highway Bridge Program (STBG-HBP): The Iowa DOT maintains a portion of Iowa’s STBG funds to be targeted 
directly to counties and dedicated specifically to county bridge projects. A portion of these funds are required to be 
obligated for off-system bridges. The remaining funds can be used on either on-system or off-system bridges. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP): This is a core Federal-aid program that funds projects with the goal of 
achieving a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on public roads. Portions of these funds are set 
aside for use on high-risk rural roads. 

Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) and Tribal Transportation Program (TTP): The FLAP Program provides funding 
for projects that improve access within, and to, federal lands. The FLAP funding will be distributed through a grant 
process where a group of FHWA, Iowa DOT, and local government representatives will solicit, rank, and select projects 
to receive funding. The TTP provides safe and adequate transportation and public road access to and within Indian 
reservations and Indian lands, and funds are distributed based on a statutory formula based on tribal population, road 
mileage, and average tribal shares of the former Tribal Transportation Allocation Methodology. 

Demonstration Funding (DEMO): Demonstration funding is a combination of different programs and sources. The 
FHWA administers discretionary programs through various offices representing special funding categories, and 
an appropriation bill is used to provide money to a discretionary program. Other examples can include special 
congressionally directed appropriations during the reauthorization of the transportation bill or through legislative acts, 
such as the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA).
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245PERFORMANCE 
MEASURE 
METHODOLOGY
Appendix E provides supplemental information about performance 
measures that the US Department of Transportation (DOT) requires that 
the Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (Des Moines 
Area MPO) use in its planning process.  As noted in Chapter 2, the US DOT 
requires that MPOs use a standard set of measures and methodology to set 
targets related to those measures.  Topics for which measures are required 
include safety (PM1), pavement and bridge condition (PM2), system 
reliability (PM3), and transit assets.  The sections that follow describe the 
methodology and assumptions used to establish performance measures 
and targets as required by the US DOT.  Note that the US DOT rulemaking 
requires that the MPO establish measures and targets on timelines that 
do not necessarily align with its schedule of updating the long-range 
transportation plan every five years.  Additionally, some of the federally-
required measures are for aspects of the transportation system that are 
more specific than the larger system for which the MPO considers in this 
plan.  Therefore, for each topic area there is also a discussion of how the 
performance measures and targets included in Chapter 2 incorporate or 
considered these federal requirements.   

Safety Performance
In April 2016, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) released the 
final rulemaking for safety performance measures for the Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP). Included in the rulemaking are definitions of 
key terms, the applicability of the rule, and guidance on how to establish 
performance targets, determine if progress is achieved, and reporting 
targets for the HSIP. 

The safety measures required to be reported annually include:

1. Number of Fatalities 

2. Rate of Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

3. Number of Serious Injuries 

4. Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million VMT 

5. Number of Non-motorized Fatalities and Non-motorized Serious Injuries



246 Performance targets were established by states beginning in August 2017. A Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
has 180 days after the state sets its targets to either: 

1. Agree to support the State Department of Transportation (DOT) target. 

2. Establish target for each of the five performance measures specific to the MPO planning area. 

Safety Goals in Mobilizing Tomorrow
Mobilizing Tomorrow outlines four high-level goals to direct Greater Des Moines toward a more vibrant transportation 
system. Each of these goals identified several performance measures to help track the plan’s progress. Goal 4 in 
Mobilizing Tomorrow seeks to “further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in the region” and includes 
four of the five measures required by federal rulemaking.

In addition to setting baseline values for tracking the performance in the long-range plan, a target was set for the year 
2050 to be used to evaluate the ongoing performance of the transportation system. In Mobilizing Tomorrow each of 
the four measures have a 2050 target of decreasing from the baseline.

Statewide Targets
In August 2018, the Iowa DOT established statewide performance targets for the 2015-2019 time-period as shown in 
Figure E1.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2013-2017 
BASELINE

2015-2019 
TARGET

Number of Fatalities 338.0 353.6

Fatality Rate* 1.027 1.047

Number of Serious Injuries 1,498.8 1,483.7

Serious Injury Rate* 4.568 4.391

Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries 146.4 149.8

FIGURE E1: IOWA DOT SAFETY TARGETS (5-YR ROLLING AVG)

*Rates are per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT)

Per 23 § 490.209, the Des Moines Area MPO must establish safety targets within 180 days of the statewide targets 
being established, by February 27, 2019. The Des Moines Area MPO maintains two options for setting regional 
performance targets:

1. Support the Iowa DOT’s targets by agreeing to plan and program projects so that they contribute toward the 
accomplishment of the State DOT safety target for that performance measure

2. Set a quantifiable target for that performance measure for the MPO



247Originally the Des Moines Area MPO presented and discussed the first iteration of statewide targets with the MPO 
Technical, Executive, and Policy Committees in September 2017 to gather feedback on making the decision to support 
the State’s targets or set targets for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area.

Based on discussion with the MPO Committees and the safety performance targets established for 2050 in Mobilizing 
Tomorrow, the MPO determined setting safety targets for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area was the 
appropriate action for the 2014-2018 time-period. For the 2015-2019 timeframe the MPO determined that setting 
targets for the MPO planning area was the appropriate course of action.

Regional Targets
In order to determine the safety performance targets for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area, the 2013-2017 
baseline measures needed to be established. Utilizing crash report data collected by the Iowa DOT and provided to the 
Des Moines Area MPO for the most recent 10-year period (2009-2018), the Des Moines Area MPO calculated the five-
year rolling average for number and rate of fatalities, number and rate for serious injuries, and the number of non-
motorized fatalities and serious injuries. 

Figure E2  presents the 2013-2017 baseline values for the five safety performance measures for the Des Moines Area 
MPO planning area. Vehicle miles traveled data were generated for the MPO Planning Area using 2016 Iowa DOT GIMS 
traffic volumes. 

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2013-2017 
BASELINE

2015-2019 
TARGET

Number of Fatalities 26.0 27.0

Fatality Rate* 0.558 0.555

Number of Serious Injuries 185.0 170.3

Serious Injury Rate* 3.967 3.505

Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries 23.8 24.8

FIGURE E2: DES MOINES AREA MPO SAFETY PERFORMANCE BASELINE AND TARGETS (5-YR ROLLING AVG)

*Rates are per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT)

Safety Performance Forecast – Fatalities
To understand the current trend in the five-year rolling average for fatalities within the Des Moines Area MPO planning 
area, the number of fatalities per year and rolling five-year average were graphed (Figure E3). A linear trendline was 
then applied to the five-year rolling average and forecasted out one year. 
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Upon reviewing historic crash data for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area, it is apparent that fatalities fluctuate 
from year to year. To provide multiple scenarios for target setting Des Moines Area MPO staff began tracking reported 
fatalities using Iowa DOT SAVER  throughout 2018 to provide the actual fatalities that occurred in 2018. As of January 
15, 2019, there were 27 fatailite that occured in 2018. 

MPO staff then developed a scenario to forecast the fatalities for the year 2019 using the 50th, 75th, 85th, and 90th 
percentiles of prediction intervals based on historic crash data and the 2018 value. The Iowa DOT utilizes prediction 
intervals analysis when setting their required targets. The Des Moines Area MPO also analyzes data with prediction 
intervals to maintain consistency with Iowa DOT analysis.

Figure E4 provides the forecasted fatalities for 2019 using the 2009-2018 Fatalities.

 50TH 
PERCENTILE

75TH 
PERCENTILE

85TH 
PERCENTILE

90TH 
PERCENTILE

STRAIGHT 
LINE 

PROJECTION

Forecasted Fatalities 25.0 34.0 36.8 41.2 24.1

FIGURE E4: 2019 CRASH SCENARIO FORECASTS (BY PREDICTION INTERVAL)

Safety Performance Target – Fatalities
Using the forecasted fatality values for the above scenario, five-year averages were developed. Figure E5 shows the 
forecasted five-year averages for fatalities in the Des Moines Area MPO Planning Area for 2015-2019.

 50TH 
PERCENTILE

75TH 
PERCENTILE

85TH 
PERCENTILE

90TH 
PERCENTILE

STRAIGHT 
LINE 

PROJECTION

Forecasted Fatalities 27.2 29.0 29.6 30.4 27.0

FIGURE E5: 2019 CRASH SCENARIO FORECASTS, 5=YR AVERAGE (BY PREDICTION INTERVAL)

FIGURE E3: HISTORIC FATAL CRASHES 2007-2018
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249After reviewing the five-year averages for the three scenarios and the linear trendline projection, the Des Moines Area 
MPO determined that to continue to achieve improvement toward the goal set in Mobilizing Tomorrow a 2015-2019 
safety performance target should follow the linear trendline while recognizing that fatalities in 2018 were between the 
50th and 75th percentile of historic crash fatalities. Figure E6 provided the five-year average fatalities target.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2013-2017 
BASELINE

2015-2019 
TARGET

Number of Fatalities 26.0 27.0

Fatality Rate 0.558 0.555

FIGURE E6: 2015-2019 NUMBER AND RATE OF FATALITIES TARGET (5-YR ROLLING AVG)

Safety Performance Forecast – Serious Injuries
To understand the current trend in the five-year rolling average for serious injuries within the Des Moines Area MPO 
planning area, the number of serious injuries per year and rolling five-year average were graphed (Figure E7). A linear 
trendline was then applied to the five-year rolling average and forecasted out one year. 

Upon reviewing historic crash data for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area, it is apparent that serious injuries have 
been trending downward over the last several years. To provide multiple scenarios for target setting Des Moines Area 
MPO staff began tracking reported serious injuries using Iowa DOT SAVER  throughout 2018 to provide a year to date 
total for serious injuries of 169. 

MPO staff then developed a scenario to forecast the serious injuries for the year 2019 using the 50th, 75th, 85th, 
and 90th percentiles of prediction intervals based on historic crash data and the 2018 value. The Iowa DOT utilizes 
prediction intervals analysis when setting their required targets. The Des Moines Area MPO also analyzes data with 
prediction intervals to maintain consistency with Iowa DOT analysis.

FIGURE E7: HISTORIC SERIOUS INJURY CRASHES 2007-2018
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250 Figure E8 provides the forecasted serious injuries for 2019 using the 2009-2018 serious injuries.

 50TH 
PERCENTILE

75TH 
PERCENTILE

85TH 
PERCENTILE

90TH 
PERCENTILE

STRAIGHT 
LINE 

PROJECTION

Serious Injuries 187.5 207.3 209.8 212.5 159.6

FIGURE E8: 2019 CRASH SCENARIO FORECASTS (BY PREDICTION INTERVAL)

Safety Performance Target – Serious Injuries
Using the forecasted serious injuries values for the above scenario, five-year averages were developed. Figure E9 
shows the forecasted five-year averages for serious injuries in the Des Moines Area MPO Planning Area for 2015-2019.

 50TH 
PERCENTILE

75TH 
PERCENTILE

85TH 
PERCENTILE

90TH 
PERCENTILE

STRAIGHT 
LINE 

PROJECTION

Serious Injuries 175.9 179.9 180.4 180.9 170.3

FIGURE E9: 2019 CRASH SCENARIO FORECASTS, 5-YR AVERAGE (BY PREDICTION INTERVAL)

After reviewing the five-year averages for the three scenarios and the linear trendline projection, the Des Moines 
Area MPO determined that to continue to achieve improvement toward the goal set in Mobilizing Tomorrow a 2015-
2019 safety performance target should follow the linear trendline while recognizing that serious injuries in 2018 are 
projected to be below the 50th percentile of historic crashes. Figure E10 provided the five-year average serious injury 
target.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2013-2017 
BASELINE

2015-2019 
TARGET

Number of Serious Injuries 185.0 170.3

Serious Injuries Rate 3.967 3.505

FIGURE E10: 2015-2019 NUMBER AND RATE OF SERIOUS INJURIES TARGET (5-YR ROLLING 

Safety Performance Forecast – Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries
To understand the current trend in the five-year rolling average for Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries 
within the Des Moines Area MPO planning area, the number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries per year 
and rolling five-year average were graphed (Figure E11). A linear trendline was then applied to the five-year rolling 
average and forecasted out two years. 
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FIGURE E11: HISTORIC NON-MOTORIZED FATALITIES & SERIOUS INJURIES 2007-2018

Upon reviewing historic crash data for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area, it is apparent that Non-Motorized 
Fatalities and Serious Injuries fluctuate from year to year. To provide multiple scenarios for target setting, MPO staff 
began tracking reported Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries using Iowa DOT SAVER  throughout 2018 to 
provide a year to date estimate for forecasting Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries of 30. 

MPO staff then developed a scenario to forecast the Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries for the year 2019 
using the 50th, 75th, 85th, and 90th percentiles of prediction intervals based on historic crash data and the 2018 value. 
The Iowa DOT utilizes prediction intervals analysis when setting their required targets. The Des Moines Area MPO also 
analyzes data with prediction intervals to maintain consistency with Iowa DOT analysis.

Figure E12 provides the forecasted Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries for 2019.

 50TH 
PERCENTILE

75TH 
PERCENTILE

85TH 
PERCENTILE

90TH 
PERCENTILE

STRAIGHT 
LINE 

PROJECTION

Non-Motorized Fatalities 
& Serious Injuries 25.5 30.0 30.0 30.0 23.8

FIGURE E12: 2019 CRASH SCENARIO FORECASTS (BY PREDICTION INTERVAL)

y = -0.6238x + 31.902

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Fa
ta

lit
ie

s 
&

 S
er

io
us

 In
ju

rie
s

Year

Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities & Serious Injuries

Non-Motorized Fatalities & Serious Injuries 5-Year Average Linear (5-Year Average)



252 Safety Performance Target – Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries
Using the forecasted Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries values for the above scenario, five-year averages 
were developed. Figure E13 shows the forecasted five-year averages for Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries 
in the Des Moines Area MPO Planning Area for 2015-2019.

 50TH 
PERCENTILE

75TH 
PERCENTILE

85TH 
PERCENTILE

90TH 
PERCENTILE

STRAIGHT 
LINE 

PROJECTION

Non-Motorized Fatalities 
& Serious Injuries 25.1 26.0 26.0 26.0 24.8

FIGURE E13: 2019 CRASH SCENARIO FORECASTS, 5-YR AVERAGE (BY PREDICTION INTERVAL)

After reviewing the five-year averages for the three scenarios and the linear trendline projection, the Des Moines 
Area MPO determined that to continue to achieve improvement toward the goal set in Mobilizing Tomorrow, a 2015-
2019 safety performance target should follow the linear trendline while recognizing that the projected Non-Motorized 
Fatalities and Serious Injuries in 2018 are above the 90th percentile of historic crashes. Figure E14 provided the five-
year average Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries target.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2013-2017 
BASELINE

2015-2019 
TARGET

Non-Motorized Fatalities & Serious Injuries 23.8 24.8

FIGURE E14: 2015-2019 NUMBER OF NON-MOTORIZED FATALITIES & SERIOUS INJURIES TARGET (5-YR ROLLING AVG)

Vehicle Miles Traveled Forecasting
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) forecasting was completed using historic traffic count data provided in the Iowa DOT 
GIMS dataset through 2016. Using historic traffic count data, the MPO was able to calculate the VMT for each year 
of crash data used in the analysis period. Based on the historic VMT between 2014 and 2016, the Des Moines Area 
MPO saw approximately 2 percent VMT growth per year. As the Des Moines Area MPO planning area has continued to 
increase in population in that time-period and future growth projections are consistent with the 2 percent growth per 
year, the forecasted VMT for 2017, 2018, and 2019 followed that growth assumption. Figure E15 shows VMT forecasts 
for 2017, 2018, 2019.

YEAR VMT

2014 4,558,909

2015 4,666,797

2016 4,764,701

2017 Forecast 4,859,996

2018 Forecast 4,957,195

2019 Forecast 5,056,339

FIGURE E15: VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 2014-2016
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Safety Performance in Mobilizing Tomorrow
Goal 4 in Mobilizing Tomorrow seeks to “further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in the region” and 
includes the five measures required by federal rulemaking.  The federal guidelines require the MPO to establish a five-
year average as the baseline and then forecast another five-year average set two years from the baseline.  The values 
shown as “current” for the safety measures in Chapter 2 are the 2013-2017 Baseline measures discussed previously 
in this section.  While the same methodology described in this section was also used for Mobilizing Tomorrow, the 
targets in Chapter 2 are different given that Mobilizing Tomorrow sets targets for five years out and for 2050 instead of 
for 2015-2019.  

Road and Bridge Condition
In April 2016, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) released the final rulemaking for pavement condition of the 
Interstate and non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS) and bridge condition of the NHS performance measures. 
Included in the rulemaking are definitions of key terms, the applicability of the rule, and guidance on how to establish 
performance targets, determine if progress is achieved, and reporting targets for the NHS. 

The condition measures required to be reported include:

1. Percentage of pavements of the Interstate System in Good condition 

2. Percentage of pavements of the Interstate System in Poor condition 

3. Percentage of pavements of the non-Interstate NHS in Good condition 

4. Percentage of pavements of the non-Interstate NHS in Poor condition 

5. Percentage of NHS bridge deck area classified as in Good condition 

6. Percentage of NHS bridge deck area classified as in Poor condition 

Performance targets were established by states beginning in May 2018. The Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) has 180 days after the state sets its targets to either: 

1. Agree to support the Iowa Department of Transportation (DOT) target. 

2. Establish target for each of the five performance measures specific to the MPO planning area. 



254 Statewide Targets 
In May 2018, the Iowa DOT established statewide performance targets for the 2018-2021 time-period as shown in 
Figure E16. 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 2-YEAR 
FORECAST

2-YEAR 
TARGET

4-YEAR 
FORECAST

4-YEAR 
TARGET

Percentage of pavements of 
the Interstate System in Good 
condition

51.1% N/A* 52.1% 49.4%

Percentage of pavements of 
the Interstate System in Poor 
condition 

1.8% N/A* 2.2% 2.7%

Percentage of pavements of 
the non-Interstate NHS in 
Good condition

49.0% 48.8% 47.1% 46.9%

Percentage of pavements of 
the non-Interstate NHS in Poor 
condition

13.0% 13.2% 14.3% 14.5%

Percentage of NHS bridge deck 
area classified as in Good con-
dition

47.0% 45.7% 46.5% 44.6%

Percentage of NHS bridge 
deck area classified as in Poor 
condi-tion

2.7% 3.7% 1.7% 3.2%

FIGURE E16: IOWA DOT 2018-2021 CONDITION PERFORMANCE TARGETS

Per 23 CFR § 490, the Des Moines Area MPO must establish condition targets within 180 days of the statewide targets 
being established, by November 16, 2018. The Des Moines Area MPO maintains two options for setting regional 
performance targets:

1. Support the State’s targets by agreeing to plan and program projects so that they contribute toward the 
accomplishment of the Iowa DOT condition target for that performance measure

2. Set a quantifiable target for that performance measure for the MPO

The Des Moines Area MPO presented and discussed the statewide targets with the MPO Technical Committee and the 
Planning and Engineering Subcommittees in October 2018 to gather feedback on making the decision to support the 
State’s targets or set targets for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area.

Based on discussion with the MPO Committees and the condition performance targets established for 2050 in 
Mobilizing Tomorrow, the MPO determined setting condition targets for the Des Moines Area MPO planning area was 
the appropriate action for the 2018-2021 time-period. 

* A 2-year target was not required for non-Interstate NHS reliability
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Des Moines Area MPO 2017 Baseline

In the previous report prepared by the MPO titled “Des Moines Area MPO Safety Performance Targets and 
Methodology” an analytical based approach was used to determine a Des Moines Area MPO specific baseline and set 
targets. The safety performance methodology utilized data going back to 2006. However, for the PM2 pavement and 
bridge condition targets, there is only one data point available for the MPO Planning Area. The Iowa DOT provided 
2017 pavement and bridge data in June of 2018; however, previous years’ data are not available. Accordingly, it is not 
possible to determine any sort of trend or forecast due to a lack of sufficient data.

Figure E17 presents the 2017 data that was provided to the MPO by the Iowa DOT.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
DES MOINES 

AREA MPO 2017 
PAVEMENT AND 

BRIDGE DATA

Percentage of pavements of the Inter-
state System in Good condition 47.5%

Percentage of pavements of the Inter-
state System in Poor condition 0.9%

Percentage of pavements of the non-
Interstate NHS in Good condition 32.5%

Percentage of pavements of the non-
Interstate NHS in Poor condition 22.4%

Percentage of NHS bridge deck area 
classified as in Good condition 72.3%

Percentage of NHS bridge deck area 
classified as in Poor condition 1.1%

FIGURE E17: DES MOINES AREA MPO CONDITION PERFORMANCE BASELINES
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Due to the limited data available for the Des Moines region and with the targets identified in Mobilizing Tomorrow, the 
2018-2021 condition performance targets will be set to maintain the identified transportation system. Therefore, the 
Des Moines Area MPO specific final 4 year targets for PM-2 identified in Figure E18 are recommended for the 2018-
2021 time-period.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 2018-2021 
TARGET

Percentage of pavements of the Inter-
state System in Good condition 47.5%

Percentage of pavements of the Inter-
state System in Poor condition 0.9%

Percentage of pavements of the non-
Interstate NHS in Good condition 32.5%

Percentage of pavements of the non-
Interstate NHS in Poor condition 22.4%

Percentage of NHS bridge deck area 
classified as in Good condition 72.3%

Percentage of NHS bridge deck area 
classified as in Poor condition 1.1%

FIGURE E18:2018-2021 CONDITION PERFORMANCE TARGETS

It should be noted that calculations of good and poor condition for pavements and bridges are calculated based on 
FHW-required definitions, which may not align with other condition tracking that the MPO or State utilizes. 

Moving forward, as additional data points for the Des Moines Area MPO becomes available the above targets will 
be reviewed utilizing a more analytical approach. After review they will be adjusted given the results of additional 
baseline forecasting in a similar manner to which the Safety Performance Targets were set.

Pavement and Bridge Condition in Mobilizing Tomorrow 
Goal 1 in Mobilizing Tomorrow seeks to “manage and optimize transportation infrastructure and services” and 
includes the four measures related to pavement required by federal rulemaking as well as measures similar to, though 
not exactly the same as, the two bridge deck measures required by federal rulemaking.  The values shown as “current” 
for the four pavement measures are the same as the 2017 measures shown in Figure E17.  In addition to these four 
measures, the MPO also chose to add a measure for the percent of pavement on local roads in poor condition as well 
as the average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) on local roads.  Targets for the four required measures are also similar 
to those set previously by the MPO according to the federal methodology.  As noted in Figure E18, the targets for 
2018-2021 for the four pavement measures are the same as the current conditions in 2017.  In Chapter 2, the five-year 
targets are simply to maintain current conditions.  
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System Performance and Freight Measures
The Iowa Department of Transportation set targets for system performance (also known as “PM3”) on May 20, 2018.  
The Des Moines Area MPO agree to support the Iowa DOT’s PM3 targets.  The measure include in PM3 are as follows: 

• Percent of the person-miles traveled on the Interstate that are reliable (referred to as the Interstate Travel Time 
Reliability measure);  

• Percent of the person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable (referred to as the Non-Interstate 
Travel Time Reliability measure); and, 

• Freight movement on the Interstate System - the Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) Index (referred to as the 
Freight Reliability measure).

The complete methodology set by the Iowa DOT is located in the System Performance and Freight Measures report 
which is available on the Iowa DOT Federal Performance Management and Asset Management webpage.  

Statewide Targets
Figure E19 show the sytem performance and freight measures set by the Iowa DOT and supported by the Des Moines 
Area MPO.  The Iowa DOT set targets at the 75 percent confidence interval. 

FIGURE E19: IOWA DOT 2-YR AND 4-YR SYSTEM RELIABILITY AND FREIGHT PERFROMANCE MESAURES & TARGETS

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2017 BASELINE 2-YEAR TARGET 4-YEAR TARGET

Percent of the person-miles traveled on the Interstate 
that are reliable 100.0% 99.5% 99.5%

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

Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) Index 1.12 1.14 1.14

* A 2-year target was not required for non-Interstate NHS reliability

Bridge condition measures in Chapter 2 are slightly different than those required by US DOT.  The US DOT specifies 
measures related to NHS bridge decks, which are reported in figures E17 and E18.  However, for the purposed 
of Mobilizing Tomorrow the MPO was interested in the condition of all bridge decks, not just those on the NHS.  
Therefore, while the same methodology described in this section was used, the current condition figures and targets 
are for all bridges.  
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Goal 1 in Mobilizing Tomorrow seeks to “manage and optimize transportation infrastructure and services” and 
includes measures related to reliability of travel for both persons and freight.  These measures are the same as those 
required by federal rulemaking.  Unlike the other measure mentioned previously the Des Moines Area MPO chose to 
set targets that differed from the Iowa DOT, the Des Moines Area MPO chose to accept the Iowa DOT’s measures for 
system performance and freight measures.  In Chapter 2 the five-year target for the percent of person miles traveled 
on interstates that are reliable is to maintain existing conditions.  Because this metric is currently 100 percent, the 
five-year target to maintain exceeds the Iowa DOT’s two and four-year target of 99.5 percent.  For the percent of 
person miles traveled on non-interstate NHS that are reliable, the Des Moines Area MPO’s target is five-year target 
is to again maintain the current condition of 66 percent.  While the current conditions are different for the Iowa DOT 
give the statewide view of its metrics, their two and four-year target also is to maintain current levels.  With freight 
reliability, the Des Moines Area MPO’s five-year target to maintain conditions exceeds the Iowa DOT’s two and four-
year target which forecasts a slight decrease in reliability. 

Transit Assest Management
The Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART) is required to set its own performance measures related to 
transit asset management. These measures relate to the age of equipment and rolling stock, as well as the condition 
of facilities based on a TERM.  DART approved its measures and targets and forwarded them to the Des Moines Area 
MPO.  These same measures and targets have been incorporated into the measures found in Goal 1. 

FIGURE E20: TRANSIT PERFORMANCE TARGETS

CATEGORY CLASS PERFORMANCE TARGET

Rolling Stock

35' to 60' Heavy-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 13 years

30' to 34' Heavy-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 11 years

27' to 31' Medium-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 8 years

25' Light-Duty Buses 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 5 years

Vans 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 5 years

Equipment Support Vehicles - Trucks, Autos, Vans, & 
SUV's 10% of fleet exceeds ULB of 7 years

Facilities

Administration & Passenger Facility - DCS 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale

Maintenance & Operations Facility - DW 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale

Parking Facility - N/A at this time 10% of facility rated under 3.0 on TERM Scale
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263262 PROJECT SELECTION 
METHODOLOGY AND 
PROJECT LIST
Appendix F summarizes the process used to solicit, evaluate, and select 
capital projects for inclusion in Mobilizing Tomorrow. 

Project Solicitation
MPO staff developed an online application for project sponsors to use 
when submitting projects for the plan update. The application was designed 
to collect information for each project that related to the performance 
measures that had been identified for inclusion in the plan.  MPO staff 
developed an online map of all data gathered for performance measures 
(e.g., pavement condition, bridge condition, level of service, environmental 
justice areas, and so on).  MPO staff made this map available, along with 
copies of performance measures and targets as well as project evaluation 
criteria, for member governments to consider as they developed project 
applications.  In addition to the application, the MPO requested GIS 
shapefiles of projects submitted for consideration.  

Staff solicited projects via an email to the Transportation Technical 
Committee in October 2018.  Staff requested that member governments 
submit all capacity projects planned for construction between 2025 and 
2050.  Projects from the 2020-2024 time period of the plan were collected 
from the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the Transportation 
Capital Improvement Program (TCIP).  

The MPO received approximately 190 projects from member governments 
and the Iowa DOT.  Staff reviewed the submitted projects; removing projects 
that did not meet the solicitation criteria, duplicate projects, and combined 
phased projects from the same time period together.  Following this review, 
there are a total of 147 capacity projects included in the plan update. 

Project Evaluation
Evaluation Criteria
MPO staff worked with the Planning and Engineering Subcommittees 
of the Transportation Technical Committee, as well as the Long-Range 
Transportation Plan Steering Committee, to develop project evaluation 
criteria against which projects would be reviewed.  The criteria were 
intended to help identify projects that performed best at moving the region 
towards key performance measure targets.    



265264 The evaluation criteria were designed to be as objective as possible, relying on GIS data as well as responses from 
project applications.  Eleven criteria were identified for use, as shown in Figure F1.   To receive the points, a project 
must have been either located in an area with an identified condition as indicated in a GIS map or have a certain 
project characteristic as indicated in the project application.  

ID EVALUATION CRITERIA YES NO

   Goal 1: Transportation infrastructure and services are well-managed and optimize

1 Project is on an existing corridor 25 0

2 Project includes the replacement of a bridge that is in poor condition 10 0

3 Project addresses a corridor with poor pavement condition 10 0

4 Project incorporates Smart City elements 15 0

5 Project is on corridor that exceeds reliability threshold 10 0

Goal 2: Enhance Multimodal Transportation Options

6 Project includes a bicycle facility 5 0

7 Project includes sidewalks 5 0

8 Project include public transit amenities (e.g. bus shelters) 5 0

   Goal 3: Improve the Region’s Environmental Health

9 Project contributes to improved water quality (e.g. significant investment in trees, 
vegetated Stormwater management strategies, permeable surfaces) 5 0

Goal 4: Further Health, Safety, and Well-Being

10 Project includes traffic calming solutions (e.g. 10 ft travel lanes, street trees, planted 
median, reduced speed limit) 5 0

11 Project incorporates pedestrian features at intersections (e.g. crosswalks, pedestrian 
signals, median refuge) 5 0

TOTAL 100 0

FIGURE F1: LRTP PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA AND POSSIBLE POINTS

Project Review and Ranking
MPO staff reviewed each project against the performance criteria.  Project shapefiles were compared against GIS data, 
and applications were reviewed to understand project characteristics.  MPO staff determined whether evaluation 
criteria were met and awarded points accordingly.  The projects were then rank by score from highest to lowest.  
The Year of Expenditure (YOE) cost for each of the ranked projects was compared to the projected funding outlined 
in Chapter 3 and Appendix D. The analysis showed that the region has the required fiscal-capacity to fund all of the 
projects that were submitted for the plan.  

Annual Project Scoring
The MPO will evaluate projects for federal funding on an annual basis. The evaluation criteria for the annual award 
allocation is more specific than the criteria used to evaluate projects in the long-range plan.  The MPO will use the 
criteria in Figure F2 to evaluate applications for Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) funding on an annual basis.  
The annual scoring criteria is organzied by the four goals outlined in Chapter 2 and the scoring criteria relate either 
directly or indirectly to the performance measures outlined in the plan.  The higher the project scores is an indication 
of how well the project is addressing multiple performance measures.  
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PM# EVALUATION CRITERIA SCORE

   Goal 1: Transportation infrastructure and services are well-managed and optimize

1 Project addresses major maintenance including deficient or obsolete bridge, pavement in poor or 
very poor condition or state of good repair for buses 15

2

Project is on a corridor with existing congestion (Point-Based System) 10

     a. CMP Score of 0-3 0

     b. CMP Score of 4-6 5

     c. CMP Score of 7+ 10

3

Project is on a corridor with future congestion (LOS E or F during peak hours by 2050 based on the 
MPO’s Travel Demand Model) 5

     a. LOS A-B 0
     b. LOS C-D 2
     c. LOS E-F 5

4 Project addresses freight bottleneck 5

5

Project scores points on PM# 1 or 2 and is partially or entirely located in a environmental justice area 5

     a. Number of EJ areas equals 3-5 2

     b. Number of EJ areas equals 6 or more 5

6

Project scores points on PM# 1, 2, or 3 and is on a roadway with high traffic volumes 5

     a. Less than 5,000 AADT 0

     b. 5,000 - 10,000 AADT 2

     c. More than 10,000 AADT 5

7

Projects includes any of the following (1 point each, up to 5 points total) 5

Provides for existing/future digital connectivity with another agency (e.g., neighboring jurisdiction,  
transportation operator, public facility)

Adds/upgrades digital/communications infrastructure (e.g., coax, fiber, conduit, duct bank, pull boxes) to current 
industry standards and be sufficient to continue current public uses

Includes elements such as controllers, detectors, remote viewing to support automated performance measures/
data collection

Is supported by adequate resources (e.g, personnel and funding) be implemented and maintained

Integrates/implements projects identified in the ITS Architecture (when it’s completed)
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FIGURE F2: STBG PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA AND POSSIBLE POINTS (CONTINUED)

PM# EVALUATION CRITERIA SCORE

  Goal 2: Enhance Multimodal Transportation Options

8 Project is on an existing or planned transit route and improves transit service or improves safety, 
comfort or access to transit 5

9
Project includes an addition to or improvement of the bicycle network 5
     a. Shared Facility (sharrows, bike route) 2
     b. Dedicated Facility (Shared-Use Path, Bike Lane, Protected/Buffered Bike Lane) 5

10 Project improves pedestrian access and facilities 5

   Goal 3: Improve the Region’s Environmental Health

11 Project increases the number of street tree plantings 5

12 Project is using permeable paving, vegetation or other green streets techniques to manage 1 ¼ 
inches of the average rainfall. 5

13 Project decreases energy consumption (idle reduction, electric vehicle infrastructure, etc.)  5

Goal 4: Further Health, Safety, and Well-Being

14 Project is located in a high-crash area and the project incorporates traffic calming solutions 5

15 Project scores points in PM# 8 or 9 and located in area with multimodal access to necessities (jobs, 
food, medical facilities, and parks) 5

16 Project scores points in PM# 8, 9, or 10  and is within 1/2 mile radius of a school 5

TOTAL 100
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270 ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSIS
The Des Moines Area MPO has established a regional goal to preserve, to 
protect, and to enhance the natural and the human environments.  This 
appendix provides an overview of the environmental review conducted for 
projects in the plan.   The assessment takes into consideration the social, 
the natural, and the human environments, assists in streamlining the federal 
project review process, and identifies potential environmental mitigation 
strategies.  This environmental review is to conduct an early, cursory 
analysis of the Mobilizing Tomorrow’s planned transportation capital 
improvements to the natural, human, and social environments to make early 
project decisions and to increase awareness of subsequent project-level 
environmental analyses that may be required. 

Federal Requirements
The environmental streamlining of transportation planning review is 
intended to provide a mechanism which allows information, analyses, and 
products from long-range transportation planning efforts to be incorporated 
into and formally adopted in SAFETEA-LU and National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) documents.

It is FHWA’s policy that (23 CFR § 771.105):

To the fullest extent possible, all environmental investigations, reviews, and 
consultations be coordinated as a single process, and compliance with all 
applicable environmental requirements be reflected in the environmental 
document required by this regulation.

• Alternative courses of action be evaluated and decisions be made in 
the best overall public interest based upon a balanced consideration 
of the need for safe and efficient transportation; of the social, 
economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed transportation 
improvement; and of national, state, and local environmental 
protection goals.

• Public involvement and a systematic interdisciplinary approach be 
essential parts of the development process for proposed actions.

• Measures necessary to mitigate adverse impacts be incorporated into 
the action.

In addition, federal guidance notes an MPO’s MTP should include a 
discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities.  23 CFR 450 
defines environmental mitigation activities as: 
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FIGURE F1: NEPA PROCESS FROM CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL EXCELLENCE

“… strategies, policies, programs, actions, and activities that, over time, will serve to avoid, minimize, or compensate 
for (by replacing or providing substitute resources) the impacts to or disruption of elements of the human and 
natural environment, which includes, for example, neighborhoods and communities, homes and businesses, cultural 
resources, parks and recreation areas, wetlands and water sources, forested and other natural areas, agricultural 
areas, endangered and threatened species, and the ambient air.”  



272 Environmental Review
The Mobilizing Tomorrow environmental review consisted of assessing the impacts of each of the MTP’s planned 
transportation projects on the natural and on the human environment.  The Des Moines Area MPO established 
an on-line natural areas map to analyze the potential effects.  The purpose of the Des Moines Area MPO’s 
review is to assist in streamlining the NEPA process by identifying planned transportation capital improvements’ 
potential effects on the environment within the early phases of the transportation planning process.  This 
analysis is not intended to substitute for the development of a CE, an EA, or an EIS, but rather to supplement the 
NEPA process. 

The Des Moines Area MPO utilized the maps, discussed in Chapter 2, to analyze the impact of planned 
transportation capital improvements and was used in the scoring of proposed projects.  This inventory included:

• Farmland

• Wetlands

• Woodland

• Floodplains

Mitigation Strategies
Environmental mitigation refers to the strategies developed to actively avoid, minimize, or mitigate the potential 
impacts a transportation improvement may have on the natural and human environment. 

Potential mitigation strategies will/shall include at least one of the following strategies:

• Avoiding impacts

• Minimizing a proposed activity/improvement size or its involvement

• Rectifying impacts (restoring temporary impacts)

• Taking precautionary and/or abatement measures to reduce construction impacts

• Employing special features or operational management measures to reduce impacts

• Compensating for environmental impacts by providing suitable, replacement or substitute environmental 
resources of equivalent or greater value, on or off-site

Extreme Weather Events
The extreme weather events that are becoming more comment in Iowa are addressed in two ways: mitigation 
and adaptation. Mitigation aims to limit the magnitude of long-term global warming and the impacts that 
could result from the warming; i.e. reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Adaptation aims to reduce 
the vulnerabilities of social and biological systems to the changing climate and the overall global warming; i.e. 
constructing roads that can absorb or direct stormwater. Transportation affects both of these efforts. 

Mitigation 

Transportation modes have a large impact on GHG emissions. According the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, transportation is the largest contributor of GHG emissions in the United States. Light-duty vehicles, 
such as the personal automobile, contribute nearly 60% of all U.S. transportation GHG emissions; medium and 
heavy-duty vehicles, such as semi-trucks and other commercial vehicles, contribute 23% of GHG emissions. 



273In 2016, the MPO estimated that nearly 85% of commutes to work within the planning area are done in a single-
occupancy vehicle, 9% in a carpool, 6% walk or bike, and just 1% on transit. While vehicle miles traveled or 
VMT from 2011 to 2015, according to Iowa DOT, have decreased in fifteen of the 19 Des Moines Area MPO 
communities, single-occupancy vehicles are still the number one choice for transportation for most purposes in 
the region. 

In order for the Des Moines region to take serious extreme weather mitigation action in the transportation sector, 
the region must reduce the reliance on automobiles, especially those trips that are single-occupancy. Investments 
in transit and other climate conscience modes of transportation are crucial to reducing the amount of GHG 
emissions the metro produces. 

Adaptation

In the United States the most publicly facing environmental resilience adaptation work is dealing with rising sea 
levels. While Iowa has no oceanic coastlines, it does have opportunities to adapt to the effects of fluctuating 
weather patterns that will greatly impact social and biological systems. The biggest opportunity in the 
transportation sector is stormwater management. 

As pointed out in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 there are a number of ways in which transportation and land-use 
infrastructure can manage stormwater better. The overarching applicable concept is treating stormwater where 
it lands on the built environment instead of relying upon stormwater grey infrastructure to take the water away. 
Permeable pavers, bioswales, curb cutaways, and tree boxes can help to retain and infiltrate water within the 
transportation right of way. Using these strategies for stormwater management also benefit also add capacity for 
urban areas to produce oxygen, sequester carbon, provide shade, filter particulate matter, and add habitat. Green 
spaces also are important to mental health. Having access to green spaces can reduce health inequalities, improve 
well-being, and aid in treatment of mental illness (World Health Organization, 2019). 

In addition to green infrastructure, land-use decisions can greatly influence climate action and transportation 
infrastructure due to its influence on the public’s transportation decision. With more dense development 
alternative transportation (transit, walking, biking, etc.)  becomes a more feasible and efficient option for citizens 
to commute to work, run errands, and move around the metro. Currently, many development patterns in the 
metro continue to feed the urban sprawl/auto-centric feedback loop. If higher density, compact, and transit-
oriented development were to be keystones of metro development patterns, the public would be more inclined 
to not use their car for each trip made from their house, and instead choose an alternative mode; which would 
reduce GHG emissions.



274 Interagency Consultation
The Des Moines Area MPO established the Environment Roundtable to support the review of environmental 
impacts of transportation projects. Members consist of representatives from the following agencies:

• Capital Crossroads – Environmental Capital

• Center on Sustainable Communities

• Central Iowa Sierra Club and Des Moines Area Audubon

• Department of Natural Resources

• Des Moines Area Community College

• Des Moines Izaak Walton League of America

• Des Moines Park and Recreation

• Des Moines Water Works

• Drake University

• Environmental Law and Policy Center

• Growing Green Communities

• Iowa Audubon

• Iowa Clean Cities Coalition

• Iowa Department of Public Health

• Iowa Economic Development Authority

• Iowa Energy Office

• Iowa Interfaith Power and Light

• Iowa Floodplain and Stormwater Management Association

• Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation

• Iowa Rivers Revival

• Madison County Conservation

• Metro Waste Authority

• Pleasant Hill Park and Recreation

• Polk County Conservation

• Polk Soil and Water Conservation District

• Trees Forever
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Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
income Populations (1994) was enacted to reinforce Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  Executive Order 
12898 states that:

“Each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.”

As part of its environmental justice analysis, the Des Moines Area MPO identified seven degrees of disadvantage, 
or types of traditionally disadvantaged populations, as the analytic basis for ensuring compliance with Title 
VI.  This analysis was utilized to evaluate the impacts of planned transportation projects in areas with socially 
disadvantaged populations.  The seven degrees of disadvantage include:

• Linguistically Isolated

• Non-white Population

• Persons in Poverty

• Carless Households

• Single heads of households

• Persons over 65

• Persons with a disability

Using U.S. Census data at the census tract level, regional averages were determined for each of the seven 
degrees.  A census tract was marked as disadvantaged for each degree if it exceeded the regional average.  For 
example, the regional average for Persons in Poverty sits at 10.7 percent.  Any census tract that had an average 
above 10.7 percent would be considered disadvantaged for that degree.  To determine environmental justice 
areas, all seven degrees were combined to total the number of degrees of disadvantaged in each census tract.  
Any census tract with six or more disadvantaged degrees was identified as an Environmental Justice (EJ) Area.  In 
the MPO planning area, 4 percent of the land is considered to be an EJ Area, with 15 percent of the population 
residing in these areas.

Transportation Impacts
The Des Moines Area MPO analyzed the planned transportation projects’ proximity to the environmental justice 
areas.  A complete look at each approved project and its proximity to an EJ area can be found on the MPO’s 
website “Measures on the Map” on-line tool.
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FIGURE G1: PERSONS OVER 65 
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FIGURE G2: CARLESS HOUSEHOLDS
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FIGURE G3: PERSONS WITH A DISABILITIES
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FIGURE G4: LINGUISTICALLY ISOLATED
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FIGURE G5: PERSONS IN POVERTY
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FIGURE G6: SINGLE HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD



282
FIGURE G7: NON-WHITE POPULATION
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FIGURE G8: AREAS WITH MULTIPLE DEGREEES OF DISADVANTAGE
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287286 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
PROCESS
Appendix H summarizes efforts undertaken by the MPO to gather public 
comment on Mobilizing Tomorrow as well as the feedback that was 
received.  The MPO solicited comments a three intervals of the planning 
process.  

Public Comment Intervals 
Focus Groups
The Des Moines Area MPO is committed to a public engagement process 
that includes organizations and individuals whose work and lives are 
regularly affected by transportation decisions.  From public arts to food 
pantries, city officials to immigrant advocates, education to emergency 
services, and beyond, the MPO works to incorporate all aspects of 
livelihoods and communities into the planning process. Discussions, 
comments, input, and more are sought through a number of different 
avenues.

National Household Travel Survey
The Des Moines Area MPO participated as an add-on participant for the 
2017 National Household Travel Survey. Being an add-on participant allowed 
the Des Moines Area to receive an increased sample size (1,225) and the 
ability to add MPO specific questions to the survey for the Des Moines 
region

Capacity Project Submittal 
The MPO sought feedback on projects that had been submitted by member 
governments for consideration in the plan.  To gather this feedback, MPO 
staff hosted an interactive map on its website that illustrated all capacity 
projects submitted for consideration along with basic information about 
each project.  Participants could review the projects and then submit 
comments via an online form.  

Draft Plan Document
MPO sought feedback on the draft document.  Feedback was collected 
online and at an open house.  
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Before starting the process of developing a trajectory or language for this plan, MPO staff invited numerous 
agencies to participate in focus groups in January and February of 2018. Participating organizations included: 

• Iowa Department of Human Rights

• Food Bank of Iowa

• Drake University

• Greater Des Moines Convention and Visitors Bureau

• YMCA of Greater Des Moines

• City of Des Moines

• Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority

• Bravo Greater Des Moines

• LT Leon Associates, Inc. 

• Polk County Conservation 

• Polk County

• Des Moines Community School District

• City of Clive / City of Clive Fire Department

• Wellmark / Blue Cross Blue Shield 

• Iowa Public Health Association

• Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation

• American Planning Association – Iowa Chapter

• Greater Des Moines Public Arts Foundation

• City of Norwalk

• Snyder & Associates

• Substance Architecture

• Christensen Development

• Transload Services

• Goodwill Industries

• Urban Land Institute

• Polk County Health Department

• City of Urbandale

• Des Moines Bicycle Collective



289288 • United Way of Central Iowa

• Harkin Institute 

• A Mid-Iowa Organizing Strategy

• HR Green 

• HDR, Inc. 

• Bridgestone

• Des Moines Area Community College

Individuals from these organizations were broken into small groups for a discussion facilitated by MPO staff. 
Discussion questions included:

1. Share a place where you’ve lived or travelled that has been your favorite place for getting around. What did 
you experience? Why did you like it so well?

2. Tell us about a time when a transportation system let you down.

3. Are there current trends in your field or experience that could affect transportation?

4. Are there emerging topics or initiatives that correlate with our Long-Range Transportation Plan goals? If so, 
what and how?

5. Knowing that this plan is being developed, write three things you hope the MPO planners will keep in mind 
throughout the planning process? Which of these surprise or interest you? 

Through these discussions a number of trends emerged, and the MPO integrated some of them into the spotlight 
issues shown in Chapter 2. These include transportation’s role in hunger, access to jobs, age-friendly cities, and 
stormwater management. Comments regarding themes and other topics that were common throughout the 
conversations are outlined below. 

Equity & Mobility

• Cars are not the only mode of transportation. The touted 20-minute commute often only is applicable to 
using a car. Using transit or other alternative transportation modes can take considerably longer, yet we don’t 
explore how to fix that.

• The Des Moines metro is becoming more diverse all the time. Agencies need to provide materials for limited-
English speaking groups.

• Keep focus on outcomes: who wins and who loses when decisions are made?

• Accessibility for the persons with disabilities, carless, persons over 65, etc. should be taken into account in 
transportation decisions. Walking audits and other studies can help provide insight prior to implementing any 
actions. 

• First mile, last mile (the beginning or end of an individual trip made primarily by public transportation) are one 
of the hardest hurdles to behavioral changes in transportation. In our current trajectory we are exacerbating 
this problem. 

• Connectivity is very important, especially for those on the urban/rural fringe using public transportation. 



291290 Smart City

• Technology advancements continue to outpace affordability.

• Continue to prepare for autonomous vehicles, even if we do not know when they will become mainstream.

• Smart cities are not islands; they all work together. It is key to put regional partnerships in place to ensure the 
whole metro transportation system is working together. 

Fiscal Responsibility

• We do not need more roads: we need to optimize and maintain what we have already. 

• Focus and prioritize funding opportunities on integrating and promoting alternative modes of travel and 
technology over street widening and recreational trails.

Design Change

• Road diets may lead the way to encourage people to slow down and get out of their cars. 

• Always incorporate new trends in street and parking designs.

• Density should be a priority; transportation infrastructure can greatly affect this. 

• Green and complete streets should be a priority when improving infrastructure; if they are not, we are only 
continuing a negative feedback loop. Continue to promote both. 

Social Change

• Sell a big picture vision, and communicate this vision to the public effectively.

• Encourage buy-in of policy makers so they can pave the way to implement the big picture vision.

• When making the case, start with the “why”, not “how”; people may process this better. 

• If cultural norms are to shift, pilot projects must be done to a top quality standard.

• Attempt to get auto-centric community to accept lower speeds. 

• Change will continue. Ensure we have the maximum flexibility to be able to adapt to future options. 

Land Use

• Understand and communicate the role of the intersectionality of land use and transportation on healthy living.

• Support and promote increased density in development. 

• Require transportation assessments for development projects.

• Curb urban sprawl.



291290 Transit

• Fully account and communicate the cost of car dependency.

• Help make it easy to choose public transportation.

• Implement bus rapid transit in the urban core and along major corridors.

• Break down the silos. Proper transit planning can solve more problems that just congestion.

Public Health & Safety

• Transportation is a key detriment to public health. 

• Highlight difficult pedestrian and bike crossings that intersect major routes; suggest best practices to resolve 
these issues. 

• Safety is critical for all modes of transportation. 
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The Des Moines Area MPO participated as an add-on participant for the 2017 National Household Travel Survey. 
Being an add-on participant allowed the Des Moines Area to receive an increased sample size (1,225) and the ability 
to add MPO specific questions to the survey for the Des Moines region. Below are the add-on questions that were 
asked the survey respondents answers.

FIGURE H1: WHAT ARE THE TOP THREE REASONS YOU CHOSE YOUR CURRENT HOME LOCATION? 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF 
RESPONDENTS

Cost/price of home 636 49.2%

Home size and characteristics 575 44.5%

Public transportation 526 40.7%

Sidewalks 399 30.9%

Parking 176 13.6%

Convenient to work 420 32.5%

Convenient to school 110 8.5%

Convenient to retail (shopping, entertainment, restaurants) 261 20.2%

Close to friends and family 308 23.8%

Close to public transportation 37 2.9%

Close to scenic locations (beach, lake, golf course) 56 4.3%

Does not know answer 0 0.0%

No other choices apply 282 21.8%

Refused to answer 0 0.0%



293292 FIGURE H2: WHAT TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENTS SHOULD THE DES MOINES REGION FOCUS ON? PLEASE 
SELECT YOUR TOP THREE CHOICES.

NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF 
RESPONDENTS

New roadways 328 25.4%

Existing roadway mainte-nance/reconstruction 1,004 77.6%

Public transportation 526 40.7%

Sidewalks 399 30.9%

Parking 176 13.6%

High-occupancy vehicle lanes 0 0.0%

Bike lanes and paths 0 0.0%

Bike lanes 304 23.5%

Recreational trails 389 30.1%

Signal Coordination 0 0.0%

Does not know answer 3 0.2%

No other reasons 454 35.1%



295294 FIGURE H3: WHAT ARE THE THREE MOST IMPORTANT FACTORS THAT WOULD MAKE DART’S SYSTEM A GOOD 
OPTION FOR (YOUR) COMMUTE?

NUMBER OF 
PERSONS

PERCENT OF 
RESPONDENTS

Close to work and home 657 23.6%

Fits schedule 761 27.4%

Faster than driving 399 14.4%

Reasonable in cost 521 18.7%

Consistently on time 451 16.2%

Avoids travel stress 258 9.3%

Safety 145 5.2%

Does not know answer 1 0.0%

No other reasons 456 16.4%

FIGURE H4: WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS WOULD INFLUENCE YOUR DECISION TO ALLOW YOUR CHILD/
CHILDREN TO WALK/BIKE TO SCHOOL?

NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF 
RESPONDENTS

Crossing guards present 119 9.2%

Presence of adult chaper-ones/supervision 114 8.8%

Sidewalk and crosswalks are located along the route 193 14.9%

School participates in a Safe Routes to Schools program 59 4.6%

Education and training is pro-vided for children, parents, and 
others 13 1.0%

School is located within neigh-borhood 138 10.7%

Distance between home and school 231 17.9%

Don’t know 2 0.2%

Refused to answer 3 0.2%
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FIGURE H5:  ONLINE COMMENTS RECEIVED ABOUT PROJECTS SUBMITTED 

Capacity Project Submittal
MPO staff also sought feedback on projects that had been submitted by member governments for consideration in 
the plan.  To gather this feedback, MPO staff hosted an interactive map on its website that illustrated all capacity 
projects submitted for consideration along with basic information about each project.  Participants could review the 
projects and then submit comments via an online form.  

PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

101 Residents on S side of Altoona need alternate routes... so much winding and sneaking through or 
around neighborhoods to get anywhere Yes

202 Yes

202 Yes

206 Yes

206 Yes

206 Yes

208 Yes

208 This project is needed for the safe flow of traffic in the growing northern section of Ankeny. Yes

210 Yes

212 Yes

212 Yes

214 Yes

216 Yes

217 Yes

217 Needs to happen much sooner than currently planned. Yes

217 This project is desperately needed for the safe flow of traffic in the growing northwest sector of 
Ankeny. Yes

223 Yes

223 This project is desperately needed to ensure the safe flow of traffic in the growing northwest corner of 
Ankeny. Yes

223 Yes



297296 FIGURE H5  ONLINE COMMENTS RECEIVED ABOUT PROJECTS SUBMITTED  (CONTINUED)

PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

224 Yes

224 Yes

601 Yes

601 Yes

601 No

601 Can’t wait for its completion! Yes

601 Yes

602 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

603 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

603 It's irresponsible to add lanes when we can barely afford to maintain the roads we have. No

604 Widening doesn't improve travel times long term, but increases taxpayer cost. No

604 Widening doesn't improve travel times long term, but increases taxpayer cost. Go to 3 lanes and start 
supporting bike travel and improved public transportation along this corridor. No

4021

Ooh, the people who sell parking in their front yards during the fair are gonna hate you if you take 
so much as a square inch of their yard! I am a fan of continuous center turn lanes, but I’m concerned 
about pedestrian traffic, especially during the fair. Also seems like a place where there could be a lot 
of bus & bike traffic if it was done well... biking to the fair would be awesome!

Unsure

605 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

606 Project must include ped facilities Yes

606 This project is not necessary.  It would be better to make improvements to existing streets to connect 
to the SW No

606 No

606

I like having the bike trail back there and not having to worry about automobile traffic and associated 
noise. And don’t some of those businesses use the tracks? If not, maybe that would still be a good 
place for mass transit and not another car road. I think having a road on that side of the buildings 
would totally destroy the ambiance of Confluence’s back patio, and I don’t want my favorite brewery 
ruined.

No

606 Gray's Lake Park would be disrupted by adding a road here. No

606 Project must include ped and bike facilities Yes



297296 FIGURE H5:  ONLINE COMMENTS RECEIVED ABOUT PROJECTS SUBMITTED  (CONTINUED)

PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

606 This project is not necessary.  It would be better to make improvements to existing streets to 
connect to the SW No

606 No

606

I like having the bike trail back there and not having to worry about automobile traffic and associated 
noise. And don’t some of those businesses use the tracks? If not, maybe that would still be a good 
place for mass transit and not another car road. I think having a road on that side of the buildings 
would totally destroy the ambiance of Confluence’s back patio, and I don’t want my favorite brewery 
ruined.

No

606 Gray's Lake Park would be disrupted by adding a road here. No

606 Project must include ped and bike facilities Yes

606 No

606 Stop building roads until we properly fund our public transit. No

607 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

608 No

608 Widening doesn't improve travel times long term, but increases taxpayer cost. No

608 No

608 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

608 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

801 Yes

802 Yes

1302 Yes

1402 Yes

1406 There is no good bicycle route from this part of southern Waukee to the Waukee trailhead. Will this 
project include bike lanes or a separate 10 foot path? Unsure

1407 There is no good bicycle route from this part of southern Waukee to the Waukee trailhead. Will this 
project include bike lanes or a separate 10 foot path? Unsure
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PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

1411

This should be a road diet. Continuous center turn lane + bike lanes. The size of intersections in the 
suburbs is horrifying as a pedestrian and cyclist. Widening this to 4 lanes will just make it worse. 
Plus, then people who live in the burbs will be able to practice navigating this style of road on their 
own neighbors so they won’t kill one of mine when they come to a real city! (I mean, as close as you 
can get in Iowa.) But seriously, whoever is doing Kansas-style roads in Clive/Waukee/Urbandale is 
just The Worst. I hate driving them and navigating as a bike or pedestrian seems impossible. I would 
rather drive literally anywhere in Des Moines proper. The suburbs’ only redeeming feature would be 
the roundabouts... if people would actually freaking signal!

No

1420 Yes

1420 Yes

1501 This will improve access to this area Yes

1502 Yes

1513 This should be 5 lanes max. People should be able to cross the street safely. No

1513 This should be 5 lanes max. People should be able to cross the street safely. No

1514 This will improve access to this area Yes

1518

This project is ridiculous. There is absolutely no need for a 6-lane roadway to go through this area. It 
is literally just a few hundred feet south of why 5. There is already Adams road that goes to the same 
spot. What a waste of taxpayer dollars and a waste of great farmland. None of the local residents were 
in favor of this project, but it got railroaded through after years and years of not being able to move 
it forward -- because it wasn't (and still isn't) needed. This project need to be stopped and kept at no 
more than 2 lanes. Study after study shows how bad this kind of roadway is. It is not needed to reduce 
congestion -- there is not congestion on Hwy 5 and I-80 is not bad either. In fact, it is likely to create 
more congestion. Please do not give another dime to this horrible project.

No

1521 Yes

1521 Yes

1521
So... it’s going to be impossible to make a left turn out of the hyvee parking lot to go south? Also 
there should be pedestrian and bike traffic considerations around grocery stores. Obviously no one is 
walking to the golf course, but the east side should have good pedestrian infrastructure.

Unsure

1522 Yes

2101 This corridor has no sidewalks.  We should be addressing basic neighborhood needs before we 
contemplate adding lanes for commuters. Unsure

2101 Yes
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PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

2101 Thank you for providing a safe bikeway east-west in this area. Yes

2101 No

2101 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

2102 Yes

2102 Thoughtful safety improvements. Thank you Yes

2102 Love the center turn lane and consideration of vehicles other than automobiles. Yes

2103 Yes

2103 No

2103

What is the purpose? This would  be taking private property, some wooded area to make a road that 
isn't needed. The cost alone seems wasteful. Actually fix the roads so they are smooth, consider a 
stoplight but a new road is going to destroy our neighborhood plus increase speed on the road. Most 
people live in this area for the small town feel, lets keep it that way.

No

2103 Progress is good for the community! Yes

2103 Waste of money.  I don’t the amount of traffic warrants it.  Especially since it would displace 
businesses. No

2103 Waste of money.  I don’t the amount of traffic warrants it.  Especially since it would displace 
businesses. No

2103 Yes

2103 How will this affect the existing homes and businesses on 65 Ln Unsure

2103 Yes

2103 Yes

2103 I live in the area. Traffic is too fast on NW 6th Drive. Unsure

2103 No

2103 Unsure

4001 Finally!  However should have kept three lanes all the way to first street during construction as it has 
caused a headache for afternoon rush hour Yes
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PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

4002 Fixing intersections without having to widen a road I’m all for!  Seems too expensive though, this 
project should be pretty simple Yes

4003 No

4003 No

4003 Widening doesn't improve travel times long term, but increases taxpayer cost. No

4003 Yes

4003 No

4003 Yes

4003 Yes

4003

Goal 1 of Mobilizing Tomorrow is "Enhance multimodal transportation options." Goal 2 is "Manage 
and optimize transportation infrastructure and sevices." Goal 3 is "Improve the region’s environmental 
health", and Goal 4 is "Further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in the region." 
Nowhere in the goals does it say "add lanes and road capacity". Even with the most generous 
interpretation of Goal 2, "optimize" should not be interpreted to mean road widening. It would be 
irresponsible of the MPO Board to put all 40 percent of federal funds towards road widening. It's 
fiscally irresponsible because it saddles taxpayers with added maintenance costs. It's environmentally 
responsible when our planet is burning up. And building a transportation system that all but forces 
people to drive does absolutely nothing to further the health, safety, and well-being of our residents. 
No city ever built its way out of a traffic problem by adding lanes. We can learn from mistakes made in 
other cities, but we have to start now. I urge the MPO Board to reject all these road widening projects, 
and work to improve our transit system to the Greater Des Moines Metro can truly thrive. 

No

4007 No

4007 This stretch ofi80 is a nightmare. Add an exit in Altoona as well Yes

4007

Goal 1 of Mobilizing Tomorrow is "Enhance multimodal transportation options." Goal 2 is "Manage 
and optimize transportation infrastructure and sevices." Goal 3 is "Improve the region’s environmental 
health", and Goal 4 is "Further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in the region." 
Nowhere in the goals does it say "add lanes and road capacity". Even with the most generous 
interpretation of Goal 2, "optimize" should not be interpreted to mean road widening. It would be 
irresponsible of the MPO Board to put all 40 percent of federal funds towards road widening. It's 
fiscally irresponsible because it saddles taxpayers with added maintenance costs. It's environmentally 
responsible when our planet is burning up. And building a transportation system that all but forces 
people to drive does absolutely nothing to further the health, safety, and well-being of our residents. 
No city ever built its way out of a traffic problem by adding lanes. We can learn from mistakes made in 
other cities, but we have to start now. I urge the MPO Board to reject all these road widening projects, 
and work to improve our transit system to the Greater Des Moines Metro can truly thrive. 

No

4009 No
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PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

4009 This would be a waste if stoplights continue to be added to 141.  Stupid to spend 20 MILLION dollars 
to make a quicker exit ramp only to sit at twelve stoplights for tiny side streets. No

4009 Yes

4010 No

4010 Yes

4010

Goal 1 of Mobilizing Tomorrow is "Enhance multimodal transportation options." Goal 2 is "Manage 
and optimize transportation infrastructure and sevices." Goal 3 is "Improve the region’s environmental 
health", and Goal 4 is "Further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in the region." 
Nowhere in the goals does it say "add lanes and road capacity". Even with the most generous 
interpretation of Goal 2, "optimize" should not be interpreted to mean road widening. It would be 
irresponsible of the MPO Board to put all 40 percent of federal funds towards road widening. It's 
fiscally irresponsible because it saddles taxpayers with added maintenance costs. It's environmentally 
responsible when our planet is burning up. And building a transportation system that all but forces 
people to drive does absolutely nothing to further the health, safety, and well-being of our residents. 
No city ever built its way out of a traffic problem by adding lanes. We can learn from mistakes made in 
other cities, but we have to start now. I urge the MPO Board to reject all these road widening projects, 
and work to improve our transit system to the Greater Des Moines Metro can truly thrive. 

No

4010 Yes

4011 Yes

4011

Goal 1 of Mobilizing Tomorrow is "Enhance multimodal transportation options." Goal 2 is "Manage and 
optimize transportation infrastructure and services." Goal 3 is "Improve the region’s environmental 
health", and Goal 4 is "Further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in the region." 
Nowhere in the goals does it say "add lanes and road capacity". Even with the most generous 
interpretation of Goal 2, "optimize" should not be interpreted to mean road widening. It would be 
irresponsible of the MPO Board to put all 40 percent of federal funds towards road widening. It's 
fiscally irresponsible because it saddles taxpayers with added maintenance costs. It's environmentally 
responsible when our planet is burning up. And building a transportation system that all but forces 
people to drive does absolutely nothing to further the health, safety, and well-being of our residents. 
No city ever built its way out of a traffic problem by adding lanes. We can learn from mistakes made in 
other cities, but we have to start now. I urge the MPO Board to reject all these road widening projects, 
and work to improve our transit system to the Greater Des Moines Metro can truly thrive. 

No

4011 Yes

4012 Yes
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PROJECT 
# COMMENT SUPPORT 

4012

Goal 1 of Mobilizing Tomorrow is "Enhance multimodal transportation options." Goal 2 is 
"Manage and optimize transportation infrastructure and sevices." Goal 3 is "Improve the region’s 
environmental health", and Goal 4 is "Further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in 
the region." Nowhere in the goals does it say "add lanes and road capacity". Even with the most 
generous interpretation of Goal 2, "optimize" should not be interpreted to mean road widening. 
It would be irresponsible of the MPO Board to put all 40 percent of federal funds towards road 
widening. It's fiscally irresponsible because it saddles taxpayers with added maintenance costs. It's 
environmentally responsible when our planet is burning up. And building a transportation system 
that all but forces people to drive does absolutely nothing to further the health, safety, and well-
being of our residents. No city ever built its way out of a traffic problem by adding lanes. We can 
learn from mistakes made in other cities, but we have to start now. I urge the MPO Board to reject 
all these road widening projects, and work to improve our transit system to the Greater Des Moines 
Metro can truly thrive. 

No

4014 No

4014 Widening doesn't improve travel times long term, but increases taxpayer cost. Go to 3 lanes and 
support biking and improved public transportation along this corridor. No

4014 No

4014 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

4014

I think this goes through some historic neighborhoods; it’s important to me that historic properties 
are not negatively impacted or demolished. There is also a lot of pedestrian traffic in the area, so 
I’m concerned that widening the road will make it less safe for non-auto traffic. Maybe this would 
be another good place for a road diet - center turn lane and bike lanes... or even something that is 
optimized for busses, since a lot of people going to the VA are old/can’t drive.

Unsure

4014

I think this goes through some historic neighborhoods; it’s important to me that historic properties 
are not negatively impacted or demolished. There is also a lot of pedestrian traffic in the area, so 
I’m concerned that widening the road will make it less safe for non-auto traffic. Maybe this would 
be another good place for a road diet - center turn lane and bike lanes... or even something that is 
optimized for busses, since a lot of people going to the VA are old/can’t drive.

Unsure

4015 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

4016 More lanes is not the answer, unless some are for bikes. More lanes won’t make the road safer, 
especially for students of East, Hiatt, Grand View, etc. No

4016 Widening doesn't improve travel times long term, but increases municipal cost. No

4016 No

4016 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

4016 Traffic counts look to be 12,000-17,000.  Three lanes can carry this.   Don’t encourage induced 
demand. No
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4016

I’m concerned about the effect on historic properties, and a road this wide seems inappropriate in 
such a residential area of town. The east side needs more bike lanes, so I’d rather see a road diet 
type of situation... but a continuous center turn lane is probably a good idea. I’m just concerned 
about pedestrians and bikes being able to cross safety. The road is bad right now, so almost anything 
would be an improvement, but multi-modal traffic should be a consideration, especially since there 
is also lots of school traffic.

No

4016
It is completely irresponsible to widen this road. There are families that live along this street, not to 
mention East High. Widening the street will increase crossing distances for pedestrians. It will lead to 
more motor vehicles driving at higher speeds, and more car-pedestrian fatalities.

No

4017 No

4017
Isn’t this stretch already one-way?  Having one-way streets creates speeding.  E.14th should be 
converted to two-way to keep some of the traffic off of E. 15 - which borders schools and residential 
and is highly pedestrian.

No

4017 No

4017
My office is located on this stretch of E 14th. I walk along this road. My daughters attend daycare at 
Uncle Sam's. Get the DOT and their interstate-building ideas out of Des Moines! More cars and more 
fatalities will be the only result if this project is approved. 

No

4018 Adding more lanes will not make this road safer No

4018 No

4018
My office is located along E 14th. I see cars back up going south bound in the afternoons. If someone 
thinks this tiny amount of congestion requires expanding the road, they probably work in the 
construction industry. Or for the DOT.

No

4019 This is needed from a safety standpoint Yes

4019 Yes

4019 Yes

4019 Yes

4021 According to your map this is not a congested street now and won't be in 2050. So to widen it fixes no 
problem and makes pedestrian crossing of the street more difficult and wastes money. No

4022 No

4023 No

4023
This project will result in additional motor vehicle traffic. It will not "reduce congestion". It will 
induce more people to drive. There is a daycare located right along this road! Have some human 
decency.

No
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4024 The Hwy 65 bypass was built for a reason. Stop trying to turn E 14th into another interstate. No

4025

I-35 does not need widening in this area. This is only being done to encourage more urban sprawl - the 
LAST thing we need. Please do not continue with this. Instead money should be spent on improving 
and expanding public transit, expanding multi-modal transportation, increasing walkability and 
bikeability. We do not need any more expanded and enlarged highways or interstates.

No

4026 No

4027 Yes

4028 More lanes = more traffic. This is a band-aid, will inhibit more sprawl, and will hurt those who live near 
the Interstate. Funds are better spent on better land use policy and transit alternatives. No

4028 No

4028 Widening doesn't improve travel times long term, but increases taxpayer cost. No

4028 No

4028 This project needs to be a priority. Yes

4028 Use ramp metering instead.  Widening will just induce demand. No

4028 No

4028 Widening will only encourage more sprawl.  Need to run mass transit from downtown to Waukee down 
the train track that already exists. This would fix traffic issue with no widening! No

4028 Widening will only encourage more sprawl.  Need to run mass transit from downtown to Waukee down 
the train track that already exists. This would fix traffic issue with no widening! No

4028

I drive eastbound on this road during evening rush hour and the real problem is the entrances from 
Valley West and 73rd... people don’t realize they need to accelerate and immediately merge and that 
is what causes bottlenecks. Widening the road won’t help unless that problem is fixed. Some people 
drive cars that can’t accelerate that fast, but most people just aren’t paying attention. There needs to 
be a big, obvious sign. Possibly 3.

Unsure

4028

I drive eastbound on this road during evening rush hour and the real problem is the entrances from 
Valley West and 73rd... people don’t realize they need to accelerate and immediately merge and that 
is what causes bottlenecks. Widening the road won’t help unless that problem is fixed. Some people 
drive cars that can’t accelerate that fast, but most people just aren’t paying attention. There needs to 
be a big, obvious sign. Possibly 3.

Unsure
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4028

Goal 1 of Mobilizing Tomorrow is "Enhance multimodal transportation options." Goal 2 is 
"Manage and optimize transportation infrastructure and sevices." Goal 3 is "Improve the region’s 
environmental health", and Goal 4 is "Further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in 
the region." Nowhere in the goals does it say "add lanes and road capacity". Even with the most 
generous interpretation of Goal 2, "optimize" should not be interpreted to mean road widening. 
It would be irresponsible of the MPO Board to put all 40 percent of federal funds towards road 
widening. It's fiscally irresponsible because it saddles taxpayers with added maintenance costs. It's 
environmentally responsible when our planet is burning up. And building a transportation system 
that all but forces people to drive does absolutely nothing to further the health, safety, and well-
being of our residents. No city ever built its way out of a traffic problem by adding lanes. We can 
learn from mistakes made in other cities, but we have to start now. I urge the MPO Board to reject 
all these road widening projects, and work to improve our transit system to the Greater Des Moines 
Metro can truly thrive. 

No

4028

I drive this road almost every weekday and it has become noticeably more congested in the last five 
years.  I remember the idea when i-235 was being reconstructed was to build the entire interstate to 
have four lanes.  Building the interstate to have four lanes all the way through will greatly help traffic 
flow.  

Yes



307306 Draft Plan Document
The long-range transportation plan requires a 45-day public comment period which opened on September 24, 2019.  
Staff collected public comment through November 10, 2019.  The individual sections of the plan were posted on the 
MPO website and the public had the opportunity to submit comments online.  The MPO also hosted an Open House 
on October 22, 2019, to provide an additional opportunity for the public to comment on the draft plan.  Figure G6 
provides a summary of all the comments that were submitted on the draft plan.  

FIGURE H6:  COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PLAN  

LRTP 
SECTION COMMENT

Chapter 1 The first sentence tripped me up while reading. Consider wording.

Chapter 1 
First sentence: "...is a task that never ends" or "...is a task that is never finished." Using the words "is a task that is 
never done" implies that no one ever prepares for the future of transportation systems. I misread that off the bat, 
and it threw me off. (sorry for being picky)

Chapter 1 

Regarding public transit/bus access to individuals on outer areas of DART map and access to individuals with physical 
disabilities: As an Administrator for a local disability services provider serving 120 individuals in the greater Des 
Moines metropolitan area, it has proven increasingly difficult to provide training and access for individuals needing 
transportation solutions to use the DART bus system. Often, the times when individuals need transportation are 
outside of the hours of operations (i.e. weekends/holidays) when people still need to get to work and rely on these 
systems. Continued growth and development of housing in far south Des Moines, Grimes, northern Johnston, 
Altoona, Pleasant Hill, Wake, etc., especially options for low-income housing has not been met comparable growth 
and expansion of access to public transportation services. Individuals with disabilities have limited options in their 
housing choices, primarily due to physical barriers to housing, and often are not able to reside in their desired 
communities due to needing to access public transportation, yet options available to them are vastly expensive or 
unavailable. Would like to see expanded service areas, more flexible on-call service, and weekend/holiday schedules 
for the public transit system to improve the community's access to public transportation.

Chapter 1 First page, second paragraph: "And it does so in THE face of considerable change." (OK, I'll try reading this at a later 
time and sticking only to content-based comments. My brain seems stuck on policing grammar.)

Chapter 2 Page 23 - There is no way Hwy 415 is in "fair" condition between it's southern terminus and I80/35. The pavement is 
falling apart especially in the outer lanes.

Chapter 2

I’m most interested in the goals around reducing car dependence, increasing transit modeshare, and increasing 
pedestrian safety. I find these goals far too modest, and nowhere near the scale necessary to reduce our region’s 
carbon emissions. Furthermore, I have no idea how the MPO plans to meet even these modest goals with the 
current level of funding for transit and pedestrian projects, and with its history of supporting projects that overbuild 
our road network.

Chapter 2

I forgot to add earlier that you list one bike lane, on NE 56th, as existing, when it does not, in fact, exist. There are 
several more that aren’t actually bike lanes, but just sharrows or a bike painted onto the shoulder of very unsafe 
road. We should be starting with accurate data and working to build out a safe, high-quality on-street bike network 
from there.

Chapter 2

Appreciate the emphasis on maintaining current infrastructure versus expansion of infrastructure that promotes 
more travel by personal vehicle. The targets for goal 2 are hardly bold as the plan claims. The 2050 goals for on-
street facilities and protected bike lanes should be 5-year goals. 25 miles of protected bike lanes in the next 30 
years is hardly bold. Having 75% of trips still taking place by vehicle in 2050 is not bold. There are many examples of 
communities across the globe that in a 30-year period of have reduced vehicle travel to less than 25-30% in less than 
a 30-year period. We cannot address climate change, public health, affordability, environmental protection (land 
use, flooding, air quality, etc) unless we significantly reduce vehicle miles traveled. Strategies must be implemented 
that make vehicle travel slower and less direct and parking more expensive combined with an extensive increase 
in public transit, biking and walking alternatives. The money being spent on roadway expansion projects and new 
interchanges could go a long ways in expanding public transit development and access. What happened to all of the 
planning for bus rapid transit? What about the light rail studies conducted prior to I-235 reconstruction? What about 
the downtown tram study? What about the citizen support expressed in The Tomorrow Plan for greater emphasis on 
public transit options? We need to change the vision and the priorities. If the plan wants to help address health and 
food access issues, the plan should support protection of farmland, development of urban farming options (vacant 
lots, transformation of surface parking lots).
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Chapter 2 Focus on mass transit and pedestrian friendly infrastructure, not road widening

Chapter 2 page 38 - figure could use years on the horizontal axis

Chapter 2 page 56 - downtown should definitely be induced as having access. Hyvee, and other smaller stores for food 
are all within walking distance.

Chapter 3 Too much money being spent on new roads

Chapter 3
It is absolutely unacceptable that the funds allocated toward roadway expansion for SOVs is eleven times the 
funding allocated to bike, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure COMBINED. This is guaranteed to undermine 
our milquetoast bike, pedestrian, transit, and environmental goals.

Chapter 3

The investment strategy proposed puts too much priority on vehicle travel. The region will never move away 
from being car centric unless we invest differently. A much higher percentage of the investment needs to 
be in alternatives to personal vehicle travel such as public transit, biking, walking and telecommuting. The 
many proposed road widening and interchange projects will not promote alternatives to traveling in personal 
vehicles. The investment strategy does not constitute a strong commitment to getting people out of cars. 
How are all of the proposed widening projects and interchanges going to be maintained long-term?

Chapter 3

We need to improve the southbound HWY 65 ramp onto HWY 163 in Pleasant Hill. During the week, 
(morning, noon time and evening) rush hours we have vehicles backed up the leading edge and sometimes 
onto the southbound slow lane of HWY 65. Cars pass each other on the south bound ramp using the ramp 
shoulders. The volume of slow starting semi truck traffic contributes to the problem. I have sat on the ramp 
for up to 4 traffic signal changes before being able to make a left (eastbound) turn. I am always concerned 
about being rammed by a vehicle who does not know about the stopped traffic as they crest the leading edge 
of the ramp. These are dangerous practices and require immediate study, design and reconstruction, even as 
a temporary fix. We need to create a three lane ramp with dedicated left and right turn lanes, with the center 
lane allowed to go either direction, to allow the ramp to clear quicker. I understand the installation of a new 
traffic control system along HWY 163 is in progress, but doubt it will resolve all of the issues. I cannot believe 
that between now (2019 and 2050) that IDOT or Pleasant Hill City Staff has not proposed a project to resolve 
this issue.

Chapter 3 Why isn't there money for the hyperloop?

Chapter 4

This chapter and the document as a whole underprioritizes public transit. Public transit use in Des Moines 
is lower above all due to underinvestment in public transit. I am a regular DART rider for my work commute. 
We are a one car family of 5, and my spouse and I sometimes take our kids to events downtown by DART. 
DART is better than owning a second car economically and in terms of quality of life (if I wanted a suburban 
life I'd move the suburbs). That said DART is less convenient and enjoyable than public transit in Minneapolis 
and Chicago, where I previously lived for several years. With more buses, routes that connected more parts 
of the city, and ideally light rails as well, and free day-long transfers, more people could ride DART. There 
are also environmental benefits in terms of both climate change and air pollution. The policy ought to be to 
dramatically expand and to cheap rider access to DART and to provide disincentives for car use (maybe tax 
suburban drivers who commute to Des Moines for work, via a city sticker or toll system?). I will add that this 
comment process is hard to find and the way the documents are organized makes it hard to comment on; 
given the ramifications for residents this should be done better.

Appendix I

Low income and Section 8 approved housing is difficult to obtain. Meadowlands court and Meadowlands 
Drive in Des Moines offer housing opportunities but you have to walk across the highway to get to Southridge 
mall for a bus stop. It is very dangerous as there are no sidewalks and you have to walk along the side of 
the highway. A bus stop or sidewalks and safe crosswalks are really needed in this area. I had to move here 
because I could not get housing in a place with accessible bus stops and several neighbors experience the 
same challenges.
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General

Survey major areas of low income employment in Des Moines very carefully.  This would include hospitals, 
nursing homes, motels, restaurants, other service workers including store clerks, recreation services, 
summer employment.  For instance, around University and the interstate on the west side there is an 
intense concentration of motels and restaurants.  Next, with equal intensity, survey areas where costs of 
housing are within the lower quartile.  The median cost is too high for most low income employees and 
their families.  Finally, map the low cost (public transit, walking, cycling,  and low cost parking) transit 
options connecting these areas.  T4A said Safety for walking and cycling, recreation, as well as transit, was 
one of the primary goals.  Second was Maintenance, and the third was Connectivity.  These could only be 
evaluated through the information listed above.  Finally a careful survey of connectivity to basic services, 
health, education and nutrition services with identification of food deserts, needs to be available to 
planners.  Along with this we need to have careful studies and projections of changes likely to occur over 
the next 20 years.  Will a new black, latinex, or asian communities and services develop or will there be 
greater integration at lower income levels, within the community.  Homeless services need to be addressed 
to avoid the current cycle of development and destruction of camps.  More permanent services need to 
be planned and developed for single people and families in low or no income levels that would include, 
again, access and connectivity with health, education and social services.  Currently, children in families 
in the poverty cycle move from school to school as the family moves, with detrimental effects on growth 
and education.  I have a strong belief that planners have little experience in dealing with these problems, 
and tend to look at their work from a middle or upper middle class point of view - an example of this is 
the “missing middle” and ADU emphasis rather than the homeless or poverty problems which are seen as 
someone else’s problem. Enough for a few year’s work.  Thank you for your concern and desire for input.

General

Our long range vision should place ahead of roadway expansion nearly every other transit option. Ensuring 
projects are multimodal is important in a long range vision and should be prioritized. Also anytime the MPO 
considers expanded capacity, such as a highway or freeway road widening, an equivalent look at public 
transit and metro passenger rail should be weighed in order to determine the best value. When placing 
public transit and rail behind other transportation investments we miss huge opportunities to benefit our 
metro residents and businesses. I hope the long range vision can be visionary and see beyond our current 
costly sprawl. 

More specifically, I’m supportive of finishing the SE connector so long as it continues to focus on 
incorporating walking and biking components.

Finally, I’ll add here in Pleasant Hill the interchange with highway 65 and highway 163 (E. University) is 
dangerous and needs to undergo some sort of redesign for public safety.
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313312 CONGESTION 
MANAGEMENT PROCESS
Executive Summary
The Congestion Management Process (CMP) provides the Des Moines Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) and its members with a process that provides for the effective 
integrated management and operation of the multimodal transportation system. This strategy 
is based on a cooperatively developed and implemented, metropolitan-wide strategy for new 
and existing transportation facilities. Currently, in the MPO area, congestion is not a major 
issue. The objective of this document is to stay ahead of any potential problems with the 
network so that the system continues to operate effectively. 

The following steps represent the primary framework of the CMP: 

• Selection of objectives; 

• Define the network;

• Develop performance measures;

• Collect data and monitor system performance;

• Analyze congestion issues;

• Identify appropriate strategies; and,

• Monitor improvements and revise process.

Selection of Objectives
Mobilizing Tomorrow set a number of objectives that relate to congestion management. 
These are long-term objects intended to allow the region to achieve desired outcomes for 
congestion management by horizon year 2050. 

The CMP process identifies 12 primary objectives that will assist the MPO in maintaining an 
efficient and effective transportation network. These 12 objectives are directly linked to goals 
in the Mobilizing Tomorrow (2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan). The CMP offers shorter-
term objectives that the MPO can measure more often to determine if current strategies are 
working and adjust accordingly while aligning with the objectives of Mobilizing Tomorrow. 



313312 Defining the Network
The CMP defined what components of the transportation system are the focus. The CMP focuses on the Federally 
Functionally Classified roadways in MPO planning area. The network consist of freeways, arterials, and collectors 
that included data from INRIX software program. However, all roads that data is available for are part of the CMP 
network.

Performance Measures
Performance measures were established to identify and evaluate areas of recurring congestion. A two-level 
approach was developed to identify congestion and make efficient use of limited resources. 

The following recurring congestion performance measures were selected: 

• Daily segment volume to capacity ratio; 

• Percent of free flow speed; 

• Travel Time Index; and, 

• Planning Time Index. 

Collect Data and Monitor System Performance 
The MPO will primarily use data collected from INRIX to monitor and evaluate existing congestion level on a 
regional level. Other sources of data include the Iowa DOT’s Traffic Management Center, travel time surveys, traffic 
counts, transit ridership numbers, and the MPO’s travel demand model. These sources can be used periodically to 
supplement INRIX when monitoring system performance. 

Analyze Congestion Issues
 The CMP uses the identified performance measures to locate areas with congestion issues. The plan monitors 
current and long-term congestion issues. Present and anticipated congestion issues are analyzed on a segment-by-
segment basis to determine the general source of the congestion. 

Identify Appropriate Strategies
The CMP identified a variety of strategies to address congestion. These include transportation demand 
management, operational management, and capital intensive strategies. The plan sets a hierarchy of strategies to 
address congested segments based on least-cost planning principals. Each congested segment is identified in the 
plan, and includes potential strategies to address the issues at that location.  

Monitor Improvements and Revise Process 
Finally, the CMP outlines a process for monitoring the success of the implemented strategies. The CMP is a flexible 
document that is updated on a regular basis. This provides opportunities to revise the process to ensure the 
congestion issues are being address in an efficient and effective manner. 



315314 Background
Understanding Congestion
The Greater Des Moines population is expected to grow by approximately 280,000 people over the next 30 years 
to more than 822,000. This growth will have an impact on the regions streets and highways, and will inevitably lead 
to increased levels of congestion. How we choose to address this challenge will have a significant impact on the 
financial, economic, and environmental sustainability of the region. 

The most common method of addressing congestion over the past few decades has been to add capacity to the 
system. However, based on numerous studies, it is well known that adding capacity often leads to more drivers on 
the road and more congestion. This phenomenon is called induced traffic, and is demonstrated in the figure below: 

It is clear that expansion won’t solve all congestion challenges. Therefore, it is important for the region to consider 
alternative strategies to address the traffic that will be generated due the projected growth we are anticipating 
over the coming decades.

Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
The MPO acts as the formal transportation body for the Greater Des Moines metropolitan area (see Figure I2). 
The MPO exceeds the population threshold of 200,000 qualifying the area as a Transportation Management 
Area (TMA). The MPO is committed to implementing a comprehensive and coordinated continuing multimodal 
transportation planning process for the Greater Des Moines metropolitan area.

FIGURE I1: INDUCED TRAFFIC DEMAND
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317316 The MPO provides a regional forum to ensure coordination between local, state, and federal agencies regarding 
planning issues to prepare transportation plans and programs. The MPO develops both long- and short-range 
multimodal transportation plans, selects and approves projects for federal funding based upon regional priorities, 
and develops methods to reduce traffic congestion. The MPO structure is comprised of three committees: the 
Executive Committee, the Transportation Technical Committee (TTC), and the MPO, which functions as the policy 
committee (Figure I3). The TTC is comprised primarily of technical staff members, including planners, engineers, 
and city administrators, representing member governments and participating agencies. The MPO includes elected 
officials, such as county supervisors, mayors, and city council members, as well as city managers. The MPO elects 
officers and at-large representatives to form the Executive Committee. MPO staff provides support to these three 
committees.

FIGURE I3: MPO OGANIZATIONAL CHART



317316 Congestion Management Process
The Congestion Management Process (CMP) is a systematic approach, collaboratively developed and implemented 
throughout a metropolitan region that provides for the safe and effective management and operation of new and 
existing transportation facilities through the use of demand reduction and operational management strategies. The 
CMP is required to be developed and implemented as an integral part of the metropolitan planning process within 
a TMA. The CMP is a multi-step process that typically includes:

FIGURE I4: CONGRESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS 

Congestion Management Objectives 
Mobilizing Tomorrow Vision Statement and Goals
Mobilizing Tomorrow identifies a vision, goals, and objectives for the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA). The vision, 
goals, and objectives establish the framework for achieving the desired transportation system.

Mobility is often closely tied to travel times and congestion, and is commonly defined as the ease with which a user 
is able to make a trip. Mobilizing Tomorrow identified a number of goals and objectives to maintain and/or improve 
the performance and/or mobility of the transportation system through efficient congestion management. In order 
to accomplish these goals and objectives, the CMP provides additional analytical methods to monitor and evaluate 
system performance in dealing with congestion.



319318 Mobilizing Tomorrow identified the following 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.  

Mobilizing Tomorrow outlined four high-level goals that works as a system to direct Greater Des Moines toward 
a more vibrant and diverse transportation system. When realized, these goals will ensure the region continues 
to support a strong economy while protecting the environment. Fulfilling these goals also will enhance the great 
quality of life residents already enjoy in Greater Des Moines. The four goals are: 

1. Manage and optimize transportation infrastructure and services;

2. Enhance multimodal transportation options;

3. Improve the region’s environmental health; and, 

4. Further the health, safety, and well-being of all residents in the region.

Mobilizing Tomorrow Performance Measures and Targets
The current conditions, measures, and targets associated with each goal were identified by the plan’s steering 
committee and through public involvement. They will allow the region to understand the progress made in 
achieving our goals between now and 2050. These goals will not be achieved over night. Rather, they will be 
achieved by continual collaborative efforts in which all stakeholders take an active role. Figure I5 shows the 
performance measures and targets that relate to the congestion management process. 

The MPO staff will monitor the performance measures and targets on an annual basis and provide reports on the 
progress being made to achieve the goals of the Long-Range Transportation Plan.
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MEASURE CURRENT 5-YEAR TARGET 2050 TARGET

Bicycle System On-Street

Miles of On-Street Facilities 39.18 118 400

Miles of Protected Bicycle Lanes 0 5 25

Mode Chice/Split (%) - Work Trips

Single Occupancy Vehicles 77 72 50

Carpool 19 21 25

Transit 1 2 15

Walk/Bike/Other 3 5 10

Mode Chice/Split (%) - All Trips

Single Occupancy Vehicles 42 38 26

Carpool 46 47 54

Transit 1 2 5

Walk/Bike/Other 11 13 15

Transit

Total Ridership 4,400,000 5,500,000 8,800,000

Level of Service - Peak Hour 

% of person miles travel on interstate that are reliable 100 Maintain 95

% of person miles traveled on non-interstate NHS that are 
reliable 66 Maintain 75

Freight Impediments

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index 1.28 Maintain Maintain

Person Miles Traveled

% of non-SOV travel (all trips) 58 60 70

Certain measures included in the chart do not have 2050 targets.  These measures help give a clearer understanding of the current system 
without setting a goal for the future.

FIGURE I5:CONGESTION MANAGEMENT RELATED GOALS



321320 Defining the Network 
The Congestion Managment Network
The MPO’s CMP system includes two entities. One entity is the MPA’s Principal Arterial System as defined by the 
MPO’s Federal Functional Classification System (FFCS). The FFCS establishes a classification hierarchy among streets 
and highways in the MPA. Interstate Highways and Principal Arterials are situated atop the hierarchy, and tend to 
carry the major portion of trips and serve the major centers of activity. 

The CMP network consist of FFCS roadways that are included in the INRIX database, which is data that is collected 
through GPS enabled devices, including cell-phones.  The CMP network is depicted in Figure I6.

FIGURE I6:CONGESTION MANAGEMENT NETWORK MAP



321320 Identification and Evaluation of Congestion
Defining Congestion
In order to focus transportation planning efforts, the CMP identifies where congestion occurs and what are 
its causes. Federal regulation 23 CFR 500.109 defines congestion as “the level at which transportation system 
performance is unacceptable due to excessive travel times and delays.” According to the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), roadway congestion is comprised of three key elements: severity, extent, and duration. 
The blending of these elements will determine the overall effect of congestion on roadway users. Three dimensions 
of congestion include the following:

• Severity - refers to the magnitude of the congestion problem at its peak. Severity has been traditionally 
measured through indicators such as volume/capacity (V/C) ratios or Level of Service (LOS) measures;

• Extent - describes the number of system users or components (e.g. vehicles, pedestrians, transit routes, lanes 
miles) affected by congestion; and, 

• Duration - describes the length in time that users experience congested conditions.

Because these elements have a direct relationship, any increase in one will subsequently result in an increase in 
the others. Therefore, as roadway congestion continues to build (increased severity), more travel will occur under 
congested conditions (increased duration) affecting an increasing number of motorists and roadway facilities 
(increased extent). Congestion occurs due to a number of planned and unplanned events either in isolation or in 
tandem. Congestion can be generally classified as either recurring or non-recurring.

Recurring Congestion which include:

Peak period, freight, intersection, freeway corridor, non-freeway corridor, school related, Central Business District, 
bottleneck or hot spot, railroad crossing, or parking related.

Non-Recurring Congestion which include:

Incident related, weather, work zones, fluctuations in normal traffic flow, or special event traffic

The CMP will focus on the routes that make up the CMP network. The CMP network is made up of those FFCS 
routes that have INRIX data available. Efforts to improve traffic conditions in the region will begin on the CMP 
network, and the level of congestion on the network will serve as a gauge for overall congestion in the area.

Performance measures allow the MPO to define, measure, and communicate levels of congestion based on both 
spatial and time-oriented criteria. Many of the measures are segment-or site-specific, such as level of service, and 
intersection delay. Congested roadways were mapped in the Horizon Year (HY) 2050 Mobilizing Tomorrow Plan 
(MTP) using this type of data.

The MPO will use the following performance measures within a points based system to identified congestion: 

• Travel Time Index 

• Planning Time Index 



323322 Identifying Congestion
In order to efficiently use existing data collection programs when possible, the MPO will use real-time data and 
model outputs based on real-time data to identify areas of congestion.

Point-Based System

The performance measures used to identify congestion included Travel Time Index and Planning Time Index. The 
data for this analysis will be collected using INRIX data. INRIX collects information from mobile phones, connected 
cars, trucks, delivery vans, and other fleet vehicles equipped with GPS locator devices.

The analysis will be based on a point system to determine if a roadway is considered congested. Using the tables 
below, if a roadway or intersection has a combine 7 points or more, then it is considered congested. If it receives 
6 points or less, the roadway is considered not congested. The congested roadways or intersections that score 7 
points or higher are listed in Figure 10 and shown in Figure 11.

TRAVEL TIME INDEX POINTS

0 – 1.30 0

1.301 – 1.50 2

1.501 – 2.00 4

2.001 – 3.00 6

>3.000 8

PLANNING TIME INDEX POINTS

0 – 1.30 0

1.301 – 1.50 1

1.501 – 2.00 2

2.001 – 3.00 3

>3.000 4

FIGURE I7: TRAVEL TIME INDEX POINTS FIGURE I8: PLANNING TIME INDEX POINTS

Source: Travel Time Study 2013, Mid-America Regional Council Transportation Department
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FIGURE I8: PLANNING TIME INDEX POINTS

FIGURE I9: CURRENTLY CONGESTED ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS THAT SCORED 7 POINTS OR HIGHER (BASED ON 
2018 ROADWAY DATA)

TMC CODE NAME MILES TT POINTS PT POINTS TOTAL POINTS

118N16904 US-69 0.014 8 4 12

118-10808 HUBBELL AVE 0.331 6 4 10

118N11740 IA-160/ORALABOR RD 0.009 6 4 10

118N16973 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.010 6 4 10

118N17010 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.007 6 4 10

118N16939 74TH ST/JORDAN CREEK 
PKWY 0.019 6 4 10

118N16881 I-80 (WEST) 0.257 6 4 10

118N17100 DOUGLAS AVE 0.012 6 4 10

118N17097 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.010 6 4 10

118P16901 HUBBELL AVE 0.161 6 4 10

118P16939 74TH ST/JORDAN CREEK 
PKWY 0.019 6 4 10

118P17091 US-6 0.017 6 4 10

118P17137 I-35 0.094 6 4 10

118P17143 I-35 0.136 6 4 10

118N16880 IA-141/141ST ST 0.018 6 3 9

118+11730 E PARK AVE 0.135 4 4 8

118+13447 HICKMAN RD/MERLE HAY 
RD 0.308 4 4 8

118+16895 MERLE HAY RD 0.308 4 4 8

118-04653 35TH ST (UNDERPASS) 0.088 4 4 8

118-04654 31ST ST 0.296 4 4 8

118-04655 MARTIN LUTHER KING JR 
PKWY/EXIT 7A 0.200 4 4 8

118-04652 42ND ST 0.209 4 4 8

118-11729 INDIANOLA AVE (DES 
MOINES) (NORTH) 0.135 4 4 8

118-13444 GRAND AVE 0.129 4 4 8
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FIGURE I9: CURRENTLY CONGESTED ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS THAT SCORED 7 POINTS OR HIGHER (BASED ON 
2018 ROADWAY DATA)

TMC CODE NAME MILES TT POINTS PT POINTS TOTAL POINTS

118N07520 I-80/I-35 0.475 4 4 8

118N07565 I-235 0.111 4 4 8

118N10804 US-65 0.176 4 4 8

118N10809 I-235 0.143 4 4 8

118N11727 E ARMY POST RD 0.009 4 4 8

118N11733 I-235 0.074 4 4 8

118N16833 ARMY POST RD 0.012 4 4 8

118N16825 FLEUR DR 0.010 4 4 8

118N16891 156TH ST 0.008 4 4 8

118N16921 US-6/HUBBELL AVE 0.050 4 4 8

118N16967 35TH ST 0.008 4 4 8

118N16982 IA-28/63RD ST 0.008 4 4 8

118N17038 FLEUR DR 0.019 4 4 8

118N16948 US-6/MERLE HAY RD 0.041 4 4 8

118N17041 I-235/SCHOOL ST/DAY ST 0.074 4 4 8

118N17061 I-35 0.117 4 4 8

118N16996 MILLS CIVIC PKWY 0.011 4 4 8

118N17099 US-6 0.008 4 4 8

118N17007 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.008 4 4 8

118N16937 US-69/E 14TH ST 0.012 4 4 8

118N17103 NW 62ND AVE 0.012 4 4 8

118N17142 US-69/N ANKENY BLVD 0.005 4 4 8

118N17144 US-69/S ANKENY BLVD 0.027 4 4 8

118P07563 ARMY POST RD 0.012 4 4 8



325324 FIGURE I9: CURRENTLY CONGESTED ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS THAT SCORED 7 POINTS OR HIGHER (BASED ON 
2018 ROADWAY DATA)

TMC CODE NAME MILES TT POINTS PT POINTS TOTAL POINTS

118P07565 I-235 0.111 4 4 8

118P07545 IA-28 0.109 4 4 8

118P10804 US-65 0.171 4 4 8

118P10810 E UNIVERSITY AVE 0.040 4 4 8

118P11727 E ARMY POST RD 0.009 4 4 8

118P16825 FLEUR DR 0.009 4 4 8

118P16978 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.019 4 4 8

118P16891 156TH ST 0.008 4 4 8

118P16948 US-6/MERLE HAY RD 0.041 4 4 8

118P16892 I-35 0.127 4 4 8

118-16822 IA-5 0.115 4 4 8

118-17040 COTTAGE GROVE AVE 0.068 4 4 8

118-16982 IA-28/63RD ST 0.495 4 4 8

118-17039 INGERSOLL AVE 0.597 4 4 8

118-19314 SE DELAWARE AVE 0.167 4 4 8

118N04652 42ND ST 0.412 4 4 8

118N04657 KEOSAUQUA WAY/EXIT 
7B/EXIT 7 0.488 4 4 8

118N04654 31ST ST 0.358 4 4 8

118P17007 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.008 4 4 8

118P17061 I-35 0.117 4 4 8

118P16999 I-235 0.079 4 4 8

118P17144 US-69/S ANKENY BLVD 0.019 4 4 8

118P17045 US-6/DOUGLAS AVE/
EUCLID AVE 0.019 4 4 8

118P17099 US-6 0.008 4 4 8
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FIGURE I9: CURRENTLY CONGESTED ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS THAT SCORED 7 POINTS OR HIGHER (BASED ON 
2018 ROADWAY DATA)

TMC CODE NAME MILES TT POINTS PT POINTS TOTAL POINTS

118P17013 US-6 0.008 4 4 8

118P17100 DOUGLAS AVE 0.012 4 4 8

118P17016 I-235/CENTER ST 0.153 4 4 8

118+16822 IA-5 0.092 4 3 7

118+16823 SW ARMY POST RD 0.115 4 3 7

118+16973 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.490 4 3 7

118+16989 2ND AVE 0.063 4 3 7

118+17032 6TH AVE 0.193 4 3 7

118+16991 PENNSYLVANIA AVE 0.116 4 3 7

118+17064 CR-R56/NW 16TH ST/SW 
IRVINEDALE DR 1.115 4 3 7

118+17040 COTTAGE GROVE AVE 0.578 4 3 7

118-04651 56TH ST 0.520 4 3 7

118N07562 IA-92 0.048 4 3 7

118N16818 SW 98TH CT/S 35TH ST 0.017 4 3 7

118N16844 FLEUR DR 0.008 4 3 7

118N16941 I-35 0.222 4 3 7

118N16978 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.019 4 3 7

118N16965 74TH ST/JORDAN CREEK 
PKWY 0.012 4 3 7

118N16943 NW 86TH ST/22ND ST 0.010 4 3 7

118N16924 I-235/12TH ST 0.184 4 3 7

118N17011 I-235/CENTER ST 0.127 4 3 7

118N17147 US-65/IA-330/HUBBELL 
RD 0.018 4 3 7

118N17143 I-35 0.136 4 3 7

118N17195 I-35 0.161 4 3 7



327326 FIGURE I9: CURRENTLY CONGESTED ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS THAT SCORED 7 POINTS OR HIGHER (BASED ON 
2018 ROADWAY DATA)

TMC CODE NAME MILES TT POINTS PT POINTS TOTAL POINTS

118N17177 INDIANOLA AVE 0.006 4 3 7

118N17137 I-35 0.094 4 3 7

118N17163 IA-163/E UNIVERSITY AVE 0.015 4 3 7

118P16838 LOCUST ST/GRAND 
AVE/18TH ST 0.068 4 3 7

118P16820 IA-28 0.009 4 3 7

118P16942 NW 100TH ST/35TH ST 0.008 4 3 7

118P16866 INDIANOLA AVE 0.011 4 3 7

118P16926 19TH ST 0.009 4 3 7

118P16944 I-35 0.186 4 3 7

118P16967 35TH ST 0.008 4 3 7

118P16970 IA-28/63RD ST 0.007 4 3 7

118P16923 8TH ST/9TH ST 0.079 4 3 7

118P16940 60TH ST 0.008 4 3 7

118P16965 74TH ST/JORDAN CREEK 
PKWY 0.012 4 3 7

118P16973 UNIVERSITY AVE 0.010 4 3 7

118+07563 ARMY POST RD 0.126 4 3 7

118-16807 I-35 2.926 4 3 7

118-16881 I-80 (WEST) 0.122 4 3 7

118-17181 E GRAND AVE/LOCUST ST 0.153 4 3 7

118N04651 56TH ST 0.274 4 3 7

118P17021 I-235 0.125 4 3 7

118P17028 I-235/CROCKER ST 0.057 4 3 7

118P16996 MILLS CIVIC PKWY 0.011 4 3 7

118P17064 CR-R56/NW 16TH ST/SW 
IRVINEDALE DR 0.204 4 3 7
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FIGURE I9: CURRENTLY CONGESTED ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS THAT SCORED 7 POINTS OR HIGHER (BASED ON 
2018 ROADWAY DATA)

TMC CODE NAME MILES TT POINTS PT POINTS TOTAL POINTS

118P17163 IA-163/E UNIVERSITY AVE 0.015 4 3 7

118P17139 US-65/IA-330/NE 
HUBBELL RD 0.017 4 3 7

118P17009 I-235 0.116 4 3 7

118P17177 INDIANOLA AVE 0.006 4 3 7

FIGURE I10:CONGESTED ROADWAY AND INTERSECTION MAP 
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Types of Strategies
Data collected in the monitoring phase of the congestion management process will be evaluated. The evaluation 
process for this data will utilize the strategies described in this section on a case by case basis. The strategies to 
address congestion include demand management, operational management, and capital intensive strategies. 
These strategies will be considered when determining improvements to address these congested roadways and 
intersections.

Hierarchy of Congestion Strategies

When choosing congestion management strategies, the region should follow a least cost planning methodology. 
Least cost planning is defined as, “a process of comparing direct and indirect costs of demand and supply options 
to meet transportation goals, policies or both, where the intent of the process is to identify the most cost-effective 
mix of options.” In a time when limited resources impact the decision-making process, it is pertinent to address 
congestion in a cost effective manner. Therefore, the following hierarchy of congestion strategies should be 
considered: 

• Demand Management Strategies (least expensive); 

• Operational Management Strategies (moderately expensive); and,

• Capital Intensive Strategies (most expensive).    

When congestion is identified the first step should be to determine what demand management strategies might 
be implemented to address the issue. If an appropriate demand management strategy is identified, it should be 
implemented and evaluated prior to considering an operational management or capital intensive strategy. Capital 
intensives strategies to relieve congestion should only be considered as a last resort.  

Land Use Policies

Integrating transportation and land use decision is the best long-term strategy for dealing with congestion. When 
working to integrate land use and transportation more effectively, communities should focus infill development 
that is compact, mixed-use, and built using human-scale principles. Land use polices should focus on providing 
a highly connected system of streets that are design to accommodate a variety of user. A high level of emphasis 
should be place on creating an attractive public realm, and priority should be placed on designing pedestrian- and 
trainsit-oriented places. What this achieves is a built environment that creates a higher level of accessibility by 
places residents in closer proximity to the activities people frequent. This proximity coupled with the high quality 
public realm, incentivizes people to use alternative modes of transportation includes walking, biking, and public 
transit. This removes vehicles from the streets helping to alleviate congestion. 

Demand Management Strategies

Ridesharing programs and employer provided transit opitons reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicles 
on the road. This can be achieved through carpooling programs where the participants use their own vehicles. 
Vanpools are typically organized by employers, non-profit organizations, or transit agencies. Ridesharing programs 
are typically self-supporting, and are especially effective in areas with poor access to public transit.  

Flexible Work Hours 

This strategy allows employees to have flexibility in their work schedules. If a normal work schedule is 8:00 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m., an employer would allow employees to work from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and others to work from 9:00 
a.m. to 5:30 p.m. This shifts the number of employees leaving work at peak-hour, spreads traffic out over longer 
time period, and helps to reduce peak-hour congestion.



331330 Telecommuting 

Telecommuting allows people to work remotely from home or other locations. Companies can offer this option to 
employees who don’t physically need to be at the office to perform their duties, and therefore removes vehicles 
from the road. 

Parking Management 

Parking supply and price are effective measure to reduce automobile travel and congestion. The right supply and 
pricing can lower traffic congestion, ensure that some on-street parking is available at peak-hours, and incentivize 
some drivers to shift to other modes of transportation.   

Operational Management Strategies
Traffic Operational Improvements

Traffic Operational Improvements, which include improvements in traffic signalization, channelization, and highway 
geometrics, have been used extensively by MPO member governments, especially at intersections. Such projects 
can provide significant congestion-related benefits with only small investments in time, money, and labor. 

Access Management

Access management principles, which typically involve standards for driveway spacing and median openings, have 
customarily been incorporated into the design for construction of new streets and highways and improvements 
to existing streets. In 2004, the Center for Transportation Research and Education (CTRE) at Iowa State University 
completed the Development of the Des Moines Access Management Plan, which provided recommendations for 
possible improvements and best access management practices. The results of this study were shared with MPO 
member governments and agencies. Iowa DOT and MPO member governments created an access management 
agreement along U.S. Highway 6 (Hickman Road) to limit access along the corridor. Similar access management 
agreements have been reviewed for other corridors in the MPA.

Incident Management

Incident management includes various activities that help mitigate non-recurring congestion, such as rapid 
detection and response to accidents and stalled vehicles, provision of congestion-related information to drivers, 
management of construction and maintenance activities, and management of traffic for special events. In 
conjunction with the widening of I-235, the Iowa DOT implemented a freeway incident management system that 
includes a traffic management center (TMC), variable message signs, a Highway Advisory Radio station, a Highway 
Helper program, and video and communications equipment. The MPO’s Transportation Management Advisory 
Committee (TMAC), a multi-disciplinary inter-agency group, provides coordination for the deployment and 
operation of the region’s incident management plans and programs.

Intelligent Transportation System

Intelligent Transportation System programs provide user services such as travel planning, traveler information, 
emergency management, and advanced vehicle control. Many of the activities associated with ITS also may fall into 
the Incident Management and Traffic Operational Improvements categories of the MTP. A Regional ITS Architecture 
was developed and the necessary infrastructure was put into place, prior to the reconstruction and widening of 
I-235. Currently, the Iowa DOT maintains an interactive traveler information website, where users can find updated 
information about traffic conditions on major travel corridors in the region. The TMAC provides coordination for 
the deployment and operation of the MPA’s ITS programs. In 2006, the MPO programmed STP funds to assist in 
funding the Iowa DOT’s TMC.



331330 Signal Timing and Interconnectedness

Traffic signal operations strategies can be placed into two broad categories: Isolated or Coordinated. Isolated 
signal timing is generally designed to minimize delay at the intersections that are not in close proximity to other 
traffic signals. Coordinated operations strategies promote the smooth flow of traffic between along an arterial to 
minimize stops, avoid congestion, fuel consumption and air quality impacts resulting from the acceleration and 
idling of vehicles. Operational strategies consistent with the objectives of coordination include Adaptive Signal 
Control Technology (ASCT) and Traffic Responsive. Currently several western suburbs in the Des Moines Metro 
are working together to implement coordinated signal timing activities to ensure the smooth flow of traffic across 
jurisdictional boundaries.

Ramp Metering 

Ramp metering is an effective strategy to control the number of vehicles entering a highway from an on-ramp. 
This maintains a smoother flow of traffic onto the highway and helps to ease congestion. This strategy could be 
implement on I-235 to help smooth access during peak-hours. 

Roundabouts 

Congestion on urban streets is often caused by queuing at signalized or stop controlled intersections. Modern 
roundabouts provide a solution to congestion created at intersections. A modern roundabout’s capacity is 30 
percent greater than a signalized intersection and can reduce major injury and fatal accidents by as much as 90 
percent. 

Complete Streets

Ensuring that lane addition/widening projects consider integrating Complete Street practices in the design process 
can assist in congestion mitigation through providing additional opportunity for users to choose alternative modes 
of transportation.

Traffic Signal Priority

Transit vehicles can be equipped with traffic signal priority technology that limits the amount of time buses have to 
wait at signalized intersections. This improves the travel time of transit trips and helps to promote mode shift.

Capital Intensive Strategies
Lane Additions

Objective 3.2 of the Mobilizing Tomorrow Plan (MTP) states that prior to consideration of capital improvements 
to alleviate congestion the MPO will consider the utilization of ITS and other operation improvements. However; 
when alternative methods are not feasible, adding through travel lanes has continued to be a widespread practice 
in the MPA for alleviating congestion and encouraging economic development.   

Transit Capital Improvements

Transit capital improvements in the MPA mainly consist of the replacement of older buses in the DART fleet and 
procurement of additional buses for expanded DART services. Few, if any, roadway projects have been constructed 
with the intent of minimizing the impact of vehicle congestion for buses. No rapid transit services currently operate 
in the MPA. However, DART currently is studying the feasibility of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) as part of the DART 
Forward 2035 Plan and is constructing a multimodal transit hub in the Des Moines CBD. As noted in Chapter 5 of 
the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, the MPO did commission a commuter rail feasibility study in 1999, 
which concluded the service was technically feasible, but economically impractical at that time.



333332 The Iowa DOT began undertaking an ICM concept study within the MPO area in 2018.  While the study will not 
conclude until 2020, some initial strategies have been identified.  These strategies, grouped into the categories 
listed below, are undergoing further analysis and refinement.  

• Arterial Traffic Management Strategies

• Event Management Strategies

• Freeway Traffic Management Strategies

• Infrastructure Enhancement Strategies

• Public Transportation Management Strategies

• Travel Demand Management Strategies

• Traveler Information Stategies

Performance Monitoring Plan 
System Monitoring Data Sources 
The MPO will monitor system performance through various means based on the following data sources:

INRIX 

The MPO has access, through the Iowa DOT, to traffic data available through the company INRIX. INRIX offers 
real time and historic traffic flow data for most of the major roads in the MPO area. Data is collected through 
cell phones and cataloged for analysis. Information is available at the 1, 5, 15, and 30 minute and 1 hour time 
segments. Time periods can be selected manually for any time in a year, including up to a year although yearly data 
is available at the hour time segment. Types of information available include vehicle speed, percent of travel of free 
flow speed, travel time index, planning time index, and buffer index. INRIX uses a unique set of Traffic Message 
Channel (TMC) codes and segments exclusive to the company. In the event that the Iowa DOT stops using INRIX, 
the MPO will use whatever service provider is hired by the DOT to provide the same type of data.

Travel Time Survey

The MPO periodically performs a travel time survey to gauge the level of congestion, in terms of delay or reduction 
in free flow travel speeds, on the Principal Arterial System. The MPO performs the Travel Time Survey (TTS) by 
utilizing Global Positioning System (GPS) equipment to actively survey a designated corridor. The recorded GPS 
data is analyzed and summarized into an annual report. The annual report documents the findings and compares 
the survey’s results to historic survey results to gauge changes in travel speeds. The TTS is conducted on an annual 
basis in the fall.

Vehicle Occupancy Survey

The MPO periodically performs a Vehicle Occupancy Survey (VOS) to assist in evaluating both the number of 
people per vehicle and the percentage of people utilizing various modes of transportation. This data is collected 
manually by MPO staff at various pre-determined key areas throughout the area. The annual report documents the 
findings and compares the survey’s results to historic survey results to evaluate changes in occupancy and mode. 
The VOS is conducted on an annual basis in the fall. 
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The MPO summarizes and analyzes traffic data from the Iowa Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Traffic 
Management Center (TMC) on a quarterly basis. The Iowa DOT’s TMC monitors the Intelligent Transportation 
System (ITS) infrastructure. This ITS infrastructure is comprised of a series of cameras, sensors, and digital message 
signs. The data is processed and relayed to a website, www.iowa511.org. The TMC collects traffic data from the 
numerous sensors along the freeway system, and includes traffic speeds and volumes. The data is summarized into 
15-minute intervals at each sensor location.

Travel Demand Modeling

The Travel Demand Model (TDM) is operated and maintained by the MPO on an ongoing basis. The TDM is utilized 
to provide data related to volume and capacity of the transportation network. The TDM undergoes periodic 
reviews to ensure that the data collected is the most accurate available.   

Traffic Counts

Each jurisdiction in the MPO boundary conducts traffic counts on an independent basis. There is a need in the 
region to engage in a more coordinated effort with traffic counts and other related data, such as traffic signal 
timing that have significant impacts on the regional traffic patterns.   

DART Ridership

DART ridership is compiled and reported to the MPO each spring. The MPO uses this data in the TDM.

Monitoring Data Sources 
The following guidelines provide examples of the monitoring that can be performed for common types of 
improvement strategies.

Demand Management Strategies

It is fairly difficult to monitor the effects of many transportation demand management strategies. Unless strong 
area-wide measures are taken and enforced, the existing CMP performance measures may not be sensitive enough 
to measure the benefits of demand strategies. A procedure to assess the effectiveness of each strategy should 
therefore be determined individually. Examples include: the number of people participating in ridesharing, and 
spreading of traffic volume over non peak-periods (K-factors). The MPO will use the following monitoring strategies: 

• Establish an inventory of companies and agencies that practice transportation demand management and track 
annually; 

• Track the participation in Des Moines Area Regional Transportation Authority (DART) vanpool on an annual 
bases; 

• Monitor DART ridership and track over time; 

• Monitor parking management strategies and track over time; and, 

• Monitor community land use plans and track changes over time. 

Traffic Operational and System Capacity Strategies 

Most capacity and traffic operational improvements will be measured and assessed through the CMP’s standard 
data collection and evaluation process. Additionally, before and after analyses are being completed for retiming 
projects.
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Implementation and Management
Evaluation of Effectiveness
Evaluation of strategy effectiveness is an essential, required element of the CMP. The primary goal of this action 
is to ensure that implemented strategies are effective at addressing congestion as intended, and to make changes 
based on the findings as necessary. Two general approaches are used for this type of analysis is:

1. System-level performance evaluation: Regional analysis of historical trends to identity improvement or 
degradation in system performance, in relation to objectives; and,

2. Strategy effectiveness evaluation: Project-level or program-level analysis of conditions before and after the 
implementation of a congestion mitigation effort.

Findings that show improvement in congested conditions due to specific implemented strategies can be used to 
encourage further implementation of these strategies, while negative findings may be useful for discouraging or 
downplaying the effectiveness of similar strategies in similar situations. The information learned from evaluation 
should be used to inform the TIP and MTP, as well as other steps within the CMP, notably the identification and 
assessment of strategies.

The periodic and ongoing data gathering efforts required under the congestion management process provides 
a two-fold benefit including: the provision of up to date network performance data, while also confirming 
the efficacy or failure of implemented congestion management strategies in achieving system performance 
improvement. Thus, at its core, the CMP incorporates a feedback loop which provides local decision makers with a 
valuable mechanism for measuring the success of previously implemented congestion management strategies.

Complete a Regional Analysis of ITS Infrastructure

The MPO should develop an update to the regions ITS Infrastructure inventory. This will allow the MPO to analysis 
the effectiveness of the existing ITS Infrastructure and identify areas where improvements are needed. This 
update should be complete prior to any additional funding being spent on capacity expansion as a way to address 
identified congestion. 

CMP and the Surface Transportation Block Grant Program

Congestion is one of the components used to score STBG project applications. STBG projects are scored on a 
100-point scale, and eight of the total points are awarded based on congestion. STBG projects are evaluated based 
on current and future levels of congestion. There are four points available for projects that are located on an area 
that is identified as being currently congested. These points will be awarded if the submitted project includes any 
part of a segment that meets or exceeds seven points. Points awarded for future congestion will be based on level 
of service until the MPO model is capable of using real-time data to project Travel Time Index and Planning Time 
Index for future years. When using LOS, any project that includes a segment with a LOS of E or F will receive points 
for future congestion.    

In the year following implementation of a recurring congestion roadway or intersection improvement, the 
improved roadway segment will be included in the annual data collection efforts. For most improvements, 
performance of the facility will be compared with data from previous years, and the resulting benefits will be 
identified in terms of the performance measures identified in section 5 of the CMP. The process for evaluating the 
benefits of ITS technologies, as related to the regional ITS architecture, should be developed case-by-case. 
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Congestion also contributes to air pollution, a key component of the Iowa DOT ICAAP program, which seeks to help 
meet the national ambient air quality standards in Clean Air Act nonattainment areas for ozone, carbon monoxide, 
and particulate matter. ICAAP is a statewide competitive application-based program and awards federal funds to 
projects with the highest potential for reducing transportation-related congestion and air pollution. Des Moines 
metro communities periodically apply for such funding and moving forward communities will be able to use this 
document by targeting the most congested areas in the metro and as a resource when ICAAP applications are 
submitted.

Technological Advances 

In the coming years, advances in transportation technology are likely to have a significant impact on congestion 
and how it is addressed. These technologies included things like autonomous cars and vehicle-to-vehicle 
communication that are predicted to greatly reduce the main causes of congestion. It is important to consider the 
impact of these technologies when considering what strategies to employ to address identified congestion. As part 
of the CMP process, the MPO will continue to monitor these changes in technology to ensure that the region is 
employing the most cost-effective strategies to address congestion. 

Integrated Corridor Managment
An opportunity to implement many of the concepts discussed in this chapter is through Integrated Corridor 
Management (ICM).  The ICM concept provides a framework for coordination among various modes of 
transportation and jurisdictions to deliver a safer, more reliable, and more convenient transportation system for all 
users in a more cost-effective manner compared to adding more lanes. The ICM approach is based on proactively 
managing and operating the regional transportation system as an integrated network rather than individual 
roadways.

ICM strategies that promote integration among freeways, arterials, and transit systems can help balance traffic 
flow and improve performance of the entire corridor. The benefits of ICM include:

• Fewer traffic incidents, particularly ones that occur as a result of another event, also called secondary 
incidents.

• Reduced amount of time an incident has the potential to impact traffic, in turn increasing safety and mobility.

• More predictable travel times.

• The ability to more quickly make incident information available on traveler information sources.

• Increased or more complete information about other routes or travel options if an incident or traffic 
congestion does occur.

• Increased use of other routes or travel options to meet the demand of traffic.

• Reduced vehicle emissions and fuel consumption resulting from congestion.

The MPO will continued to be involved in the Iowa DOT’s ICM effort and will update this plan, as necessary, to 
incorporate the final strategies that result from the effort.  Additional information about the ICM project can be 
found at https://iowadot.gov/desmoinesicm/. 
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339Travel demand models (TDM) simulate current travel conditions and forecast future travel patterns and conditions 
based on planned system improvements and socio-economic changes. The Des Moines Area MPO utilizes a TDM in 
assessing the performance of transportation system improvements and identifying impacts within the Metropolitan 

Planning Area (MPA) such as traffic 
volumes, traffic delay, transit ridership, 
and emissions.

Methodology
The Des Moines Area MPO’s TDM utilizes 
TransCAD as the transportation 
planning computer software package 
that performs most of the computer 
processing involved with modeling the 
transportation system in Greater Des 
Moines. The Des Moines Area MPO 
staff ensures the TDM’s development 
includes input and guidance from the 
Des Moines Area MPO Transportation 
Technical Committee (TTC), Engineering 
Subcommittee, and the Iowa Department 
of Transportation (DOT) modeling staff, 
as well as guiding documents from the 
American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 
the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), and the Transportation Research 
Board’s (TRB) National Cooperative 

Highway Research Program (NCHRP). 

The Des Moines Area MPO TDM is a four-step modeling process of trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and 
trip assignment. The Des Moines Area MPO TDM structure is shown in Figure H1.  

Survey Data & Socio-Economic Inputs

Survey Data
The Des Moines Area MPO TDM utilizes survey data to establish relationships between input variables and model 
estimated results. The two surveys utilized in the TDM that provide the most calibration data are the 2017 National 
Household Travel Survey (NHTS) and the 2010 Des Moines Area Regional Transit (DART) Rider Survey. In addition to 
survey data, Iowa DOT traffic counts and DART passenger counts are used as validation data to verify model estimates 
with the observed data.

Socio-Economic Data
The location and amount of population, housing units, employment, and school enrollment are some of the primary 
determinants of travel demand. The 2050 Growth Scenario, described in Appendix C, consists of three main steps: 
locating base year 2016 activity, forecasting future year growth at the regional level, and allocating growth to small 
areas within the region. Transit access procedures make use of the parcel level forecasts but other parts of the 
transportation modeling process are based on a traffic analysis zone (TAZ) system. 

There are 2,310 internal zones, or TAZs, ranging in size from individual blocks in the Central Business District to several 
square miles in sparsely developed rural areas. The zone system also includes 120 external zones located where roads 
cross the planning area boundary. These external zones are used to represent travel passing through the Des Moines 
area and travel between the Des Moines area and other outside locations.

FIGURE J1: TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL STRUCTURE
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MPO staff collected data for population and employment that was current as of 2016, which serves as the base year.  
Population, housing unit, and household information were collected from the US Census Bureau’s 2013-2017  American 
Communtiy Survey.  Census population and housing unit counts at the block geographic level were aggregated to the 
TAZ level for use in the TDM.  Census tract level housing unit rates for household size and vehicle availability were 
applied to TAZ housing units to estimate the distribution of households needed as inputs to the trip generation model. 
The socio-economic data was obtained as described below, and then visually inspected to confirm data assigned by 
TAZ.

Zone level employment data using Info USA and Iowa Workforce Development site level employer files were evaluated 
and found to have significant errors. As a result employment was determined using parcel-based building area to 
allocate Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI) regional level employment estimates.  REMI forecasts were provided 
by the Iowa Department of Transportation.

MPO staff collected GIS information for commercial and industrial use parcels within Dallas, Madison, Polk, and Warren 
Counties.  Information collected included the parcel size, detailed occupancy, building area, height, and age of the 
building.  The detailed occupancy information was used to categorize each parcel into one of 26 land use categories. 
Building area was then aggregated to broader categories and a jobs per square foot ratio was applied to each building.  
Mixed use buildings were identified and employment estimates were developed based on the percentage of each 
building’s area attributed to each use.  Employment for each parcel was calculated by taking the building area multiplied 
by the number of floors multiplied by the jobs per square foot ratio.  

Finally, the estimated employment was indexed to the REMI control total for each subarea.  This was accomplished 
by summarizing the estimated employment for each parcel, determining the percentage of the total employment 
each parcel represents, and then applying that percentage for each parcel to the REMI control total for the parcel’s 
respective subarea.  This process changed employment on each parcel slightly yet results in the sum of all parcel 
employment equaling the REMI employment control total. 

School enrollment for the base year by grade level and building was obtained from the Iowa Department of Education 
for K-12 schools. Enrollment was aggregated to zones by school type (elementary, junior high/middle school, and 
senior high school) for use in the trip generation model. Enrollment was also collected for the six major post-secondary 
school campuses: Drake University, the three Des Moines Area Community College campuses, Des Moines University, 
and Grand View University.

Trip Generation
The purpose of trip generation is to estimate the number of average daily trips entering and leaving each zone for a 
forecast year. These trip end forecasts reflect new development, redevelopment, demographic, and economic changes 
that occur over time.

The model computes person trips, which account for trips by all forms of transportation including automobiles, 
trucks, taxicabs, motorcycles, public transit, bicycling, and walking. Trips serve five generic purposes: home-based 
work (HBW), home-based non-work (HBNW), non-home based (NHB), special purposes (university, hospital, airport, 
regional recreation, and hotel), and trucks (single-unit truck and combination truck). These trip purposes are designed 
to group together trips with similar travel patterns.

The model divides daily person trips into four time periods: AM (6:00 to 8:59), mid-day (9:00 to 14:59), PM (15:00 to 
17:59), and off-peak (18:00 to 5:59). Each trip has two trip ends and the trip generation model calculates trip ends 
separately. One end is classified as a trip production and the other end as a trip attraction. Over a 24-hour period, 
roughly the same number of trips will originate in a zone as are destined there. However, residential zones will generate 
primarily trip productions while non-residential zones will generate primarily trip attractions. The production/attraction 
distinction is important for trip distribution.

Trip Distribution
Trip distribution links together person trip productions and attractions from trip generation to determine trip 
movements between zones. The model produces trip tables that contain a row for each production zone and a column 
for each attraction zone zone based on a traditional gravity model.

The model is designed to modify trip patterns in response to new land use developments and transportation facility 
changes. For example, the opening of a new shopping center would shift trips from other nearby shopping areas to 
the new development. Another example would be the introduction of mixed-use development. In this case the model 
would yield shorter trip lengths by recognizing the increased opportunity for interaction between residential and 
commercial areas in the development.
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Mode Choice
Mode choice splits total weekday person trips from the trip distribution step into trips by individual forms of 
transportation called modes. Mode choice is designed to link mode use to demographic assumptions, highway network 
conditions, transit system configuration, land use alternatives, parking costs, transit fares, and auto operating costs. 
An update to the current TDM of note is the addition of separate local and express bus modes.

Trip Assignment
Highway assignment is the process of loading vehicle trips between zones onto specific segments of roadway. Trips 
are apportioned to links based on the time and capacity associated with each link from the highway network. As 
congestion builds over time, the highway assignment model shifts traffic to adjacent facilities having excess capacity. 
Similarly, corridors where new roadways or roadway improvements are planned will see traffic diversions to the new 
facilities from parallel facilities having slower speeds or higher congestion. These shifts in traffic between facilities are 
a major component of what is perceived of as induced demand.

The transit assignment step determines route, link, and stop level ridership. These transit assignment results are 
important when evaluating model accuracy and the effectiveness of proposed transit improvements. TransCAD 
“Pathfinder Transit Assignment” function is used to assigns zone-to-zone transit trips to the transit network. Three 
separate transit assignments are produced for AM peak, PM peak and off-peak periods. These individual assignments 
are summed to obtain total transit ridership forecasts. 

Model Validation
Model calibration and validation takes place throughout the development of the TDM to ensure the model is 
representative of the transportation network within the region. Model calibration compares against the 2016 base 
year observed traffic volumes and traffic counts to determine the accuracy of the model. Differences between model 
estimated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and observed VMT determines if the overall traffic for the region is modeled 
correctly. Additionally, estimated VMT by functional classification can indicate errors in speed assumptions for 
classifications.

To measure the accuracy of traffic assignment the root mean square error (RMSE) and percent RMSE (%RMSE) are 
used to estimate the average error between the observed and modeled traffic volumes on links with traffic counts. 
The following figures show the %RMSE by functional classifications in the MPO model and compare the %RMSE by 
volume groups against the Florida Standard Urban Transportation System (FSUTMS).

FIGURE J2: PERCENT ROOT MEAN SQUARE ERROR BY FACILITY TYPE

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICA-
TION

CENTRAL 
BUSINESS 
DISTRICT

UR-BAN/SUBURBAN RURAL TOTAL

Interstate 7.1% 10.8% 12.5% 11.0%

Principal Arteri-al 40.3% 24.3% 23.5% 24.8%

Minor Arteri-al 44.4% 30.5% 39.5% 32.2%

Major Collector 75.3% 58.7% 64.7% 63.0%

Minor Collector 51.7% 54.9% 109.6% 80.8%

Local 147.7% 85.0% 156.7% 118.1%

Ramp 19.3% 33.8% 62.4% 34.7%

Total 38.4% 25.8% 38.1% 28.2%



342 FIGURE J3: PERCENT ROOT MEAN SQUARE ERROR BY VOLUME GROUP

LOW HIGH MID-POINT NUMBER OF 
COUNTS % RMSE FSUTMS - 

ACCEPTABLE
FSUTMS – 

PREFERABLE

0 5,000 2,500 887 78.77% 100% 45%

5,001 10,000 7,500 483 38.73% 45% 35%

10,001 15,000 12,500 292 25.67% 35% 27%

15,001 20,000 17,500 215 18.69% 35% 27%

20,0001 30,000 25,000 223 19.01% 35% 27%

30,0001 40,000 35,000 91 21.72% 35% 27%

40,001 50,000 45,000 40 11.38% 35% 27%

50,001 60,000 55,000 24 5.52% 35% 27%

60,001 150,000 105,000 20 6.05% 35% 27%

Model Analysis
Analyses of the TDM outputs for fiscally constrained projects for the 2030, 2040, and 2050 timeframes were 
completed according to a no-build scenario, a build scenario, and a selective-build scenario for each timeframe. It 
was assumed that for each project timeframe the no-build scenario excludes all fiscally constrained projects from 
2020 to the estimated build years prior to the first year of the project timeframe. For example, the no-build scenario 
for the 2050 timeframe was modeled without the fiscally constrained projects from 2020 to 2050 (for 2040, without 
projects from 2020 to 2040; for 2030, without projects from 2020 to 2030). The selective-build scenario for each 
project timeframe only includes all fiscally constrained projects with estimated build years a decade prior to the 
project timeframe. For example, the selective-build scenario for the 2050 timeframe was modelled with the fiscally 
constrained projects prior 2041 but not from 2041 and later (for 2040, projects prior 2031 but not from 2031 and 
later; for 2030, projects prior 2021 but not from 2021 and later).

For each of the project timeframes, the percent of roadway miles by level-of-service (LOS) and estimated VMT were 
compared to estimate the impact that fiscally constrained projects would have on future traffic in the MPO planning 
area.

Model Year: 2016
Model Year 2016 is the base year for the MPO TDM. Figure J4 shows the base year network by estimated LOS. Figure 
J5 displays the estimated roadway miles by LOS and the estimate daily and annual VMT for the base year.
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FIGURE J5: LEVEL OF SERVICE & VMT FOR MODEL YEAR 2016

LEVEL OF SERVICE MILES PERCENT

A 1,816.6 91.1%

B 86.5 4.3%

C 54.6 2.7%

D 24.3 1.2%

E 7.6 0.4%

F 5.2 0.3%

Total 1,994.8 100%

VMT/day 4,942,096,621.7

Annual VMT 13,539,990.7

Daily VMT/Capita 24.93
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Model Year 2030 utilizes estimated socio-economic data from the year 2030 to estimate traffic on the three build 
scenarios shown in Figures J6 and J8. The build scenario for the 2030 timeframe represents the change in LOS and 
VMT based on the completion of fiscally constrained projects identified for the timeframe ending at 2030. Figure J9 
displays the estimated roadway miles by LOS and the estimate daily and annual VMT for the years ending at 2030. 
Across the three scenarios, the percent of roadways with a LOS of E or F remains below the goal of 10 percent.

FIGURE J6: MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2030: NO-BUILD

FIGURE J7:MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2030: BUILD
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FIGURE J8:MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2030: SELECTIVE-BUILD

FIGURE J9: LEVEL OF SERVICE & VMT FOR MODEL YEAR 2030

NO-BUILD BUILD SELECTIVE BUILD

LEVEL OF SERVICE MILES PERCENT MILES PERCENT MILES PERCENT

A 1,713.1 85.9% 1,760.5 87.5% 1,721.5 86.1%

B 89.9 4.5% 87.1 4.3% 89.2 4.5%

C 75.7 3.8% 75.7 3.8% 74.3 3.7%

D 64.3 3.2% 44.5 2.2% 58.9 2.9%

E 26.9 1.3% 18.4 0.9% 32.5 1.6%

F 25.0 1.3% 25.8 1.3% 23.9 1.2%

Total 1,994.8 100% 2,012.0 100% 2,000.2 100%

Annual VMT 5,747,658,542.7 5,768,286,235.6 5,753,150,744.8

VMT/day 15,747,009.7 15,803,523.9 15,762,056.8

Daily VMT/Capita 22.56 22.64 22.58
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Model Year 2040 utilizes estimated socio-economic data from the year 2040 to estimate traffic on the three build 
scenarios shown in Figures H10 and H12. The build scenario for the 2040 timeframe represents the change in LOS and 
VMT based on the completion of fiscally constrained projects identified for the timeframe ending at 2040. Figure H13 
displays the estimate roadway miles by LOS and the estimate daily and annual VMT for the years ending at 2040. Across 
the three scenarios, the percent of roadways with a LOS of E or F remains below the goal of 10 percent.
FIGURE H10: MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2040: NO-BUILD

FIGURE H11:MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2040: BUILD
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FIGURE H12:MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2030: SELECTIVE-BUILD

FIGURE H13: LEVEL OF SERVICE & VMT FOR MODEL YEAR 2040

NO-BUILD BUILD SELECTIVE BUILD

LEVEL OF SERVICE MILES PERCENT MILES PERCENT MILES PERCENT

A 1,587.9 79.6% 1,704.1 83.8% 1,643.3 81.7%

B 142.5 7.1% 118.8 5.8% 126.1 6.3%

C 88.5 4.4% 92.8 4.6% 89.2 4.4%

D 68.2 3.4% 57.9 2.8% 73.6 3.7%

E 57.8 2.9% 30.2 1.5% 38.5 1.9%

F 49.9 2.5% 29.4 1.4% 41.2 2.0%

Total 1,994.8 100% 2,033.1 100% 2,012.0 100%

Annual VMT 6,624,740,341.4 6,638,670,244.5 6,648,682,991.52

VMT/day 18,149,973.5 18,188,137.7 18,215,569.8

Daily VMT/Capita 23.39 23.44 23.48
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Model Year 2050 utilizes estimated socio-economic data from the year 2050 to estimate traffic across the three build 
scenarios shown in Figures J14 and J16. The build scenario for the 2050 timeframe represents the change in LOS and 
VMT based on the completion of fiscally constrained projects identified for the timeframe ending at 2050. Figure J17 
displays the estimate roadway miles by LOS and the estimate daily and annual VMT for the years ending at 2050. In both 
the no-build and build scenarios, the percent of roadways with a LOS of E or F remains below the goal of 10 percent. 
The selective-build scenario for Model Year 2050 was not modeled as there were no fiscally constrained projects with a 
completion time beyond 2037.

FIGURE J14: MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2050: NO-BUILD
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FIGURE J15:MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2050: BUILD

FIGURE J16:MODELED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR MODEL YEAR 2050: SELECTIVE-BUILD
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FIGURE J17: LEVEL OF SERVICE & VMT FOR MODEL YEAR 2050

NO-BUILD BUILD SELECTIVE BUILD

LEVEL OF SERVICE MILES PERCENT MILES PERCENT MILES PERCENT

A 1,472.1 73.8% 1,616.5 79.5% 1,643.3 81.7%

B 180.4 9.0% 152.1 7.5% 126.1 6.3%

C 109.3 5.5% 93.6 4.6% 89.2 4.4%

D 85.1 4.3% 84.5 4.2% 73.6 3.7%

E 56.7 2.8% 42.8 2.1% 38.5 1.9%

F 91.3 4.6% 43.6 2.1% 41.2 2.0%

Total 1,994.8 100% 2,033.1 100% 2,012.0 100%

Annual VMT 7,186,304,841.0 7,207,136,729.1 6,648,682,991.52

VMT/day 19,688,506.4 19,745,580.1 18,215,569.8

Daily VMT/Capita 23.92 23.99 23.48



351350





APPENDIX K:
TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM 



355354 TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Appendix K includes a list of all the project included in the Federal Fiscal Year 2020-2023 
Transportation Improvement Program that was approved by the MPO Executive Committee 
at their July 17, 2019, meeting.  The complete FFY 2020-2023 TIP is available on the MPO 
website.    

 



355354

TPMS# SPONSOR DESCRIPTION WORK TYPE FUNDING 
PROGRAM

COST 
(MILLIONS)

33859 Altoona 8th Street SW Reconstruction: US 65 to 
Venbury Drive

Pavement 
Rehab,Ped/Bike 
Paving

SWAP-STBG $18.7

35369 Ankeny
"In the City of Ankeny, High Trestle 
Trail Extension  SE Magazine Road to SE 
Oralabor Road"

Ped/Bike Grade 
&amp; Pave STBG $2.2

35368 Ankeny In the city of Ankeny, On West First Street, 
from SW Scott Street to Ankeny Boulevard Pave SWAP-STBG $6.0

39392 Ankeny In the city of Ankeny, Oralabor Trail - SW State 
St Overpass Ped/Bike Structures STBG-TAP $1.6

39390 Ankeny In the city of Ankeny, On NE Delaware Ave 
Widening - NE 5th to 18th St

Pavement 
Widening SWAP-STBG $10.2

25421 Bondurant In the City of Bondurant, US 65/Lincoln Street: 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Underpass

Ped/Bike 
Miscellaneous STBG-TAP $2.7

36673 Carlisle
In the city of Carlisle, Scotch Ridge Road and 
Highway 5 intersection south approx. 1,250 
feet southwest

Pavement 
Rehab,Traffic 
Signals

SWAP-STBG $3.2

37830 Clive In the city of Clive, U.S. Highway 6 & NW 128th 
Street Intersection Improvements 

Pavement 
Widening,Traffic 
Signals

SWAP-CMAQ $2.9

35374 Des Moines
In the city of Des Moines, 6th Avenue 
Streetscape, from University Avenue to 
College Avenue

Lighting,Corridor 
Preservation STBG $3.9

37836 Des Moines In the city of Des Moines, Traffic Signal System 
Timings Update - Phase 3 Traffic Signals SWAP-CMAQ $0.2

25172 Des Moines
In the City of Des Moines, East Douglas 
Avenue Widening: From East 42nd Street to 
East 56th Street

Grade and 
Pave,Pavement 
Widening,Right of 
Way

SWAP-STBG $10.0

33863 Des Moines On E 29th Street: Easton Blvd to Euclid Avenue Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $0.8

33879 Des Moines
In the city of Des Moines, On E 30th St Viaduct 
over UPRR, from Dean Avenue to Raccoon 
Street

Bridge 
Rehabilitation SWAP-STBG $5.9

27151 Des Moines In the city of Des Moines, Bill Riley Trail Bridge, 
Over Raccoon River Ped/Bike Structures STBG $0.4

36674 Des Moines In the City of Des Moines, Ingersoll Avenue 
Reconstruction, from Polk Blvd to 42nd St Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $2.8

FIGURE K1: FFY 2020-2023 TRANPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS
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TPMS# SPONSOR DESCRIPTION WORK TYPE FUNDING 
PROGRAM

COST 
(MILLIONS)

27142 Des Moines
In the city of Des Moines, On 2nd Avenue 
Bridge, Over Des Moines River and Birdland 
Drive

Bridge 
Rehabilitation SWAP-STBG $4.0

27144 Des Moines On Indianola Avenue Widening, from East 
Army Post Road to U.S. 69

Pavement 
Widening SWAP-STBG $6.3

36675 Des Moines In the city of Des Moines, Walnut Street Bridge 
Replacement

Bridge 
Replacement SWAP-STBG $11.0

37833 Des Moines In the City of Des Moines, Intelligent 
Transportation Systems Upgrade - Phase 3 Traffic Signals SWAP-STBG $15.0

37834 Des Moines In the city of Des Moines, Guthrie Avenue 
Viaduct Rehabilitation Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $5.0

37835 Des Moines In the city of Des Moines, Carlisle Trail
Ped/Bike 
Grading,Ped/Bike 
Paving

STBG-TAP $2.5

39393 Des Moines In the city of Des Moines, SE Connector from 
30th St to US 65

Pavement Rehab/
Widen,Bridge 
New,Ped/Bike 
Miscellaneous

SWAP-STBG $9.4

39435 Des Moines In the city of Des Moines, Intelligent 
Transportation System Phase 4 Traffic Signals SWAP-STBG $12.5

38072 Iowa DOT I-80: DOUGLAS AVE TO E OF 100TH ST Grade and NHPP $24.5

38152 Iowa DOT I-35: IN ANKENY FROM N OF ORALABOR RD TO 
NE 36TH ST

Grade and 
Pave,Bridge 
Replacement

NHPP $25.6

38247 Iowa DOT US 69: I-80 TO SE 33RD ST IN ANKENY

Grade and 
Pave,Traffic 
Signals,Right of 
Way

NHPP $20.6

39324 Iowa DOT IA 415: E EUCLID AVE IN DES MOINES TO NW 
72ND PLACE (STATE SHARE) Pavement Rehab NHPP $3.5

38004 Iowa DOT IA 28: WALNUT CREEK 0.4 MI S OF I-235 IN DES 
MOINES 

Bridge Deck 
Overlay PRF $0.8

39328 Iowa DOT US 65: SE ARMY POST RD EXIT SB RAMP
Culvert 
Replacement,Right 
of Way

PRF $0.1

39329 Iowa DOT US 65: BONDURANT TO CO RD S27 Wetland Mitigation PRF $0.1

39330 Iowa DOT US 65: IA 5 TO IA 163 Wetland Mitigation PRF $0.04

FIGURE K1: FFY 2020-2023 TRANPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS (CONTINUED)
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39331 Iowa DOT US 69: AT SE SHURFINE DR IN ANKENY (STATE 
SHARE) Grade and Pave PRF $0.5

39332 Iowa DOT I-80: US 65 TO JASPER CO (WB) Pavement Planing PRF $0.4

39333 Iowa DOT IA 160: DMACC BLVD IN ANKENY (STATE 
SHARE)

Pavement 
Widening PRF $0.5

39334 Iowa DOT I-235: SW I-35/80 INTERCHANGE TO NE I-35/80 
INTERCHANGE Lighting PRF $0.3

39335 Iowa DOT I-235: SW I-35/80 INTERCHANGE TO NE I-35/80 
INTERCHANGE Landscaping PRF $0.1

38071 Iowa DOT I-35: I-80/235 INTERCHANGE NE OF DES 
MOINES

Grade and 
Pave,Bridge 
New,Grading

NHPP $61.0

39326 Iowa DOT I-35: N OF NE 54TH AVE TO S OF E 1ST ST IN 
ANKENY Pavement Rehab PRF $3.5

39336 Iowa DOT IA 415: CO RD R6F/NW BEAVER DR 
INTERSECTION (STATE SHARE) Grade and Pave PRF $0.4

38112 Iowa DOT I-80: UNIVERSITY AVE IN WEST DES MOINES
Grade and 
Pave,Traffic 
Signals,Traffic Signs

PRF $1.4

39322 Iowa DOT US 69: FOURMILE CREEK 0.8 MI S OF CO RD 
F22

Bridge 
Replacement,Right 
of Way

NHPP $1.5

38111 Iowa DOT I-35: NE 36TH ST IN ANKENY TO N OF IA 210 Bridge NHPP $28.4

38206 Iowa DOT US 69: DES MOINES RIVER TO N OF MAURY AVE 
IN DES MOINES (STATE SHARE)

Traffic Signals,Right 
of Way PRF $0.8

39323 Iowa DOT US 69: FOURMILE CREEK 0.3 MI N OF CO RD 
F22 

Bridge 
Replacement NHPP $1.5

38007 Iowa DOT US 69: FOURMILE CREEK 0.1 MI S OF CO RD 
F22

Bridge 
Replacement PRF $1.2

39327 Iowa DOT US 65: SE 64TH AVE 1.0 MI N OF IA 5 (NB & SB) Bridge Deck 
Overlay PRF $1.7

39461 Johnston
"In the city of Johnston, On NW 100th 
Street, NW 62nd Ave south to 1000 feet  
north of the NW 54th Avenue"

Grade and Pave SWAP-STBG $10.8

FIGURE K1: FFY 2020-2023 TRANPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS (CONTINUED)



359358
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38361 MPO MPO Planning Funding Miscellaneous PL $3.9

27146 MPO Transportation Management Association Miscellaneous,Ped/
Bike STBG $0.5

22143 MPO DART: Vehicle Purchase Transit Investments STBG $8.3

35378 MPO On IA-415, from Euclid Avenue to NE Packard 
Way

Pavement Rehab/
Widen SWAP-STBG $5.0

36677 MPO Pavement Rehabilitation on US6/Merle Hay 
Road: Hickman Road to Douglas Avenue  Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $0.8

37843 MPO 
In the City of Des Moines, Douglas/Euclid 
Avenues from Merle Hay Road east to just 
west of E. 14th Street

Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $5.0

35375 Norwalk
In the city of Norwalk, Great Western Trail 
Along 50th Avenue, from Beardsley Street to 
Countyline Road

Ped/Bike Grade 
&amp; Pave STBG $1.2

39397 Norwalk In the city of Norwalk, On the intersection of 
Beardley St and IA 28 (Sunset Dr)

Pavement Rehab/
Widen,Traffic 
Signals

SWAP-STBG $2.2

36942 Pleasant Hill In the city of Pleasant Hill, Iowa 163 Adaptive 
Traffic Signal Control System Traffic Signals CMAQ $0.7

36678 Polk County On NE Berwick Drive, Over UPRR, S of NE 70th 
Avenue

Bridge 
Replacement STBG-HBP $1.0

34814 Polk County On NE 3RD ST, Over CREEK, North of NE 46 Ave Bridge 
Replacement SWAP-STBG $0.8

34815 Polk County On NE 3rd ST, from NE Aurora Ave to NE 60 
Ave Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $0.6

36680 Polk County NE 82 Ave W of NE 109 St Bridge 
Replacement SWAP-STBG $1.7

34816 Polk County On NW 26TH ST, from NW 66 Ave to Hwy 415 Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $6.8

36679 Polk County On NE FRISK DR, Over Deer Creek N of NE 94 
Ave

Bridge 
Replacement SWAP-STBG $0.9

FIGURE K1: FFY 2020-2023 TRANPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS (CONTINUED)
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37444 Polk County On NE 22ND ST, from NE 54 Ae 0.5 Miles to N 
of NE 58 Ave

Pavement Rehab/
Widen SWAP-STBG $3.2

38607 Polk County On NW 86 St, Over LITTLE BEAVER CREEK N. of 
NW 70 Ave

Bridge 
Replacement SWAP-HBP $1.1

32581 Polk County On NE 50 AVE, Over MUD CREEK E of NE 80 St Bridge 
Replacement SWAP-STBG $0.7

36681 Urbandale In the city of Urbandale, 170th Street (Alice's 
Road): Meredith Drive to Waterford Road

Pavement 
Rehab,Traffic 
Signals,Pavement 
Markings

SWAP-STBG $7.2

37839 Urbandale
In the city of Urbandale, 128th Street 
Maintenance, Douglas Parkway to Aurora 
Avenue 

Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $1.0

36682 Warren 
County

Greenfield Plaza Safe Routes to School: 
Palomino Parkway to East County Line Road

Ped/Bike ROW,Ped/
Bike Grade &amp; 
Pave

STBG $0.2

39403 Waukee In the city of Waukee, Traffic Signal 
Enhancements Project Traffic Signals SWAP-CMAQ $1.3

39396 West Des 
Moines

In the city of West Des Moines, Adaptive 
Traffic Control System Expansion Traffic Signals SWAP-CMAQ $0.4

37840 West Des 
Moines

In the city of West Des Moines, Ashworth Road 
Adaptive Traffic Signal Control System Traffic Signals SWAP-CMAQ $0.3

35377 West Des 
Moines

In the city of West Des Moines, Grand Avenue 
Widening: from 1st Street to 6th Street Grade and Pave SWAP-STBG $5.6

39464 West Des 
Moines

In the city of West Des Moines, University 
Avenue Corridor Master Plan Miscellaneous STBG $0.2

39395 West Des 
Moines

In the city of West Des Moines, 8th Street 
Improvements from I-235 South Ramp to 
Clegg Road

Pavement Rehab SWAP-STBG $4.6

33876 Windsor 
Heights

In the city of Windsor Heights, On University 
Avenue: from 73rd street to 63rd Street Ped/Bike Paving SWAP-STBG $3.3

FIGURE K1: FFY 2020-2023 TRANPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS (CONTINUED)
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3867 DART Enhanced Corridors 5309 $45.0

997 DART Subcontracted Paratransit Operations 5310 $1.8

996 DART Operations for Rural Services 5311 $0.2

5115 DART Maintenance & Operations Facility PTIG, 5339 $91.0

4766 DART Six 40' HD Buses w/Surv. & AVL (2006 Orion 
Buses) 5339 $11.1

3866 DART Nine Heavy-Duty Buses w/Surv. & AVL STP, 5307, 5339 $8.8

2480 DART Twenty Lease Buses - 20 (2015 Lease) 5307 $6.1

2482 DART Computer Software 5307 $0.1

4292 DART Five 27' - 31' Buses w/Surv., Fareboxes & AVL 5307, 5310 $7.2

1020 DART Preventive Maintenance 5307 $23.4

1021 DART ADA Paratransit 5307 $3.4

1024 DART Admin and Maint. Facility Engineering and 
Design 5307 $0.7

1026 DART Facility Repairs/Renovations 5307 $3.3

1028 DART Shop and Garage Equipment 5307 $0.9

1029 DART Miscellaneous Equipment 5307 $0.2

FIGURE K2: FFY 2020-2023 TRANPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TRANSIT PROJECTS 
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1030 DART Computer Hardware 5307 $0.7

1032 DART Associated Transit Improvements 5307 $0.8

1042 DART Support Vehicles 5307 $0.9

1046 DART RideShare Vehicles (Repl/Exp) 5307 $5.1

1027 DART Security/Safety Improvements at Facilities 5307 $0.5

4326 DART Seven Heavy-Duty Buses w/Surv. & AVL STP, 5307, 5339 $7.2

4327 DART Planning - DART Forward Plan Update 5307 $0.7

4762 DART Six Heavy-Duty Buses w/Surv. & AVL STP, 5307, 5339 $13.2

4763 DART Pavement Replacement 5307 $0.4

995 DART General Operations/Maintenance/
Administration STA $16.5

4783 DART Euclid/Douglas Avenue Crosstown ICAAP $1.4

1016 DART Facility Renovations PTIG $0.4

1049 DART Park & Ride Lot ICAAP $0.7

3120 DART Express Service Improvements ICAAP $1.1

1756 DART Local Routes Service Improvements ICAAP $1.7

FIGURE K2: FFY 2020-2023 TRANPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TRANSIT PROJECTS (CONTINUED)





APPENDIX L:
AMENDMENTS AND 

REVISIONS



365364 AMENDMENTS AND 
REVISION PROCESS
The MPO considers the following criteria when amending and revising Mobilizing Tomorrow, and believes these 
criteria to be consistent with Federal and Iowa DOT requirements.

Amendments
The MPO considers proposed changes that meet any of the following criteria as amendments to Mobilizing 
Tomorrow:

• Changes in socioeconomic projections;
• Addition of a project to the plan in any year increment;
• Movement of a project between any year increment in the plan; or,
• Major changes in a project’s scope, where the recalculated project costs increase federal funding by 

more than 30 percent or increase federal funding by more than $2,000,000 from the original amount.

If the MPO considers a change to the plan to be an amendment, the MPO must formally vote on the requested 
change and follow the public participation process identified in the MPO’s Public Participation Plan, including:

• Proposed amendments are made available for review on the MPO website
• Provide a 45-day public comment period and issue an announcement of the public meeting 

approximately 30 days prior to the scheduled public input meeting;
• Hold at least one public input meeting to receive public comment prior to MPO approval; and,
• Legal notice published one week prior to the public meeting.

If the MPO approves an amendment, the MPO would notify the Iowa DOT, FHWA, and FTA and update the plan 
document accordingly.  Generally, plan amendments take a minimum of 60 days to process.

Revisions
The MPO considers proposed changes that meet any of the following criteria as revisions to Mobilizing 
Tomorrow:

• Changes to any of the modal elements;
• Editorial revisions of text and/or graphics;
• Removal of a project from the plan in any year increment; or,
• Minor changes in a project’s scope where the recalculated project costs increase federal funding by less 

than 30 percent or increase federal funding by less than $2,000,000 from the original amount.

If the MPO considers a change to Mobilizing Tomorrow to be a revision, the MPO processes the revision 
administratively.  Following a thorough review of the proposed revision, the MPO staff:

• Processes the revision by notifying the Iowa DOT, FHWA, and FTA;
• Notifies the MPO’s committee representatives of all revisions through their monthly meeting agendas.

Generally, revisions take a minimum of 30 days to process.



365364 OVERVIEW OF 
AMENDMENTS
Since the Mobilizing Tomorrow’s (HY 2050 MTP) adoption in November 2019, the Des Moines Area MPO has 
made periodic amendments to the plan. Appendix L outlines the amendment process and documents the 
approved amendments. 

Amendment 1
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369368 Acronyms

ACRONYM DEFINITION

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

ADT Average Daily Traffic

ALP Airport Layout Plan

ARRA American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

BRT Bus Rapid Transit

CBD Central Business District

CETA Comprehensive Employment and Training Act

CIRALG Central Iowa Regional Association of Local Governments

CIRPC Central Iowa Regional Planning Commission

CMAQ Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program

CMAT Crash Management Mapping Analysis Tool

DART Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority

DEMO Demonstration Funding

DLPM Durable Liquid Pavement Markings

DMATC Des Moines Area Transportation Planning Committee

DOT Iowa Department of Transportation

DSM Des Moines International Airport Code

EV Electric Vehicle

EVSE Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment

FAR Floor Area Ratio

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FLAP Federal Land Access Program

FTA Federal Transit Administration

HIRTA Heart of Iowa Regional Transit Agency

HSIP Highway Safety Improvement Program

HTF Highway Trust Fund



369368

ACRONYM DEFINITION

HUD US Department of Housing and Urban Development

InTrans Institute for Transportation 

ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers

LOS Level of Service

LRTP Long-Range Transportation Plan

MAP-21 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act 

MPA Metropolitan Planning Area

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

NACTO National Association of City Transportation Officials

NAI No Adverse Impact

NHPP National Highway Performance Program

PCI Pavement Condition Index

PEV Plug-in Electric Vehicle

RUTF Road Use Tax Fund

SLM Shared Lane Markings

STA State Transit Assistance

STBG Surface Transportation Block Grant Program

STBG-HBP Surface Transportation Block Grant Program Highway Bridge Program

SUDAS Statewide Urban Design and Specifications Manual

TAP Transportation Alternatives Program (STBG Set-Aside)

TIF Tax Increment Financing

TIP Transportation Improvement Program

TTP Tribal Transportation Program

USC US Code

USFWS US Fish & Wildlife Service

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled

Y-O-E Year-of-Expenditure


