
16. Air Quality Conformity 
The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 mandated better coordination between 
metropolitan air quality and long range transportation planning.  The purpose behind 
this coordination is to demonstrate long range plans conform with State Implementation 
Plans (SIP) to reduce pollutant emissions to meet National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). The long range plan and TIP must demonstrate vehicle emissions 
will be reduced by implementing long range plan and TIP projects as compared to not 
implementing any projects. 

Effective June 15, 2004 the Tri-County area was classified a basic non-attainment area 
for the new eight hour ozone standard.  Ozone is formed when volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) combine with sunlight and high 
temperatures. One way to reduce ozone is to reduce VOCs and NOx emitted from 
automobiles in the region.  VOC and NOx emissions are directly related to roadway 
congestion.  When congestion increases and roadway speeds are lowered, VOC and 
NOx emissions increase.  Therefore, VOC and NOx levels and, in turn, ozone levels 
can be decreased by reducing roadway congestion, improving traffic flow and by 
providing alternative transportation services such as walking, bicycling, transit and 
ridesharing. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) require demonstration that projects in the TIP and the 
Regional 2030 Transportation Plan do not result in mobile source emissions greater 
than baseline 2002 emissions estimated by the Tri-County Regional Planning 
Commission (TCRPC) for the Lansing metropolitan area. 

TCRPC’s initial conformity determination was made on the Regional 2025 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 2004-2006 Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) which demonstrated impacts of major transportation system improvements on 
vehicle emissions. A joint conformity finding was issued for the above by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) on June 6, 
2005. 

A new conformity determination was made on the Regional 2025 Transportation Plan 
(RTP) and the 2006-2008 Transportation Improvement Program on September 30, 
2005. 

For the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan and the 2006-2008 Transportation 
Improvement Program analysis must be completed and a conformity finding must be 
issued by the Federal Highway Administration by January 1, 2006.  This date is based 
on the minimum 20 year plan horizon. Failure to accomplish this, or to meet any 
deadline related to plan update requirements, can result in a “conformity lapse,” during 
which no regionally significant transportation project or capacity improvement project 
can proceed until a new conformity finding is made.  Therefore, the TIP and RTP air 
quality conformity analysis examines changes in Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 
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and Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx).  Emission levels are compared to a baseline numerical 
emission value. 

Air Quality Assessment Criteria 

This Regional 2030 Transportation Plan and TIP conformity determination finding was 
made in compliance with all applicable conformity requirements, and the Regional 2030 
Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 TIP have been determined to satisfy the following 
conformity criteria and procedures, as set forth in the USEPA’s transportation 
conformity rule: 

1. The conformity determination was based on latest regional planning assumptions 
for current and future population and employment. 

2. The conformity determination was based on the latest emission model available. 

3. The conformity determination was made according to consultation procedures of 
the final conformity rule and State Implementation Plan (SIP) conformity 
procedures. 

4. The determination was made that the adopted Regional 2030 Transportation 
Plan and 2006-2008 TIP does not increase the frequency or severity of the 
existing violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
which the area is designated in non-attainment.  Completing components of the 
transportation plan does not increase emissions over the 2002 baseline 

5. Each project contained in the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 
TIP as amended was reviewed by the Interagency Work Group (IAWG), 
consistent with consultation procedures established in the Conformity State 
Implementation Plan. During this review, a determination was made by the 
IAWG that each project in the 2006-2008 TIP as amended was both consistent 
with the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan or was exempt from regional 
emissions modeling requirements in the EPA conformity rule.  Hence, based on 
the determination the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan demonstrates 
conformity and that all projects in the 2006-2008 TIP as amended were included 
in the conformity determination made on the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan 
or are not subject to regional emissions modeling requirements, conformity is 
also demonstrated as required on the 2006-2008 TIP by this analysis. 

Background 

The following documentation summarizes best practices available for travel demand 
estimation and analysis in Clinton, Eaton and Ingham Counties.  The Tri-County 
Regional Planning Commission has approved socioeconomic data for 2000, 2005, 
2010, 2015, 2020, 2025 and 2030 (refer to Chapter 6).  This data was the basis for 
forecasting travel demand in the study area which, in turn, is used to generate inputs 
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required for air quality conformity analysis.  These inputs are amounts of travel 
expressed as vehicle miles of travel (VMT), vehicle hours of travel (VHT) and average 
speed by National Functional Classification (NFC) by county to provide a combination of 
similar functionally classified facilities grouped together to address the EPA’s MOBILE 
6.2 emissions model input data structure.  TCRPC’s regional travel demand model was 
used to estimate vehicle miles of travel, vehicle hours of travel and travel speeds used 
in this analysis. The air quality conformity analysis must be performed on a county wide 
basis. The urban travel demand forecast model covers all of Clinton, Eaton and Ingham 
Counties. For this analysis, all travel model results were aggregated by county. 

VMT, VHT and speed data generated by the model for the TCRPC area is then 
normalized using county Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) VMT figures 
to provide the basis for estimation of present and future VMT, VHT and speeds by NFC 
for each county. Conformity determination speeds are then normalized by dividing 
normalized VMT by normalized VHT. 

Conformity Determination 

The air quality conformity analysis performed for the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan 
and 2006-2008 TIP which demonstrates and summarizes data resulting in conformity 
determination is shown in Table 16-1. 

The table shows forecast emissions for the two ozone precursors – volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) are all well below the established 2002 
baseline for all analysis years.  This demonstrates conformity of the Regional 2030 
Transportation Plan as amended.  Since the 2006-2008 TIP projects were reviewed by 
the Interagency Work Group and each project was determined to be both drawn from 
the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan or exempt from regional emissions model 
analysis, the determination made that the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan 
demonstrates conformity also permits a determination that the 2006-2008 TIP as 
amended demonstrates conformity. 
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Table 16-1: 	 Results of Regional Transportation Conformity Analysis for the Lansing 
Metropolitan Nonattainment Area, 8 Hour Ozone Standard, Regional 2030 
Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 Transportation Improvement Plan 

Emissions* 

Scenario VOC NOx DAILY VMT** 

2002 Baseline 21,820.2218 34,529.4229 12,465.5 

2010 Action 11,491.3184 18,294.2957 13,518.1 

2015 Action 8,588.7377 11,265.2120 14,387.3 

2025 Action 6,376.6555 6,577.2975 16,129.6 

2030 Action 6,429.7981 5,903.0068 16,782.1 
* Units for emissions are shown as kilograms/day. 
**Modeled Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) (in (000’s) 

The remainder of this report provides additional technical details and documentation as 
necessary to support this determination. 

Modeling Procedures 

TCRPC has developed and calibrated a travel demand model which covers all of 
Clinton, Eaton and Ingham Counties. The travel demand model uses the standard four
step transportation modeling process, as follows. 

1- Trip generation model; 
2- Trip distribution model; 
3- Mode choice model; and  
4- Highway assignment model. 

Each of these steps and calibration of the TCRPC Travel Demand Model is summarized 
in more detail in Chapter 9. 

In general, trip generation is performed based on population, retail and non-retail 
employment, households and vehicles available for base and future forecast years for 
834 internal traffic analysis zones.  Trip generation rates are from National Cooperative 
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Project Report 365 and local rates for special 
generators, such as Lansing Community College, Michigan State University and 
automobile manufacturing plants. 

Trip distribution is based on the gravity model derived from Newton’s law of gravity. 
Person trips are next converted to vehicle trips using auto occupancy factors and a time 
of day model allocates trips to time periods for AM Peak, PM Peak and Off Peak 
periods. A park-walk model is also used to refine distribution based on parking 
locations in the Lansing CBD, MSU, East Lansing and some other special generators, 
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which relates attractions to available parking supply and walk distance to employment 
zones. 

Mode choice is then determined based on a multinomial logit model which allocates 
trips to auto or bus transit modes based on trip purpose, highway and transit travel 
times, routing and frequency of transit service and transit/parking costs. 

In assignment, auto and transit trip tables are assigned to the highway or transit network 
using an equilibrium capacity restrained assignment algorithm based on interzonal 
travel times. 

The model generates traffic volumes based on area type, facility type, number of lanes, 
speeds, national functional classification, street names, highway capacity (derived from 
the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual) by time period of day.  Time period data has been 
aggregated to daily totals for this emissions analysis.  The TCRPC model has been 
calibrated to meet accepted industry standards as determined by MDOT and FHWA 
based on comparing traffic volumes to assigned volumes for a base year and is 
considered valid for forecasting future travel demand. 

The adopted Regional 2030 Transportation Plan was based on results of a land use 
scenario analysis and eight separate transportation network evaluations.  As a result of 
the land use scenario analysis completed as part of the national demonstration 
“Regional Growth: Choices for Our Future” (refer to Chapter 2) project, a “wise 
growth” land use scenario was adopted which reallocates adopted trend forecasts into a 
more environmentally friendly city-centered development pattern.  The Commission also 
adopted mechanisms to tie future federal transportation investments to implementation 
of this regionally preferred land use scenario. 

The adopted transportation network alternative includes a series of “medium” strategic 
transit system improvements which were simulated by reductions in headways based 
on each transit route’s ridership propensity. 

The adopted transportation network scenario (refer to Chapter 11) also assumed a 
series of strategically applied demand reduction measures, management and 
operations improvements, ITS and other traffic flow improvements, mode shift to non
motorized travel modes and additional trip reductions due to higher density mixed use 
development which result from the “wise growth” land use scenario.  These measures 
were simulated by a net reduction of ten percent of regional trip rate growth through 
2030, which was applied strategically to the zonal trip table.  These strategic demand 
reductions ranged from zero percent on external links and up to 18 percent in MSU and 
CBD areas based on density and demand reduction propensity – for example, higher 
trip reductions were assumed for MSU’s north campus zones due to the University’s 
intent to remove parking from north campus to fringe commuter lots. 

In addition, the adopted transportation network included all roadway capacity 
improvements in the financially constrained plan. 
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Additional details on this land use scenario and transportation alternatives analysis are 
documented in Chapters 2 and 11 of this Regional 2030 Transportation Plan. 

Since these demand reductions and transit improvements were part of the adopted 
transportation plan for 2030, they were also assumed in conformity model runs.  Based 
on decisions made in the consultation process by the Interagency Work Group, no 
attempt was made to proportion or disaggregate transit service improvements and 
demand reductions to interim milestone year analysis networks.  However, adjustments 
were made to milestone year demographic forecasts to reflect consistency with the 
2030 wise growth land use pattern using a simple proportional interpolation technique, 
as also agreed to by the Interagency Work Group. 

Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) Data 

HPMS data provides statistically valid estimates of 2000 VMT for the entire region and 
for each of Clinton, Eaton and Ingham Counties, stratified by NFC.  To maintain 
consistency between HPMS and modeled VMT, and among milestone years, the 2000 
HPMS VMT distribution was used to normalize the 2002, 2010, 2015, 2025 and 2030 
distribution of VMT among functional classes.  Thus, the 2000 total HPMS VMT 
remained the same while future modeled VMT distribution changed to reflect HPMS 
VMT. Shown in Tables 16-2 thru 16-16 are original 2000 HPMS VMT and normalized 
modeled VMT for 2000, 2002, 2010, 2015, 2025 and 2030 for Clinton, Eaton and 
Ingham Counties. 

Modeled VMT and speeds for portions of the study area in each of Clinton, Eaton and 
Ingham Counties are summarized in Tables 16-2 thru 16-16. Modeled speed by NFC is 
generated by dividing normalized VMT by VHT. Actual MOBILE 6.2 input factors are 
shown in the two right hand columns in these tables.  Values shown in the first three 
columns have been generalized for this summary by aggregating more specific 
calculations made for each separate functional classification type included in the 
aggregations to obtain values similar to MOBILE 6.2 aggregated NFC classes, and may 
not add up to actual input values shown in the two right hand columns on these 
summary tables due to rounding of values actually used in each specific NFC category 
in the calculations. Similarly, totals may not add up precisely due to rounding. 
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Table 16-2: Clinton County – Year 2002 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

CLINTON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2002 

2002 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2002 VMT 2002 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 613,327 629,310 843,587 822,161 61.0 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,463,435 1,447,128 1,564,353 1,651,898 48.4 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 456,448 411,836 226,882 271,706 55.0 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 427,598 342,997 284,344 344,775 40.9 

TOTALS 2,960,810 2,831,258 2,919,165 3,090,540 50.7 

Table 16-3: Clinton County – Year 2010 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

CLINTON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2010 

2010 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2010 VMT 2010 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 613,327 629,310 992,760 967,546 60.3 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,463,435 1,447,128 1,706,562 1,794,550 48.5 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 456,448 411,836 253,414 302,156 54.7 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 427,598 342,997 305,019 371,417 40.5 

TOTALS 2,960,810 2,831,258 3,257,756 3,435,669 50.7 

Table16- 4: Clinton County – Year 2015 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

CLINTON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2015 

2015 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2015 VMT 2015 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 613,327 629,310 1,094,881 1,067,073 59.3 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,463,435 1,447,128 1,808,518 1,901,192 48.4 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 456,448 411,836 273,917 325,856 54.0 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 427,598 342,997 323,228 394,217 40.3 

TOTALS 2,960,810 2,831,258 3,500,545 3,688,339 50.4 
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Table 16-5: Clinton County – Year 2025 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 
CLINTON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2025 

2025 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2025 VMT 2025 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 613,327 629,310 1,278,924 1,246,442 55.8 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,463,435 1,447,128 2,027,194 2,132,257 48.0 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 456,448 411,836 310,524 367,207 53.3 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 427,598 342,997 357,351 435,348 39.7 

TOTALS 2,960,810 2,831,258 3,973,994 4,181,254 49.4 

Table 16-6: Clinton County – Year 2030 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 
CLINTON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2030 

2030 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2030 VMT 2030 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 613,327 629,310 1,373,305 1,338,425 52.7 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,463,435 1,447,128 2,120,647 2,229,586 47.9 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 456,448 411,836 326,159 384,948 52.7 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 427,598 342,997 366,435 446,547 39.6 

TOTALS 2,960,810 2,831,258 4,186,546 4,399,506 48.6 

Table 16-7: Eaton County – Year 2002 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

EATON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2002 

2002 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2002 VMT 2002 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 487,300 586,368 692,240 575,284 60.3 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,003,104 991,247 1,094,907 1,119,938 44.9 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 742,680 664,295 604,275 675,578 54.0 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 794,644 712,901 639,549 730,161 40.0 

TOTALS 3,027,728 2,954,816 3,030,971 3,100,960 47.5 
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Table 16-8: Eaton County – Year 2010 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

EATON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2010 

2010 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2010 VMT 2010 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 487,300 586,368 789,986 656,516 60.2 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,003,104 991,247 1,108,370 1,138,780 45.2 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 742,680 664,295 670,249 749,337 54.0 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 794,644 712,901 726,229 821,455 39.78 

TOTALS 3,027,728 2,954,816 3,294,836 3,366,088 47.6 

Table 16-9: Eaton County – Year 2015 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

EATON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2015 

2015 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2015 VMT 2015 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 487,300 586,368 858,566 713,509 60.0 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,003,104 991,247 1,171,022 1,206,504 45.1 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 742,680 664,295 720,232 805,217 53.9 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 794,644 712,901 760,327 865,247 39.7 

TOTALS 3,027,728 2,954,816 3,510,147 3,590,477 47.6 

Table 16-10: Eaton County – Year 2025 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 
EATON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2025 

2025 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2025 VMT 2025 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 487,300 586,368 1,000,245 831,251 59.3 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,003,104 991,247 1,299,284 1,336,752 44.8 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 742,680 664,295 818,319 914,878 53.6 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 794,644 712,901 833,213 955,311 39.0 

TOTALS 3,027,728 2,954,816 3,951,060 4,038,192 47.3 
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Table 16-11: Eaton County – Year 2030 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 
EATON COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2030 

2030 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2030 VMT 2030 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 487,300 586,368 1,072,518 891,313 58.8 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 1,003,104 991,247 1,356,170 1,397,009 44.6 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 742,680 664,295 867,577 969,948 53.4 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 794,644 712,901 851,365 970,813 38.7 

TOTALS 3,027,728 2,954,816 4,147,629 4,229,083 47.1 

Table: 16-12: – Ingham County – Year 2002 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

INGHAM COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2002 

2002 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2002 VMT 2002 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 853,968 882,506 920,368 890,605 59.5 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 
1,191,299 1,091,126 

1,218,467 1,335,567 47.7 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 974,925 1,204,570 1,233,087 999,923 48.3 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 3,559,746 3,210,710 3,143,446 3,470,566 32.1 

TOTALS 6,579,938 6,388,919 6,515,368 6,696,660 39.0 

Table 16-13: Ingham County – Year 2010 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

INGHAM COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2010 

2010 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2010 VMT 2010 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 853,968 882,506 843,123 815,857 59.7 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 
1,191,299 1,091,126 

1,292,072 1,439,133 47.9 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 974,925 1,204,570 1,528,910 1,246,459 49.3 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 3,559,746 3,210,710 3,301,449 3,667,993 31.7 

TOTALS 6,579,938 6,388,919 6,965,554 7,169,443 38.8 
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Table 16-14: Ingham County – Year 2015 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

INGHAM COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2015 

2020 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2015 VMT 2015 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 853,968 882,506 912,743 883,226 58.5 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 
1,191,299 1,091,126 

1,379,545 1,525,576 47.9 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 974,925 1,204,570 1,617,566 1,318,080 47.5 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 3,559,746 3,210,710 3,466,735 3,843,390 31.3 

TOTALS 6,579,938 6,388,919 7,376,589 7,570,273 38.3 

Table 16-15: Ingham County – Year 2025 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

INGHAM COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2025 

2025 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2025 VMT 2025 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 853,968 882,506 1,041,640 1,007,954 55.0 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 
1,191,299 1,091,126 1,617,574 

1,775,941 47.4 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 974,925 1,204,570 1,746,971 1,423,251 46.5 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 3,559,746 3,210,710 3,798,339 4,227,175 30.3 

TOTALS 6,579,938 6,388,919 8,204,584 8,434,320 37.3 

Table 16-16: Ingham County – Year 2030 Vehicle Miles of Travel & Speed 

INGHAM COUNTY HPMS MODELED MODELED NORMALIZED 2030 

2030 2000 VMT 2000 VMT 2030 VMT 2030 VMT SPEED 
NFC 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 853,968 882,506 1,106,220 1,070,445 51.9 
Rural Major & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 
1,191,299 1,091,126 

1,660,388 1,831,888 47.4 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 974,925 1,204,570 1,818,710 1,481,276 45.6 
Urban Principal & Minor 

Arterial/Collector/Local Street 3,559,746 3,210,710 3,862,632 4,294,108 30.6 

TOTALS 6,579,938 6,388,919 8,447,949 8,677,717 37.4 
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Modeled Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 

Modeled VMT from the TCRPC model by urban and rural functional classifications are 
compared to 2000 HPMS VMT for each functional class.  Adjustment factors are 
calculated for each NFC to fit the modeled VMT estimate to the HPMS VMT estimate. 
Adjustment factors are then applied to all forecast years to appropriately scale the 
forecasts. 

Conformity Analysis 

TCRPC consultants, staff and MDOT staff cooperatively prepared estimates of VMT 
and speed from Clinton, Eaton and Ingham Counties to use as inputs to the MOBILE 
6.2 emissions model. The conformity analysis is performed using the MOBILE 6.2 
program. MOBILE 6.2 is a computer program that estimates volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission factors for gasoline-fueled 
and diesel highway motor vehicles. The model was developed by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  MOBILE 6.2 calculates emission factors 
for eight individual vehicle types and MOBILE 6.2 emission factor estimates depend on 
various conditions, such as: ambient temperatures, average travel speed, operating 
modes, fuel volatility and mileage accrual rates.  Many variables affecting vehicle 
emissions are specified by the model user.  The analyses cover 2002, 2010, 2015, 2025 
and 2030. The analysis is based on comparing total emissions from the Regional 2030 
Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 Transportation Improvement Program projects to 
the 2002 base year and emissions as calculated by MOBILE 6.2 emissions model. 

A summary of critical MOBILE 6.2 input assumptions are shown below: 

1. Ambient temperature = 86.8° F 

Maximum temperature = 95.0° F 

Minimum temperature = 71.0° F 


2. Reid Vapor Pressure value = 9.0 

3. Emission factors are based on an off-peak time of day during July. 

4. The default vehicle fleet distribution was assumed. 

Tables 16-17 through 16-19 show emissions of VOC and NOx with implementation of 
projects included in the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 
Transportation Improvement Program. A complete listing of these projects as modeled 
is shown in Table 16-21 at the end of this chapter. 
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Table 16-17: Clinton County – Year 2002, 2010, 2015, 2025 & 2030 VOC & NOX Emissions 
Functional VOC NOx 

Classification Baseline Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2002 1,282.6345 2,751.8781 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 2,716.2439 4,227.0758 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2002 437.4629 848.3786 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 592.0642 832.6530 

TOTALS 5,028.4055 8,659.9856 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2010 735.4771 1,524.6397 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2010 1,435.4830 2,282.7037 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2010 235.6420 448.5875 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2010 311.1514 442.2095 

TOTALS 2,717.7535 4,698.1404 

Functional VOC NOx 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2015 575.5945 938.6165 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2015 1,068.4228 1,412.2954 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2015 179.5710 273.4602 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2015 231.5432 276.1954 

TOTALS 2,055.1315 2,900.5674 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2025 443.3789 525.3441 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 786.2694 837.4987 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2025 132.7041 154.8241 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 169.3132 163.4894 

TOTALS 1,531.6656 1,681.1564 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2030 467.0762 471.7335 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2030 797.5374 760.9762 

Urban Interstate Freeway 2030 135.0500 138.4469 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2030 168.6210 146.3526 

TOTALS 1,568.2846 1,517.5092 
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Table 16-18: Eaton County – Year 2002, 2010, 2015, 2025 & 2030 VOC & NOX Emissions 
Functional VOC NOx 

Classification Baseline Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2002 899.3336 1,896.6710 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 1,878.3337 2,772.2552 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2002 1,091.9246 2,073.4959 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 1,261.2599 1,752.2407 

TOTALS 5,130.8518 8,494.6628 

Functional VOC NOx 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2010 499.2005 1,032.0011 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2010 928.0924 1,400.4176 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2010 585.9705 1,097.5438 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2010 691.6406 973.4235 

TOTALS 2,704.9040 4,503.3861 

Functional VOC NOx 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2015 384.1648 633.4993 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2015 689.8555 870.1750 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2015 443.8829 674.5895 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2015 510.0629 604.4556 

TOTALS 2,027.9660 2,782.7193 

Functional VOC NOx 

Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2025 292.9346 363.5369 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 502.4592 514.0725 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2025 330.2888 387.1921 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 373.3336 358.1318 

TOTALS 1,499.0162 1,622.9334 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2030 304.6927 330.7734 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2030 509.8944 467.8216 

Urban Interstate Freeway 2030 339.5138 351.4900 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2030 368.9340 317.5474 

TOTALS 1,523.0349 1,467.6323 
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Table 16-19: Ingham County – Year 2002, 2010, 2015, 2025 & 2030 VOC & NOx Emissions 
Functional VOC NOx 

Classification Baseline Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2002 1,395.7908 2,897.0172 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 2,204.3797 3,396.2995 
Urban Interstate/Freeway 2002 1,660.6175 2,831.0681 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2002 6,400.1764 8,250.3897 

TOTALS 11,660.9645 17,374.7745 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2010 621.3531 1,270.3641 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2010 1,154.9042 1,820.1313 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2010 996.9599 1,693.5804 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2010 3,295.4437 4,308.6935 

TOTALS 6,068.6608 9,092.7693 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2015 477.4274 768.4005 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2015 859.4846 1,128.6001 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2015 746.9380 1,015.6976 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2015 2,421.7902 2,669.7535 

TOTALS 4,505.6402 5,582.4517 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2025 359.3702 420.9194 
Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 657.1095 694.8986 

Urban Interstate/Freeway 2025 531.6901 565.3309 
Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2025 1,797.8038 1,592.0589 

TOTALS 3,345.9737 3,273.2077 

Functional VOC NOx 
Classification Year Kg/Day Kg/Day 

Rural Interstate/Freeway 2030 374.9573 375.0745 

Rural Major & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2030 657.1999 623.4875 

Urban Interstate Freeway 2030 539.5031 506.0493 

Urban Principal & Minor Arterial/Collector/Local Street 2030 1,766.8183 1,413.2539 

TOTALS 3,338.4786 2,917.8652 
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Conformity Determination 

The following table, derived from tables 16-12 thru 16-19 (above), and as shown earlier, 
clearly demonstrates Regional 2030 Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 Transportation 
Improvement Program projects (as amended) result in lower emissions in each 
milestone year when compared against a 2002 baseline year, consistent with 
USDOT/USEPA conformity rules. As amended, the 2006-2008 TIP contains no 
capacity projects which are not either included in this Regional 2030 Transportation 
Plan conformity analysis or are not subject to regional emissions modeling, based on a 
review by the IAWG, which further supports this determination.  These results support 
the determination that the plan, the TIP and the projects contained therein, have 
demonstrated conformity with applicable requirements of the State Implementation Plan 
and in accord with the Clean Air Act and SAFETEA-LU. 

Table 16-20: Results of Regional Transportation Conformity Analysis for the Lansing 
Metropolitan Nonattainment Area, 8 Hour Ozone Standard, Regional 2030 
Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 Transportation Improvement Plan

 Emissions* 

Scenario VOC NOx DAILY VMT** 

2002 Baseline 21,820.2218 34,529.4229 12,465.5 

2010 Action 11,491.3184 18,294.2957 13,518.1 

2015 Action 8,588.7377 11,265.2120 14,387.3 

2025 Action 6,376.6555 6,577.2975 16,129.6 

2030 Action 6,429.7981 5,903.0068 16,782.1 
* Units for all emissions are shown as kilograms/day. 
**Modeled Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) in (000’s) 

Public Participation and Consultation Processes 

Notice of public availability of this conformity determination was published in the 
Lansing State Journal on September 12, 2005.  Opportunities were made available for 
the public to comment and materials were provided in accord with the adopted 
Metropolitan Transportation Planning Public Involvement Plan for the Lansing 
Metropolitan Area as amended and re-endorsed in September, 2002.  A copy of the 
notice is contained in Chapter 5 and any related comments received will be considered 
by the Commission at the time of action. 

In accord with the Conformity State Implementation Plan, a consultation process 
between the Metropolitan Planning Organization, the MDOT, the MDEQ, local public 
transit agencies, FHWA and EPA, acting as the Interagency Work Group (IAWG), was 
used to review and determine the scope of work and all projects and methods 
considered in this conformity determination.  Copies of minutes from IAWG meetings 
are included at the end of the chapter. 
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Additional Technical Documentation 

Copies of MOBILE 6.2 input and output files and other technical documentation have 
been transmitted to MDOT/FHWA separately accompanying transmittal of the adopted 
plan. 

MPO Action 

Results of this conformity analysis were presented and considered by the Capital Area 
Regional Transportation Study (CARTS) Technical Advisory Committee on October 4, 
2005 and by the Transportation Review Committee on October 12, 2005.  Based on 
recommendations of their advisory committees, the Tri-County Regional Planning 
Commission considered and accepted results of this conformity analysis and made a 
finding and determination of conformity on October 26, 2005 and directed staff to 
finalize this report and submit it to appropriate state and federal agencies.  A 
certification of Commission action is also included in the plan (see Appendix C). 

All of these meetings were open to public comment and any comments presented at 
these meetings were considered at the time of action.  A summary disposition of any 
comments received will also be included in Chapter 5. 

Based on all materials contained in this document, the Tri-County Regional Planning 
Commission has made a finding and a determination that the Regional 2030 
Transportation Plan and 2006-2008 TIP demonstrate conformity with the State 
Implementation Plan based on the interim baseline test as permitted by regulation. 
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MINUTES 

INTERAGENCY WORK GROUP 


DATE: September 6, 2005 (Tuesday) 

TIME: 1:30 p.m. 

PLACE: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission 


913 W. Holmes Rd., Suite 201 
Lansing, MI 48910 

Attendance: 	 Jon Coleman, TCRPC; Jim Cramer, FHWA; Paul Hamilton, TCRPC; Bob Rusch, 
MDEQ; Steve Skinker, TCRPC; Mike Leslie (USEPA by telephone connection) 

The meeting was called to order by Acting Chair Paul Hamilton at 1:35 p.m.  Hamilton 
welcomed those in attendance, and commented that the Long Range Plan Task Force had met in 
the morning to finalize project lists to be included in the Regional 2030 Transportation Plan. 
Since the 2006-2008 TIP provided three years worth of projects, this served as a foundation to 
build on. Additional preserve projects for 2009 and 2010 were brought to the Task Force for 
consideration. Following a round of negotiations, a number of projects were eliminated or 
moved to the illustrative list.  The outcome was a draft 2006-2010 projects list. 

Beyond 2010, only improve-expand projects are identified for inclusion in the plan.  The 
Regional 2025 Plan contained improve-expand projects through 2025 so the task was to identify 
projects for 2026 through the 2030 horizon year.  Through this process, projects were identified 
for placement in the plan. 

The Capital Area Regional Transportation Study (CARTS) Technical Committee met 
immediately following the Long Range Plan Task Force.  CARTS approved the Task Force list, 
directing staff to make minor adjustments in federal cost per project as necessary to attain 
financial constraint. 

The purpose for this IAWG meeting is to take one final look at the project lists to determine if 
there are issues of concern.  The final list of projects will be forwarded to our modeling 
consultant. Hamilton noted the consultants agreed to redo emissions runs within current budget 
for 2010, 2015 and 2025 to accommodate MSU’s high priority project for Farm Lane as well as 
others that might come forward.  Also available for review were the illustrative list of unfunded 
projects and a list of capacity projects included in the conformity analysis. 
It was noted that the Hagadorn Road bridge project had been identified in the TIP as a 
replacement project.  It has since been learned that this project will expand the bridge from four 
to six lanes, and will be modeled as such. 

The IAWG concluded that new projects such as the Farm Lane overpass should proceed with 
modeling and that other projects presented had already been reviewed and were either being 
modeled or were found to not be regionally significant. 
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The following new improve expand projects were reviewed and will be modeled for 2030: 


CCRC: Francis Road (I-69 to Clark) – widen from two to four lanes. 

CCRC: Round Lake Road (US 127 BR to US 127) – widen from three to four lanes. 

East Lansing: Coolidge Road (Lake Lansing to Abbott) – widen from two to four lanes. 

ICRC: Hold Road (Washington to Eifert) – widen from two to four lanes. 

Mason: Jefferson Street (Columbia to north city limit) – widen from two to three lanes. 

CCRC: Chandler Road (Coleman to Clark) – widen to four lanes. 

East Lansing: Coolidge Road (Abbey Road to State) – widen from two to three lanes. 

East Lansing: Coleman Road (Coolidge to Lake Lansing) – widen from two to three lanes. 

ICRC: Hagadorn Road (Bennett to Mt. Hope) – widen from two to four lanes. 

East Lansing: West Road (Lake Lansing to Abbey Road) – widen from two to three lanes. 

ICRC: Marsh Road (Central Park to Tihart) – widen from four to five lanes. 

East Lansing: Coleman Road (Coolidge to West) – widen from two to three lanes. 

ICRC: Okemos Road (Central Park to Haslett) – widen from two to four lanes. 

Lansing: Waverly Road (Jolly to Moores River) – widen to five lanes (add center turn 


lane). 

Discussion ensued regarding a proposed boulevard with two roundabouts on Cedar Street in Delhi 
Township, to be funded locally in 2007.  Consensus was that this project will not add capacity and 
is not regionally significant. Similarly, a truck bypass in Delhi Township was found to be not 
regionally significant. 

There being no further business, the IAWG adjourned at approximately 1:25 p.m. 
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MINUTES 

INTERAGENCY WORK GROUP 


DATE: January 7, 2005 (Friday) 

TIME: 10:00 a.m. 

PLACE: Federal Highway Administration, Michigan Division Office 

  315 W. Allegan, Room 201 

  Lansing MI 48933 


Attendance: 	 Jon Coleman, TCRPC; Jim Cramer, FHWA; Frank Davis, CATA; Cindy 
Durrenberger, FHWA; Paul Hamilton, TCRPC; Ken Kaltenbach, The Corradino 
Group; Steve Leiby, Clinton Transit; Dal McBurrows, MDOT; Bob Rusch, 
MDEQ; Steve Skinker, TCRPC; John Watkin, MDOT; Mike Leslie (USEPA by 
telephone connection) 

The meeting was called to order by Acting Chair Paul Hamilton at 10:02 a.m.  Hamilton 
welcomed all in attendance and explained that Ken Kaltenbach of the Corradino Group, 
TCRPC’s recently contracted modeling consultant, is in town and that this presents a good 
opportunity to get together to identify any issues that may need to be addressed, and to identify 
any emerging capacity projects that need to be included in the model. 

Hamilton indicated that model runs will be done for the 2002 base year, 2010, 2015 and 2025 in 
order to make conformity determinations on the runs to make determinations concerning the TIP 
and Plan. The 2006-2008 TIP will be completed under Phase II.  Discussion ensued about 
whether we need to do a 2009 run. Consensus was that since we are required to do the run 
within ten years of the base (2002) and horizon year (2025 Plan), and that 2015 is already 
assumed, that 2010 represents an appropriate mid-year for modeling. 

Hamilton noted that TCRPC recently put out a call for projects and that we are still receiving 
applications from communities seeking federal funding for road projects.  Skinker noted that 
East Lansing has submitted a project on Abbott Road (Lake Lansing to county line) for widening 
in 2008 from two to four lanes with a median.  The STP Subcommittee will not meet until 
January 27 to select, prioritize and recommend action for the committee in February.  The 
Commission will act February 23, so for now there is no certainty that this project will be 
funded. 
Hamilton expressed that this corridor has received a great deal of media attention and that there 
appears to be a strong commitment locally to fund this project.  Discussion continued on whether 
to include the Abbott project for 2008 as requested by East Lansing.  Cramer stated that one 
option would be to do current TIP runs and to add Abbott plus any other expand projects for the 
2010 run. 

Kaltenbach was asked what might be the cost of an additional run, if needed.  Kaltenbach 
responded with a “wild estimate” of perhaps $5,100.00.  Further discussion concerned whether 
local communities should be asked to pay for additional modeling when locally requested 
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changes require this.  Cramer noted that the IAWG task is to determine the most likely scenario.  
Based on discussion he would recommend running it for 2010. 

Lenze expressed concerns that scope and time creep issues don’t put the plan behind schedule, 
and cautioned that we keep on schedule for all phases of model development and the plan. 

Hamilton brought the group up to date on some other potential projects that are in the early 
stages of planning. Lansing Township is developing a master plan that includes significant 
development in the vicinity of Eastwood Towne Centre.  Details remain somewhat sketchy, but 
would include an extension to Coleman Road, Towne Centre Boulevard as well as a possible 
new single point urban interchange at Lake Lansing Road and US 127. 

Cramer commented that the single point urban interchange would not be regionally significant 
and that Coleman and Towne Centre may not be either.  Given the lack of clear-cut plans at this 
stage he suggested that we continue monitoring development plans in the area, but to wait until 
2030 to model these.  There was consensus on this point. 

Hamilton mentioned that Delhi Township (with the support of the Ingham County Road 
Commission) is seeking to develop a boulevard approach to their community on Cedar Street 
from Dallas to College.  They are seeking a federal earmark.  This project’s Phase I (Hancock to 
Edgar) will proceed in 2006 with local funds if necessary.  This project would include two 
roundabouts. Cramer stated that this project will not add capacity and is not regionally 
significant. 

Delhi Township and the Ingham County Road Commission also are proposing a truck bypass to 
avoid the Cedar-Holt Road intersection.  This project was also found to be not regionally 
significant. 

Hamilton summarized that the Abbott project will be modeled pending selection by the STP 
Subcommittee on January 27.  In the event this project is not selected, Skinker will promptly 
notify the Corradino Group of this action.  Proposed plans in the Lansing Township area bear 
close monitoring, but for now will not be modeled pending more specific project information and 
funding commitments by the Township. 

There being no further business, the IAWG adjourned at approximately 11:15 a.m. 
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 MINUTES 

 INTERAGENCY WORK GROUP 

DATE: July 29, 2004 (Thursday) 

TIME: 1:30 p.m. 

PLACE: Capital Area Transportation Authority (CATA) 


4615 Tranter 
Lansing, MI 48911 

Attendance: Jim Cramer, FHWA; John Watkin, MDOT; Ray Lenze, MDOT; Janet Geissler, 
MDOT; Debbie Alexander, CATA; Frank Davis, CATA; Bob Rusch, MDEQ-Air 
Quality; Jon Coleman, TCRPC; Paul Hamilton, TCRPC; Steve Skinker, TCRPC 

The meeting was called to order by Acting Chair, Paul Hamilton at 1:38 p.m.  The main purpose 
of this meeting is to review each project identified in the 2005-2006 years of the TIP and 2005
2025 projects contained in the Regional 2025 Transportation Plan. 

Skinker distributed minutes of the July 21 IAWG meeting.  Bob Rusch noted that paragraph two 
states that MDEQ=s role in conformity review is advisory.  This is incorrect; MDEQ=s role is as 
an active participant in the IAWG and they do review the conformity analysis.  Revised minutes 
will reflect this clarification.  TCRPC staff agreed to provide corrected minutes and subsequent 
meeting minutes electronically via e-mail whenever possible. 

The group discussed needed model runs for conformity as previously agreed on by the IAWG.  
Hamilton suggested that it may not be necessary to conduct a 2006 model run on remaining 
2005-2006 TIP projects since it appears all projects may be exempt from conformity.  The only 
project currently in the TIP that calls for additional travel lanes is Willow Highway (Creyts to 
Elmwood). Willow is identified as widening from two to four lanes with five lanes at major 
intersections. Recent TCRPC staff discussion with Eaton County Road Commission staff 
indicates that the project will be scaled back to eliminate additional through-lanes and will 
instead go from two to three lanes with a right turn lane at intersections. 

Skinker distributed packets containing all TIP and plan projects from 2005 through 2025, 
suggesting people hold onto these for future reference.  The Work Group spent the remainder of 
its time reviewing, on a project by project basis, whether each project would need to be included 
in the modeling of the regional transportation network.  It was noted that there are two distinct 
definitions of Aexempt@ categories to be determined based on the conformity regulations.  There 
are projects exempt from the need to model.  This list includes most projects that do not add 
capacity to the existing transportation system.  A second Aexempt@ standard is more restrictive 
and relates to consequences of a conformity lapse.  In such an instance, federal funding will be 
ceased for all projects except for a few that are exempt from such sanctions such as safety 
projects. 
The term Aregionally significant project@ means a transportation project (other than an exempt 
project) that is on a facility which serves regional transportation needs (such as access to major 
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activity centers) and would normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan area=s 
transportation network. 

IAWG review of the transit portion of the TIP and plan revealed that many bus purchases are 
anticipated by all three area transit properties.  It was noted by Deb Alexander of CATA that 
these will be replacement buses and will not constitute system expansion.  Based on review of all 
transit projects, the IAWG determined that all currently planned transit items are exempt from 
the modeling requirement.  This includes CATA=s proposal for a facility expansion. 

Prior to undertaking a project by project review the IAWG, with input from FHWA and MDEQ 
staff, determined that minor widenings from two to three lanes or from four to five lanes would 
be exempt by definition since these would not constitute new through-lanes or add capacity.  In 
fact such addition of turn-lanes would have the effect of reducing congestion and delay, and thus 
reduce emissions that lead to ozone. 

Hamilton inquired whether pending a TIP amendment regarding the Willow Street project, the 
IAWG would conclude that there would be no need to do a 2006 model run since there would 
then be no expansion projects remaining in the TIP.  There was consensus on this point. A 
follow-up question posed whether, pending the TIP amendment adoption, the Commission could 
make a finding that the 2004-2006 TIP was in conformity.  Cramer indicated he would need to 
consult with EPA staff to determine whether there is a technical reason not to permit this, but 
would provide an opinion at a later date.  (Update: The Eaton County Road Commission 
submitted a TIP amendment request for this project August 25, 2004.  This will go through the 
Committee process in September). 

Watkin requested that staff add a column to the list of projects indicating whether a project is 
exempt or subject to conformity, or whether the project is regionally significant.  Staff agreed to 
this and will make this list available on request. 

There being no capacity expanding projects left in the TIP (pending the Willow TIP 
amendment), the IAWG initiated review of the TIP=s Illustrative List of Unfunded projects. The 
Harrison and MLK projects on page C-3 do not add capacity and are not regionally significant, 
as determined by the IAWG. 

Discussion turned to projects contained in the Regional 2025 Plan.  All projects were reviewed 
and large sections or categories of projects were found to be exempt.  Of specific note were the 
identified Improve-Expand projects beginning on page 13-51 of the Plan, all of which add 
capacity. Noted below is the IAWG determination on whether each such improve-expand 
project is regionally significant. 
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MB21 

(St. Clair Road to Shepardsville) 


Eaton/Snow Road bridge 

(Bridge over I-496) 


Eaton/Creyts 

(Lansing Road to Dimondale Village limit) 


Ingham/Lake Lansing 

(I-69 to Okemos) 


Ingham/Holt Road 

(Washington to Onondaga) 


Webberville/Mason Court 

(Grand River to existing Mason Court stub) 


Clinton/Airport Road 

(Grand River to Howe) 


Eaton/Michigan Avenue 

(Canal to Creyts) 


Lansing/Willow 

(Sunset to MLK Blvd) 


East Lansing/Harrison n.b. 

(Service to Trowbridge) 


Eaton/Mt. Hope 

(Canal to Creyts) 


Eaton/Nixon 

(St. Joe to Rock Bridge) 


Clinton/DeWitt 

(I-69 to Herbison) 


Clinton/Chandler 

(South county line to Clark) 


East Lansing/Forest (Harrison to College) 


No 

No (but need to check with ECRC staff on 
any related Snow Road projects) 

Yes 

No 

No 

No (not currently on federal aid system) 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
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East Lansing/Harrison 

(Forest to Mt. Hope) 


Lansing/Jolly 

(Pennsylvania to Cedar) 


Ingham/Okemos 

(Sandhill to I-69) 


Eaton/Willow 

(Canal to Creyts) 


Ingham/Waverly 

(Miller to Jolly) 


Eaton/Mt. Hope 

(M-100 to Canal) 


Ingham/Jolly 

(Collins to College) 


Eaton/Willow 

(Canal to M-100) 


Ingham/Jolly 

(College to Hagadorn) 


Eaton/St. Joe 

(M-100 to Canal) 


Eaton/St. Joe bridge 

(Bridge over I-96) 


Eaton/Canal 

(Delta Commerce to Willow) 


Ingham/Holt 

(US 127 to Hagadorn) 


Ingham/Hagadorn 

(Mt. Hope to Shaw) 


Clinton/Herbison (Airport to US 127 BR) 


Yes 

No 

No 

(May no longer be an expansion project) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

(May no longer be an expansion project) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Section is already four lanes 

Yes 
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Lansing/MLK No 
(South of Saginaw to North of Oakland) 

Lansing/Dunckel 

(Bridge over US 127/I-496) 


Eaton/Nixon bridge 

(Bridge over Grand River) 


Clinton/Clark 

(Wood to Chandler) 


Clinton/State 

(Chandler to Webster) 


Eaton/East-West Collector 

(Mall Drive west to Creyts) 


Mason/Columbia 

(State to Park) 


Clinton/DeWitt 

(Sheridan to I-69) 


Clinton/Grand River 

(M-100 to I-69) 


Clinton/Webster  

(Park Lake to Ann Drive) 


Eaton/East-West Collector 

(Creyts to Canal) 


Lansing/Lake Lansing 


No 

Yes, but unlikely to occur 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
(west of US 127 BR (East Street) to city 
limit) 

Remaining projects in the long range plan were reviewed by the Committee and found to be 
exempt. 

The Illustrative List of Unfunded Projects from the Plan contains some projects which, if 
implemented, would be subject to modeling.  These projects are: 
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New Capital City Airport access road (Capital City Blvd. To MLK Blvd) 
Clinton/DeWitt Road realignment (Sheridan to I-69) 
Eaton/Michigan Avenue addition west to Canal (Canal to Creyts) 
Ingham/Cedar Street boulevard cross section (Dallas to Howell) 
MSU/Ingham/Farm Lane grade separation (corridor from CN to CSX RR, plus 
approaches) 
Ingham/Abbott (Lake Lansing to Clinton County line) 
Lansing/I-96 interchange and access roads (Pennsylvania, American, Cedar, Edgewood) 

There was discussion about a proposed CATA/MSU busway with consensus emerging that this 
would be closed to all except local bus traffic and would be exempt. 

Discussion followed about the MSU campus and its master plan.  There may be some significant 
changes to the internal road system.  We will need to work with MSU and revisit discussion on 
related project developments. Likewise, there has been informal discussion about a possible 
Coleman Road extension across US 127.  We will need to follow-up with the Lansing Township 
DDA on this or any related plans. 

Staff reaffirmed that they will add a column to the distributed projects list indicating clearly how 
the IAWG acted regarding individual projects. 

Hamilton thanked those present for their participation and indicated that the next IAWG meeting 
would be called on an as needed basis, probably after we have a consultant on board.  There 
being no further business, the work group adjourned at 3:30 p.m. 
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MINUTES 

INTERAGENCY WORK GROUP 

DATE: July 21, 2004 (Wednesday) 

TIME: 10:00 a.m. 

PLACE: MDOT, Third Floor South Conference Room


Attendance: 	 Cindy Durrenberger, FHWA; Jim Cramer, FHWA; Pete Porciello, MDOT; Dal 
McBurrows, MDOT; Olatunbosun Williams, MDOT; John Watkin, MDOT; 
Sandra Cornell-Howe, MDOT; Debbie Alexander, CATA; Frank Davis, CATA; 
Bob Rusch, MDEQ-Air Quality; Jon Coleman, TCRPC; Paul Hamilton, TCRPC; 
Steve Skinker, TCRPC (also Mike Leslie, EPA, by phone connection) 

The meeting was called to order by Sandra Cornell-Howe at 10:00 a.m.  Following introductions 
she indicated the meeting purpose was to identify agency roles in the air quality conformity and 
model development process. 

Pete Porciello stated that every project in the Plan or TIP must be reviewed and a determination 
made by the IAWG regarding its exempt or nonexempt status as required by the conformity SIP.  
A conformity finding on the TIP or Plan will be made by TCRPC with review following by 
MDOT, FHWA and EPA, which will make a federal conformity finding.  MDEQ=s role is as an 
active participant and does review of the conformity analysis. 

Cramer noted that in Michigan TMAs are responsible for their travel demand forecast model, 
though Pete Porciello of MDOT will run the conformity model.  Hamilton noted it was TCRPC=s 
intent to have the consultants responsible for this work and that it be performed at MDOT under 
Pete=s supervision as had been done in 1995. 

Cornell-Howe pointed out the IAWG mission statement as identified in a handout regarding the 
conformity process: AThe mission of the IAWG is to work together cooperatively as a project 
team in developing and completing the Michigan Transportation Conformity Air Quality SIP 
revision for submittal to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) by June 15, 2007.@ 

Discussion turned to needed model run years for conformity of the current TIP and 2025 Long 
Range Plan. Consensus emerged to do runs for the following years: 

2002: Base Year 

2006: Final Year/Current TIP

2009: Attainment Year 

2015: Intermediate Year 

2025: Horizon Year, Plan 


Cramer recommended that only Network Alternative 5 (Combination Alternative) be run. 
The group agreed that no network adjustments were required in the mid-term years for 
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demand reduction and transit improvements not assumed as in place until 2025 or 
beyond. 

Hamilton raised the issue concerning the wise growth land use socioeconomic data (reallocation 
of adopted trend forecasts consistent with the adopted regional land use policy map).  It was 
agreed similar readjustments should be made to non-horizon year data using simplified methods, 
such as proportional adjustments.  Hamilton noted TCRPC attempted to make these 
readjustments, but they may need to be reviewed for reasonableness and further massaged by the 
modeling consultants. 

It was agreed that interpolations of adjusted SE data would be used for non-horizon years. 

Hamilton raised the issue that a last minute adjustment was made to SE data for the Eastwood 
Towne Center area in developing the 2025 Plan, and that some separate trip purposes for the 
MSU submodel were identified late as well.  Following discussion, it was concluded that 
proportional adjustments should be made in the next plan update for the sake of consistency. 

Regarding a question about possible airport expansion it was concluded that this would fall under 
general conformity B not as an issue for transportation conformity or the IAWG unless there are 
roadside expansion issues. 

Discussion on model runs for the 2030 Long Range Plan led to agreement on the following years 
in addition to 2005 and 2030 deficiency analysis: 

2002 

2006 

2009 

2015 

2025 

2030 


The same runs can be used as for the 2025 plan provided that no new capacity projects emerge, 
or no scope changes occur with existing expansion projects in the 2025 plan.  It was agreed 
similar adjustments to SE data would be made for the 2030 plan as discussed above. 

Key dates included action on conformity of the current TIP and plan, February 27, 2005; 
adoption of the 2030 Plan, September 27, 2005; and start-up of Phase III work to calibrate the 
model to a 2005 base year, beginning October 1, 2005. 

The IAWG discussed which conformity test to use to determine conformity and decided to use 
the baseline test (emissions Ano greater than@ prior to construction) rather than the build/ no-build 
test. 
Discussion on the exempt list touched on the view that many, if not all, projects in the TIP may 
be exempt.  This will be considered in further detail at the next meeting. 
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Brief discussion on CMAQ centered around this being an eligible source of funds for certain 
types of projects. The amount of funding available in the Tri-County area is not known at this 
time.  Hamilton stated that a role of the MPO will be to set regional priorities for this area. 

Skinker agreed to provide a list of transit and highway projects from the Plan and TIP to Mike 
Leslie prior to the next meeting, when exempt status will be more thoroughly considered.  The 
next meeting date was set for Thursday, July 29 at 1:30 p.m. at CATA. 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 11:48 a.m. 
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