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Introduction
The state of Iowa has eighteen (18) Regional Planning Affiliations (RPAs) that are responsible for carrying
out transportation planning in the non-metropolitan areas of the state, covering all ninety-nine (99)
counties. Each RPA receives Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) funding and is responsible for establishing a planning process that is consistent with state and
federal guidelines. Each RPA is responsible for the development of all required planning products and for
programming federal transportation funds. The Iowa Department of Transportation (DOT), FHWA, and
FTA are jointly responsible to ensure that the federal transportation program and funds are administered
in compliance with applicable state and federal laws.
On July 31, 2018, the Iowa DOT met with the staff of the East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA)
which serves as the Regional Planning Affiliation (RPA) for Region 8 in Dubuque to conduct a planning
review of the RPA.
Goals
The primary goals of the RPA planning reviews are as follows:
•

Gain a better understanding of the transportation planning process being conducted within
Iowa’s regional planning affiliations;

•

Outline/clarify areas for potential improvement of the regional transportation planning process;

•

Discuss how the transportation planning funds are being used to support the development of
the transportation planning products, including the work program, public participation plan,
transportation improvement program, long range transportation plan, and passenger
transportation plan;

•

Ensure that the planning process is continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive, and operates in
a manner consistent with federal guidelines;

•

Provide an opportunity for discussion of how the rural transportation planning process is
working; and

•

Strengthen the planning partnership between Iowa’s 18 RPAs, the Iowa DOT, FHWA, and FTA,
including determining the need for additional guidance, assistance, and training to improve the
overall RPA transportation planning process.

Each of these goals is addressed throughout the review report.
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Participants
Those participating in the RPA 8 review were:
Kelley Deutmeyer
Chandra Ravada
Dan Fox
Lori McKinley
Tricia Wagner
Lisa Weinhold
Andrea White
Garrett Pedersen
Ose Akinlotan
Kristin Haar
Tracey Bradley
Sam Shea

Executive Director, ECIA
Director of Transportation, ECIA
Transportation Planner, ECIA
Manager of Transit Operations, Region 8 Regional Transit Authority (RTA)
Transit and Mobility Coordinator, RTA
Director of Finance and Human Resources, ECIA
Office of Systems Planning, Iowa DOT
Office of Systems Planning, Iowa DOT
Office of Systems Planning, Iowa DOT
Office of Public Transit, Iowa DOT
Office of Civil Rights, Iowa DOT
District 6, Iowa DOT

Review Process and Findings
In order to expedite the review process, provide structure to the review, and ensure thorough
consideration of the major issues, the reviewing agencies provided a list of questions prior to the review.
Questions were categorized by the following topics: RPA Organization, Public Participation, Long Range
Transportation Plan, Transportation Improvement Program, Transit, Transportation Planning Work
Program, Title VI and Related, Financial Accountability, and Other. The following sections summarize the
questions, written responses, and discussions of issues.
Note: ECIA provided several attachments as part of its questionnaire responses. These are included in the
appendix at the end of this report.

RPA Organization
1. Provide a general overview of the RPA planning area and any notable transportation activities or
issues in the area that the organization is dealing with at this time. Example items to discuss could
include any notable demographic or economic trends or issues; transportation planning activities
that are occurring beyond standard document development and updates; and projects or
transportation planning issues of note or concern.
Written Response
The response to this question is included in the appendix at the end of this report.
Discussion/Comments
Discussion covered several of the topics that were included in the written response:
• A funding application for six buses was mentioned in the response; ECIA confirmed that
funding was allocated for two buses for the Clinton MTA and four buses for the RTA.
• A bus storage facility was mentioned; Iowa DOT noted it received PTIG funding.
• Regarding RISE projects, Iowa DOT asked if there is discussion of public transit needs
prior to developing projects. ECIA noted that there is some interest in transit service in
urban areas, but not as much in rural areas. There may be interest in some type of service
related to the Cascade business park, and they may submit an ICAAP application. Iowa
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•

•

•

DOT recommended early coordination on these topics to avoid post-construction issues
with providing transit service.
The transit discussion in the written response noted the need for additional days and
hours of service; Iowa DOT asked if any funding has been applied for to try pilots for new
services. ECIA noted the TAG group discusses these issues frequently. They have worked
with a low-income agency in town to accommodate their late-night hours, and may apply
for STA special projects grant. The RTA is working with Peosta businesses to see if they
would help support service.
Regarding planning projects, Iowa DOT inquired about the status of the final version of
the freight study; ECIA noted it is available online as a series of working papers. There
was discussion of the way the study balanced a data-driven process with stakeholder
priorities; Iowa DOT complemented the balance ECIA found between these issues while
keeping the study recommendations data-driven.
Trail counters have been purchased and provided to members. ECIA has a data sharing
document that spells out when jurisdictions should submit data, which should be
provided to the RPA every January. RPA staff provides input on count locations.

2. Provide a chart showing the organizational structure of your overall agency. Note employees
who work with transportation planning activities and the approximate percentage of their time
that is spent on those activities.
Written Response
The RPA 8 is hosted by East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA) a council of
governments for Cedar, Clinton, Delaware, Dubuque and Jackson Counties.
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ECIA has the following staff working for RPA 8. ADD Staff Percentages
STAFF PERCENTAGES
Berning – 6.5%
Fox – 34.9%
Duetmeyer – 1.8%
Ravada – 36.1%
Weinhold – 2.2%
Quinn – 0.2%
Michels – 0.4%
Discussion/Comments
Chandra and Dan are 100% transportation planning positions between the MPO and RPA.
Supporting staff members charge a small amount of time to the program for assisting with
mailings, finances, graphic design, and IT support.
3. What percentage of your overall agency’s total budget is spent on transportation planning and
programming?
Written Response
Agencies Total Budget: $5,540,818
RPA 8 Budget: $216,441
Percentage : 3.9%
Discussion/Comments
The $5.5 million budget includes RTA transit administrative staff, but not drivers, who are
employed by a non-profit agency. ECIA has 41 staff members, including a few that are housed at
other locations. Housing is ECIA’s largest department.
4. Provide membership lists for your Policy Board and Technical Committee.
a. If your RPA is housed in a COG, is its Policy Board the same as the COG’s Board or separate
from it?
b. If membership for either committee does not directly include cities under 5,000 or public
transit representatives, describe how those entities interact with the RPA’s committees.
c. Describe any additional standing committees that your RPA utilizes.
Written Response
RPA Policy Board
The RPA8 is governed by a board of twelve elected officials from the member jurisdictions. The
Policy Board is responsible for establishing overall policy, making decisions related to
transportation planning, project funding priorities, project programming and monitoring the
direction of studies of transportation conditions in the region. There is a board member from
each of the four counties, and a board member from each of the four large urban areas. The
remaining four Board members are from a non-urban city in each of the four counties which are
elected by caucus every two years.
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Don Thiltgen
Chair

Milt Kramer
Vice-Chair

Kelley Deutmeyer
Secretary

Section 1 (a) County Board of Supervisors
Jackson County
Jack Willey (proxy Clark Schloz)
Clinton County
Tom Determann (proxy Todd Kinney)
Delaware County
Jeff Madlom (proxy Anthony Bardgett)
Dubuque County
Daryl Klein (proxy Anthony Bardgett)
Section 1 (b) Mayor or designated Representative of cities with a population of at least 5000
DeWitt
Don Thiltgen (proxy Steve Lindner)
Clinton
Mark Vulich (proxy Jason Craft)
Manchester
Milt Kramer (proxy Tim Vick)
Maquoketa
Don Schwenker (proxy Gerald Smith)
Section 1 (c) Mayors or formally designated representative of city governments chosen by caucus
of cities under 5000 population,
Clinton County
Andrew Kida (Camanche)
Delaware County
Linda Gaul (Earlville) (Proxy Donna Boss)
Dubuque County
Mick Michel (Dyersville)
Jackson County
Dave Heair
Section 1 (d) Representation of the Iowa Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration (non-voting members)
IA DOT
Craig Markely (proxy Sam Shea)
FHWA
Karen Bobo (proxy Darla Hugaboom)
FTA
Mokhtee Ahmad (proxy Daniel Nguyen)
Section 1 (e) A formally designated representative of any other public board or commission
having jurisdiction in the operation of transportation facilities: as such board or commission may
hereafter become signatory to this Agreement at the consent of the Policy Board
East Central Intergovernmental Association
Kelley Deutmeyer (ECIA)
Transit Representative
Shirley Helmsrich (RTA)
RPA8 Technical Advisory Committee
The Technical Advisory Committee consists of professional staff persons from the RPA member
jurisdictions. The Technical Committee reviews, studies, and makes recommendations to the
Policy Board related to technical issues affecting spending and study priorities.
Todd Kinney
Chair

Tim Vick
Vice-Chair

County Engineers
Jackson County
Clinton County
Delaware County
Dubuque County

Kelley Deutmeyer
Secretary

Clark Schloz (Proxy Jack Willey)
Todd Kinney (Proxy Tom Determann)
Anthony Bardgett (Proxy Jeff Madlom)
Anthony Bardgett (Proxy Daryl Klein)
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Designated Representative of cities with a population of at least 5000
DeWitt
Steve Lindner (Proxy Don Thiltgen)
Clinton
Jason Craft (Proxy Jacob Coupee)
Manchester
Tim Vick (Proxy Milt Kramer)
Maquoketa
Brian Wagner
Representatives of the Transit Systems
River Bend Transit
MTA
Regional Transit Authority

Randy Zorbist (Clinton County)
Dennis Hart (City of Clinton)
Lori McKinley (Delaware, Dubuque, Jackson County)

Representation of the Iowa Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration and
the Federal Transit Administration (non-voting members)
IA DOT
Sam Shea
FHWA
Darla Hugaboom
FTA
Mark Bechtel
A formally designated representative of any other public board or commission having jurisdiction
in the operation of transportation facilities: as such board or commission may hereafter become
signatory to this Agreement at the consent of the Technical Advisory Board
East Central Intergovernmental Association
Kelley Deutmeyer (ECIA)
4a. The RPA is housed in the COG but the RPA and COG have two different boards with some
duplication.
4b. The RPA 8 Tech board has three votes for transit agencies but no representation for small
cities
The RPA 8 Policy Board has four representatives representing cities below 5,000 population within
each county. The RPA 8 Policy Board also has one representative representing transit.
4c. The RPA 8 uses the following Committees for RPA 8 planning purpose:
Transit Action Group (TAG): The TAG group is made up transit agencies, human service
agencies and RPA 8 staff. Transit Action Group (TAG) conducts surveys to list and prioritize needs
and develop needs for consumers through the Transit Action Plan. Staff continues to stay involved
and in touch with TAG group and use the Transit Action Plan to develop Passenger Transportation
Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program for the region.
Grant Wood Mississippi River Region: Grant Wood Mississippi River Region (GWMRR) is a
group formed by Jackson, Jones and Dubuque Counties as the pilot Parks to People region. The
GWMRR is a regional partnership with diverse stakeholders representing the region’s four state
parks, two Scenic Byways, three county Conservation Boards, three Community Foundations,
numerous economic development and tourism organizations, and other local, county and
regional interests. The RPA 8 staff are active participants of this group.
RPA 8 staff coordinated with this group and is in process of developing an interactive trail website
and trail counting program. The interactive trail website is designed to provide trail information to
public with attractions in the region. The Interactive Trail website will be the general public’s one
stop shop for the most updated information. The website will be hosted by the convention and
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visitor’s bureaus in the region and will be annually updated by information provided by cities,
counties, county conservation boards, city parks and rec, and tourism entities.
RPA 8 staff coordinated with county conservation boards and city parks and rec to create a trail
count program. The goal of RPA 8 staff is to inform public about regional trail systems with most
accurate information; count the use and traffic on the trail system; and use this information for
future investments in the region. This process would not be successful without coordination with
Grand Wood Mississippi Region.
Hometown Pride
The Hometown Pride program assists and improves communities through a five-year coaching
commitment. Keep Iowa Beautiful accepted three RPA 8 counties into the Hometown Pride
program in 2017. Communities across Dubuque, Jackson, and Clinton counties have established
Hometown Pride committees and are receiving coaching through the program. RPA 8 staff have
helped with coaching communities in Dubuque County. The area’s Hometown Pride committees
have identified a range of projects from downtown revitalization and economic development to
recreation and trails.
Having active local groups focused on a mission of improving the community is invaluable to the
RPA planning process. When compared to a local group, RPA 8 is relatively unknown to many
people that live the area. Participating in community coaching gets RPA staff more involved in our
communities and give us an opportunity to match local needs and projects to RPA services and
programs. By attending meeting, RPA staff can hear about the transportation needs of each
community first hand.
Clinton MDST Group: The Clinton Multi-Disciplinary Safety Team (MDST) is made of emergency
responders, County, City, IADOT and RPA 8 staff. The group helps to address safety issues with in
Clinton County and played a vital role in conducting safety audits on Primary and local system
within Clinton County.
Clerks Groups: ECIA hosts city clerk’s meetings in each County within RPA 8 region on quarterly
bases. ECIA staff have used these meetings to educate small city clerks on funding sources and
the projects that are eligible to use these funds. These meetings help RPA 8 staff provide technical
assistance and identify needs within small communities. Staff has also used these meetings to
explain other transportation topics including the gas tax increase and system needs.
ECIA Council: The RPA 8 staff presents information to ECIA Council as needed to provide updates
on major transportation initiatives such as transportation bills, gas tax, freight studies, etc. ECIA
has both private and public-sector representatives so this helps RPA 8 staff by providing
information to both sectors.
Prosperity Eastern Iowa (PEI): The RPA 8 staff presents information at Prosperity Eastern Iowa
meetings (regional economic developers, community college, and utility reps) as needed to
provide updates on major transportation initiatives such as transportation bills, gas tax, freight
studies, etc. and seek their input. PEI has both private and public-sector representatives so this
helps RPA 8 staff by providing information to both sectors. The PEI group help RPA 8 staff in
conducting one on one interviews with businesses for Eight County Freight Study.
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Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT commended there being transit representation on TAC and Policy. There was
discussion of ECIA’s role on the committees. Iowa DOT asked about there being small city
representatives on Policy but not TAC; ECIA noted that small cities often lack the staff and
availability to participate in TAC. If there was interest from those entities in participating, ECIA
believes the TAC would be open to them joining.
Iowa DOT noted that the FTA TAC member should be Daniel Nguyen.
5. How often do your RPA Policy Board and Technical Committee meet?
a. Are these joint meetings with both Policy members and Technical staff or are they separate
meetings?
b. If they meet separately, describe how communication occurs between the Technical
Committee and Policy Board.
c. Are you satisfied with the level of attendance and participation by Iowa DOT, FHWA, and
FTA at your meetings?
Written Response
Eight to nine times a year.
5a. The RPA 8 board chair determines if we need to have a joint or separate meeting basing on
the topics we need to address at the meeting.
5b. Technical board meets at 9:00 AM and the Policy board meets at noon when we have separate
meetings. Staff provides input received from technical board to policy board before the board
members makes a decision. However, Staff will have technical board chair provide update to
policy board when RPA 8 is addressing topics that might trigger more discussion with technical
board.
5c. We are very pleased with Iowa DOT staff attendance at RPA 8 meetings. We also understand
that we don’t need to have FHWA and FTA at our meetings as the District Planner does a good
job in getting clarification from Iowa DOT central office who are in consultation with FHWA and
FTA.
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked how frequently meetings are held jointly versus separately. ECIA responded that
it depends on the topic; during LRTP development they were often separate to enable the TAC to
go more in-depth on technical information; during discussion of the gas tax increase they were
joint as Policy was interested in hearing TAC’s views. When meetings are held jointly, the TAC will
vote on items first, followed by a Policy vote. Proxies are allowed, and they can be non-elected
officials.
6. Are the different roles and responsibilities of an RPA, the Iowa DOT, the FHWA, and the FTA
clearly understood by your agency, Policy Board, and Technical Committee? Note any questions or
concerns that you have regarding these roles.
Written Response
The RPA 8 staff, the RPA 8 Technical and Policy Committees are very clear on the roles of Iowa
DOT, the FHWA, and the FTA and are very pleased with the way things are working.
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Public Participation
7. Provide the web address for your current Public Participation Plan (PPP).
Written Response
http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm
8. When was your PPP last approved?
a. Is an update to the PPP planned at this time?
b. If so, what changes or improvements to the plan is the RPA considering?
Written Response
July 26th, 2018
Discussion/Comments
ECIA noted the PPP is updated every two years.
9. Describe any unique public participation techniques your agency uses during the development
of the LRTP, PPP, PTP, TIP, TPWP, and special planning studies.
Written Response
Development and Approval Process
The core RPA 8 documents are developed in a standardized process to enable consistency to
encourage resident participation. Figure 1.8 below provides the RPA 8 documents development
summary.
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RPA Public Involvement Plan
The RPA 8 Public Involvement Plan (PIP) guides the public participation in the regional
transportation planning process. The plan outlines recommended methods to engage the public
during the transportation planning & decision-making process and informs members of the
public how they can be involved.
In keeping with the spirit of public involvement and participation, RPA 8 follows a systematic
approach that allows the public to become involved in the transportation planning process. RPA 8
consistently adheres to established guidelines as a means of heightening public involvement. This
includes the Title VI population, persons with a disability, the Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
population, the Environmental Justice (EJ – low income and high minority) zone populations, and
other traditionally underserved groups.
Utilizing various techniques to solicit public involvement has proven to be the most effective
means by which to attract citizen involvement. RPA 8 remains committed to using a variety of
resources to reach out to the public and attempt to encourage public participation. Figure 9.1 lists
available participation methods.
RPA 8 is committed to the concept of public participation and will work to ensure that the public
plays an active role in transportation planning. The hope is that public participation will reduce
unfavorable public opinions of transportation projects by incorporating public sentiment
into the planning process.

LRTP Input
The RPA 8 area is made up of distinct communities containing diverse populations that require
different public services. To adequately serve the needs of these unique communities, and to
ensure that all communities are represented in the LRTP, RPA 8 created a public input strategy
where RPA 8 staff attended meetings of a variety of community groups including city councils and
county boards of supervisors. Staff gave a short presentation on the LRTP and engaged in
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discussions with members of the group. City and County staff and elected officials attended
several of the meetings and contributed to the discussion.
Staff provided meeting attendees with a one-page handout that included basic information about
RPA 8 and the LRTP and directed people to additional sources of information including: staff
email addresses, the RPA 8 website, and RPA 8 social media accounts.
In all, RPA 8 staff collected input at nine meetings during the winter and spring 2017. Figure 1.9
includes a list of the meetings attended. Appendix B includes detailed information from each
meeting.

RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft LRTP.
TIP INPUT
The TIP is to have a listing of projects that are scheduled to be carried out within a 4-year period
of when they were initially adopted into the RPA 8 TIP. The TIP will include a financial explanation
of the improvement projects that detail how each will be implemented as well as an indication of
what public and private resources can be expected to be made available to complete the
transportation improvement.
Before the RPA 8 Policy Committee can approve any transportation improvement, it will provide
citizens, affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private
providers of transportation, and other interested parties with reasonable notice of and an
opportunity to comment on the proposed improvement.
RPA 8 staff presents an update on the draft TIP annually to city councils for cities with population
greater than 5,000 and four County Board of supervisors within the RPA 8 area and seek their
input.
Staff collected input at nine meetings during the spring and summer 2018. Figure 1.10 includes a
list of the meetings attended.

RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft TIP
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TPWP INPUT
The Transportation Planning Work Program (TPWP) outlines various transportation planning
activities to be conducted by the staff for the RPA 8. The TPWP is prepared and adopted each
year and contains transportation planning activities for the current fiscal year.
The TPWP outlines the status of RPA 8 planning activities, gives details about work done in the
previous year, and describes the work that is scheduled for the upcoming year. This annual work
program document is drafted by the RPA 8 staff in consultation with IADOT, local agencies and
area transit providers. Technical Advisory Board members also help with drafting the TPWP.
RPA 8 staff drafts a new TPWP for the coming year and have it ready for initial Technical Advisory
Board review in March. Typically, the final TPWP for the next year is approved at the May RPA 8
meeting. The TPWP also requires IADOT and FHWA/FTA approval.
RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft TPWP
PIP INPUT
RPA 8 will review the PIP every two years to determine if revisions are necessary. RPA 8 will make
revisions to the PIP available for public review for 45 days. Following the 45-day review period,
the RPA 8 Policy Board will hold a hearing on the revisions as part of a regularly scheduled RPA 8
meeting. Following the hearing, the policy board may vote to approve the revisions. The Policy
Board meeting will be held at location that is accessible to transit-dependent and disabled
residents.
RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft TPWP
PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION PLAN (PTP)
RPA 8 and Dubuque Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (DMATS) formed a Transit Action
Group in 2008. The group consists of human service providers, transportation providers, and
other interested individuals within the community. Members of the group are charged with
resolving transportation barriers for consumers in the community. The group has three sub
committees; Urban, Rural, and Marketing. The group meets quarterly and members can choose to
attend on a regular basis or attend as needed as a resource to the group. Group notices are sent
out via email or conventional mail and information is available on the RTA website if anyone is
interested in participating.
RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy Plan to seek input from public on draft PTP
SPECIAL PLANNING STUDIES
The recent Eight County Freight Study followed Public Involvement Policy Plan for seeking public
input. Staff conducted Seven Steering committees opened to public, two public input meetings
and attended PEI, Clinton Economic Development meetings to seek input.
RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy Plan to seek input from public throughout the
freight study.
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Discussion/Comments
Regarding specific city and county meetings for the LRTP or TIP, ECIA noted that the topic will be
on the agenda for the City Council or Board of Supervisors and ECIA staff will present information
and answer questions that they have. They may also cover other transportation issues as they
arise.
10. How effective has your public participation process been in the past?
a. Have you tried different ways to increase the level of public participation?
b. Has the RPA received comments from the public on the existing public participation
process?
Written Response
The RPA 8 is not successful in getting public participation as the RPA 8 is seeking input at board
meetings. The RPA 8 revised and adopted its Public Involvement Plan (PIP) in July of 2017. The
newly adopted PIP sets forth the organization’s goals, objectives, strategies and various
techniques for communication with the public. The new plan is designed to the level of public
participation.
One key change that the plan adopted is to seek input for key documents by attending County
Supervisors meetings, City Council meetings, transit agency meetings and Other established
group meetings.
10a. RPA 8 staff implemented the new process for RPA 8 LRTP update and Federal Fiscal Year
2018-2021 TIP and Federal Fiscal Year 2019-2022 TIP. The public input process is very successful
and increased participation from public.
10b. The RPA 8 staff received very positive comments from Counties and Cites on change in
Public input process.
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked about success with recent public input efforts. ECIA noted having more success
when talking about a specific project or issue, and that it helps to attend city and county meetings
and have a specific agenda item for the plan or project. They did note that this can lead to
difficultly with recording names/affiliations of people providing comments if audience members
at the meeting ask questions or make comments.
11. How is reasonable public access provided at public meetings, and are persons with disabilities
and limited English proficiency individuals accommodated at public meetings and in the
publication of transportation documents?
Written Response
All RPA 8 public meetings are held at city halls, county conservation offices, City Halls and RPA 8
office. The chosen locations have transit access and are close to neighborhood which are
dominated by low-income households and Limited English Proficiency (LEP). All meeting locations
are ADA accessible.
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked if a notice relating to requesting accommodations is included on agendas; ECIA
responded that it is included in public hearing notices but not on the agenda itself. Iowa DOT
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recommended adding an accessibility notice to agendas as well. Meetings are generally
accessible by transit.
12. Is your website up to date, with your current planning documents and meeting agendas and
minutes easily accessible online for the public and other interested parties to view?
Written Response
Yes.
Meeting Agendas and Minutes: http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/meetings.cfm
Planning Documents: http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm
13. Is adequate guidance being provided by the Iowa DOT for the public participation process?
Written Response
Yes

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
14. Provide the web address for your current LRTP.
Written Response
http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm
15. Your current LRTP was completed in 2017. Discuss any significant successes and/or challenges
you encountered during its development, as well as how the plan is being implemented.
Written Response
Successes:
• Vison & Goal Setting: The RPA 8 technical and Policy board members in develop Goals
and objective for the Plan with performance measures.
• Analysis:
o Staff developed system maintenance costs for roads and bridges for existing and
future
o Able to develop on road and off-road trail systems
o Able to assess operation and maintenance costs for transit system s in the region
with future capital improvement costs
o Able to analyze crashes in the region and come up with list of high crash
locations that need to be addressed through safety audits. RPA 8 worked with
INTRANS and IADOT staff to conduct safety audits in Clinton and Jackson
counties.
o The freight chapter will be updated with Eight County Freight Plan which has a
detailed analysis on existing and future commodities using the system with the
region.
o Staff is able to conduct detailed financial analysis for funds used on federal aid
system and projected them to year 2040. The analysis is done using historical
funding that RPA 8 received and the expenditures and revenues that local cities
and counties incurred for past five years.
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Public Participation: Able to engage all members within RPA 8 and had more input for the
plan then the previous updates. The outcomes of the pubic input are listed below:
o Most of the funding will be used in system operation and maintenance
o The region supports systems
o The crash locations are eye opening during public input process and most of the
entities suggested RPA 8 staff need to work with RPA 8 members and conduct
safety audits. RPA 8 worked with INTRANS and IADOT staff to conduct safety
audits in Clinton and Jackson counties.
o Very positive input on freight movements in the region which led to very active
participation of businesses in the freight study (We had 200 one on one
interviews and 100 on line surveys from businesses for Eight County Freight
Study)
Challenges:
• The RPA 8 board supports the financial analysis but wants RPA 8 to be more inclined
towards strategically preserving existing infrastructure and focus future investments in
maintaining areas that are already served by significant public infrastructure investment
as the system did not have any capacity issues.
•

Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT complimented ECIA for the quality and content of the regional LRTP. Iowa DOT asked
about the performance measures included in the plan, and whether there will be tracking or
reporting of the identified measures. ECIA noted they are discussing the possibility of compiling
an annual report on the measures, and will be addressing this with their Board.
16. How were long-term projects treated in your last LRTP? For example, were they specifically
identified? Was fiscal analysis or constraint discussed? How do you plan to address long-term
projects in your next update?
Written Response
• The RPA 8 LRTP updates did not specifically identify long term projects as most of the
project needs are to maintain existing system as the system did not have any capacity
issues for existing or future traffic.
• The RPA 8 staff conducted a detailed financial analysis as part of LRTP update but the
board decided to keep the list of projects to be maintenance projects.
• Staff will try to be project specific in next updates.
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked ECIA to elaborate on the comment about being more project specific in the next
update. ECIA commented that they have some specific projects from the recently completed
fright study and bicycle/pedestrian plan that could be incorporated into the LRTP. They also want
to focus on larger projects that will require funding beyond the RPA, perhaps by including them
as illustrative projects. The RPA’s focus is likely to remain maintenance projects; any extensive
improvements would likely require outside funding sources.
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17. What is the relationship between your LRTP and TIP? Are goals or priorities from the LRTP
incorporated into the TIP development process?
Written Response
The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a financially constrained three-year program
covering the most immediate implementation priorities for transportation projects and strategies
from the region. It is the region's way of allocating its limited transportation resources among the
various capitals and operating needs of the area, based on a clear set of short-term transportation
priorities.
The TIP is developed by following the RPA 8 2040 LRTP. The TIP will be developed annually by
taking into consideration goals and objectives of LRTP and follow the project recommendations in
the LRTP. Most of the projects listed in TIP will be maintenance oriented as the RPA 8 2040 LRTP
lists project needs are to maintain existing system.
Discussion/Comments
Discussion covered under question 25 in the TIP section includes developing an application form;
this would provide a documented way to incorporate consideration of the goals and objectives of
the LRTP into the project selection process.
18. How are your Policy Board and Technical Committee involved in the LRTP update process?
Written Response
The RPA 8 Policy and Technical board are very actively involved in development of the RPA 8
LRTP.
• Staff conducted workshops for development of vision, goals and objectives and
performance measures and performance targets;
• Staff presented the methodology for data collection and future projects to RPA 8 boards
on the following:
o Existing transportation system conditions;
o Forecasts future population and employment growth;
o Identify transportation needs and deficiencies and analyze, through detailed
technical analysis,
o Update on proactively engaging the public and other interested stakeholders in
the planning and decision‐making process, including, as appropriate, local, state,
and/or federal agencies:
o Identify projects to encourage transit usage and a seamless transit network within
the region and establish transit linkages between affordable housing locations
and major regional employment centers;
o Identify projects and policies that enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety and
walkability;
o Identify and evaluate potential projects for social and environmental justice
concerns and mitigation needs
o Develop a financial plan for securing sufficient revenues to cover the costs of
implementation strategies, including operating costs, system maintenance and
system preservation
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o

Develop long‐range and short‐range capital improvements and operational
strategies to improve safety, reduce congestion, and facilitate the movement of
people and goods;

19. How are various transportation stakeholders (such as aviation, freight, rail, transit, bicycle,
pedestrian, economic development, environmental, safety/emergency, tribal, etc.) involved in the
development of your LRTP?
Written Response
Staff worked with the following entities during the development of RPA 8 2040 LRTP
• Aviation:
o Dubuque Regional Airport
o Clinton Regional Airport
• Bike & Pedestrian:
o Grant Wood Mississippi River Region
o Clinton bike group
o City of Clinton Engineering
o Hometown Pride
o Mississippi River Parkway Commission
• Transit:
o Transit Action Group
o Region Transit Authority
o Clinton MTA
• Economic Development
o Prosperity Eastern Iowa
• Environmental
o Dubuque County Conservation
o Jackson County Conservation
• Safety/emergency
o Clinton Multi-Disciplinary Safety Team
• Freight
o Barge Facilities
o Rail
o Trucking industries
o Major businesses in the region
• Tribal
o There are no tribal agencies with in RPA 8 region
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT questioned River Bend Transit not being listed as a stakeholder, and encouraged ECIA
to coordinate with Bi-State/RPA 9 regarding coverage of Clinton County transit issues. Iowa DOT
asked for examples of how the various agencies were involved in the LRTP update; ECIA
responded that they met with the agencies and/or took their planning documents into
consideration. Several stakeholders are regularly engaged through existing processes, such as
TAG meetings and the PTP process and the MDST. Iowa DOT commended the interaction with
these stakeholders.
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20. How do you utilize the State Transportation Plan or other statewide planning documents for
your LRTP? What could be done to make the State Transportation Plan more useful?
Written Response
The RPA 8 staff took into consideration the following Plan from Iowa Dot while developing RPA 8
plan:
• Iowa in Motion
• Iowa State Rail Plan
• Iowa State Strategic Highway Safety Plan
The RPA 8 staff took into consideration the vision, goals and objectives from these plans and
made sure the recommendations listed in RPA 8 region are accommodated in RPA 8 2040 LRTP.
21. How do you coordinate with resource agencies (Iowa DNR, Iowa EDA, State Archeologist, etc.)
in the development of your LRTP?
Written Response
Staff sent a copy of environmental justice chapter to Iowa DNR for their input. We did not get in
touch with Iowa EDA or State Archeologist.
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT encouraged broader state and federal resource agency outreach as part of the next
LRTP update. This could include sending a note to agencies when the LRTP process commences
and asking if/how they’d like to be involved, and/or sending a draft copy of the LRTP to them for
review and comment prior to its approval.
22. Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the LRTP been helpful? How can it be improved?
Written Response
Very Helpful

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
23. Provide the web address for your current TIP.
Written Response
http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm
24. Discuss the process for developing your region’s TIP and selecting projects.
a. How are eligible applicants notified of funding availability and the submittal and review
process for STP and TAP projects?
b. For both STP and TAP funding, what type of project information do you request? Do you
use application forms?
c. For both STP and TAP projects, how are projects submitted, prioritized, and selected?
d. Do you have any type of award letter or agreement that is used for STP and TAP
projects?
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Written Response
24a. The RPA 8 staff release public notice following the Public Involvement Program guidelines for
10% STBG funds set aside by the RPA 8 board for STBG eligible projects and TAP eligible projects.
24b. STP APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
The following documents and narratives must be attached to this application. In the upper righthand corner of each document or narrative write the corresponding letter shown below.
• A MAP identifying the location of the project (11 x 17 or smaller).
• An OFFICIAL ENDORSEMENT from the authority stating its commitment of matching
funds and commitment of project maintenance. For the project maintenance portion of
the resolution, it should state, “The Sponsoring Agent shall maintain, or cause to be
maintained, the completed improvements in a manner acceptable to the IDOT and the
FHWA.”
• A TIME SCHEDULE for the total project development.
• An ITEMIZED BREAKDOWN of the total project costs. If safety improvements are part of
this project, be sure to include and highlight these improvements in the cost estimate.
• DIGITAL PHOTOGRAPHS showing the existing conditions and the location of the project.
Classification of project (eligible to apply):
• Construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation
• Capital costs for transit projects for publicly or privately owned intra-city or inter-city bus
terminal or facilities
• Highway and transit safety or facilities
• Capital and operating costs for traffic management and control
• Surface transportation planning, highway and transit technology transfer activities, and
research and development
• Operational improvements
• Fringe and corridor parking facilities
• Most transportation control measures in the Clean Air Act
• Development and establishment of management systems
• Environmental Provisions (i.e., natural habitat mitigation, storm water retrofit, and antiicing and deicing)
• Modifications of sidewalks to meet ADA requirements
• Infrastructure based ITS capital improvements
The RPA 8 has application for STBG funds. Please see Attachment A for a copy of the application.
TAP APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
The RPA 8 follows IADOT TAP application and follows the requirements listed on the application.
Please see Attachment B for a copy of the application.
24c. STBG PROCESS:
In order to bring a greater level of objectivity to its project selection process, the RPA 8 staff
developed a formal project ranking process for use in screening projects prior to inclusion in the
Plan/TIP. The projects are ranked quantitatively and qualitatively. System Preservation, Safety,
Integration and Connectivity and Local and Regional Factors are based on numeric values
obtained from data analysis are the categories that a project is ranked quantitatively. Economic
Vitality, Accessibility and Mobility, Local and Regional Impact, categories are subjective are the
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categories that a project is ranked qualitatively. The actual factors considered by the process are
derived from the variety of federal, state, and regional policies that help define RPA 8’s
overarching planning priorities. The process simplifies decision‐making by providing a single,
standardized tool for comparing projects.
1.
2.

3.

Projects are submitted to RPA 8, with all required information no later than final submittal
date set by RPA.
Applications will be compiled for the Subcommittee for STBG funding distribution. The
Subcommittee will then meet and rank the projects based on the evaluation criteria
adopted by the Board. The subcommittee will submit the list to RPA 8 Tech and Policy
Boards.
The Tech Board will provide their input to Policy Board. The Policy Board will review the
ranking list and associated documentation and prepare a draft Transportation
Improvement Program for inclusion into the Iowa State Transportation Improvement
Program.

Project Selection Criteria
1. Economic Vitality: 275 Points (27.5%)
2. System Preservation: 200 Points (20%)
3. Safety: 200 Points (20%)
4. Accessibility and Mobility: 125 Points (12.5%)
5. Integration and Connectivity: 75 Points (7.5%)
6. Local and Regional Factors: 125 Points (12.5%)
TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE: 1000 (100%)
TAP PROCESS
Project must meet one or more of these eligibilities and must relate to surface transportation.
Application submittals for each funding round must be postmarked by the deadline date, and
include an original and four (4) hardcopies of the completed application and all attachments.
Email submissions of the completed application by the stated deadline are allowed, but the
original and four (4) hardcopies of the completed application must follow by mail.
Required Submittal
A complete application will consist of the following:
1. A completed application form.
2. A narrative assessing existing conditions, outlining the concept of the proposed project, and
providing adequate project justification as described in the application form.
3. A detailed map identifying the location of the project.
4. If applicable, a sketch-plan of the project, including cross-section for bicycle or pedestrian
facilities.
5. An itemized breakdown of the total project costs.
6. A time schedule for the total project development.
7. An official endorsement of the project from the authority to be responsible for its
maintenance and operation according to the requirements included in the application form.
8. If applicable, a letter of support for the project from the scenic or historic byway board.
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9.

A narrative discussing the public input process that was followed, the extent to which
adjacent property owners and others have been informed of the proposed project, and an
assessment of their acceptance.

Project Selection
In addition to meeting Transportation Alternatives Program eligibility requirements, projects
funded under the Statewide Transportation Alternatives Program are intended to have a
statewide or multiregional significance. As such, applications for projects such as trails that could
be considered primarily local impact projects will not be scored favorably.
An assessment of the relative statewide significance of a project may be made by considering the
following:
1. Statewide or multi-regional impact of the project,
2. Degree of enhancement of the quality or utility of the state’s overall surface
transportation system,
3. State or multi-regional tourism benefits, and
4. Degree of statewide or multi-regional planning implemented
Who ranks the projects
The RPA 8 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and RPA 8 Policy board forms a subcommittee.
The subcommittee members recommend rankings in the subjective categories based on the
project's merits. DMATS staff will provide subcommittee members with project information and
data analysis to determine the merit of the projects for quantitative ranking. Staff will then
provide the recommendations from subcommittee to TAC. The TAC member’s recommendations
are then provided to Policy Board for final approval.
TIP Projects Programing and Approval
A draft TIP document is prepared annually by RPA 8 staff in close consultation and cooperation
with IADOT. The projects are prioritized basing on the information provided by project sponsors
in the application. This prioritization takes into account important factors such as how soon the
project can get environmental clearances, survey work, preliminary plans, right‐of‐way, utilities,
advance check prints and final plan preparation. Taking these factors into consideration will help
to provide a let date. The letting date provides guidance on which fiscal year the project should
be programmed. Projects that have major environmental issues and right of way needs are
recommended to be divided into multiple stages and funding is approved accordingly rather than
approving full project funding at a time.
24d. Yes, please see Attachment C for Approval Letter and Attachment D for Project Agreement.
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked for an overview of the overall TIP development process. Planning funds are
taken off the top; ten percent of the funding is set aside for small cities, transit, and Iowa DOT to
submit applications for; and counties and cities over 5,000 receive suballocations. Early in the
calendar year, an email is sent to all members that the TIP process is beginning and project
submittals are solicited. An application form is required for small city, transit, and Iowa DOT
projects. Projects submitted via application are reviewed for eligibility. If less funding is
requested through these applications than what is available, they are recommended for approval;
otherwise, a subcommittee of the TAC will review the applications and make funding
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recommendations. Once these projects are selected and county/large city projects are entered in
TPMS, the draft TIP is developed. A month of public input is held, which includes going to the
counties/cities for comment.
Regarding funding for small cities, most of these jurisdictions in the RPA lack federally functionally
classified routes, which would have limited their opportunities to ask for STBG funding. Following
federal aid swap implementation, there may be additional opportunities for communities as FM
routes are now eligible. However, the Board decided to add $75,000 from the small
city/transit/Iowa DOT funding pot to each County’s suballocation, in exchange for each county
providing an equivalent amount of local funding for small city projects. This helps the small cities
avoid unfamiliar state/federal regulations on projects and use the funding for their priority
projects. Projects are still reviewed by the RPA. The remainder of the ten percent funding pot is
awarded through the application process.
ECIA noted the award letter and project agreement is currently only used for small city projects.
Iowa DOT commended having an award letter and project agreement, but recommended
providing them for all regionally funded projects.
Regarding swap implementation, the RPA is not requiring a match for swap projects.
Iowa DOT noted an issue from the current programming cycle where the timing of RPA meetings
was out of sync with when projects needed to be draft TIP approved in TPMS, and encouraged
coordination between the RPA and Office of Program Management in future programming cycles
to avoid this issue.
25. If your RPA suballocates funding, discuss your Board’s reasoning for doing so within the
context of a regional planning process. Would it be helpful for the Iowa DOT and FHWA to visit
with your Policy Board concerning the benefits of not suballocating federal transportation funds?
Written Response
At the October 19, 1999 meeting, the RPA Policy Board adopted a distribution system for
uncommitted STBG funds. In this system, the funds are distributed by a sub-allocation process.
Each jurisdiction’s share of the funds will be determined by the Census population. The cities of
Clinton, Manchester, Maquoketa and Dewitt will receive a share based on the population within
the incorporated limits of the city. The four counties will each receive a share based on the
population of the unincorporated area plus the population of all cities in the county under 5,000
population. Jurisdictions eligible for STBG funds that do not receive a sub-allocation will have the
opportunity to request funding from the county as follows:
Cities below 5,000 population, transit agencies can compete each year through an application
process for 10% of the STBG funds set aside by RPA Policy board.
Transit agencies providing service within cities greater than 5,000 in population can request funds
from the cities over 5,000 population.
It will be hard for RPA 8 Policy and Technical boards to have all STBG funds open to competition
as the Counties and cities with population more than 5,000 population count the RPA 8 funds in
their annual budgets and match them with local option sales tax or Farm to Market funding to
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maintain the existing system. However, most of the RPA 8 members struggle to keep up with
needs within their jurisdiction. The swap funds are helping the RPA 8 members to expediate
project schedule and do more project then before with in a time frame. It will be very hard now to
ask RPA 8 board to stop sub allocation.
Discussion/Comments
ECIA provides suballocation entities with a balance sheet early in the year. Counties and large
cities develop their 5-year programs and TIP projects are added to TPMS. Currently, there is not
an application form for suballocation entities and there is not discussion of these projects prior to
the draft TIP being developed. Iowa DOT recommended utilizing an application form for all
regionally-funded projects. The form could be relatively simple, but would provide an easy and
more public-friendly way to review and discuss project characteristics. Iowa DOT also
recommended that ECIA consider providing a summary of projects that are submitted for funding
at a TAC and Policy meeting, and including information such as AADT, crash history, pavement
condition, etc. This could help facilitate discussion on the region’s projects and priorities.
Borrowing among suballocation entities is allowed, but has been limited to one year. These
decisions are often discussed by individual entities with ECIA staff outside of RPA meetings; it was
recommended that they also be discussed at meetings in a public setting. Iowa DOT also
recommended allowing additional borrowing ahead as a way to move away from a strict
suballocation. This allows for larger projects to be addressed in a timely manner, which is more
cost-effective and helps avoid STBG/swap balance accrual. An enhanced borrowing ahead policy
could include procedures for reconciliation if there are concerns about jurisdictions aggressively
borrowing ahead.
Overall, Iowa DOT recommends taking steps away from a strict suballocation process, even if the
RPA does not move to a fully competitive process. Items such as an application form, discussion
of all regionally-funded projects at TAC and Policy meetings, and enhanced borrowing ahead are
the types of steps that can be taken while maintaining a suballcoation framework. An additional
step could be to track allocations in the background, but move towards a consensus-based
process for project selection. This would allow for long-term funding equity without relying on a
set suballocation, and would enhance the regional perspective of the project selection process.
26. Describe how each of the following types of project sponsors is included in the programming
process. Also, note whether any STP funding has been allocated to each of these entities in the
past.
a. Cities under 5,000
b. Public transit providers
c. Iowa DOT
Written Response
• Cities under 5,000 : $2.48 million
• Public transit providers : $491,770
• Iowa DOT: None
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Discussion/Comments
The application process for these entities is outlined under question 24. It is recommended that
the application form be revised so it is clear that it is the form to be used for all these types of
projects, not just small city projects.
Regarding small city projects, ECIA noted that the RPA does not allow cities to apply for both the
RPA’s ten percent pool and their county’s $75,000 for small city projects, in order to avoid
matching the funding sources with each other.
Prior to the recent funding provided for six bus replacements, there had not been many requests
for transit projects. It is likely transit will not reapply for funding for several years.
Iowa DOT has not generally asked for funding from the RPA, though the RPA did partner on
widening the shoulders on the US 52 project. Iowa DOT could apply for the ten percent pool that
is set aside, but there is only a small amount of funding left after the distributions to the counties
in exchange for their funding of small city projects. There has been some partnering where small
cities apply for RPA funding to assist with their portion of a resurfacing project that the DOT is
doing in their community.
Iowa DOT commended the provision of funding opportunities for these entities, and
recommended continued openness on the part of the RPA to funding projects from these
sponsors. Iowa DOT also noted the disparity between the detailed application process for the ten
percent funding pot versus not having an application for entities that receive a suballocation.
27. How comfortable are you with the TPMS system? Do you have any suggestions for
improvements?
Written Response
Pretty comfortable. Not having access to make changes to County projects is becoming an issue.
28. In an average year, how often do you process amendments to your TIP?
a. What types of amendments do you typically process?
b. What is the public input process (in terms of public notification, review period, public
hearing requirements, etc.) for TIP amendments?
Written Response
Three to four a year
28a. Change in project scope, change in dollar amounts and funding sources
28b. The TIP Amendment Process will include the following steps:
• RPA 8 staff will collect the amendment information from the members requesting.
• RPA 8 staff will inform the public of the amended TIP’s availability by sending notice to
the organizations on the RPA 8 public participation process list and by publishing legal
notices in local newspapers and ECIA website. Theses notices will be posted and
published 4-20 days before the scheduled meeting.
• The public hearing meeting will be held with the RPA 8 Policy Board meeting and the
meeting will be opened for public input during the process.
• The DOT and FHWA staff will be provided with updated TIP with amendments once
approved by RPA 8 Policy and tech boards.
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•

The public hearing meeting will be held with the RPA 8 Policy Board meeting and the
meeting will be opened for public input during the process.

29. Is the status of projects, including Iowa DOT projects, discussed on a regular basis at Policy
Board and Technical Committee meetings?
Written Response
Yes there is a regular discussion about project updates at RPA 8 Tech and Policy meetings. Most
of the time board members request an update on IADOT projects. During the amendment
process the entity requesting the amendment needs to provide an explanation to the board for
the amendment.
Discussion/Comments
ECIA clarified that all jurisdictions’ projects are discussed, but most of the focus is on DOT
projects.
30. Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the TIP been helpful? How can it be improved?
Written Response
Very Helpful

Transit
31. Provide the web address for your current Passenger Transportation Plan (PTP).
Written Response
http://eciatrans.org/pdf/DMATS_&_RPA_8_PTP_FY_2016-2020_Final_Ammended.pdf
32. Has the planning process for the PTP been successful in fostering new relationships between
the RPA and transit operator(s) and among passenger transportation providers?
Written Response
The RPA has very good relationships with the RTA and Clinton MTA
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked if the PTP process is seen as valuable, and ECIA confirmed that it is, and that it is
important to discuss and document passenger transportation needs.
33. Describe the relationship between RPA transportation planning staff and the regional transit
operator(s). Is the region’s transit agency housed within the same organization as the RPA? If not,
describe the agency or agencies providing public transit in the region.
Written Response
RTA 8 and RPA 8 are housed within ECIA.
34. Do human service agencies actively participate in the PTP development process?
a. If not, can you explain why you believe this has not occurred?
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b. If so, have new relationships been formed between the human service agencies and the
RPA? Between the human service agencies and the transit operators?
c. Have any passenger transportation projects or services emerged because of these
relationships?
Written Response
Yes. Human Service agencies have been very active in the PTP development process. The area’s
TAG, coordinated by RTA staff, has been very active. The TAG is very active in the PTP process.
34b. Yes.
34c. The TAG has identified the need for additional marketing information. TAG members have
pointed out that many people who could benefit from transit services do not know that it exists
or do not know that they are eligible. RTA is working to improve communications and marketing,
especially to the populations that need the service most.
35. Briefly describe any notable changes within the rural transit service (increased ridership,
decreased ridership, new service, reduced service, etc.).
Written Response
The table below shows RTA annual ridership between FY 2011 and FY 2015. The table shows that
ridership peaked in FY 2012 and has since declined.

Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked about the decline in ridership shown on the chart. ECIA/RTA noted that some
services from FY12 have been discontinued, and that additional decline has been seen due to less
elderly riders and some consolidation of services or routes. Impacts of Medicaid changes are still
to be determined, but an additional decrease is anticipated. These factors emphasize the
importance of mobility management and continuing to market services and meet with agencies
and employers.
36. What are some of the top transit priorities for your planning area? What role did the PTP
process play in determining or affirming these priorities?
Written Response
1. Identify, market and educate about transportation needs
2. Expand Services
3. TAG membership is diverse and representative of the population served
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37. Have any of the region’s public transit providers requested the RPA to conduct transit planning
studies? (Examples could include route planning, facility feasibility studies, passenger surveys, etc.)
a. If so, did the RPA perform the study?
b. If not, would the RPA consider such a request?
Written Response
Yes
37a. Yes. The RTA staff approached RPA 8 staff to conduct a feasibility for a bus storage facility in
Delaware County.
Discussion/Comments
The RTA expressed its appreciation for ECIA’s work on the feasibility study. Iowa DOT expressed
their thanks for the RTA’s assistance with the Sabula bus service during bridge replacement work;
while the service was not heavily utilized it was well-received.
38. Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the PTP been helpful? How can it be improved?
Written Response
Yes

Transportation Planning Work Program (TPWP)
39. Provide the web address for your current TPWP.
Written Response
http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm
40. Besides the required 20% local match, do you have any other funding sources beyond the
FHWA’s State Planning and Research (SPR) or Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds and the
FTA’s Section 5311 or Section 5305e funds to finance transportation planning activities?
a. If your agency is not spending all its federal transportation planning funds and thus has
carryover funding from year to year, please describe why.
b. Do you see a need for additional planning funds to support transportation planning
activities?
c. How is your local match provided, and do you have difficulty meeting the local match for
the federal planning funds?
Written Response
40a. RPA 8 does not have any carry over
40b. The RPA 8 staff do provide Coordination of local planning, land use, and economic
development to members within the RPA 8 region. However, staff like to provide more provision
of technical assistance to local officials and Facilitation more forums for public participation in
regional and planning. Coordination of more plans and programs with neighboring RPAs and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations and tribal organizations.
40c. The local match for RPA 8 is provided by RPA 8 members.
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Discussion/Comments
ECIA noted that the COG dues are currently 68 cents per capita; these are used to match
transportation planning funds and EDA funding. Additional local match specifically for RPA
planning is provided by the RPA counties and large cities; this amount is currently $3,145 for each
entity. Small cities provide a $1,000 match if they have a TIP project. The RPA Board has been
supportive of planning and providing STBG to help support planning activities.
41. How are your agency’s TPWP activities chosen and prioritized? Is this list of activities
developed solely by staff, or are Policy Board and/or Technical Committee members also involved?
Written Response
The RPA 8 TPWP is annually developed with input from the following:
• Regional Planning Affiliation 8 (RPA8) Policy Board
• Regional Planning Affiliation 8 (RPA8) Technical Advisory Committee
• Region 8 Regional Transit Authority (RTA)
• Clinton Municipal Transportation Administration (MTA)
• Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT)
• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Iowa Division
• Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Region VII
The RPA 8 staff develops the draft basing on the discussion at following meetings:
• IADOT quarterly meetings
• RPA 8 Board meetings
• TAG meetings
• MDST group meetings,
• Grant Wood Mississippi River Region
• Clerk Groups
• PEI meetings
The RPA 8 Policy and Technical and IADOT staff will review the draft an make changes as need to
the final version.
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT asked if there is a specific solicitation for TPWP activities. ECIA responded that there is
not such a request currently; most input is provided once the draft document is provided.
Typically, there are informal discussions at city and county meetings that help lead to special
projects. Iowa DOT recommended formalizing the solicitation for TPWP projects by specifically
including an agenda item related to it prior to draft TPWP development.
42. What method is used to document your work hours?
Written Response
The biweekly time sheet has line items for work element in the work program. Staff charge their
time when they work on the specific activity.
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43. Does your agency have any difficulty estimating how much time and budget will be spent on
each work element?
Written Response
RPA 8 staff spending is mostly within the estimated budget. Most of the amendments to work
program happened when we had some special projects like Trail counters, Freight study etc. in
the budgets.
44. Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the TPWP been helpful? How can it be improved?
Written Response
Very Helpful

Title VI and Related
This portion of the review was addressed by the Iowa DOT’s Title VI specialist.

Financial Accountability
45. Do you claim indirect costs in Federal Aid billings?
Written Response
Yes
46. When was your last Cost Allocation Plan completed? Who approved it?
Written Response
The FY18 plan was approved by Scott Anderson at IA DOT as well as our cognizant agent, the
Department of Commerce. The plan for FY19, which has not changed from prior years, has been
submitted to Scott Anderson and the Dept of Commerce for approval. See attachment E for Cost
allocation plan.
47. What is your process for allocating expenses such as staff time and supplies/overhead to
projects?
Written Response
Staff maintain detailed daily timesheets and all indirect/overhead costs are allocated based on
direct labor/benefits.
48. Over the course of the past four years, what level of Federal Aid was budgeted and expended
each year for planning activities?
Written Response
See attachment F for SEFAs.
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49. Is your independent audit conducted annually or bi-annually? Does the Policy Board receive
and/or review the agency’s audit?
Written Response
Annually. Auditors present the audit report to the ECIA Council.
50. What do you consider the most challenging aspect of managing/administering federally funded
projects?
Written Response
Tight budgets.
51. Do you have any challenges with submitting reimbursement requests in a timely manner?
a. Is adequate guidance being provided by Iowa DOT for your billings and progress reports?
b. How could the Iowa DOT’s processing of your reimbursement requests be improved?
Written Response
The website is often difficult to access.
51a. Yes
Discussion/Comments
Iowa DOT noted that their IT department had worked on resolving the issues with accessing the
website and that this should not be as much of an issue moving forward.
Other
52. Do you have any special studies/projects you are working on or considering? Examples could
include trail plans, bicycle/pedestrian plans, freight studies, safety studies or analyses, etc.
Written Response
The RPA 8 staff is working on the following special projects:
• Working on Port Development Study (outcome of Eight county Freight study) in Dubuque
Metro which Impacts RPA 8region
• Updating Bike & Pedestrian Plan
• Conducting Safety Audits
• Working on Downtown Master Plans
• Working on Comprehensive plans
• Working on Land use Plans
• Working on Housing Studies
53. How do you coordinate with your neighboring RPAs and/or MPOs?
Written Response
RPA 8 staff work very closely with surrounding MPOs and RPAs on projects and issues that are
common to both entities. RPA 8 Coordinated with RPA 9 and Bi-State Regional commission on
freight study. RPA 8 staff coordinated with RPA 10 on Parks to People Project that are seeking trail
funding.
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RPA 8 maintains a close relationship with INRCOG in Waterloo through information sharing even
though there are no common projects. RPA 8 staff contacts other MPOs and RPAs in Iowa and
surrounding states for best practices that can benefit the RPA 8 region.
Discussion/Comments
In addition to coordinating with MPOs and RPAs, ECIA noted they have regular coordination with
Wisconsin and Illinois through meetings in each state.
54. Do you understand the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) process well enough to feel
comfortable that the goal setting/reporting information you provide to the Iowa DOT is accurate
and complete? If not, how could the Iowa DOT be of more assistance?
Written Response
ECIA staff are very well versed with DBE process and are comfortable with the goal reported to
Iowa DOT is accurate and complete.
55. How well do you believe the regional transportation planning process is working? What
obstacles stand in the way, and how could these be addressed?
Written Response
The regional transportation planning process is working great in RPA 8 region. We are able to
address need of 56 members in our region. The needs vary for each community but the RPA 8
staff are able to address these issues as the RPA 8 Boards support the planning process.
56. Are you getting what you need/want from the RPA quarterly meetings? What changes would
you suggest for improving these meetings?
Written Response
Yes
57. Are there any special training sessions you would like Iowa DOT, FHWA, or FTA to sponsor?
Written Response
[No response]
58. Is there anything else which could be done to improve the working relationship with the Iowa
DOT, FHWA, and FTA? Is the Office of Systems Planning adequately meeting your needs?
Written Response
[No response]
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COMMENDATIONS
• ECIA is commended for including transit representation on its Policy Board and Technical
Committee and for including small city representation on its Policy Board.
• ECIA is commended for providing routine funding opportunities for small city projects.
• ECIA is commended for the quality and content of its LRTP, and for its outreach to local
stakeholders during its development.
• ECIA is commended for reviewing and updating its PPP every two years and for providing public
input opportunities through City Council and Board of Supervisors meetings.
• ECIA is commended for including project status updates as a routine agenda item.

RECOMMENDATIONS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

It is strongly recommended that ECIA further explore regional programming processes utilized by
peer RPAs that are not strictly based on formula suballocation of funds.
It is strongly recommended that ECIA consider utilizing a written project application form for all
projects.
It is recommended that the award letters and project agreements utilized for small city projects
are provided for all regionally-funded projects.
It is recommended that ECIA coordinate with Bi-State/RPA 9 regarding the inclusion of Clinton
County transit needs in the RPAs’ PTPs and LRTPs.
It is recommended that ECIA ensure a statement related to requests for and provision of
accommodations is included on all meeting agendas.
It is recommended that ECIA specifically solicit its member jurisdictions for any special planning
project requests as part of the TPWP development process.
It is recommended that ECIA develop a method to enhance coordination with resource agencies
in the development of its next LRTP.

CONCLUSION
The transportation planning process in RPA 8 meets the Iowa DOT, FHWA, and FTA minimum planning
requirements. ECIA is encouraged to continue to explore ways to further enhance their multi-modal
transportation planning and programming process. Overall, transportation planning activities in RPA 8
are being carried out in accordance with governing regulations, policies, and procedures.
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Appendix: RPA 8 responses to the planning review questionnaire, including attachments.
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RPA ORGANIZATION
Q1. Provide a general overview of the RPA planning area and any notable transportation activities or issues in
the area that the organization is dealing with at this time. Example items to discuss could include any
notable demographic or economic trends or issues; transportation planning activities that are occurring
beyond standard document development and updates; and projects or transportation planning issues of
note or concern.

RPA 8 PLANNING AREA
The East Central Intergovernmental Association Regional Planning Affiliation (RPA) membership is made up
of 56 local cities and counties in a four-county area in eastern Iowa. All member jurisdictions have signed a
28E agreement to conduct transportation planning and the programming of federal transportation funds as
determined by the Iowa Department of Transportation. The 56-member local jurisdictions include four
counties and four urban areas (population greater than 5,000). The four urban areas are the Cities of Clinton,
DeWitt, Manchester, and Maquoketa. The total members of the ECIA RPA include:
CLINTON
Clinton County
Andover
Calamus
Camanche
Charlotte
Clinton

DELAWARE
Delaware County
Colesburg
Delaware
Delhi
Dundee
Earlville

DUBUQUE
Dubuque County
Balltown
Bankston
Bernard
Cascade
Dyersville
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JACKSON
Jackson County
Andrew
Baldwin
Bellevue
LaMotte
Maquoketa

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
Population
RPA 8’s four counties combined for a total population of 180,381 in the 2010 Census. Dubuque County has
the largest population of the four; however, a large portion of that population resides with in the DMATS
MPO boundary. In 2010, 75,085 people, or about 80 percent of the total county population lived inside the
DMATS boundary. Figure 1.0 shows the 2010 Census population of the four RPA 8 counties.
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Figure 1.0 2010 Census Population for RPA 8 Counties

RPA 8 Population Projection

49,116
17,764
93,653
19,848
180,381

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census.

Age
In the ten years between the 2000 and 2010 censuses, the population of the RPA 8 area became older on
average. In 2000, the median age of RPA 8 counties ranged from 36.5 to 39.1 years. In 2010, the median age
had increased to a range of 41.4 to 44 years. Figure 1.1 contains the 2000 and 2010 median age by county.
The increase in median age is primarily the result of the aging of the baby boom generation. The United
States saw a considerable increase in the birth rate in the years following World War II. Children born
between 1946 and 1964 are now in their mid-fifties to early seventies. As this generation continues to age,
their large numbers will continue to push the median age up over the next ten to twenty years. Figure 1.2
shows 2000 and 2010 population for the RPA 8 region in five-year age cohorts. The figure shows a decrease
in ages 30 – 44 and increase in ages 45 – 69 that is associated with the baby boomers. As RPA 8 plans for the
future, it should be aware of this age trend and its potential impacts on future transportation.

Accurate knowledge of past and future demographic conditions is vital to efficient distribution of
transportation resources. Understanding population characteristics helps communities determine the
adequacy of existing transportation facilities, land use patterns, economic arrangements, and community
facilities. Between 1970 and 1980, the population of the RPA 8 region increased by over 5,000. Between
1980 and 1990 there was a significant decrease in population caused by poor economic conditions that
affected many communities in Iowa. The region’s population rebounded some in 2000 and decreased slightly
in 2010. Figure 1.3 shows the historical population of RPA 8 counties between 1970 and 2010.
Figure 1.3 Historical and Projected Future Populations for RPA 8 Counties
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Figure 1.1 Median Age

County
Clinton
Delaware
Dubuque
Jackson

2000
38.2
37.1
36.5
39.1

2010
41.4
42.1
38.6
44

Source: Woods and Poole Economics, Inc. via the State Data Center of Iowa and Iowa DOT, iTRAM Data.

Employment
The area’s total employment has grown at a faster rate than its population. Future projections assume that this
trend will continue. This trend is likely the result of several factors including an increased number of part time
jobs, increased labor force participation by women, and increased commuting from outside the region for
work. Figure 1.4 shows the Historic and Projected Future employment between 1970 and 2010 by county.

Source US Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000 and 2010.

Figure 1.2 Age
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Figure 1.4 Historic and Projected Future Employment
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Source US Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000 and 2010.
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Unemployment Rate
Figure 1.5 charts the region’s unemployment rate from January 2010 to September 2016. The monthly
unemployment rate can help demonstrate seasonal changes in employment. All areas see an increase in
unemployment in the winter months with seasonal workers being temporarily out of work. However, in Jackson
and Clinton counties the winter unemployment increase is higher when compared to other areas. These seasonal
unemployment changes likely result in for some seasonal variation in traffic and public transit ridership and
should be considered in the long-range planning process.

Income can greatly affect people’s ability to move around their community. Lower income households may
not be able to afford a car and be more dependent on public transit to get to work or school. Figure 1.7 shows
the distribution of household income across the RPA 8 area.
Figure 1.7 RPA Median Household Income

Figure 1.5 Unemployment Rate

Unemployment Rate (%)
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Source: Iowa Workforce Development, Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS), 2016

Income
Income is one of the most important components of individual mobility. The personal vehicle is the most
popular mode of transportation in the RPA 8 area, but for some, owning and operating a vehicle is too expensive.
Low-income families are often dependent on public transportation, walking, and bicycling. With these unique
transportation needs, understanding the size and location of the low-income population is important to the long
range planning process. Figure 1.6 shows the median household income for RPA 8 counties and the State of
Iowa in 2015 inflation adjusted dollars. The data shows little change, and even decline in the median household
income since 1989.
Figure 1.6 Median Household Income in 2015 Dollars*

Year
1989
1999
2010
2015

Clinton
$48,569
$53,241
$50,185
$50,498

Delaware
$49,233
$52,878
$51,172
$58,274

Dubuque
$54,048
$56,312
$52,797
$54,605

Jackson
$42,982
$49,123
$46,184
$49,028

State of Iowa
$50,135
$56,151
$53,122
$53,183

Facts:
x

Aging Population and Workforce

x

The rate of Employment is more than the rate of population growth

x

The overall unemployment rate is low

x

Median Income per household is increasing

Issue:

*Values Adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index

x
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Most of the Agencies are not able to find Workforce to meet the requirements of existing needs.
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x

It is projected that they will be an increase in senior population in next 30 years.

The activities listed below are from 2015 to 2018. The project list is broken down into the following
categories.
x

Transit Projects

x

Infrastructure Projects

x

Planning Projects & Studies

x

Economic Development Projects

RPA 8 Staff’s Role:
x

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Worked with IADOT and secured $1.2 million to get the trail connected from Dubuque County line to
Bellevue city limits.

x

Worked with DMATS Board to secure $400,000 in TAP funding.

x

Worked with RPA 8 Board to secure $250,000 in TAP and $200,000 in STBG funds.

x

Worked with Grant Wood Mississippi River Region to secure $120,000 in Parks to People funds.

x

Negotiating construction contracts between IADOT, Jacksons County and Grand Wood Mississippi
Region.

Transit Projects

Planning Projects

Bus Replacement for RTA and Clinton MTA (Status: Completed)

Long Range Transportation Plan (Status: Completed)

The RTA and Clinton MTA are in need of bus replacement and are seeking funding from IADOT and local
agencies like RPA 8. These needs are identified in the Passenger Transportation plan (PTP). RPA 8 Staff
worked with transit managers from Clinton MTA and RTA 8 and provided guidance for submitting an
application to RPA 8 for STBG funds for six buses.

The RPA 8 Long Range Transportation Plan is a statement of how the RPA 8 area intends to manage its
transportation system for the next 30 years. Iowa DOT requires the creation of a plan that provides an
assessment of current transportation trends in the area as well as to aid in forecasting potential changes for the
future. The 2040 plan is guided by an updated set of goals, principles, and objectives. The major focus of the
2040 update is to ensure that the plan meets Federal requirements and reflects current transportation issues
and concerns of the RPA 8.

Bus Storage Facility for RTA (Status: Ongoing)
The RTA board is planning to build a bus storage facility in Delaware County. The project is one of the
recommendations in the PTP. The RTA staff approached RPA 8 staff to conduct a feasibility study to ensure
that the new facility will meet the organization’s current and future needs. The facility program needs were
developed by RPA 8 staff and evaluated by the RTA 8 as the entity responsible for management of the transit
system. The RTA 8 used the final feasibility study to seek funding through the Public Transit Infrastructure
Grant Program (PTIG) to complete the storage facility. RPA 8 staff also worked with the Delaware County
engineer to help RTA with design and engineering for the project. The project is now in design phase.
Infrastructure Projects
US 52 Trail Project (Status: Completed)
RPA 8 in collaboration with the Iowa DOT, Dubuque Metropolitan Area transportation Study (DMATS),
Dubuque County, Jackson County, the City of Dubuque, the City of Bellevue, and other cities within these
counties are able to secure funding to the development of an 18-mile trail connection between the City of
Dubuque and the City of Bellevue. The trail will be on road system on either side of existing US Highway 52.

The RPA 8 LRTP is divided into Ten Chapters.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Chapter 1: Goals and Objectives.
Chapter 2: Community profile.
Chapter 3: Transportation Network Overview.
Chapter 4: Transportation Network Forecast.
Chapter 5: Public Input.
Chapter 6: Safety and Security.
Chapter 7: Projects.
Chapter 8: Environmental.
Chapter 9: Project Ranking.
Chapter 10: Finance.

The final version of RPA 8 2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan is planned to be approved on May 25th of
2017.
RPA 8 Staff’s Role:
All work on the RPA 8 LRTP is done in house by RPA 8 staff.
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Eight County Freight Study (Status: Completed)

RPA 8 Staff’s Role:

The Eight County Freight Study is designed to prepare a multimodal, intermodal freight plan for the eightcounty region that enhances the mobility of both people and goods while mitigating the negative impacts on
mobility, safety, environment and quality of life and enhances economic development in the region.

Interactive Trail Website and County Program (Status: Ongoing)

The Eight County Freight Study is designed to address the following objectives:

x

The Bike Plan update is done in house by RPA 8 staff

RPA 8 staff coordinated with Grant Wood Mississippi Region and developed an interactive trail website and
trail counting program. The interactive trail website is designed to provide trail information to public with
attractions in the region. The Interactive Trail website is the general public’s one stop shop for the most
updated trail information. The website is hosted by the region’s convention and visitor’s bureaus and is
annually updated with information provided by cities, counties, county conservation boards, city parks and
rec, and tourism entities.

x

Collection of base freight data that will support an on-going regional freight planning function.

x

Support the data needs necessary for Blackhawk Hills & ECIA region to move further towards the
creation of a multimodal, intermodal freight component to the regional model.

x

Identify and outline regional supply chains and develop a regional supply chain matrix.

x

The regional model will develop a commodity flow database for existing and future freight flows in an
easy to use/accessible format. The model will include key modes, freight corridors, commodities,
tonnage, value and origin/destination at regional, state & national level. The model will provide
characteristics and magnitude of current freight activity - volume, type, and location.

RPA 8 staff coordinated with county conservation boards and city park and recreation departments to create a
trail count program. The goal of the program is to inform the public about region trail systems and use this
information to guide future investments in the region.

x

Preparation of study reports that inventory, forecast, evaluate, and identify freight needs and
challenges facing the region.

RPA 8 Staff’s Role:

x

Development of solutions that address challenges and facilitate efficient freight movement within, to,
from, and through the region.

x

Evaluation of the costs and benefits of proposed solutions.

x

Prioritization of long, medium, and short-term improvements to improve freight movement.

x

Development of a regional consensus on the priority of freight-related programs and projects.

x

Inventory regional freight facilities and characteristics.

The final report provides key recommendations for existing and future roadways, rail, air freight facilities,
river, intermodal, and other freight facilities to be included in the 2040 update of the Region Planning
Affiliation 8 (RPA 8) Long Range Transportation Plan. Comprehensive Economic Development Strategies for
both the ECIA and BHH regions, in addition too other appropriate regional and local plans.
RPA 8 Staff’s Role:

x

RPA 8 staff provides information to Grant Wood Mississippi Region on trial website and requirements
by RPA 8 board.

x

RPA 8 wrote RFP to secure trial counters and secured trail counters for the entities with in the region.

x

RPA 8 staff created a data plan and are receiving data from the cities and counties on an annual basis.

Economic Development Projects
Revitalize Iowa’s Sound Economy (RISE) (Status: Completed)
The RPA 8 staff worked with the cities and county economic development entities in the RPA 8 region on
building infrastructure for business expansion and retention in the metro area. Staff helped the locals decide if
their project fits with the RISE program and helped prepare RISE applications. Staff worked on major
projects like Farley industrial park, Cascade industrial park and working with Camanche on a RISE grant for a
Project adjacent to US 30.
RPA 8 Staff’s Role:

x

RPA 8 served as the lead agency for the study.

x

Staff administered the project and worked with the consultant to schedule meetings, collect data, and
interview public and private sector stakeholders.

Bike and Pedestrian Plan Update (Status: Ongoing)

x

Staff meet with private sector and economic development entities to learn about a project. Then, seek
input from IADOT before starting the application process.

x

Staff helps government entities develop applications and submits them to IADOT for their review and
approval.

RPA 8 staff are working closely with Parks to People and Keep Iowa Beautiful groups to update the Bike and
Pedestrian Plan. Staff collected information for the Bike Plan through RPA 8 LRTP update. Staff is not
expecting much changes in projects as the plan has been updated periodically. However, the plan needs an
overall redo.
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ISSUES
Transportation
Maintenance of the existing system is the largest future problem for RPA 8 members. RPA 8 members will
need more funding than is available to maintain the existing system over the next twenty years. The demand
for road maintenance will limit the region’s ability to fund any new construction projects.
Bridges
Maintenance and replacement of bridges will be a major issue for RPA 8. RPA 8 has three Mississippi River
bridge crossings: the US 52 bridge at Sabula and the US Highway 30 and Iowa Highway 36 bridges at
Clinton. RPA 8 has 435 bridges in unincorporated areas and 27 bridges in incorporated areas that are not in
IADOT right of way. Many of these bridges are approaching the end of their useful life and will need to be
replaced in the next twenty years.
Trails

lack of land use and transportation coordination. For example, an intersection near a new development may
see an increase in crashes if adequate improvements have not been made to accommodate additional traffic.
RPA 8 will continue to look for ways to improve coordination between different agencies at the local,
regional, and state level, with the goal of helping its communities grow in a way that is efficient and safe.
Transit
The Region 8 Regional Transit Authority (RTA 8), River Bend Transit, and Clinton Metropolitan Transit
Authority (MTA) provide transit services within the RPA 8 area. Expanded hours & days of service
including; later afternoon service, evening service, weekend service, and holiday service is the primary need
for many transit riders in RPA 8. Many times, transit dependent riders have to turn down job offers because
they cannot work the hours requested, due to limited bus hours. If the transit providers provided service on
evenings, weekends, and on holiday’s residents would be able to search for employment through any
employer at any shift. This service will also help employers by allowing them to search for qualified
applicants throughout all shifts.
Freight

RPA 8 is committed to improving opportunities for walking, biking, and recreation by expanding its regional
trails network. The RPA 8 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) awards trails funding to communities
through a competitive application process. However, RPA 8 does not have sufficient funds to fill all requests
in the area. Using its limited funds, RPA 8 is supporting projects that play a vital role in simulating the local
economy and improving connectivity to regional bicycle and pedestrian networks.
One of the major trail systems in the area is the Mississippi River Trail (MRT). The MRT trail is a 10-state
cycling route. It travels over 2000 miles along the Mississippi River from Minnesota to the Gulf of Mexico.
The MRT plays a vital role in stimulating the local economy for small communities and improves
connectivity with major urban areas. The RPA 8 area has several regional trails that connect to the MRT
including the Heritage Trail in Dubuque County and the Discovery Trail in Clinton.
The RPA 8 partnered with DMATS, IADOT, and Dubuque and Jackson Counties to improve a section of the
MRT route. The project added 6-foot paved shoulders on US Highway 52 from US Highway 151/61 in the
City of Dubuque to Bellevue State Park. RPA 8 staff will be looking for funding to add paved shoulders from
Bellevue State Park to the City of Clinton.
RPA 8 worked with DMATS to replace structurally deficient bridges on Heritage Trail. Heritage Trail is an
important regional and improvements on Heritage Trail will help both DMATS and RPA 8 to improve
regional trail connectivity.
Land Use and Transportation
Land Use and Transportation are closely linked. New development can result in additional traffic on a
roadway, and a new transportation investment can open an area for new development. It is important for both
local land use planners and local and regional transportation officials to understand this relationship, and
coordinate planning efforts to prevent future issues. Safety is the most common issue that can result from a

The transportation of goods in RPA 8 region plays a critical role in fostering economic vitality and enhancing
competitiveness. Freight transportation systems, including roads, bridges, highways, railroads, pipelines,
ports, factories, warehouses, and terminals are critical to supporting and growing jobs, regional domestic
product, and a larger tax base.
The most significant freight issues facing rural areas are:
x

There has been large growth in the amount of freight transported by the various components of the rural
freight system.

x

Since rail industry restructuring, the abandonment of many branch lines has led to a decline in rail
service to many rural areas.

x

Large-scale agriculture and increased trade resulting from the North America Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) has increased truck traffic on many deficient rural roads.

x

Rural freight needs emerge very rapidly due to changes in the economy. It is often difficult to respond
to associated infrastructure needs rapidly.

Freight Projects
The largest ongoing freight project in the RPA 8 area is the Lincolnway Railport. The Lincolnway Railport is a
multi-modal freight project being constructed west of Clinton on US Highway 30 south of the Clinton Municipal
Airport. The project includes the construction of a 500 acre industrial park, and a rail spur with direct access to
Union Pacific main line.
Other major issues in the area include:
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x

Maintain and improve the highway system to provide improved access and circulation around major
transportation corridors.

x

Coordinate needed improvements to meet the advancements of the RPA 8 freight hubs.

x

Closely coordinate area roadway planning with freight objectives, including access and mobility in the
context of other community planning objectives.
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ECIA has the following staff working for RPA 8. ADD Staff Percentages

Freight Study
RPA in partnership with DMATS, Black Hawk Hills Council of Governments and Economic Development
agencies conducted a freight study. The freight study developed a list of improvements that will help to
accommodate existing and future freight demands through the region. The freight study will help the region
develop public private partnerships to implement the improvements as this help in retain/expand existing
businesses and attract new business to the region.

STAFF PERCENTAGES

Q2 Provide a chart showing the organizational structure of your overall agency. Note employees who work

Fox – 34.9%

with transportation planning activities and the approximate percentage of their time that is spent on those
activities.

Berning – 6.5%

Duetmeyer – 1.8%
Ravada – 36.1%

The RPA 8 is hosted by East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA) a council of governments for
Cedar, Clinton, Delaware, Dubuque and Jackson Counties.

Weinhold – 2.2%
Quinn – 0.2%
Michels – 0.4%

Q3 What percentage of your overall agency’s total budget is spent on transportation planning and
programming?
Agencies Total Budget: $5,540,818
RPA 8 Budget: $216,441
Percentage : 3.9%

Q4 Provide membership lists for your Policy Board and Technical Committee.
RPA Policy Board
The RPA8 is governed by a board of twelve elected officials from the member jurisdictions. The Policy
Board is responsible for establishing overall policy, making decisions related to transportation planning,
project funding priorities, project programming and monitoring the direction of studies of transportation
conditions in the region. There is a board member from each of the four counties, and a board member from
15

16

each of the four large urban areas. The remaining four Board members are from a non-urban city in each of
the four counties which are elected by caucus every two years.

Delaware County
Dubuque County

Don Thiltgen
Chair

Designated Representative of cities with a population of at least 5000
DeWitt
Steve Lindner
(Proxy Don Thiltgen)
Clinton
Jason Craft
(Proxy Jacob Coupee)
Manchester
Tim Vick
(Proxy Milt Kramer)
Maquoketa
Brian Wagner

Section 1 (a)

Section 1 (b)

Milt Kramer
Vice-Chair

Kelley Deutmeyer
Secretary

County Board of Supervisors
Jackson County
Jack Willey
Clinton County
Tom Determann
Delaware County
Jeff Madlom
Dubuque County
Daryl Klein

(proxy Clark Schloz)
(proxy Todd Kinney)
(proxy Anthony Bardgett)
(proxy Anthony Bardgett)

Mayor or designated Representative of cities with a population of at least 5000
DeWitt
Don Thiltgen
(proxy Steve Lindner)
Clinton
Mark Vulich
(proxy Jason Craft)
Manchester
Milt Kramer
(proxy Tim Vick)
Maquoketa
Don Schwenker
(proxy Gerald Smith)

Section 1 (c)

Mayors or formally designated representative of city governments chosen by caucus of cities under
5000 population,
Clinton County
Andrew Kida
(Camanche)
Delaware County
Linda Gaul
(Earlville) (Proxy Donna Boss)
Dubuque County
Mick Michel
(Dyersville)
Jackson County
Dave Heair

Section 1 (d)

Representation of the Iowa Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration and
the Federal Transit Administration (non-voting members)
IA DOT
Craig Markely
(proxy Sam Shea)
FHWA
Karen Bobo
(proxy Darla Hugaboom)
FTA
Mokhtee Ahmad
(proxy Daniel Nguyen)

Section 1 (e)

A formally designated representative of any other public board or commission having jurisdiction
in the operation of transportation facilities: as such board or commission may hereafter become
signatory to this Agreement at the consent of the Policy Board
East Central Intergovernmental Association
Kelley Deutmeyer
(ECIA)
Transit Representative
Shirley Helmsrich
(RTA)

RPA8 Technical Advisory Committee
The Technical Advisory Committee consists of professional staff persons from the RPA member jurisdictions.
The Technical Committee reviews, studies, and makes recommendations to the Policy Board related to
technical issues affecting spending and study priorities.
Todd Kinney
Chair
County Engineers
Jackson County
Clinton County

Tim Vick
Vice-Chair

Kelley Deutmeyer
Secretary

Clark Schloz
Todd Kinney

(Proxy Jack Willey)
(Proxy Tom Determann)

Anthony Bardgett
Anthony Bardgett

Representatives of the Transit Systems
River Bend Transit
Randy Zorbist
MTA
Dennis Hart
Regional Transit Authority
Lori McKinley

Grant Wood Mississippi River Region: Grant Wood Mississippi River Region (GWMRR) is
a group formed by Jackson, Jones and Dubuque Counties as the pilot Parks to People region.
The GWMRR is a regional partnership with diverse stakeholders representing the region’s four
state parks, two Scenic Byways, three county Conservation Boards, three Community
Foundations, numerous economic development and tourism organizations, and other local,
county and regional interests. The RPA 8 staff are active participants of this group.
RPA 8 staff coordinated with this group and is in process of developing an interactive trail
website and trail counting program. The interactive trail website is designed to provide trail
information to public with attractions in the region. The Interactive Trail website will be the
general public’s one stop shop for the most updated information. The website will be hosted by
the convention and visitor’s bureaus in the region and will be annually updated by information
provided by cities, counties, county conservation boards, city parks and rec, and tourism
entities.
RPA 8 staff coordinated with county conservation boards and city parks and rec to create a trail
count program. The goal of RPA 8 staff is to inform public about regional trail systems with
most accurate information; count the use and traffic on the trail system; and use this
information for future investments in the region. This process would not be successful without
coordination with Grand Wood Mississippi Region.
Hometown Pride

(Clinton County)
(City of Clinton)
(Delaware, Dubuque, Jackson County)

Representation of the Iowa Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration and the
Federal Transit Administration (non-voting members)
IA DOT
Sam Shea
FHWA
Darla Hugaboom
FTA
Mark Bechtel
A formally designated representative of any other public board or commission having jurisdiction in the
operation of transportation facilities: as such board or commission may hereafter become signatory to this
Agreement at the consent of the Technical Advisory Board
East Central Intergovernmental Association
Kelley Deutmeyer (ECIA)

a. If your RPA is housed in a COG, is its Policy Board the same as the COG’s Board or separate
from it?
The RPA is housed in the COG but the RPA and COG have two different boards with some
duplication.
b. If membership for either committee does not directly include cities under 5,000 or public transit
representatives, describe how those entities interact with the RPA’s committees.
x

The RPA 8 Tech board has three votes for transit agencies but no representation for small
cities

x

The RPA 8 Policy Board has four representatives representing cities below 5,000
population within each county. The RPA 8 Policy Board also has one representative
representing transit.

c. Describe any additional standing committees that your RPA utilizes.
The RPA 8 uses the following Committees for RPA 8 planning purpose:
Transit Action Group (TAG): The TAG group is made up transit agencies, human service
agencies and RPA 8 staff. Transit Action Group (TAG) conducts surveys to list and prioritize
needs and develop needs for consumers through theTransit Action Plan. Staff continues to stay

17

involved and in touch with TAG group and use the Transit Action Plan to develop Passenger
Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program for the region.

(Proxy Jeff Madlom)
(Proxy Daryl Klein)
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Clerks Groups: ECIA hosts city clerk’s meetings in each County within RPA 8 region on
quarterly bases. ECIA staff have used these meetings to educate small city clerks on funding
sources and the projects that are eligible to use these funds. These meetings help RPA 8 staff
provide technical assistance and identify needs within small communities. Staff has also used
these meetings to explain other transportation topics including the gas tax increase and system
needs.
ECIA Council: The RPA 8 staff presents information to ECIA Council as needed to provide
updates on major transportation initiatives such as transportation bills, gas tax, freight studies,
etc. ECIA has both private and public-sector representatives so this helps RPA 8 staff by
providing information to both sectors.
Prosperity Eastern Iowa (PEI): The RPA 8 staff presents information at Prosperity Eastern
Iowa meetings (regional economic developers, community college, and utility reps) as needed
to provide updates on major transportation initiatives such as transportation bills, gas tax,
freight studies, etc. and seek their input. PEI has both private and public-sector representatives
so this helps RPA 8 staff by providing information to both sectors. The PEI group help RPA 8
staff in conducting one on one interviews with businesses for Eight County Freight Study.

Q5 How often do your RPA Policy Board and Technical Committee meet?
Eight to Nine times a year.
d. Are these joint meetings with both Policy members and Technical staff or are they separate
meetings?

The Hometown Pride program assists and improves communities through a five-year coaching
commitment. Keep Iowa Beautiful accepted three RPA 8 counties into the Hometown Pride
program in 2017. Communities across Dubuque, Jackson, and Clinton counties have
established Hometown Pride committees and are receiving coaching through the program.
RPA 8 staff have helped with coaching communities in Dubuque County. The area’s
Hometown Pride committees have identified a range of projects from downtown revitalization
and economic development to recreation and trails.
Having active local groups focused on a mission of improving the community is invaluable to
the RPA planning process. When compared to a local group, RPA 8 is relatively unknown to
many people that live the area. Participating in community coaching gets RPA staff more
involved in our communities and give us an opportunity to match local needs and projects to
RPA services and programs. By attending meeting, RPA staff can hear about the
transportation needs of each community first hand.
Clinton MDST Group: The Clinton Multi-Disciplinary Safety Team (MDST) is made of
emergency responders, County, City, IADOT and RPA 8 staff. The group helps to address
safety issues with in Clinton County and played a vital role in conducting safety audits on
Primary and local system within Clinton County.
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The RPA 8 board chair determines if we need to have a joint or separate meeting basing on the
topics we need to address at the meeting.
e. If they meet separately, describe how communication occurs between the Technical Committee
and Policy Board.
Technical board meets at 9:00 AM and the Policy board meets at noon when we have separate
meetings. Staff provides input received from technical board to policy board before the board
members makes a decision. However, Staff will have technical board chair provide update to
policy board when RPA 8 is addressing topics that might trigger more discussion with
technical board.
f. Are you satisfied with the level of attendance and participation by Iowa DOT, FHWA, and
FTA at your meetings?
We are very pleased with Iowa DOT staff attendance at RPA 8 meetings. We also understand
that we don’t need to have FHWA and FTA at our meetings as the District Planner does a good
20

job in getting clarification from Iowa DOT central office who are in consultation with FHWA
and FTA.

Q6 Are the different roles and responsibilities of an RPA, the Iowa DOT, the FHWA, and the FTA clearly
understood by your agency, Policy Board, and Technical Committee? Note any questions or concerns that
you have regarding these roles.
The RPA 8 staff, the RPA 8 Technical and Policy Committees are very clear on the roles of Iowa DOT, the
FHWA, and the FTA and are very pleased with the way things are working.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Q7 Provide the web address for your current Public Participation Plan (PPP).
http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm

Q8 When was your PPP last approved? July 26th, 2018
g. Is an update to the PPP planned at this time?
h. If so, what changes or improvements to the plan is the RPA considering?

Q9 Describe any unique public participation techniques your agency uses during the development of the
LRTP, PPP, PTP, TIP, TPWP, and special planning studies.

Development and Approval Process
The core RPA 8 documents are developed in a standardized process to enable consistency to encourage
resident participation. Figure 1.8 below provides the RPA 8 documents development summary.
Figure 1.8: RPA 8 Document Development Summary
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In all, RPA 8 staff collected input at nine meetings during the winter and spring 2017. Figure 1.9 includes a
list of the meetings attended. Appendix B includes detailed information from each meeting.

RPA 8 Public Involvement Plan
The RPA 8 Public Involvement Plan (PIP) guides the public participation in the regional transportation
planning process. The plan outlines recommended methods to engage the public during the transportation
planning & decision-making process and informs members of the public how they can be involved.
In keeping with the spirit of public involvement and participation, RPA 8 follows a systematic approach that
allows the public to become involved in the transportation planning process. RPA 8 consistently adheres to
established guidelines as a means of heightening public
Figure 9.1 Ways to Participate
involvement. This includes the Title VI population, persons
with a disability, the Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
population, the Environmental Justice (EJ – low income
and high minority) zone populations, and other
traditionally underserved groups.

Figure 1.9 Meetings
Date
Meeting
Areas Covered
2/6/2017
Clinton County Board of Supervisors
Rural areas and small cities in Clinton County
2/9/2017
Parks to People
Communities in Jackson and Dubuque Counties
2/13/2017
Dubuque County Board of Supervisors Rural areas and small cities in Dubuque County
2/13/2017
Delaware County Board of Supervisors Rural areas and small cities in Delaware County
2/13/2017
Manchester City Council
City of Manchester
2/14/2017
Jackson County Supervisors
Rural areas and small cities in Jackson County
2/20/2017
DeWitt City Council
City of Dewitt
2/28/2017
Clinton City Council
City of Clinton
3/20/2017
Maquoketa City Council
City of Maquoketa
RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft LRTP.

Utilizing various techniques to solicit public involvement
has proven to be the most effective means by which to
attract citizen involvement. RPA 8 remains committed to
using a variety of resources to reach out to the public and
attempt to encourage public participation. Figure 9.1 lists
available participation methods.

TIP INPUT

RPA 8 is committed to the concept of public participation
and will work to ensure that the public plays an active role
in transportation planning. The hope is that public
participation will reduce unfavorable public opinions of
transportation projects by incorporating public sentiment
into the planning process.

Before the RPA 8 Policy Committee can approve any transportation improvement, it will provide citizens,
affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers of
transportation, and other interested parties with reasonable notice of and an opportunity to comment on the
proposed improvement.

The TIP is to have a listing of projects that are scheduled to be carried out within a 4-year period of when they
were initially adopted into the RPA 8 TIP. The TIP will include a financial explanation of the improvement
projects that detail how each will be implemented as well as an indication of what public and private
resources can be expected to be made available to complete the transportation improvement.

RPA 8 staff presents an update on the draft TIP annually to city councils for cities with population greater
than 5,000 and four County Board of supervisors within the RPA 8 area and seek their input.
Staff collected input at nine meetings during the spring and summer 2018. Figure 1.10 includes a list of the
meetings attended.

LRTP Input
The RPA 8 area is made up of distinct communities containing diverse populations that require different
public services. To adequately serve the needs of these unique communities, and to ensure that all
communities are represented in the LRTP, RPA 8 created a public input strategy where RPA 8 staff attended
meetings of a variety of community groups including city councils and county boards of supervisors. Staff
gave a short presentation on the LRTP and engaged in discussions with members of the group. City and
County staff and elected officials attended several of the meetings and contributed to the discussion.
Staff provided meeting attendees with a one-page handout that included basic information about RPA 8 and
the LRTP and directed people to additional sources of information including: staff email addresses, the RPA 8
website, and RPA 8 social media accounts.
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Figure 1.10 Meetings
Date
6/18/2018
6/26/2018
2/20/2017
6/11/2018
6/11/2018
6/25/2018
6/18/2018
7/02/2018

Meeting
Clinton County Board of Supervisors
Clinton City Council
DeWitt City Council
Delaware County Board of Supervisors
Manchester City Council
Dubuque County Board of Supervisors
Jackson County Supervisors
Maquoketa City Council

Areas Covered
Rural areas and small cities in Clinton County
Clinton City limits
City of Dewitt
Rural areas and small cities in Delaware County
City of Manchester
Rural areas and small cities in Dubuque County
Rural areas and small cities in Jackson County
City of Maquoketa
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RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft TIP

RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy Plan to seek input from public throughout the freight
study.

TPWP INPUT
The Transportation Planning Work Program (TPWP) outlines various transportation planning activities to be
conducted by the staff for the RPA 8. The TPWP is prepared and adopted each year and contains
transportation planning activities for the current fiscal year.
The TPWP outlines the status of RPA 8 planning activities, gives details about work done in the previous
year, and describes the work that is scheduled for the upcoming year. This annual work program document is
drafted by the RPA 8 staff in consultation with IADOT, local agencies and area transit providers. Technical
Advisory Board members also help with drafting the TPWP.

Q10 How effective has your public participation process been in the past?
The RPA 8 is not successful in getting public participation as the RPA 8 is seeking input at board meetings.
The RPA 8 revised and adopted its Public Involvement Plan (PIP) in July of 2017. The newly adopted PIP
sets forth the organization’s goals, objectives, strategies and various techniques for communication with the
public. The new plan is designed to the level of public participation.
One key change that the plan adopted is to seek input for key documents by attending County Supervisors
meetings, City Council meetings, transit agency meetings and Other established group meetings.

RPA 8 staff drafts a new TPWP for the coming year and have it ready for initial Technical Advisory Board
review in March. Typically, the final TPWP for the next year is approved at the May RPA 8 meeting. The
TPWP also requires IADOT and FHWA/FTA approval.

i. Have you tried different ways to increase the level of public participation?
RPA 8 staff implemented the new process for RPA 8 LRTP update and Federal Fiscal Year
2018-2021 TIP and Federal Fiscal Year 2019-2022 TIP. The public input process is very
successful and increased participation from public.

RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft TPWP
PIP INPUT

j. Has the RPA received comments from the public on the existing public participation process?

RPA 8 will review the PIP every two years to determine if revisions are necessary. RPA 8 will make
revisions to the PIP available for public review for 45 days. Following the 45-day review period, the RPA 8
Policy Board will hold a hearing on the revisions as part of a regularly scheduled RPA 8 meeting. Following
the hearing, the policy board may vote to approve the revisions. The Policy Board meeting will be held at
location that is accessible to transit-dependent and disabled residents.
RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy to seek input from public on draft TPWP
PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION PLAN (PTP)
RPA 8 and Dubuque Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (DMATS) formed a Transit Action Group in
2008. The group consists of human service providers, transportation providers, and other interested
individuals within the community. Members of the group are charged with resolving transportation barriers
for consumers in the community. The group has three sub committees; Urban, Rural, and Marketing. The
group meets quarterly and members can choose to attend on a regular basis or attend as needed as a resource
to the group. Group notices are sent out via email or conventional mail and information is available on the
RTA website if anyone is interested in participating.

The RPA 8 staff received very positive comments from Counties and Cites on change in Public
input process.

Q11 How is reasonable public access provided at public meetings, and are persons with disabilities and limited
English proficiency individuals accommodated at public meetings and in the publication of transportation
documents?
All RPA 8 public meetings are held at city halls, county conservation offices, City Halls and RPA 8 office.
The chosen locations have transit access and are close to neighborhood which are dominated by low-income
households and Limited English Proficiency (LEP). All meeting locations are ADA accessible.

Q12 Is your website up to date, with your current planning documents and meeting agendas and minutes easily
accessible online for the public and other interested parties to view?
Yes.

RPA 8 staff follows the Public Involvement Policy Plan to seek input from public on draft PTP

Meeting Agendas and Minutes: http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/meetings.cfm

SPECIAL PLANNING STUDIES

Planning Documents: http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm

The recent Eight County Freight Study followed Public Involvement Policy Plan for seeking public input.
Staff conducted Seven Steering committees opened to public, two public input meetings and attended PEI,
Clinton Economic Development meetings to seek input.

Q13 Is adequate guidance being provided by the Iowa DOT for the public participation process?
Yes
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o Very positive input on freight movements in the region which led to very active participation
of businesses in the freight study (We had 200 one on one interviews and 100 on line surveys

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
Q14 Provide the web address for your current LRTP.

from businesses for Eight County Freight Study)
Challenges:

http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm

Q15 Your current LRTP was completed in 2017. Discuss any significant successes and/or challenges you

x

encountered during its development, as well as how the plan is being implemented.
Successes:
x

Vison & Goal Setting: The RPA 8 technical and Policy board members in develop Goals and
objective for the Plan with performance measures.

x

Analysis:

The RPA 8 board supports the financial analysis but wants RPA 8 to be more inclined towards
strategically preserving existing infrastructure and focus future investments in maintaining areas that
are already served by significant public infrastructure investment as the system did not have any
capacity issues.

Q16 How were long-term projects treated in your last LRTP? For example, were they specifically identified?
Was fiscal analysis or constraint discussed? How do you plan to address long-term projects in your next
update?
x

o Staff developed system maintenance costs for roads and bridges for existing and future
o Able to develop on road and off-road trail systems

or future traffic.

o Able to assess operation and maintenance costs for transit system s in the region with future
capital improvement costs
o Able to analyze crashes in the region and come up with list of high crash locations that need
to be addressed through safety audits. RPA 8 worked with INTRANS and IADOT staff to
conduct safety audits in Clinton and Jackson counties.
o The freight chapter will be updated with Eight County Freight Plan which has a detailed
analysis on existing and future commodities using the system with the region.
o Staff is able to conduct detailed financial analysis for funds used on federal aid system and
projected them to year 2040. The analysis is done using historical funding that RPA 8
received and the expenditures and revenues that local cities and counties incurred for past
five years.
x

Public Participation: Able to engage all members within RPA 8 and had more input for the plan then
the previous updates. The outcomes of the pubic input are listed below:
o Most of the funding will be used in system operation and maintenance
o The region supports systems
o The crash locations are eye opening during public input process and most of the entities
suggested RPA 8 staff need to work with RPA 8 members and conduct safety audits. RPA 8
worked with INTRANS and IADOT staff to conduct safety audits in Clinton and Jackson
counties.
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The RPA 8 LRTP updates did not specifically identify long term projects as most of the project
needs are to maintain existing system as the system did not have any capacity issues for existing

x

The RPA 8 staff conducted a detailed financial analysis as part of LRTP update but the board
decided to keep the list of projects to be maintenance projects.

x

Staff will try to be project specific in next updates.

Q17 What is the relationship between your LRTP and TIP? Are goals or priorities from the LRTP incorporated
into the TIP development process?
The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a financially constrained three-year program
covering the most immediate implementation priorities for transportation projects and strategies from
the region. It is the region's way of allocating its limited transportation resources among the various
capitals and operating needs of the area, based on a clear set of short-term transportation priorities.
The TIP is developed by following the RPA 8 2040 LRTP. The TIP will be developed annually by
taking into consideration goals and objectives of LRTP and follow the project recommendations in the
LRTP. Most of the projects listed in TIP will be maintenance oriented as the RPA 8 2040 LRTP lists
project needs are to maintain existing system.

Q18 How are your Policy Board and Technical Committee involved in the LRTP update process?
The RPA 8 Policy and Technical board are very actively involved in development of the RPA 8 LRTP.
x

Staff conducted workshops for development of vision, goals and objectives and performance
measures and performance targets;
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x

o Hometown Pride

Staff presented the methodology for data collection and future projects to RPA 8 boards on the
following:
o Existing transportation system conditions;

o Mississippi River Parkway Commission
Transit:

o Forecasts future population and employment growth;

o Transit Action Group

o Identify transportation needs and deficiencies and analyze, through detailed technical

o Region Transit Authority

analysis,

o Clinton MTA

o Update on proactively engaging the public and other interested stakeholders in the planning

Economic Development

and decisionǦmaking process, including, as appropriate, local, state, and/or federal agencies:
o Identify projects to encourage transit usage and a seamless transit network within the region
and establish transit linkages between affordable housing locations and major regional

o Prosperity Eastern Iowa
Environmental
o Dubuque County Conservation

employment centers;

o Jackson County Conservation

o Identify projects and policies that enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety and walkability;
o Identify and evaluate potential projects for social and environmental justice concerns and
mitigation needs

Safety/emergency

o Develop a financial plan for securing sufficient revenues to cover the costs of implementation
strategies, including operating costs, system maintenance and system preservation

Freight

o Clinton Multi-Disciplinary Safety Team

o Barge Facilities

o Develop longǦrange and shortǦrange capital improvements and operational strategies to

o Rail

improve safety, reduce congestion, and facilitate the movement of people and goods;

o Trucking industries

Q19 How are various transportation stakeholders (such as aviation, freight, rail, transit, bicycle, pedestrian,
economic development, environmental, safety/emergency, tribal, etc.) involved in the development of
your LRTP?
Staff worked with the following entities during the development of RPA 8 2040 LRTP
Aviation:

o Major businesses in the region
Tribal
o There are no tribal agencies with in RPA 8 region

Q20 How do you utilize the State Transportation Plan or other statewide planning documents for your LRTP?

o Dubuque Regional Airport

What could be done to make the State Transportation Plan more useful?

o Clinton Regional Airport

The RPA 8 staff took into consideration the following Plan from Iowa Dot while developing RPA 8 plan:
x Iowa in Motion

Bike & Pedestrian:
o Grant Wood Mississippi River Region

x Iowa State Rail Plan

o Clinton bike group

x Iowa State Strategic Highway Safety Plan

o City of Clinton Engineering
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The RPA 8 staff took into consideration the vision, goals and objectives from these plans and made sure
the recommendations listed in RPA 8 region are accommodated in RPA 8 2040 LRTP.
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Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
Q23 Provide the web address for your current TIP.

Q21 How do you coordinate with resource agencies (Iowa DNR, Iowa EDA, State Archeologist, etc.) in the
development of your LRTP?

http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm

Staff sent a copy of environmental justice chapter to Iowa DNR for their input. We did not get in touch
with Iowa EDA or State Archeologist.

Q22 Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the LRTP been helpful? How can it be improved?
Very Helpful

Q24 Discuss the process for developing your region’s TIP and selecting projects.
A. How are eligible applicants notified of funding availability and the submittal and review process for
STP and TAP projects?
The RPA 8 staff release public notice following the Public Involvement Program guidelines for 10%
STBG funds set aside by the RPA 8 board for STBG eligible projects and TAP eligible projects.
B. For both STP and TAP funding, what type of project information do you request? Do you use
application forms?
STP APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
The following documents and narratives must be attached to this application. In the upper right-hand
corner of each document or narrative write the corresponding letter shown below.
x

A MAP identifying the location of the project (11 x 17 or smaller).

x

An OFFICIAL ENDORSEMENT from the authority stating its commitment of matching
funds and commitment of project maintenance. For the project maintenance portion of the
resolution, it should state, “The Sponsoring Agent shall maintain, or cause to be maintained,
the completed improvements in a manner acceptable to the IDOT and the FHWA.”

x

A TIME SCHEDULE for the total project development.

x

An ITEMIZED BREAKDOWN of the total project costs. If safety improvements are part of
this project, be sure to include and highlight these improvements in the cost estimate.

x

DIGITAL PHOTOGRAPHS showing the existing conditions and the location of the project.

Classification of project (eligible to apply):
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x

Construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation

x

Capital costs for transit projects for publicly or privately owned intra-city or inter-

x

city bus terminal or facilities

x

Highway and transit safety or facilities
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x

Capital and operating costs for traffic management and control

x

Surface transportation planning, highway and transit technology transfer activities, and
research and development

2. Applications will be compiled for the Subcommittee for STBG funding distribution. The
Subcommittee will then meet and rank the projects based on the evaluation criteria adopted by the
Board. The subcommittee will submit the list to RPA 8 Tech and Policy Boards.
3. The Tech Board will provide their input to Policy Board. The Policy Board will review the ranking

x

Operational improvements

x

Fringe and corridor parking facilities

list and associated documentation and prepare a draft Transportation Improvement Program for
inclusion into the Iowa State Transportation Improvement Program.

x

Most transportation control measures in the Clean Air Act

Project Selection Criteria

x

Development and establishment of management systems

1. Economic Vitality: 275 Points (27.5%)

x

Environmental Provisions (i.e., natural habitat mitigation, storm water retrofit, and anti-icing
and deicing)

2. System Preservation: 200 Points (20%)

x

Modifications of sidewalks to meet ADA requirements

x

Infrastructure based ITS capital improvements

The RPA 8 has application for STBG funds. Please see Attachment A for a copy of the application.

3. Safety: 200 Points (20%)
4. Accessibility and Mobility: 125 Points (12.5%)
5. Integration and Connectivity: 75 Points (7.5%)
6. Local and Regional Factors: 125 Points (12.5%)

TAP APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE: 1000 (100%)

The RPA 8 follows IADOT TAP application and follows the requirements listed on the application.

TAP PROCESS

Please see Attachment B for a copy of the application.
Project must meet one or more of these eligibilities and must relate to surface transportation.
c. For both STP and TAP projects, how are projects submitted, prioritized, and selected?
Application submittals for each funding round must be postmarked by the deadline date, and include
an original and four (4) hardcopies of the completed application and all attachments. Email

STBG PROCESS:
In order to bring a greater level of objectivity to its project selection process, the RPA 8 staff
developed a formal project ranking process for use in screening projects prior to inclusion in the
Plan/TIP. The projects are ranked quantitatively and qualitatively. System Preservation, Safety,
Integration and Connectivity and Local and Regional Factors are based on numeric values obtained
from data analysis are the categories that a project is ranked quantitatively. Economic Vitality,
Accessibility and Mobility, Local and Regional Impact, categories are subjective are the categories
that a project is ranked qualitatively. The actual factors considered by the process are derived from
the variety of federal, state, and regional policies that help define RPA 8’s overarching planning
priorities. The process simplifies decisionǦmaking by providing a single, standardized tool for
comparing projects.
1. Projects are submitted to RPA 8, with all required information no later than final submittal date set
by RPA.

submissions of the completed application by the stated deadline are allowed, but the original and four
(4) hardcopies of the completed application must follow by mail.
Required Submittal
A complete application will consist of the following:
1. A completed application form.
2. A narrative assessing existing conditions, outlining the concept of the proposed project, and providing
adequate project justification as described in the application form.
3. A detailed map identifying the location of the project.
4. If applicable, a sketch-plan of the project, including cross-section for bicycle or pedestrian facilities.
5. An itemized breakdown of the total project costs.
6. A time schedule for the total project development.
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7. An official endorsement of the project from the authority to be responsible for its maintenance and
operation according to the requirements included in the application form.
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d. Do you have any type of award letter or agreement that is used for STP and TAP projects?
Yes, please see Attachment C for Approval Letter and Attachment D for Project Agreement.

8. If applicable, a letter of support for the project from the scenic or historic byway board.
9. A narrative discussing the public input process that was followed, the extent to which adjacent
property owners and others have been informed of the proposed project, and an assessment of their
acceptance.
Project Selection
In addition to meeting Transportation Alternatives Program eligibility requirements, projects funded
under the Statewide Transportation Alternatives Program are intended to have a statewide or multiregional significance. As such, applications for projects such as trails that could be considered primarily
local impact projects will not be scored favorably.
An assessment of the relative statewide significance of a project may be made by considering the
following:
1. Statewide or multi-regional impact of the project,
2. Degree of enhancement of the quality or utility of the state’s overall surface transportation system,
3. State or multi-regional tourism benefits, and
4. Degree of statewide or multi-regional planning implemented
Who ranks the projects
The RPA 8 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and RPA 8 Policy board forms a subcommittee.
The subcommittee members recommend rankings in the subjective categories based on the project's
merits. DMATS staff will provide subcommittee members with project information and data
analysis to determine the merit of the projects for quantitative ranking. Staff will then provide the
recommendations from subcommittee to TAC. The TAC member’s recommendations are then
provided to Policy Board for final approval.

Q25 If your RPA suballocates funding, discuss your Board’s reasoning for doing so within the context of a
regional planning process. Would it be helpful for the Iowa DOT and FHWA to visit with your Policy
Board concerning the benefits of not suballocating federal transportation funds?
At the October 19, 1999 meeting, the RPA Policy Board adopted a distribution system for uncommitted
STBG funds. In this system, the funds are distributed by a sub-allocation process. Each jurisdiction’s
share of the funds will be determined by the Census population. The cities of Clinton, Manchester,
Maquoketa and Dewitt will receive a share based on the population within the incorporated limits of the
city. The four counties will each receive a share based on the population of the unincorporated area plus
the population of all cities in the county under 5,000 population. Jurisdictions eligible for STBG funds
that do not receive a sub-allocation will have the opportunity to request funding from the county as
follows:
Cities below 5,000 population, transit agencies can compete each year through an application process for
10% of the STBG funds set aside by RPA Policy board.
Transit agencies providing service within cities greater than 5,000 in population can request funds from
the cities over 5,000 population.
It will be hard for RPA 8 Policy and Technical boards to have all STBG funds open to competition as
the Counties and cities with population more than 5,000 population count the RPA 8 funds in their
annual budgets and match them with local option sales tax or Farm to Market funding to maintain the
existing system. However, most of the RPA 8 members struggle to keep up with needs within their
jurisdiction. The swap funds are helping the RPA 8 members to expediate project schedule and do more
project then before with in a time frame. It will be very hard now to ask RPA 8 board to stop sub
allocation.

Q26 Describe how each of the following types of project sponsors is included in the programming process.
Also, note whether any STP funding has been allocated to each of these entities in the past.

TIP Projects Programing and Approval
A draft TIP document is prepared annually by RPA 8 staff in close consultation and cooperation with
IADOT. The projects are prioritized basing on the information provided by project sponsors in the
application. This prioritization takes into account important factors such as how soon the project can
get environmental clearances, survey work, preliminary plans, rightǦofǦway, utilities, advance check
prints and final plan preparation. Taking these factors into consideration will help to provide a let date.
The letting date provides guidance on which fiscal year the project should be programmed. Projects
that have major environmental issues and right of way needs are recommended to be divided into
multiple stages and funding is approved accordingly rather than approving full project funding at a
time.
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x

Cities under 5,000 : $2.48 million

x

Public transit providers : $491,770

x

Iowa DOT: None

Q27 How comfortable are you with the TPMS system? Do you have any suggestions for improvements?
Pretty comfortable. Not having access to make changes to County projects is becoming an issue.
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Q28 In an average year, how often do you process amendments to your TIP?

TRANSIT
Q31 Provide the web address for your current Passenger Transportation Plan (PTP).

Three to four a year
a. What types of amendments do you typically process?
Change in project scope, change in dollar amounts and funding sources
b. What is the public input process (in terms of public notification, review period, public hearing
requirements, etc.) for TIP amendments?
The TIP Amendment Process will include the following steps:
x RPA 8 staff will collect the amendment information from the members requesting.
x RPA 8 staff will inform the public of the amended TIP’s availability by sending
notice to the organizations on the RPA 8 public participation process list and by
publishing legal notices in local newspapers and ECIA website. Theses notices will
be posted and published 4-20 days before the scheduled meeting.

http://eciatrans.org/pdf/DMATS_&_RPA_8_PTP_FY_2016-2020_Final_Ammended.pdf
Q32 Has the planning process for the PTP been successful in fostering new relationships between the RPA and
transit operator(s) and among passenger transportation providers?
The RPA has very good relationships with the RTA and Clinton MTA
Q33 Describe the relationship between RPA transportation planning staff and the regional transit operator(s).
Is the region’s transit agency housed within the same organization as the RPA? If not, describe the agency
or agencies providing public transit in the region.
RTA 8 and RPA 8 are housed within ECIA.
Q34 Do human service agencies actively participate in the PTP development process?
Yes. Human Service agencies have been very active in the PTP development process. The area’s TAG,
coordinated by RTA staff, has been very active. The TAG is very active in the PTP process.

x The public hearing meeting will be held with the RPA 8 Policy Board meeting and
the meeting will be opened for public input during the process.

a. If not, can you explain why you believe this has not occurred?
b. If so, have new relationships been formed between the human service agencies and the RPA?
Between the human service agencies and the transit operators?

x The DOT and FHWA staff will be provided with updated TIP with amendments
once approved by RPA 8 Policy and tech boards.

Yes.
x The public hearing meeting will be held with the RPA 8 Policy Board meeting and
the meeting will be opened for public input during the process.

c. Have any passenger transportation projects or services emerged because of these relationships?
The TAG has identified the need for additional marketing information. TAG members have
pointed out that many people who could benefit from transit services do not know that it exists
or do not know that they are eligible. RTA is working to improve communications and
marketing, especially to the populations that need the service most.

Q29 Is the status of projects, including Iowa DOT projects, discussed on a regular basis at Policy Board and
Technical Committee meetings?
Yes there is a regular discussion about project updates at RPA 8 Tech and Policy meetings. Most of the
time board members request an update on IADOT projects. During the amendment process the entity
requesting the amendment needs to provide an explanation to the board for the amendment.

Q35 Briefly describe any notable changes within the rural transit service (increased ridership, decreased
ridership, new service, reduced service, etc.).
The table below shows RTA annual ridership between FY 2011 and FY 2015. The table shows that ridership
peaked in FY 2012 and has since declined.

Q30 Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the TIP been helpful? How can it be improved?
Very Helpful
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RTA 8 Annual Ridership
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (TPWP)
Q39 Provide the web address for your current TPWP.
http://www.eciatrans.org/RPA/planning.cfm
Q40 Besides the required 20% local match, do you have any other funding sources beyond the FHWA’s State
Planning and Research (SPR) or Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds and the FTA’s Section 5311
or Section 5305e funds to finance transportation planning activities?
a. If your agency is not spending all its federal transportation planning funds and thus has carryover
funding from year to year, please describe why.

Q36 What are some of the top transit priorities for your planning area? What role did the PTP process play in
determining or affirming these priorities?

RPA 8 does not have any carry over

1. Identify, market and educate about transportation needs

b. Do you see a need for additional planning funds to support transportation planning activities?

2. Expand Services

The RPA 8 staff do provide Coordination of local planning, land use, and economic development
to members within the RPA 8 region. However, staff like to provide more provision of technical
assistance to local officials and Facilitation more forums for public participation in regional and
planning. Coordination of more plans and programs with neighboring RPAs and Metropolitan
Planning Organizations and tribal organizations.

3. TAG membership is diverse and representative of the population served

Q37 Have any of the region’s public transit providers requested the RPA to conduct transit planning studies?
(Examples could include route planning, facility feasibility studies, passenger surveys, etc.)

c. How is your local match provided, and do you have difficulty meeting the local match for the
federal planning funds?

Yes
a. If so, did the RPA perform the study?
Yes. The RTA staff approached RPA 8 staff to conduct a feasibility for a bus storage
facility in Delaware County.

The local match for RPA 8 is provided by RPA 8 members.
Q41 How are your agency’s TPWP activities chosen and prioritized? Is this list of activities developed solely
by staff, or are Policy Board and/or Technical Committee members also involved?

b. If not, would the RPA consider such a request?
Q38 Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the PTP been helpful? How can it be improved?
Yes
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The RPA 8 TPWP is annually developed with input from the following:
x

Regional Planning Affiliation 8 (RPA8) Policy Board

x

Regional Planning Affiliation 8 (RPA8) Technical Advisory Committee

x

Region 8 Regional Transit Authority (RTA)

x

Clinton Municipal Transportation Administration (MTA)

x

Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT)

x

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Iowa Division
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x

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Region VII

The RPA 8 staff develops the draft basing on the discussion at following meetings:
x

IADOT quarterly meetings

x

RPA 8 Board meetings

x

TAG meetings

x

MDST group meetings,

x

Grant Wood Mississippi River Region

x

Clerk Groups

x

PEI meetings

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY
Q45 Do you claim indirect costs in Federal Aid billings?
Yes
Q46 When was your last Cost Allocation Plan completed? Who approved it?
The FY18 plan was approved by Scott Anderson at IA DOT as well as our cognizant agent, the
Department of Commerce. The plan for FY19, which has not changed from prior years, has been
submitted to Scott Anderson and the Dept of Commerce for approval. See attachment E for Cost
allocation plan.
Q47 What is your process for allocating expenses such as staff time and supplies/overhead to projects?

The RPA 8 Policy and Technical and IADOT staff will review the draft an make changes as need to the
final version.
Q42 What method is used to document your work hours?

Staff maintain detailed daily timesheets and all indirect/overhead costs are allocated based on direct
labor/benefits.
Q48 Over the course of the past four years, what level of Federal Aid was budgeted and expended each year for
planning activities?
See attachment F for SEFAs .

The biweekly time sheet has line items for work element in the work program. Staff charge their time
Q49 Is your independent audit conducted annually or bi-annually? Does the Policy Board receive and/or review
the agency’s audit?

when they work on the specific activity.
Q43 Does your agency have any difficulty estimating how much time and budget will be spent on each work
element?
RPA 8 staff spending is mostly within the estimated budget. Most of the amendments to work program
happened when we had some special projects like Trail counters, Freight study etc. in the budgets.
Q44 Has the Iowa DOT guidance for the TPWP been helpful? How can it be improved?

Annually. Auditors present the audit report to the ECIA Council.
Q50 What do you consider the most challenging aspect of managing/administering federally funded projects?
Tight budgets.
Q51 Do you have any challenges with submitting reimbursement requests in a timely manner?
The website is often difficult to access.

Very Helpful

a. Is adequate guidance being provided by Iowa DOT for your billings and progress reports?
Yes
b. How could the Iowa DOT’s processing of your reimbursement requests be improved?
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Q56 Are you getting what you need/want from the RPA quarterly meetings? What changes would you
suggest for improving these meetings? Yes

OTHER
Q52 Do you have any special studies/projects you are working on or considering? Examples could include
trail plans, bicycle/pedestrian plans, freight studies, safety studies or analyses, etc.
The RPA 8 staff is working on the following special projects:

Q57 Are there any special training sessions you would like Iowa DOT, FHWA, or FTA to sponsor?

x Working on Port Development Study (outcome of Eight county Freight study) in Dubuque Metro
which Impacts RPA 8region

Q58 Is there anything else which could be done to improve the working relationship with the Iowa DOT,

x Updating Bike & Pedestrian Plan

FHWA, and FTA? Is the Office of Systems Planning adequately meeting your needs?

x Conducting Safety Audits
x Working on Downtown Master Plans
x Working on Comprehensive plans
x Working on Land use Plans
x Working on Housing Studies
Q53 How do you coordinate with your neighboring RPAs and/or MPOs?
RPA 8 staff work very closely with surrounding MPOs and RPAs on projects and issues that are common
to both entities. RPA 8 Coordinated with RPA 9 and Bi-State Regional commission on freight study. RPA
8 staff coordinated with RPA 10 on Parks to People Project that are seeking trail funding.
RPA 8 maintains a close relationship with INRCOG in Waterloo through information sharing even though
there are no common projects. RPA 8 staff contacts other MPOs and RPAs in Iowa and surrounding states
for best practices that can benefit the RPA 8 region.
Q54 Do you understand the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) process well enough to feel
comfortable that the goal setting/reporting information you provide to the Iowa DOT is accurate and
complete? If not, how could the Iowa DOT be of more assistance?
ECIA staff are very well versed with DBE process and are comfortable with the goal reported to Iowa
DOT is accurate and complete.
Q55 How well do you believe the regional transportation planning process is working? What obstacles stand
in the way, and how could these be addressed?
The regional transportation planning process is working great in RPA 8 region. We are able to address
need of 56 members in our region. The needs vary for each community but the RPA 8 staff are able to
address these issues as the RPA 8 Boards support the planning process.
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Regional Planning Affiliation 8 (RPA 8)

ATTACHMENT-A
STBG APPLICATION

Small City Surface
TRANSPORTATION
Block Grant
PROGRAM
APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS
For Federal Fiscal Year 2022
Note:
The Application should be mailed to the address below on or
before 3:00 PM of April 30th, 2018.
Prepared By:
East Central Intergovernmental
Association
7600 Commerce Park
Dubuque, IA 52002
Website: www.eciatrans.org/rpa8
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Please see below for FEDERAL AID PROJECT DEVELOPMENT GUIDE

General RPA Funding Guide to Transportation Surface Transportation
Block Grant (STBG) Projects

http://www.iowadot.gov/local_systems/publications/im/guide.pdf
Sponsor/Applicant Agency:

The Regional Planning Affiliation (RPA) tech Committee oversees the program that
provides funds to sponsors of transportation projects that expand travel choices and
enhance the transportation experience. This committee reviews, scores, and
recommends project applications requesting Surface Transportation Block Grant
Program (STBG) funds. Their recommendations are given to the RPA Policy Committee
for approval. The committee consists of a rotating balance of local government and
public works officials in the region.
The RPA Tech committee follows the rules and regulations pertaining to the program as
set forth in the Federal Highway Administration. However, some additional restrictions
have been placed to make the program more efficient and maximize the federal dollars
used for construction activities.

Project Title:

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM
APPLICATION
GENERAL INFORMATION
Sponsor/Applicant Agency:
Lead agency in multi-jurisdictional project:
Contact Person (Name and Title):
Mailing Address:

Project Obligation:

City:
The project should be obligated (The money for a project becomes "obligated" once the
moneys have gone from the "promise" to actually being in an account) within two Federal
Fiscal years which includes the Federal Fiscal year that the funding got programmed
in RPA 8 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The Federal Fiscal year starts
on October 1st of the current calendar year and goes until September 30th of the next
calendar year. If funds have not been obligated at the end of the two year time period
the funds will be returned to RPA 8.

Zip:

Phone Number:

Fax Number:

E-Mail Address:

PROJECT INFORMATION
Project Title:
Location of Facility:

FHWA Authorization of Construction Costs

Distance: (indicate miles or feet)
From:

As part of the letting process, the Iowa DOT obtains FHWA Authorization for the
costs of the proposed construction contract. FHWA Authorization will be requested
based on the plans, specifications, and estimate (PS&E) submitted by the Local
Public Agency (LPA). If the bids come in significantly higher or lower than the
estimate, the FHWA Authorization may be adjusted accordingly, provided that
sufficient Federal funds are available for the project. The Iowa DOT requires that the
LPA budget sufficient funds and be prepared to award a contract for bids that are up
to 110% of the LPA’s estimate. The RPA 8 will not be providing additional funding
then approved if the bids comes higher than anticipated.
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To:

Classification of project (check those that apply):
Construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation
Capital costs for transit projects for publicly or privately owned intra-city or intercity bus terminal or facilities
Highway and transit safety or facilities
Capital and operating costs for traffic management and control
Surface transportation planning, highway and transit technology transfer activities,
and research and development
Operational improvements
Fringe and corridor parking facilities
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Most transportation control measures in the Clean Air Act
Development and establishment of management systems
Environmental Provisions (i.e., natural habitat mitigation, storm water retrofit, and
anti-icing and deicing)
Modifications of sidewalks to meet ADA requirements
Infrastructure based ITS capital improvements

Describe to what extent other components of the project have been completed or
implemented and the funding for those components (no more than half a page).

Provide a detailed project description including existing conditions, concept of the proposed
project and work to be performed, and the public input process that has been or will be
followed:

PROJECT INVESTMENT INFORMATION
Project Title (As stated on Page 2):

B UDGET :
Cost
Acquisition of Land
Describe the work plan and schedule for project completion including current project status
if project has previously begun or has multiple phases (no more than half a page).

Amount
$

Percent
%

Construction Engineering

$

%

Preliminary Engineering

$

%

Construction/Materials Costs

$

%

Utility Relocation

$

%

In-Kind Contribution*

$

%

Other*

$

%

Total Cost of Project

$

%

* Explain the use of any in-kind contributions or other costs that are associated with this
project:
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Does this project improve or enhance or maintain the movement of workers? If yes, please

F UNDING :

explain.
Amount
$

Funding Source
Region 8 Federal STBG Funds

Percent
%

(Not to exceed 80% of total project funds)

Other Federal, STBP, or TAP Funds*

$

%

Does this project improve or maintain access to jobs and opportunities? If yes, please

State Funds*

$

%

Local or Other Match

$

%

$

%

explain.

(Not less than 20% of total project funds)

Total Project Funding

* Explain the use of any state or other federal funds that are being used for this project:
Does this project Improves access to other transportation facilities including air, water, rail,
truck, multimodal, etc? If yes, please explain.

SYSTEM PRESERVATION INFORMATION
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION
Describe how this project promotes general economic development locally and regionally.

What is the current surface type of the facility?
Gravel
Sealcoat, poor base
Low type asphalt, good base
Pavement, asphalt, portland

Does this project enhance or improve tourism? If yes, please explain.
What is the current pavement condition of the roadway? (Entered by RPA 8)
Please enter most current AADT count (Entered by RPA 8):
Does this project specifically improve or enhance or maintain movement of freight and services? If
yes, please explain.
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Please enter a 10-Year Projected Traffic Volume (Entered by RPA 8):
What is the current total number of lanes on the roadway?
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SAFETY INFORMATION
Please complete the accident analysis below and the following questions.

List any documented safety problems related to the project:

INTEGRATION AND
List any safety improvements related to the project. Safety improvements must be listed on
the approved safety improvements list on pages 9, 10, and 11.

Will the proposed project (please check all that apply):











What is the ratio of total project cost to cost of safety improvements? (Highlight safety improvements
costs in Attachment D Itemized Cost Estimate)

Total Project Cost: $
Safety Improvement Cost: $
Ratio:

CONNECTIVITY INFORMATION
YES

NO

Provide bus stop pull-outs or shelters
Separate bicycle and/or pedestrian roadways and sidewalks
Increase freight carrying potential
Improve access to meet ADA requirements
Create a designated turning lane
Create additional shoulder space
Upgrade or improve any rail crossings
Improve roadways adjacent to a barge terminal
Improve airport access
Be located on or improve a transit route

Provide a brief geographic description of the project, including but not limited to: description
of project area, relationship of project to local and regional transportation system (no more
than half a page).

%

ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY INFORMATION
Current Volume/Capacity Ratio (Entered by RPA 8):
Projected Volume Capacity Ratio after project completion (Entered by RPA 8):
As mandated by FAST ACT, projects are intended to compliment intermodal transportation
serving jurisdictions within RPA 8 (Clinton, Delaware, Dubuque, and Jackson Counties).
Please state in your own words to what extent this project fulfills the intent of FAST ACT (no
more than half a page).
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D. An ITEMIZED BREAKDOWN of the total project costs. If safety improvements are part
of this project, be sure to include and highlight these improvements in the cost

LOCAL AND REGIONAL FACTORS INFORMATION

estimate.

Does the proposed project conform with any local, regional or state planning document?
Yes
No
If yes, please list documents:

E. DIGITAL PHOTOGRAPHS showing the existing conditions and the location of the
project.

Does the project involve more than one project sponsor?

Yes

No

If yes, please list other project sponsors:
Explain how this project will contribute to both the local and regional transportation system.

APPROVED SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS LIST

DOCUMENTATION

AND

NARRATIVE INFORMATION

The following documents and narratives must be attached to this application. In the upper
right-hand corner of each document or narrative write the corresponding letter shown below.

A. A MAP identifying the location of the project (11 x 17 or smaller).

B. An OFFICIAL ENDORSEMENT from the authority stating its commitment of matching
funds and commitment of project maintenance. For the project maintenance
portion of the resolution, it should state, “The Sponsoring Agent shall maintain, or
cause to be maintained, the completed improvements in a manner acceptable to the
IDOT and the FHWA.”

C. A TIME SCHEDULE for the total project development.
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Provide advance warning signs
Provide advance guide signs and street name signs
Provide all-red clearance at signalized intersections
Provide more protected left signal phases at busy intersections
Improve roadway delineation
Replace painted channelization with raised channelization
Improve lighting at intersections, horizontal curves, and railroad grade crossings
Reduce intersection skew angle
Remove, relocate, or shield driver from trees, utility poles, or other obstructions in
hazardous locations
10. Modify roadside clear zone in the vicinity of trees
11. Install profiled thermoplastic stripes for centerlines
12. Provide center two way left turn lanes for two and four lane roads
13. Reallocate total two lane roadway width (lane and shoulder) to include a narrow “buffer
median”
14. Use alternating passing lanes or four lane sections at key locations
15. Install median barriers for narrow width medians or multilane roads
16. Provide wider cross sections on two lane roads
17. Provide bypass lanes on shoulders at T-intersections
18. Restrict or eliminate turning maneuvers by signing
19. Restrict or eliminate turning maneuvers by providing channelization or closing median
openings
20. Eliminate parking that restricts sight distance
21. Retime adjacent signals to create gaps at stop controlled intersections
22. Improve visibility of intersections by providing enhanced signing and delineation
23. Install larger regulatory and warning signs at intersections
24. Provide dashed markings (extended left edge lines) for major roadway continuity at
divided highway intersections
25. Provide pavement markings with supplementary messages, such as Stop Ahead
26. Install flashing beacons at stop-controlled intersections
27. Provide all way stop control at appropriate intersections
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28. Post appropriate speed limit on intersection approaches
29. Provide turn path markings
30. Provide a double yellow centerline on the median opening of a divided highway at
intersections
31. Provide lane assignment signing or marking at complex intersections
32. Implement driveway closures, relocations, or turn restrictions
33. Provide left turn lanes at intersections
34. Provide longer left turn lanes at intersections
35. Provide offset left turn lanes at intersections
36. Provide right turn lanes at intersections
37. Provide longer right turn lanes at intersections
38. Provide offset right turn lanes at intersections
39. Provide full width paved shoulders in intersection areas
40. Convert offset T-intersections to four legged intersections
41. Realign intersection approaches to reduce or eliminate intersection skew
42. Use indirect left turn treatments to minimize conflicts at divided highway intersections
43. Improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities to reduce conflicts between motorists and non
motorists
44. Install splitter islands on the minor road approach to an intersection
45. Provide traffic calming on intersection approaches through a combination of geometrics
and traffic control devices
46. Close or relocate high risk intersections
47. Change horizontal and/or vertical alignment of approaches to provide more sight
distance
48. Avoid signalizing on through roads
49. Provide roundabouts at appropriate locations
50. Provide enhanced delineation of sharp curves
51. Provide enhanced pavement markings
52. Remove/relocate objects in hazardous locations
53. Provide skid resistant pavements
54. Eliminate shoulder or edge drop offs
55. Provide should treatments or four lane sections at key locations
56. Design safer slopes and ditches
57. Improve roadside hardware
58. Improve barrier and attenuation systems
59. Improve horizontal curve geometry
60. Provide advance warning of unexpected changes in horizontal alignment
61. Install rumble strips on shoulder, centerline, midlane, or intersection approaches
62. Provide grooved pavement
63. Provide lighting of the curve
64. Provide dynamic curve warning system
65. Add or improve roadside hardware
66. Improve design and application of barrier and attenuation systems
67. Widen the roadway
68. Improve or restore super elevation
69. Install automated anti-icing systems
70. Design safer slopes and ditches to prevent rollovers
71. Apply traffic calming measures to reduce speeds

72. Place utilities underground
73. Provide crosswalk enhancements
74. Implement road narrowing measures
75. Install signals to alert motorists that pedestrians are crossing
76. Install or upgrade traffic and pedestrian signals
77. Provide pedestrian refuge islands and raised medians
78. Provide vehicle restriction/diversion measures
79. Implement lighting/crosswalk illumination measures
80. Provide sidewalks/walkways with curb ramps
81. Install overpasses/underpasses
82. Clear sight triangles
83. Improve visibility of intersection on approaches
84. Improve visibility of signals and sign at intersections
85. Remove unwarranted signal
86. Restrict cross median access near intersections
87. Employ signal coordination
88. Provide/improve left turn channelization
89. Provide/improve right turn channelization
90. Improve drainage in intersection and on approaches
91. Provide skid resistance in intersection and on approaches
92. Redesign approaches

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM EVALUATION
CRITERIA
Economic Vitality: 200 Points (20%)
System Preservation: 400 Points (40%)
Safety: 200 Points (20%)
Integration and Connectivity: 75 Points (7.5%)
Local and Regional Factors: 125 Points (12.5%)
TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE: 1000 (100%)

The process for project prioritization and ratings will be the following:
1. Projects are submitted to RPA 8, with all required information no later than final submittal
date set by RPA 8.
2. Applications will be compiled for the Subcommittee for STP funding distribution. The
Subcommittee will then meet and rank the projects based on the evaluation criteria
adopted by the Board. The subcommittee will submit the list to RPA 8 Tech and Policy
Boards.
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3. The Tech Board will provide their input to Policy Board. The Policy Board will review the
ranking list and associated documentation and prepare a draft Transportation
Improvement Program for inclusion into the Iowa State Transportation Improvement
Program.

Please refer to the Application Guide for additional information on scoring criteria.
EVALUATION CRITERIA
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categories is plugged into a formula and the point value is determined by where the
formula solution fits into the points range. Below is an example of how the system
preservation formula may be applied to a proposed project:
1) Surface Type: Portland Concrete 1
2) Facility Condition: 2
3) Existing AADT: 5,800
4) 10-year projected AADT: 6,400
Formula 1: [(Existing AADT + 10 Year AADT)/1000/2]
Formula 2: [(Formula 1 Answer/2)*(Surface Type)*(Facility Condition)]

This section will provide information specifically for the competitive rating section of
the Region 8 STP Application. The information is ordered by rating criteria developed
from the seven MAP 21 planning factors that are meant to guide federal-aid projects
funded by MAP 21 legislation.
The Transportation Advisory Committee will rank the projects according to subjective
and objective scoring factors. All scores will be sent to the Policy Board for review and
TIP construction.
ECONOMIC VITALITY
200 Total Points Available
The Economic Vitality section of the application is designed to measure the economic
impact that a proposed project will have locally and regionally. All of the rating in this
section is subjective. Members of the Transportation Advisory Committee will rate the
effects that the proposed project will have on the rating criteria based on the merits of
the project. Below illustrates how the 200 points are distributed for each project:
50 Points - Project promotes general economic development.
30 Points - Project specifically enhances or improves tourism.
30 Points - Project specifically improves or enhances movement of freight and services.
30 Points - Project improves or enhances movement of workers.
30 Points - Project improves access to jobs and business opportunities.
30 Points - Project improves access to other transportation facilities including air, water,
rail, multimodal, etc.
SYSTEM PRESERVATION
400 Total Points Available
Points are awarded based on current surface type, current pavement condition, current
AADT, and future AADT. The information for each of the previously mentioned
14

Formula 1: [(5,800 + 6,400)/1,000/2] = 6.1
Formula 2: [(6.1/2)*(1)*(2)]= 6.1 = Project awarded 52 Points as shown in the table
below

System Preservation Scoring Criteria
Range

Points

Range

Points

<.50

4

12.51-13.00

112

0.51-1.00

8

13.01-13.50

124

1.01-1.50

12

13.51-14.00

136

1.51-2.00

16

14.01-14.50

148

2.01-2.50

20

14.51-15.00

160

2.51-3.00

24

15.01-15.50

172

3.01-3.50

28

15.51-16.00

184

3.51-4.00

32

16.01-16.50

196

4.01-4.50

36

16.51-17.00

208

4.51-5.00

40

17.01-17.50

220

5.01-5.50

44

17.51-18.00

232

5.51-6.00

48

18.01-18.50

244

6.01-6.50

52

18.51-19.00

256

6.51-7.00

56

19.01-19.50

268

7.01-7.50

60

19.51-20.00

280

7.51-8.00

64

20.01-20.50

292

8.01-8.50

68

20.51-21.00

304

8.51-9.00

72

21.01-21.50

316

9.01-9.50

76

21.51-22.00

328

9.51-10.00

80

22.01-22.50

340

10.01-10.50

84

22.51-23.00

352

10.51-11.00

88

23.01-23.50

364

11.01-11.50

92

23.51-24.00

376

11.51-12.00

96

24.01-24.50

388

15

12.01-12.50

100

24.51-25.00

<15%
15-25%
25-35%
35-45%
45-55%
55-65%

400

SAFETY
200 Total Points Available
Safety is designed to measure how accidents on the proposed facility compare with
state rates and what proportion of the project cost will go towards safety improvements.
The Transportation Advisory Committee will rank projects based on factual numbers
supplied by applicants and their corresponding point ranges.
Data used in this section includes accident rates and cost of safety improvements of the
proposed project. Applicants will acquire accident data from the previous five years
and complete the accident rate calculation located in the application. The end result
should be a ratio in units of accidents per hundred million vehicle miles (HMVM) of the
calculated rate for the proposed project to the state rate for cities or counties. Points will
be awarded based on the accident rate as shown in the table below:

Accident Rate Scoring
Criteria
Accident Ratio

Points

<0.49
0.50-0.99
1.00-1.99
2.00-2.99
3.00-3.99
4.00-<

0
20
40
60
80
100

The proportion of the total project cost to cost of safety improvements uses data from
the applicant that should specifically describe what parts of the project are for safety
improvements. All safety improvements must be located on the approved safety
improvement list included at the end of this document and in the STP Application.
The cost for safety improvements should then be divided by the total cost for the safety
improvement cost/total cost ratio. Points are awarded based on the proportion of
funding put towards making safety improvements as shown below.

Safety Improvement Scoring
Criteria
Percent

Points

16

INTEGRATION

AND

0
20
40
60
80
100

CONNECTIVITY

75 Points Total Points Available
Integration and Connectivity is designed to measure what impact the proposed project
will have on connecting and integrating the transportation system. The Transportation
Advisory Committee will rank projects based on factual numbers and on the committee
member’s feelings on how the proposed project will impact the transportation system in
this category. Below illustrates how the 75 points are distributed for the integration
and connectivity category.
25 Points - Project improves or maintains connectivity to a road classified as arterial or
higher?
25 Points - Project improves connectivity for freight transportation including air, water,
rail, and truck?
25 Points - Project integrates multiple modes of transportation including transit, trail, and
auto?
LOCAL

AND

REGIONAL FACTORS

125 Total Points Available
Local and regional factors will evaluate what planning documents the proposed project
are consistent with, the amount of local match involved, how the proposed project will
impact the transportation system, and if there is more than one sponsor involved.
The adopted planning document could include a long range transportation plan,
comprehensive plan, capital improvements plan, or any other local, regional, or state
planning document. 25 points will be awarded based on the number of planning
documents in which a project conforms with and the significance of the planning
document.
Projects will be awarded a maximum of 50 points based on the amount of local match
ratio contributed to the project. Projects that have match ratios in between the ratios
listed as point ranges will be grouped in the point range above the actual ratio. For
17

instance, if a proposed project has a federal/local match of 72/28, that project will be
grouped in the 80/20 range. A proposed project that has a federal/local match ratio of
68/32 will be grouped in the 70/30 range.

Local Match Ratio Scoring
Criteria
Fed/Local Match

Points

80/20
70/30
60/40
50/50

0
17.00
33.25
50

In addition, points will be awarded based on the following questions:
25 Points - Project will contribute to the local AND regional transportation system.
25 Points - Proposed project involves more than one project sponsor.

ATTACHMENT-B
TAP APPLICATION
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RPA 8 Transportation Alternative Program Project Scoring Criteria
RPA8 Transportation Alternatives Program Structure

Eligible Activities
The following categories of activities are eligible for funding under the Statewide Transportation
Alternatives Program:
x Transportation Alternatives as defined by 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(29),
x Infrastructure-related or non-infrastructure-related projects formerly eligible through the Safe Routes
to School program under Section 1404(f) of the SAFETEA-LU, and
x Projects eligible through the Recreational Trails Program under Section 206 of Title 23.
Transportation Alternatives
Eligible projects must meet one or more of these eligibilities and must relate to surface transportation.
1. Construction, planning, and design of on-road and off-road trail facilities for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and other nonmotorized forms of transportation, including sidewalks, bicycle
infrastructure, pedestrian and bicycle signals, traffic calming techniques, lighting and other
safety-related infrastructure, and transportation projects to achieve compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.
2. Construction, planning, and design of infrastructure-related projects and systems that will
provide safe routes for non-drivers, including children, older adults, and individuals with
disabilities to access daily needs.
3. Conversion and use of abandoned railroad corridors for trails for pedestrians, bicyclists, or other
nonmotorized transportation users.
4. Construction of turnouts, overlooks, and viewing areas.
5. Community improvement activities, which include but are not limited to:
a. Inventory, control, or removal of outdoor advertising.
b. Historic preservation and rehabilitation of historic transportation facilities.
c. Vegetation management practices in transportation rights-of-way to improve roadway
safety, prevent against invasive species, and provide erosion control.

R

d. Archaeological activities relating to impacts from implementation of a transportation
project eligible under this title.
e. Streetscaping and corridor landscaping.
6. Any environmental mitigation activity, including pollution prevention and pollution abatement
activities and mitigation to:
a. Address stormwater management, control, and water pollution prevention or abatement
related to highway construction or due to highway runoff, including activities described
in sections 133(b)(11), 328(a), and 329; or
b. Reduce vehicle-caused wildlife mortality or to restore and maintain connectivity among

Infrastructure-Related Safe Routes to School Projects
The planning, design, and construction of infrastructure-related projects that will substantially improve
the ability of students to walk and bicycle to school, including:
1. Sidewalk improvements,
2. Traffic calming and speed reduction improvements,
3. Pedestrian and bicycle crossing improvements,
4. On-street bicycle facilities,
5. Off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
6. Secure bicycle parking facilities, and

terrestrial or aquatic habitats.
7. Traffic diversion improvements in the vicinity of schools. (section 1404(f)(1)(a))

Non-Infrastructure Related Safe Routes to School Projects
Activities to encourage walking and bicycling to school, including:
1. Public awareness campaigns and outreach to media and community leaders,
2. Traffic education and enforcement in the vicinity of K-8 schools,
3. Student sessions on bicycle and pedestrian safety, health, and environment, and
4. Funding for training, volunteers, and managers of safe routes to school programs. (section
1404(f)(2)(a))

Recreational Trails Program Projects
Eligible Recreational Trails Program projects include:
1. Maintenance and restoration of existing recreational trails;
2. Development and rehabilitation of trailside and trailhead facilities and trail linkages;
3. Purchase and lease of recreational trail construction and maintenance equipment;
4. Construction of new recreational trails (with some restrictions for new trails on Federal lands);
5. Acquisition of easements and fee simple title to property for recreational trails or recreational
trail corridors;
6. Assessment of trail conditions for accessibility and maintenance;

7. Development and dissemination of publications and operation of educational programs to

of funds upon FHWA Authorization marks the beginning of project costs which are eligible for

promote safety and environmental protection, (as those objectives relate to one or more of the

reimbursement. Any design and feasibility studies conducted prior to receipt of a Notice to Proceed from

use of recreational trails, supporting non-law enforcement trail safety and trail use monitoring

the Iowa DOT are not eligible for reimbursement.

patrol programs, and providing trail-related training), but in an amount not to exceed 5 percent of
the apportionment made to the State for the fiscal year; and
8. Payment of costs to the State incurred in administering the program, but in an amount not to
exceed 7 percent of the apportionment made to the State for the fiscal year.

After obligation and FHWA Authorization, many project specific costs are eligible. Preliminary and final
engineering work including project development, acquisition of right-of-way, environmental work, cost
estimates, construction plans, and architectural work are eligible after approval is granted by the Iowa
DOT. Utility relocations as permitted under Iowa Code, construction engineering, and construction costs

Eligible Applicants and Project Sponsors

would also be eligible. Any administrative, maintenance, or general planning studies would not be eligible.

MAP-21 authorizes the following entities to apply for Transportation Alternatives Program funding:

Upon award, each project will be assigned a dedicated contact person within the Iowa DOT who will work
with the project sponsor through each step of the project development process.

x

Local governments.

x

Regional Transportation Authorities.

x

Transit Agencies.

x

Natural Resource or public lands agencies.

x

School Districts, local education agencies or schools.

projects. Federal funds cannot be used as matching funds, unless expressly permitted by law. State funds

x

Tribal governments.

are eligible for use as match. In-kind services or donated services, materials, or real property donated by

x

Any other local or regional governmental entity with responsibility for oversight of

a third party may also be counted as match under certain circumstances and with Iowa DOT approval.

Local Match
Transportation Alternatives Program funds may pay for up to 80 percent of eligible project costs or up to
the approved grant maximum, whichever is less. A local match is required to pay for 20 percent or more
of the remaining project costs. This match requirement also applies to traditional Safe Routes to School

transportation or recreational trails (other than a metropolitan planning organization or a State
agency that the State determines to be eligible).
x

A non-eligible project sponsor (such as a non-profit) may partner with an eligible co-sponsor in
applying for funds.

Eligible Costs
Only certain costs are eligible for reimbursement through the Transportation Alternatives Program. An
obligation of funds occurs when a project is approved and a project agreement is executed between the
Federal government (FHWA division office) and the Iowa DOT. This is called FHWA Authorization.
This does not generally occur until a project has cleared a number of steps in the project development
process including the execution of a project agreement between the project sponsor and the Iowa DOT.
Although considerable time and money may have already been spent developing a project, the obligation

Application Process

1. Statewide or multi-regional impact of the project,

Deadline

2. Degree of enhancement of the quality or utility of the state’s overall surface transportation system,

Application submittals for each funding round must be postmarked by the deadline date, and include an

3. State or multi-regional tourism benefits, and

original and four (4) hardcopies of the completed application and all attachments. Email submissions of
the completed application by the stated deadline are allowed, but the original and four (4) hardcopies of
the completed application must follow by mail.

Required Submittal
A complete application will consist of the following:
1. A completed application form.
2. A narrative assessing existing conditions, outlining the concept of the proposed project, and providing
adequate project justification as described in the application form.
3. A detailed map identifying the location of the project.
4. If applicable, a sketch-plan of the project, including cross-section for bicycle or pedestrian facilities.
5. An itemized breakdown of the total project costs.
6. A time schedule for the total project development.
7. An official endorsement of the project from the authority to be responsible for its maintenance and
operation according to the requirements included in the application form.
8. If applicable, a letter of support for the project from the scenic or historic byway board.
9. A narrative discussing the public input process that was followed, the extent to which adjacent
property owners and others have been informed of the proposed project, and an assessment of their
acceptance.

Project Selection
In addition to meeting Transportation Alternatives Program eligibility requirements, projects funded
under the Statewide Transportation Alternatives Program are intended to have a statewide or multiregional significance. As such, applications for projects such as trails that could be considered primarily
local impact projects will not be scored favorably.
An assessment of the relative statewide significance of a project may be made by considering the
following:

4. Degree of statewide or multi-regional planning implemented

Federal Requirements, Standards, or Guidelines
Since the Statewide Transportation Alternatives Program is a part of the Federal-aid highway program,
awarded projects are subject to certain Federal laws and regulations including:
1. Involvement of the public, including the adjacent property owners, in the development of the
project.

6. Davis-Bacon Wage Requirements. Projects will be required to comply with Davis-Bacon wage
requirements, which state that contractors will conform to federal minimum wage requirements.
7. Competitive bidding requirements. Construction projects are required to be let through the Iowa
DOT or according to procedures for a public letting as per Sections 26.3 through 26.13 of the Code
of Iowa.

2. Compliance with the Uniform Relocation Property Assistance and Real Property Acquisition

8. Permits or Other Approvals. It is the project owner/sponsor’s responsibility to obtain all permits

Policies Act (the Uniform Act) for the acquisition of easements or the purchase of land in fee

or other approvals that may be required as a result of the activities proposed as part of the project.

simple. This includes fair treatment practices and may include the completion of an appraisal on
parcels to be acquired. This requirement applies whether or not federal funds will be used for the
acquisition costs.
3. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This requires verification the project is not harmful
to the environment in the following areas:
1. Noise - impacts of noise during and after construction.
2. Air Quality - compliance with Iowa’s state implementation plan for maintaining its attainment
status relative to the national ambient air quality standards. Conformity with the requirements
of the Clean Air Act must be verified.
3. Cultural Resources - disturbances to areas of archaeological or historical significance.
Properties proposed for rehabilitation or preservation must be eligible for or on the list of the
National Register of Historic Places. (Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act)
4. Water Quality - impacts to water quality.
5. Wetlands - impacts to wetlands.
6. Floodplains - impacts to regulatory floodways or to a 110-year floodplain.
7. Farmland Protection - impacts to surrounding farmland.
8. Hazardous Waste Sites - location of and impacts to hazardous waste sites.

4. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Projects must conform to the Americans with Disabilities
Act, which allows for reasonable access to the project for persons with disabilities.
5. Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE) and Minority Business Enterprises (MBE).
Verification must be received that efforts have been made to solicit bids from disadvantaged and
minority business enterprises.

December 07, 2017
Daryl Parker
Jackson County Conservation
18670 63rd St
Maquoketa, IA 52060

Dear Mr. Parker:
RE: Regional Planning Affiliation 8 Transportation Alternative Program (TAP)
This correspondence is to inform the Jackson county Conservation that the Regional Planning
Affiliation 8 (RPA 8) has approved the Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) funds on
November 30th, 2017 in the amount of $100,000 for Rivervue Trail Extension to Spruce Creek
County Park project.

ATTACHMENT-C
COPY OF APPROVAL LETTER

The funding for this project has been approved for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2018 (October 1st,
2017 to September 30th, 2018) and will be programmed in FFY 2018-2021 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). Enclosed is a pdf file of an RPA 8 TAP Programming Agreement for
your project. Please review and print two copies, sign two copies, and mail one back to RPA 8
office, keeping the other for your records.
In order to receive your TAP funds, the Jackson County Conservation will need to work with the
Iowa Department of Transportation (IADOT). To initiate that process, TAP project sponsors should
contact IADOT Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) Manager Pamella Lee at (515)-2391810 or by email at pamella.lee@iowadot.us.
Please note the Jackson County Conservation does not yet have a funding commitment nor is
authorized to expend TAP funds until the project has been authorized by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA). Expenditures incurred prior to FHWA authorization will be ineligible for
reimbursement. If you have questions or concerns, please contact me at (563)-556-4166 or by email
at cravada@ecia.org

Sincerely,

Chandra Ravada
Director of Transportation Department

Regional Planning Affiliation 8
(RPA 8)
Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) Agreement
THIS CONTRACT entered into by and between the Regional Planning Affiliation 8 (hereinafter called RPA
8) and under a passed and approved resolution of the Jackson county Conservation, Iowa (hereinafter called
the RECIPIENT), approving Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) funds on November 30, 2017. Upon
acceptance of this funding, the RECIPIENT agrees to the following conditions:
1.

CONTRACT PROJECT: As approved by the RPA 8 Policy Board, the project includes:
PROJECT TITLE : Rivervue Trail Extension to Spruce Creek County Park
See Attachment A for a copy of grant application submitted to RPA 8.

ATTACHMENT-D
2.

COPY OF AGREEMENT

CONTRACT AWARD
AMOUNT

3.

: TAP

Funds

: $100,000

Local Match

: $186,526

Total Project Cost

: $286,526

CONTRACT TIME PERIOD:
The RECIPIENT will have two years from November 30th, 2017 to obligate funding for the
purposes specified in Section 1.

4.

GENERAL PROVISIONS:
The RECIPIENT shall receive Federal TAP funds for authorized and approved project costs of
eligible items. TAP funds are to be used exclusively for the purposes specified in Section 1, which
may represent all or any part of the project(s) specified in the grant application. Any portion of
the funds not used for the purpose(s) specified in the TAP Grant Application shall be forfeited by
the RECIPIENT. The RPA 8 may request the RECIPIENT to provide information to determine
that the funding distribution satisfies the written criteria and procedures of the Iowa Department
of Transportation and the RPA 8 as well as any statutes or rules governing such distribution.
The RECIPIENT shall contact RPA 8 staff if the project specified in Section 1 requires revision
including, but not limited to, project cost, schedule, funding sources, project termini, and project

description. Depending on the type of revision, public review and comment and RPA 8 Policy
Board approval may be required.
The portion of the eligible project costs covered by Federal TAP funds shall be limited to a
maximum of either the appropriate percentage of eligible costs or the amount stipulated in the approved
current Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), whichever is less.
The RECIPIENT is not authorized to expend TAP funds until the project has been authorized by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Expenditures incurred prior to FHWA
authorization will be ineligible for reimbursement.
The RECIPIENT shall abide by RPA 8 and Iowa Department of Transportation rules and
regulations. The RECIPIENT shall follow all guidelines outlined in the Federal-aid Project
Development Guide ( http://www.iowadot.gov/local_systems/publications/im/guide.pdf). The
Iowa Department of Transportation contact will be the District Planner at the District 6 Office in
Cedar Rapids.
All grant RECIPIENTS awarded TAP funds shall upon request provide status updates about the
project specified in Section 1.
4. SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
The Letter of Award, which accompanies this agreement, may detail specific conditions pertinent to the
individual award or RECIPIENT and shall become part of this agreement upon acceptance of this
agreement.

Regional Planning Affiliation 8 Authority

________________
Don Thiltgen
Chair, RPA Policy Board

11/30/2017__
Date

Accepted on Behalf of the City or County of City/County

__________________________________
Name, Title

ATTEST:

_____________
Date

Attachment A
Copy of grant Application

EAST CENTRAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ASSOCIATION
COST ALLOCATION PLAN
General
East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA) is a Council of Governments located in
Dubuque, IA. ECIA administers a variety of programs funded by federal, state, and local agencies.
These programs include Housing, Transportation Planning, Economic Development, Community
Development, Employment & Training and Transit.
ECIA uses a modified accrual system of accounting. Under the modified accrual basis of
accounting, revenues are recognized when susceptible to accrual (i.e. when they become both
measurable and available). “Measurable” means the amount of the transaction can be
determined, and “available” means collectible within the current period or soon enough thereafter
to be used to pay liabilities of the current period. A one-year availability period is used for revenue
recognition for all federally-funded revenue. Expenditures are recorded when the related liability
is incurred.

ATTACHMENT-E
COST ALLOCATION PLAN

The federal Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Uniform Administrative Requirements,
Cost Principles and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards - 2 CFR Part 200 (Subparts A – F)
establishes the principles for determining costs of grants, contracts and other agreements with
the Federal Government. These principles also apply, by reference, to certain contracts.
The purpose of this cost allocation plan is to summarize the methods and procedures that ECIA
will use to allocate costs to various programs, grants, contracts and agreements. The allocations
will be charged to cost centers and/or programs. When an allocation can be assigned directly to
a program or cost center, the allocation will be made in that manner. It will recognize all costs that
are charged to the agency and not just the cost charged to federal or state programs.
When expenses are general in nature (not specific to a program), the allocation will be made
through the use of a basis which is equitable to all cost centers and programs.

Definitions
Allowable Costs – costs incurred by ECIA that are allowable and chargeable to a federal or state
award or program.
Direct Costs – costs that are identifiable specifically to a particular cost center or program.
Indirect Costs – costs that are incurred for common or joint programs and that cannot be readily
identified with a particular cost center or program.
Unallowable Costs – costs that are incurred by ECIA but for some reason are unallowable charges
to a federal or state award or program.
Cognizant Agency - the Federal Agency from which the most direct federal funds are received.
This agency is responsible for reviewing, negotiating and approving cost allocation plans or
indirect cost proposals. ECIA’s current cognizant agency is the Department of Commerce.

EAST CENTRAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ASSOCIATION
COST ALLOCATION PLAN
Allocation of Costs
Personnel – Salaries and benefits (FICA, work comp, health insurance, dental insurance and
other fringe benefits) are charged directly to the program for which work has been performed.
This is documented by individual employee timesheets reflecting actual hours worked by program.
Vacation pay is accrued as earned and is allocated in the same manner as salaries and benefits.
Administrative salaries, when not directly charged to a program, will be allocated based on the
percentage of the program’s direct salary/benefit cost.
Non-Personnel Costs – Where possible, costs are charged directly to the program generating the
cost. Costs that benefit more than one program will be prorated individually as direct costs using
a base most appropriate to the particular cost being prorated. All other allowable general and
administrative costs (costs that benefit all programs and cannot be identified with a specific
program) are allocated to all programs based on the percentage of the program’s direct
salary/benefit cost. (See Schedule A-Elements of Cost)
Unallowable Costs - Any expenditure that is not allowed to be charged to the program/grant either
by the grant award itself, federal agency regulations, Organization policies, or the OMB Cost
Circular shall not be charged to the program/grant. If any such cost is inadvertently charged to
the program/grant, the cost shall be recoded as soon as it is identified to the appropriate
discretionary fund account unrelated to the program/grant. Additional information on unallowable
costs can be found in 2 CFR Part 200 Subpart E.

EAST CENTRAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ASSOCIATION
COST ALLOCATION PLAN
SCHEDULE A – Elements of Cost
Elements of Cost

Allocation
Methodology

Item Description

Office Supplies

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general and admin supplies

Conference & Training

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general training and admin

Business Travel Expense

Direct/Indirect

Employee expense reimbursement, board meeting expense, software licensing - Direct
when specific to program, indirect for general admin

Equipment Rent/Maint

Indirect

Office equipment maintenance contracts

Building/Grounds Maint

Indirect

Building and grounds maintenance supplies and repair expense

Insurance

Indirect

General liability, professional liability, employment practices, director & officer liability

Dues & Subscriptions

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general admin

Telephone

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general training and admin-landline and
cellular

Postage

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general and admin postage

Rent

Direct

Rent for WIOA program offices

Utilities

Indirect

Electricity, gas, water, trash removal, etc.

Advertising

Direct/Indirect

Publishing of meeting minutes, public notices, help wanted ads - Direct when specific to
program, indirect for general and admin advertising

Professional Services

Indirect

Audit, legal, computer support, etc.

Marketing

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general and admin

Depreciation

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general admin equipment

Equipment Purchases

Indirect

Equipment, buildings, etc. with an acquisition cost of greater than $3,000

Principal Pmts on LT Debt

Indirect

Principal payment on building loan

Interest Expense

Direct/Indirect

Direct for line of credit interest; indirect for building loan interest

Pass Thru Grant Expense

Direct

Pass-thru of grant funds to sub-recipients

Miscellaneous Expense

Direct/Indirect

Direct when specific to program, indirect for general admin

ATTACHMENT-F
SETA FOR FY14,15,16 & 17

