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The mission of Kent County government is to be an effective and efficient steward in delivering

ality services for our diverse community. Our priority is to provide mandated services, which
be enhanced and supplemented by additional services to improve the quality of life for all
ms within the constraints of sound fiscal policy.




BACKGROUND
In late 2006 Roger Morgan, C lhfur of the Kent County Board of Commissioners, established a

subcommittee to review the status of public transportation within Kent County, 'umi to determine
whether a role existed for the (._,ou.mj,, within this system.

Members of the Subcommittee are as follows:

Vice-Chair Dick Vander Molen, Chair
Commissioner Dean Agee
Commissioner Dick Bulkowski
Commissioner David Morren
Commissioner Gary Rolls
Commuissioner Art Tanis

The Subcommittee was staffed by Matthew VanZetten, Management Analyst,

During the past year, the Subcommittee reviewed several issues surrounding the public
transportation system in Kent County, including, but not limited to the m.l.ll(.vw,lugf:,.

» The various services provided in the County
» The demand for services within the County
» The funding of existing services

As part of the review, County staff and/or Commissioners interviewed representatives from a
wide variety of stakeholders, including but not limited to, the following: local township
officials, local city officials, ITP staff, North Kent Transit staff, local transit advocates, local
employers, economic development staff, Kalamazoo County Public Transit officials, and Ca apitol
Area Transit Authority officials.

HisTORY

In 1996, with the support of the Grand Rapids Area Transit Authority (GRATA) and Grand
Valley Metropolitan Council (GVMC), the Mobile Metro 2020 Task Force proposed that a
transportation authority be established under PA 196 of 1986 to fund and operate a countywide
public transportation system. The proposed system contained the following key points:

o Changing and expanding existing urban line haul services

o Gradually building a suburban/rural line haul service

» Enhancing paratransit services

» Establishing limited new services such as express and cross-town routes

» Creating a permanent downtown transfer station with four outlying transfer
centers




Another key recommendation was the establishment of a countywide dedicated millage for
public transit. Based on the Mobile Metro 2020 projections and recommendations, a 0.9 to 1.0
ruH.kwyfwmnwd}ummﬂhmmmmmmuhedtocﬁuulﬂm:phuL

In October 1996, a resolution was placed before the Kent County Board of Commissioners to
establish the proposed public transportation authority to implement the Mobile 2020
.cmmmumhhnvIWWN“M“WWMﬁwomtﬂHWMmhwmemMHHWWmmmaMwmmﬂm

voters would be asked to fund a I 00t 1.0 milla
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transit wrn”nma in the r ange
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Ultimately, iwnwmohﬂmunVMWEdeﬁunmd\Nlhuﬂght)%& votes and nine nay votes.

Between 1996 and 2006, many cha rw‘ouum1edanhunluﬂﬂu/Uanup@mhnunlﬂkM'uivuAAilw
citizens of Kent C

“ounty. In 2000, the cities of East Grand Rapids, Grand Rapids, Grandville,
Kentwood, Walker, and Wyoming established the Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP) - a PA
196 authority — as a replacement for GRATA. It was believed that the ITP would provide an
enhanced and stable source of huuhngfhn|mﬂbhuthuuqxnnnnon\vh]E]n(qulq;bener ervices
within the core-six cities of Kent County.

Additionally, various townships within the County began to contract for limited I'TP services
using various sources of funds such as community development block grants (CDBG) as well as
local general funds. Furthermore, Grand Valley State University began to contract with the ITP
for significant line haul services between its campuses in Allendale and downtown Grand
Rapids.

it County towns|
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Separately, several northern K
mwm.dﬂwﬂm 'hn1hl\unllrmnwtﬂ
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EXISTING SERVICES

A chart identifying various services, eligibility and fares is included in Appendix A of the
Interim Report. The following is a synopsis of the services provided within Kent County:

1. ITP Services — The ITP (or The Rapid) provides a variety of services within its core six
communities. These include the following:

”)

» Fixed Routes/Line Haul — The Rapid provides 24 fixed routes within the core six
communities. Several townships contract for rwaz;ﬂun(wquauﬂHuxm‘hxed
HmTSMMpMWMEhmMMIm«mwunmmuauemamemﬁownhmsmm
purchase limited service are as follows: Alpine Township, Byron Township

Cascade Township, and Gaines Township.

o Go!Bus Service — The Rapid provides a shared ride service for citizens with a
disability that are unable to ride a fixed route. Go!Bus also services non-disabled
senior citizens. The service area for Go!Bus is within the core six communities as




b

well as within % mile

s of the fixed route services purchased by townships. Ada

Township also has limited Go!Bus service.

e PASS -~ The Rapid pr
within its core six ¢o

rovides a demand route service that is curb to curb in nature
mmunities. ‘Hl”rﬂﬂTmmﬂyWDﬁ(lﬂﬂWNTEHLHMMi(hﬂU]MtUHm

off the fixed route lines using a combination of busses and vans.

uqnds.

e County Connection — Recer

established a curb to

vides dedicated { d route services for Grand

S Gl uwu J TROO TOUIK

| downtown Grand

itly, the Rapid in partnership with Michigan Works!
curb service within Kent County. The service is open to

anyone, but is primarily designed to serve those with employment transportation

needs due 1o its cost ¢

structure.

e DASH — The Rapid provides shuttle services for the City of Grand Rapids from

parking areas to dow

ntown buildings.

e Carpool/Vanpool Program — The Rapid works with local citizens and businesses
seeking to establish carpools or vanpools.

Ridership among ITP services has grown significantly over the past eight years.

According to ITP documents, ridership has more than doub]
million rides provided in FY

1 since 2000 with over 8.1
2007. In May 2007, a millage renewal and expansion was
& I

appﬂTwmibW”%WiT“\thhiﬂhP[T?TWMMEWMKWAMHWHUMH,mm The existing millage rate for
[TP services stands at 1.12 mills.

North K

door service within participating local units of
]ﬂeﬁmofk Current participat
Township, Cannon Townshi

Township, Nelson Townshif
Tyrone Township, Vergennc
the village of Sand Lake anc

The NK.TS is funded by CD
CDBG dollars is between $15
fare paid. Over the past few
been reduced, which has res
the current year budget, NK

gystem | uspweoﬁﬂ;,LMIh

nt Transit Services — North Kent Transit System (NKTS) provides

: door to
,ﬂ%ﬁnnmdﬂ through a contract with Hope
ing local unites of government are as follows: Algoma
pg(kﬂnmuwmlwavmﬂmq)llmwmﬂllcmwmﬂﬂpglmﬂmaﬂ

v, Plainfield Township
>s Township, and the ¢i
1 Sparta.

QY

v, Solon Township, Spencer Township,
3 of Lowell and Rockford as well as

BG dollars and fares. The average subsidy per ride by
-$18 per ride depending on other available funding and the
years, CDBG funds available for public transit services have
u“edHnjeVWJ‘HdCU|mJIg[ﬂ(de@i.JhaﬁAWl%}KYHMMHHHﬂ

S limited the number cdxuhm.anindhﬂdumloanT&kerw1ﬁm:
atb~x S services are not advertised based on the fear that the

potential use/need will overwhelm the system.

{Other Services — There are
are as follows:

three other smaller systems available in the County. They



@ Hope Network — Hope Network provides transportation for consumers of the
‘mMmMManthmmhmswm‘ka&g%JmmwwmmwﬂnmNhTSumrmt
- to maximize the efficiency of its services.

. RPd Cr 0ss Services — Red Cross \»olun‘u ers provide limited t ransporta‘bcm oervu,es
 forindividuals to medlcal appouﬂmwe]nts hroughout I<._<=‘m Co»umty

& Senior Nﬁ:ighbors - Swejrrjior Nelph] bors provxdes vans to transpori dle ts to
‘ ‘pmgmms at area se:nimr centers. |

D' e other k« v developm ent in the past two ycars 18 the es ;tablls]mmc,nt of chlvurrl» Recognmn g
that there may be efficiencies to gain by coordinating and streamlining rides, the Emer gency
Needs Task Force (ENTF) and cemor Millage Review Committee worked with the ITP, NKTS,
Hope Network, Red Cross and Senior Neighbors to devel op a protocol and purchase necessary
“software to coordinate and schedule rides to maximize effi iciency. The prog sram began operation
in the Sprmg of 2007 and has allowed agencies to more effectively dc,lwu‘ u'wuas i ‘

At tln time, fhe:re are no systematic jpublic 1ranspn rtation services a‘vmlak)le, Wlthm the F()Howmg ‘
local units of government in Kent C‘ounty" Bowne Township, Caledonia Township, Grand

‘ :Rapid Township, Oakfield Township, Sparta Township, the City of Cedar Springs and the =
vﬂlagc:s OFC‘aLLedomcl Camuma and Kent City. A map iden t.lfymg the various services available
within the County is lo‘ ated in Appendm B. | | ! !

Smz«‘coMMITTEE ]Ffﬂ‘JDII\IGiS: 1

‘ Fhl oughout thn, res ,e,awch and review regarding public transportation services in Kent County
three thpmcq € merged ‘

1. Service Gaps — It is clear that there are se ervice gaps within Kent County. Certain local
units of government do not have any service at all. Some local units of government have
limited ITP services while other local units of government provide certain ITP services
only within its township. Other local units of government have partnered together to use
CDBG funds to contract with a non-profit provider to provide limited services outside of
the I'TP jurisdiction. Because of this patchwork of services (see Appendix B), County
residents who desire public transportation services need to be well aware of where they
live in order to have access to the public transportation services they desire.

2. Service Level Payment - Throughout the community conversations and interviews, it
became apparent that the service gaps which exist within the County result from the
desired level of service local units of governments are willing to fund. Hope Network

has worked diligently with NKTS local units of government in crafting a system that

works to maximize efficiency within the constraints of local budgets. Likewise, ITP
officials have worked with communities to determine solutions that meet their needs
within the existing budgets. And based on citizen response, some local units of

&



government have determined that they do not wish to offer access to public transportation
at this time.

3. Data Gaps — Many of the subcommittee discussions throughout 2007 focused on
identifying the need for services throughout the County, including urban, suburban and
rural areas. Data was culled from township, mﬂy‘Uhl\lﬂaPL(ﬂfKwa,DﬂMGMEDLHHMA
from NK.TS, supplemental s ouahmmumvrﬂﬂhdudmsm;'mimL mmnmnnykw
In Nflﬁ@ﬂt@ﬂmwnuﬁbwsuwwwy Based on this review, 1] ar
data set that identifies community neec

The most recent election for public transit services showed an interesting result. In May 2007,
the voters within the core six communities renewed the ITP millage and passed a small increase
by a 58% to 42% margin. However, voters within Grandville, Walker and Wyoming each had
more no votes than yes votes. (Grandville — 43% yes; 57% no. Walker - 45% ves; 55% no.
Wyoming —47.7% yes; 53.3% no.) Ultimately, these no votes were overridden by a larger
passage in the other ITP communities. In the end, this election showed that public transit is
supported, but by not as wide a margin as was previously experienced in 2000 (64.9% yes) and
2003 (66% yes).

After this election, a meeting was held with representatives from the NKTS and ITP to determine
if there were further ways they could work together to improve service in light of increasing
budget constraints within the NKTS area. It became evident that before this could occur, better
mmawasnmmm&‘ﬂamquMﬂ the ITP has committed up to $100,000 to conduct a latent
demand study of the unmet need for public transit service within the county. The ITP estimated
that the Study would cost approximately $200,000. The NKTS representatives stated that they
would seek funding commitments from their local units of government toward meeting the
remaining $100,000.

To discuss this, the NKTS representatives asked GVMC to facilitate a meeting of its members.
As the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Kent County and eastern Ottawa County,
the GVMC 1hn,u1hﬂmrmnitppﬂbﬁctnmmﬂﬂntahomsunvL(ﬂmAJLNSlespo1sﬂnhtm51sto<wmﬂﬂh41
the region’s long-term fransportation plan. It has a staff of dedicated transportation planmers and
receives federal funds to conduct necessary studies.

In November 2007, the GVMC called a meeting of various interested parties. During this
meeting, GVMC representatives requested that its member organizations consider providing
funding toward this latent demand study. Further, GVMC suggested that it would consider
programming FY2009 funds toward the study and seek state or private grant funds in the
meantime. During the first quarter of 2008, a follow up meeting is expected to occur to
determine the funding status.

B

(¢}

At this time, it is the Kent County Transportation Subcommittee’s recommendation that the
GVMC continue to lead the dialogue regarding necessary latent demand study as a result of its
role in transportation planning. Similarly, the dialogue should reflect the fact that service gaps
exist within the county, there is not good data regarding the need for services, but that

6



communities currently have the ability to determine the level
partnerships and local voter initiatives.

of desired service through

CONCLUSION

1sportation

.“uu“llj Wa : \ one of America’s best

anmmaﬁaﬁﬂﬂ‘““TPnﬁy1ﬂ7ﬂ>SbN’ R1dunﬁnp1;gqowmng1u|ﬂ<=uﬂnu1am a, but funding for public
transit services in rural areas is decreasing and stretching the system like never before. Further,
‘hﬂeﬂnﬁemmmg&mMMwwmwwﬂmhmmm@ﬂimﬂmwmﬁMwmwhum%(ﬂwﬂma
thorough dialogue regarding public transportation is needed. It is the belief of the Subcommittee
that the best vehicle for this to occur is through the GVMC. Moreover, it is the Subcommittee’s
belief that the County needs to be represented in whatever forum the GVMC may create for this
dialogue.
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& Government Facililies
< [TP The Rapid -
Public Transportation Coverage
sortation Name
NONE
™
TP-GENERAL FUND

:RVICES

21 NORTH KENT TRANSIT SERVICES (RECUGED)
Kent County Large Employers

Number of Employees

§00 - ©00
2 601 - 1500
® 1501 - 3040

@ © 3041 - 5000
@ 5001-12000

e}
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