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Program Highlights

In May, of 1983, a task force was selected within the Department of Trans-
portation to develop a multi-modal program which would relate to
identified transportation needs, and remain consistent with State Trans-
portation Commission policy as set forth in the State Transportation

Plan.

The program development process uses the identified transportation needs
and condition information to allocate resources into program categories.
Each category is a functional area of capital expenditure. This structure
provides an overview of how department resources have been allocated
against the transportation needs of Michigan.

The goal of the F,Y. 1984-85 Multimodal Transportation Program is to
preserve Michigan's existing transportation system -~ long viewed as one
of the best in the country -~ and to promote economic developmeni in our
state. This program presents plans for aeronautics, comprehensive
(public} transportation, and highway transportation improvements. In
developing this program, transportation needs and system condition
information were analyzed. Resources for each mode were then alliocated by
program category to provide a convenient and understandable summary of how
financial resources will be utilized to meet transportation goals.
Specific projects will be scheduled for implementation during F.Y. 1984-85
within these program allocations.

The largest component of the $33.3 million Aeronautics Program is oriented
toward bringing existing airports up to recommended standards based on the
current use of the airport. This category is allocated $12.9 million.

The next largest component -~ with an allocation of $8.2 miilion ~~ is
development required to increase system capacity, such as new runways and
apron and terminal expansion. Other components are: new airports -
community, $4.7 million; reconstruction ~ $3.5 million; upgrading airport
role ~ $2.4 million; equipment and buildings -~ $1 million; and safety/
special projects - $.6 million., Allocations include state, local, and
federal funds. It is estimated that this program will fund airport
development projects in 27 locations throughout the state,

The Comprehensive Transportation Program, totaling $106.7 million*, is
allocated by mode in accordance with provisions of Act No. 51 of 1951, as
amended. The allocations, including CTF funds, loan funds and federal
funds, are: statutory operating assistance for local transit services -
$67.3 million*; new small bus and specialized services ~ $4.9 million*;
intercity passenger services -~ $9.6 million*; intercity freight services -
$5.9 million*; transportation development account ~ $19 million*.

This comprehensive transportation program will preserve essential services
in 13 urbanized and 47 nonurbanized local transit systems, 20 new small
bus systems, and 20 specialized services systems designed to meet the
transportation needs of seniors and handicappers. It will support
development of intercity bus services, the purchase of 12 vehicles in the

*Revised estimate, see page 7.




intercity bus loan program, development of intercity passenger terminals
and continuation of a two-year demonstration of an integrated transporta-
tion information system. The program includes funding for the Inter-
national Limited rail passenger service in the Chicago-Port Huron corridor
and for Grand Rapids-Chicago rail passenger service. It reflects both the
third step in a three~year phase-out of state operaling assistance for
rail freight lines and increased emphasis on providing a rail transporta-
tion track structure to facilitate preservation of essential rail freight
services.

The Highway Program reflects the State Transportation Commission goals of
maintaining the essential system, completing the interstate system, and
minimizing widening improvements., If includes projects for the completion
of 1-696 and I1-69 and the resurfacing of I-75. The minimum allocations by
program category, including state and federal funds totaling $263.4
million, are:
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TOTAL $263.4

It is estimated that this highway construction and improvement program
will fund reconstruction of 63 miles of the state trunkiine system,
restoration and rehabititation of 75 miles, resurfacing of 29 miles.

It will also provide safety improvements on 117 miles, environmentally
reiated work {(such as sound barriers) on 174 miles, and other improvements.
The program meeils the requirement in Act 51 that 90 percent of net

revenue be expended for maintenance of highways, roads, streets, and
bridges.

This Executive Summary provides additional informalion on state trans-
portation funding, the Aeronautics Program, the CYF Program, and the
Highway Program. Project lists are included where appropriate. It has
been updated to reflect revised revenue estimates as of April, 1984.




State Transportation Funds

There are four state-administered funds that serve as the source of
financin% for Michigan's multi-modal transportation program: the Michigan
Transportation Fund, the State Trunkline Fund, the Comprehensive Trans~
portation Fund, and the Aeronautics Fund.

The Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) was established by Act No. 51 of
1951, as amended, to receive transportation revenue. Net motor fuel taxes
and vehicle registration fees are deposited into the MTF, which is then
distributed as follows: after deductions for collection costs, the state
Waterways Fund, the Mackinac Bridge Authority, and the (ritical Bridge
Program, 10 percent of the MTF is allocated to the Comprehensive Trans-
portation Fund (CTF); the balance is then allocated for highway, road and
street purposes among the State Trunkline Fund (STF) - 39.1 percent,
counties - 39.1 percent, and cities and viliages - 21.8 percent. This
distribution formula will expire on September 30, 1985 . A task force
created by Act 51 will recommend a distribution formuia for F.Y. 1986 and
thereafter. It is estimated that revenue received by the MTF in F.Y. 1985
will total $911 miilion*.

The STF is expected to receive $296 million* from the MTF in F.Y. 1985,
Act 51 establishes the following priorities for the STF: payment of bonds
and notes, operating expenses of the fund, maintenance of state trunkline
highways and bridges, and improvements to the state trunkline and inter-
state highway systems. These state funds are used to the extent possible
to capture federal-aid highway funds,

CTF revenues are derived principally from a 10 percent share of the MTF
and a portion of the sales tax on motor vehicle-related items. Sixty
percent of net motor vehicle-related sales tax revenue is deposited in the
School Aid Fund, and 15 percent is distributed as revenue sharing to
cities, villages and townships. The remaining 25 percent is divided
between the CTF and the state's General Fund, with the provision that the
CTF is to receive not less than 27.9 percent of the 25 percent. For F.V.
1985, the Governor's budget recommendation includes this statutory minimum
for the CTF. In F.Y. 1985, it is estimated that the CTF will receive
$84.7 mitlion* from the MTF and $35.3 million* from motor vehicle-related
sales -tax revenue. The state CTF funds are used to the extent possible to
capture federal public transportation funds.

The Aeronautics Fund, established by Act No. 327 of 1945, receives revenue
from aviation fuel taxes. It is estimated this revenue will total $3.4
million in F.Y. 1985, These state funds are used to the extent possible
to match federal airport development funds.

The following diagrams illustrate the sources and estimated amounts of
revenue for these four funds.

*Revised estimate, see page 7.



TRANSPORTATION FUNDS DISTRIBUTION
FISCAL YEAR 1984-85

Gasoline, Diesel Vehicle Registration Miscellaneous Revenue &
LPG Taxes Taxes, License & Permitfs Interest on Investments
(1ess refunds) (Tess refunds) {Tess refunds)

I Michigan Transportation Fund »*///////////,

($911,561,000)

!
To Department of State ($45,681,500) - P.A. 300 of 1949, sec. 801-810
To Department of Treasury ($ 4,975,200) - P.A. 150 of 1927, sec. 207
To Department of Civil Service ($ 326,500) ~ State Constitution
To Department of State Police ($  387,500) - PLA. 254 of 1933
To Legislative Auditor General ($ 77,500}
To Department of Natural
Resources {($ 280,900)
To Department of Management &
Budget $ 98,200)

To Waterways Fund (DNR)} ($5,385,100)
1.023% of net gas tax - P.A. 320 of 1947, sec. 9

{
-
To Mackinac Bridge Authority ($3,500,000) - P.A. 150 of 1927, sec. 91

To Critical Bridge To Comprehensive Transportation Fund
Fund ($5,000,000) o T ($84,692,400)
e e 10% of balance

Balance Allocated by Legislated Percentage
($757,232,100)

L

County Road Commissions State Trunkline Fund Cities and Viltlages
($296,077,700) ($296,077,700) ($165,076,700)




TRANSPORTATION FUNDS DISTRIBUTION
FISCAL YEAR 1984-85

Motor Vehicle
Related Sales Tax
{(less refunds)

Net Taxes
($505,900,000)

To School Aid Fund ($303,500,000) - 60%
To County Treasurers ($ 75,900,000) - 15%

L

Remaining 25% Allocated

‘\\\\\\\5\\\\\\\““=~qh

To Comprehensive
Transportation Fund

Balance to
General Fund

($35,300,000) ($91,200,000)
____——{ Loan Repayments
Comprehensive rﬂi,#fdffﬂf""”’#F#”———’ ($2,415,700)
Transportation —_
Fund - e .
: —— _ Misc. General
T {$8,249,000)

\\\\\\\“\~\\ Federal Funds

$6,915,000)




TRANSPORTATION FUNDS DISTRIBUTION
FISCAL YEAR 1984-85

Aviation Fuel Tax
($3,400,000)

Misc. Revenue
($1,216,800)

'qr
Aeronautics Fund
($4,616,800)




The following scheduie shows significant changes to the revenue estimates
for transportation funds between this executive summary and the original
program document.

Schedule of
Revised Funding Estimates

May, 1984
Original Revised

Funds Estimates Estimate
Michigan Transportation (MTF) $880, 095, 000 $911, 561,000
Waterway : 5,264,000 5,385,100
State Trunkline (STF} 284,990,400 296,077,700
Counties 284,996, 400 296,077,700
Cities & Villages 158, 895, 000 165,076, 700
Comprehensive Transportation (CTF)

MTF 81,547,900 84,692,400

Motor Vehicle Taxes 33,400,000 35, 300, 000




AERONAUTICS
Introduction

Act 327, P.A. 1945 established a separate Aeronautics Funds. Revenue for
the fund for fiscal year 1984-85 is derived as follows:

Amount
Percent (Millions)
Aviation fuel tax 11.2 3.4
Miscellaneous
(interest, sale of publications,
ticensing, etc.) 4,0 1.2
Fund carry-over 2.0 0.6
Subtotal - state funds 17.2 5.2
 Federal grants & Tocal contributions  82.8 25.0
100.0% 30.2

The distribution of funds for F.Y. 1984-85 is included in Table A-1,

The funds are used for planning, airport construction, general development
and administration, including safety and licensing activities. Airport
construction and development projects generally are funded in 90-5-5

ratio by federal, state, and local agencies, respectively. Airports must be
on the national airport system to be eligible for federal funding.
Improvements at airports not on the national airport system are financed
equally by state and local agencies. Not more than $250,000 of state funds
may be allocated to a single airport in any two consecutive years.

Priorities and Program Categories

State funds are allocated to airport development projects on the basis
of the following priorities:

1. Safety
Lighting, approach clearing and runway surface treatments.
2. Primary airside

Primary runways, taxiways, aprons and associated land.

-8-



1.

3.

FY 84-85 Distribution of Funds

Operations and Administration
a) Bureau of Aeronautics
b) Bureau of Transportation Planning
c) Grants to other funds
Subtotal
Airpart Projects
a) Federal/State/Local
b} State/Local Airport Construction
c) Airport Plans

Subtotal

Air Transport Program

Total

Table A-1

Aeronautics Fund

State

$2,761,200
200,900
398,200

$3,360,300

$ 830,000
250,000
20,000

$1,100,000

$ 769,700
$5,230,000

Federal

$19,328,000

$19,328,000

$19,328,000

Local

$4,195,800
350,000
20,000

34,565,000

$4,565,800

3

$

Total

2,761,200
200,900
398,200

3,360,300

24,353,000
600,000
40,000

$24,993,000.

$

769,700

$29,123,300
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Secondary airside

Secondary runways, taxiways, aprons and related development.
Primary landside

Terminal buildings, access roads, tie-~downs, and T-hanger taxiways.
Secondary landside

Fencing, storage butidings, and service roads.,

State funding is sufficient to allow the state to participate in projects
into priority area three. Remaining projects are funded on a 90 percent
federal and 10 percent local basis.

Each project is then assigned to one of eighl program categories for the
purpose of identifying projects by improvement types. The eight program
categories are listed and described below:

. 1 e

Special Programs/Safety

This category includes development to implement safety and security
requirements of rules and regutations and highest priority safely
work. In addition, Lhis category includes economic development
projects of special significance.

Reconstruction

This includes development required to preserve, repair, or restore
the functional integrity of the landing area. Routine maintenance

is excluded. Typical projects include rehabilitation of pavements,
including seal coating, and replacement or rehabilitation of lighting
systems,

Standards

This is development oriented towards bringing existing airports up to
recommended standards based on the current use of the airport.
Capacity development is excluded, as is development for the purpose of
accommodating larger aircraft types not included within the current
design calegory of the airport.

Upgrading Airport Role {Upgrade)

This category is oriented towards development which provides for
accommodating larger aircraft types and/or longer nonstop routes.
This category covers items intended to provide for future changes
in the use of the airport as compared with "Standards” development
which is oriented towards current deficiencies.

~10-




5. Capacity Development (Capacitiy)

This category is oriented towards development required to increase

" system capacity. It includes any development that will increase the
capacity of an airport beyond its present designed use {standards).
Typical development includes new runways and apron and terminal
expansion.

6. New Airports - Capacity

This category is intended for all new reliever airports and new
commercial service airports which are constructed to increase metro-
politan system capacity.

7. New Airports - Communily

This category is used for any new airport which will be the sole
airporl serving a community. It will normally be a general aviation
afrport meeting community needs for an adequate airport. A small
number of commercial service (new or replacement) airports outside of
the large metropolitan areas will also be included.

8. Eduipment and Buildings

This category includes maintenance equipment and buildings including
the airport terminal. Unless snow removal equipment is safety
related, it is also included in this category.

Resources by Program Categories

The funding for each of the eight program categories for FY 1984-85
is given below:

OO~ S O o W N

Total Federal State Local
. Safely/Special Projects § 640,000 $ 576,000 § 32,000 § 32,000
. Reconstruction 3,470,461 2,988,415 128,524 353,522
. Standards 12,894,679 11,460,588 259,608 1,174,483
. Upgrading Airport Role 2,411,400 2,170,300 90,000 151,100
. Capacity Development 8,191,575 6,111,967 236,219 1,843,389

. New Airports - Capacity ~0- ~0~ -0~ ()
. New Airports - Community 4,731,042 4,257,938 204,667 268,437
. Eguipment & Buildings 985,000 886,500 ~0- 98,500
TOTALS: $33,324,157 $28,451,708 § 951,018 $3,921,431

11~



COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION

Introduction

The Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF) is a special revenue fund
created for the purpose of planning and developing public transportation
systems and services within the state. The CTF receives 10% of the
Michigan Transportation Fund {after deductions}, a percentage of the motor
vehicle related sales tax, available federal matching funds, and earnings
on investments and miscellaneous revenues.

The CTF is distributed to eligible authorities, eligible governmental
agencies, intercity bus carriers, rail carriers, and to the department for
public transportation purposes. Act 51 of 1951, as amended, describes in
Section 10e, (2} through (4}, the priority distribution of the CTF appro-
priations. The first priority is principal and interest on bonds and
notes, The second priority is CTF administration. The balance of

the CTF is to be expended pursuant to the state transportation program
approved by the Commission according to the following percentages:

65% Local transit operating
5% New small bus and specialized services
8% Intercity passenger
5% Intercity freight
_17% Transportation development account

100%

Revenue Estimates and Proposed Allocation by Program

Table CTF-1 shows the estimated revenue for FY 1984-85 for the Comprehen-
sive Transportation Fund. ‘

~12-



Table CTF-1

Comprehensive Transportation Fund

1984-85 Estimated Revenue

Gas and Weight Tax
Sales Tax
Miscellaneous

CTF Subtotal

Intercity Bus Loan Fund
Rail Loan Fund
L.oan Funds Subtoetal

UMTA Section 18*

UMTA Section 8**

UMTA Section g***

UMTA Section 16 (b)(2)****

Federal Railroad Administration (Rail Freight)
Federal Funds Subtotal

Total Appropriated Funds

$ 84,692,400
35,300,000
8,249,000
$178, 241,400

§ 1,840,700
575,000
$ 2,415,700

$ 4,000,000
330,000
1,280,000
800,000
505,000
36,915,000

$137,572,100

* Grant program for areas other than urbanized areas.

¥ Planning and technical studies.

*%%  Research, development, and demonstration projects.
*%*k% Transportation services to meet the needs of the eliderly and the

handicapped.

Tabie CTF-2 summarizes the distribution of CTF funds to the various

priority categories discussed in the introduction.

Table CTF-2

Comprehensive Transportation Fund

Summary of Distribution of Funds

FY 1984-85
CTE Loan Federal Total
Debt Service $ 22,339,000 $ 22,339,000
Interfund Transfers 1,017,600 1,017,400
Administration 7,525,500 7,525,500
Local Transit Operating (65%) 63,283,500 63,283,500
Non-Urban Bus Operating-~Capital $4,000,000 4,000,000
New Small Bus (5%) 4,868,000 4,868,000
Intercity Passenger (8%) 7,788,700  $1,840,700 9,629,400
Intercity Freight (5%) 4,868,000 575,000 505,000 5,948,000
Transportation Development (17% 16,551,100 2,410,000 18,961,100

$128,241,400 $2,415,700  $6,915,000 $137,572,100

‘Tablé CTF~3 represenits the distribution of CTF funds by program category

and projects.,
~13~




a)
b)

New Small Bus and Specialized Services

. Local iransit Opersting

Statutory aperating assistance
Non-urbanized operating/capitel

Subtotal

Intercity Passenger Services

a}
0
d}

e)
f)

Intercity Bus Operations
intercity Bus Loan

Terminal Development
Iransportat ion information Sy:tem
Rail Passenger Servieces

Water Passenger Services

Subtot al

Intercity Freight Services

a)
b)
c)
d}

Rail Freight Operating
Property Management
Rail Freight Capital
Part Assistance

Subtotal

. Transportation Development Account

Bus Capital
Vanpooling

) Stalewide Ridesharing

Park and Ride

SEMTA CATS

Comauter Ratl

Demonstration and Developmenl
Technical Studies

Rail Freight Capital

tocal Transit Assistance

Subtotal

fotal Program Funds

Table CTF-3

State

$63,263,500

$63,283, 500
$ 4,868,000

$ 1,408,500
770,200
1,635,000
375,000
3,000,060

600, 000
$ 7,788,700

$ 1,035,300
1,900, 000
1,832,700

100, 000

$ 4,868,000

$ 2,943,500
125,000
208,000
300, 600

1,500,000
950, 000
300,000

25,000
3,900,000
6,357,600

$16,551,100
$97, 359, 300
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Comprehensive Transportation Fund
By Program Category
FY 1984-85

Loan

$1,840,700

$1,840,700

$ 575,000

% 575,000

$-0-
$2,415,700

Federal

$4,000, 000
$4,000,000

$ 505,000

$ 505,000

$ 800,000

1,280,000
330,000

$2,410,000
$6,915,000

Total

$63,283,500
4,008,000

$67,283,500
$ 4,868,000

$ 1,408,500
2,610,900
1,635,000

375,000
3,000,000
600,000

$ 2,629,400

$ 1,035,300
1,900,000
2,912,700

100,000

$ 5,948,000

$ 3,743,500
125,000
200,000
300,000

1,508, 600
900, 000
1,580,000
355,000
3,900,000
6,357,600

—

$ 18,961,100
$106,690,000




HIGHWAYS

Introduction

Public Act 51 of 1951, establishes the current legal framework for
developing and maintaining the state's total road and street network.

It puts basic control of State Trunkline Highway financing under the State
Transportation Department, which is governed by a six member Transporta-
tion Commission, The goals approved by the Commission, via the 1982 State
Transportation Plan, emphasize maintaining the essential system, complet-
ing the interstate system and minimizing major widening improvements, The
FY1984-85 Construction Program reflects these goals,

The program includes only routes eligible for Federal-Aid highway funds,
referred to as the Federai~Aid Systems. Routes in the Federal Aid
System are the major facilities, such as state trunklines, major county
roads, and major city streets. This program includes only state trunk-
lines.

Four types of Federal-Aid Systems in the program are: Federal-Aid Inter-
state, Federal~Aid Primary, Federal-Aid Urban, and Federal-Aid Secondary.
Federal-Aid Interstate roadways intercennect the major nationwide popuia-
tion and economic centers. Federal-Aid Primary roads carry high volumes
of long distance traffic, have route continuity, and connect important
state socio-~economic centers. Federal-aid urban roads and streets have
significance for travel within urban and urbanized areas. Federal-aid
Secondary roads have significance for travel beiween counties, and carry
substantial regional and inter~county traffic between populated places.

Funding Sources

Improvements to the trunkline are funded primarily by federal and state
revenues. A discussion of these revenues is provided below:

Federal Funds

Highway Trust Funds are collected from taxes on motor fuel and other auto
related purchases as directed by federal law. Congress authorizes the
federal aid highway programs and determines the funding for each program.
Distribution of these funds to the states is accomplished by apportion-
ments or allocation. Apportionments are legisiatively determined and are
distributed by formula. Allocations are administratively distyibuted on a
discretionary basis, usually on a project by project basis. Only
apportionments are available for inclusion in this program.

The use of monies apportioned to the states Lhrough varigus programs are
Timited through obligational authority. With only occasional exceptions,
once a state reaches its obligational limitation for the time period,
additional funds may not be obiigated until there is an increase in the
obligational authority. The estimated obligational limitation placed on
F.Y. 1984-85 apportioned funds is $225 million, while the estimated
apportionment to the state is $310 million,

~15-~




The federal-aid prbgram is based on a reimbursement process. fhe state
begins projects with its own funds, and is reimbursed the federal share as
various portions of the work are completed.

Funding Categories

Each federal funding category and its estimated apportionment is described
below.

1. Interstate~$131.1 million

The apportionment formula for the interstate category is the ratio of
the federal aid needed to compiete the approved interstate system in
Michigan to the total of such federal aid needed in all states. This
money can only be used to complete construction of the approved
interstate routes. The amount of $131.1 million includes an estimatled
carryover of $58.5 milliion.

2. Interstate 4R-$76.9 million

Projects on the interstate system, such as resurfacing, restoration,
rehabilitation, and reconstruction are eligible for this program.

Factors used to apportion these funds are system lane miles and system.
vehicle miles traveled on the interstate system.

Each apportionment of Interstate 4R funds is available for a total of
four years. The amount unobligated at the end of four years is
redistributed to the other states.

3. Primary-$74.2 million

Construction projects on the primary routes are eligibie for primary
funds, Factors that determine the apportionment to the states are the
ratio of area, rural population, rural delivery route mileage and
urban population in places with 5,000 or more.

4, Secondary-$6.4 million

Construction projects on secondary marked routes receive apportion-
menls through the secondary funding program. Factors Lhal are used Lo
determine the amount of apportionment are the ratio of area, rural
population and rural delivery route mileage, and intercity mail route
mileage. By federal law, at least 50 percent of these funds must be
passed through to the counties, The Michigan Transportation
Commission policy is that 66 percent of available secondard funds will
be passed through to the couniies.

5. 85% Minimum Allocation-$47.4 million

Michigan has historically been a "donor state®, receiving Federal
Highway Trust Fund apportionments equivalent to 70-72 percent of
contributions. The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982

~16-




stipulated that no stale would be apportioned less Lhan B% percent of
its estimated coniribution to the Trust Fund. Therefore, Michigan now
receives an "85 percent Floor® -~ theoretically ilhe difference hetween
our total program apportionment and our estimated contributions -~
which can be used to augment any of the other federal funds. The
above amount is an estimate, which is subject to change.

6. Other Programs-$31.2 million

The bridge replacement & rehabilitation, hazard elimination, and rail
highway crossing programs are also apportioned by formula. These
monies are divided among the department, counties, and cities at the
discretion of the department. As a rule, the department uses very
little of the money, especially in the bridge relacement and re-
habilitation program.

State Funds

The state's share of the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) is used to
finance improvements to the state trunkline system, including non-
motorized facilities. These state funds may be used to match federal aid
and to fund 100 percenl of a project. Each use is discussed briefly
below. :

1. Matching Federal Aid

State funds are combined with federal funds in a specified ratio

for most highway improvements. Generally, the ratio varies from 90
percent federal and 10 percent state funding for interstate improve-
ments, to 77 percent fedeal and 23 percent state for primary route
improvements, Other special programs are funded by federal aid at
approximately 70 to 100 percent.

2. 100 Percent State Funded Projects

Projects in this category.do nol make use of federal funds; the state
pays for the entire project. Since one of MDOT's goals is to maximize
the use of federal assistance, this category is a small portion of the
annual program. These projects may be ineligible for federal aid, or
can resull from unforseen circumstances such as hazards caused by
spring breakup, drainage problems, or local requesls.

Act 51 Program Expendilure Restriction

Sections 11(2)} and 11(3) of Act 51 of the Public Acts of 1951, as amended,
require a specific application of the annual state and federal revenues
credited to the State Trunkline Fund., At least ninety percent of the
fund, less certain amounts described below, must be expended for mainten-
ance of highways, roads, streets, and bridges. The restriction in pro-~
gramming funds is known as a 90/10 split. The requirement shall be waived

~17-



to the extent Lhat applying it would make the state ineligible for

federal funds. Acl 51 does not restrict interstale funds until the end of
1984, bul the exemplion is needed to conlinue to ollow complelion of Lhe
interstiale syslem.

The Act defines maintenance to include several activities other than snow
removal, drainage, sealing, patching, and ordinary repairs associated with
routine maintenance. These other activities include safety projects;

the preservation, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and reha-
bilitation of highways, roads, streets, and bridges; widening of less

than a tane's width; adding short turning lanes, correcting substandard
intersections; and the activities of the Department's Bureau of Highways
for implementing these projects.

Activities specifically excluded from maintenance are: (1) projects
increasing capacity for routes serving through traffic; and (2) upgrading
aggregate surface roads to a hard surface. ({There are no trunkline roads
with an aggregate surface.)

The department is in compliance with Lhe 90/10 requirement for federal and
state funds. .

Program Categories

Program categories are based on the purpose of transportation improvements
and are consistent with the Federal Highway Administration capital outlay
expenditures categories. The categories are listed and described below.

All bridges are contained in two categories: BRIDGE REHABILITATION and
BRIDGE REPLACEMENY. Deck overlay and other repair work that does not
replace the bridge or any part of its structure is included in bridge
rehabilitation. Bridge replacement includes actual replacement of the
bridge or any part of its structure.

ENYIRONMENTALLY RELATED projects are those that improve the environment
around the highway such as landscaping and sound barriers.

MAJOR WIDENING projects include construction thal adds one lane or more to
the roadway. Minor widening includes projects that require less than one
lane. Many of the widening projects alsoc require resurfacing as part of
the total project.

NEW ROUTES are entirely new sections of roadway and the associated
improvements necessary such as landscaping or sewer construction,

RECONSTRUCTION projects are major construction improvements that upgrade
the facility. These also include railroad reconstruction projects that
upgrade the highway/railroad crossing. A typical railroad reconstruction
project includes the approach plus the crossing reconstruction.

RELOCATION is self explanatory, but where a major facility is relocated,
the necessary imbrovements associated with it are also relocated.
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RESTORATION and REHABILITATION projecis are basically replacement-in-~

kind., Facilities such as buildings can be included in this category.,
Pavement recycling may be used for highway projects.

Any praojects whose primary goal is replacement of the existing surface are
inciuded in the RESURFACING program category.

Lighting projects and pavement marking are examples of SAFETY projects, as
are intersection improvements, turn flares and potentially hazardous
tocations. Projects in this category serve to improve the safety of the
system,

In the current program, the TRAFFIC OPERATIONS category consists soley of
electronic surveillance systems, JRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT (TSM)
projects include such projects as left furn lanes and ramp meters.

‘Priority Project Lists

Two construction project lists are being used to program 1984-1985 highway
improvements. The use of two lists provides a mechanism for developing
program priorities when the state's obligational authority does not meet
its apportionment. The two lists are referred to as the "A" 1ist and "B"
list,

The A 1ist contains priority projects that can be built with the current
estimated obligational authority. These projects are ready for construc-
tion, and are the most likely to be let in fiscal year 1985,

The B Tist consists of active projects of a lesser priority than the A
tist projects. However, they can be let if additional obligational
authority is released to meet the state's apportionment, Additionally, a
B 1ist project may be let if an A list project is delayed.

Programming with two lists in this manner allows the state to be prepared
to let projects when additional aid becomes available.

The distribution of estimated project costs according to program category
for the A Tist and B 1ist of projects are shown in Tables H1 and HZ2,
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TABLE H-1

1985 PROGRAM CATEGORY COST DISTRIBUTION
FOR
“A" LIST PROJECTS

3R

Cost (thous)

Bridge Rehabilitation 13,800 h.2
Bridge Replacementi 3,023 1.1
Environmentally Relaled 16,835 6.4
Major Widening 24,016 9.1
Minor Widening 5,835 2.2
New Route 33,080 12.6
Reconstruction 67,517 25.6
Relocation 27,913 10.6
Restoration & Rehabilitation 47,676 18.1
Resurfacing 6,917 3.6
Safety 8,017 3.0
Traffic Operations 7,839 3.0
TS 909 0.3

TOTAL 7 $263,377 100%

TABLE H-2

1985 PROGRAM CATEGORY COST DISTRIBUTION
' FOR
"B" LIST PROJECTS

B8

Cost (thous)

Bridge Rehabilitation 881 1.0
Bridge Replacement 99 0.1
Environmentally Related 50 0.1
Major Widening 13,220 13.4
Minor Widening 1,100 1.1
New Route 66,530 67.3
Reconstruction 6,505 6.6
Relocation 3,557 3.6
Restoration & Rehabilitation 4,899 5.0
Resurfacing 285 0.3
Safety 1,681 1.7
Traffic Operations 0 0
TSM 0 0
TOTAL $ 98,80/ 100%
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A COMPARISON OF THE 1984-85 CONSTRUCTION PROJECT LIST TG THE TRUNKLINE
CONDITION INFORMATION

In order to assess how well the construction program is addressing seg-
ments of the highway system that are in poor condition, a comparison of
construction projects to the sufficiency condition ratings was made. This
comparison is discussed below for both the A and B Tist:

Widening projects on the A list amount to $24 million on 25.1 miles. Of
the miles being widened, 15.8 are on poor capacity rated miles at a cost
of $14.2 million. The remaining eight miles being widened are evenly
distributed among intermediate and good capacity ratings at a cost of $9.8
miliion.

When projects are proposed, projections of traffic growth for 20 years are
required if federal aid urban matching funds are to be used. Project
locations where there is good or intermediate capacity but future traffic
projections predict poor capacity conditions, include M-53 in Huron County,
US~-131 in Kent County, M-52 in Lenawee County, US~24 in Monroe County and
M-85 in Wayne County. A1l of these projects have a poor surface rating or
are contiguous to & poor capacity rated section.

Resurfacing, reconstruction, restoration and rehabilitation (4R) projects
improve 144.6 miles at a cost of $69.8 million. Of this, 116.6 miles
correct poor surface rated conditions at a cost of $63.1 million. There
are 24.1 miles of good rated surface conditions corrected which cost $5.4
mitiion. One project, [~-75 in Roscommon County, accounts for the 24.1
miles. Improvements are being made on this segment because of the pave-
ment age and type. Much of the interstate system was constructed in the
early 1960's, so reconstruction of this portion is required at this

time.

The projects on the B list can be budgeted if all apportioned funds are
made available to the state. These projecis amount to $96.1 million on
72.8 miles., The majority of the project costs (67 percent) are in the new
route program category. All of the new route projects are 1-696 compie-
tion.

Widening projects on the B 1ist are on 7.5 miles and cost $13.2 million,
OFf these miles, all but two miles have poor capacity ratings. The two
mile project on I-94 in Washtenaw County, currently has a good capacity
rating, but forecasted traffic will create capacity problems that warrant
widening. Additionally, this segment is the only two lane section of
freeway at that localion, which causes probiems with traffic flow.

Resurfacing, reconstruction, restoration and rehabilitation {(4R) projects
are on 20.4 mifes and cost $9 million, Of these 4R projects, seven miles
correct poor surface conditions at a cost of $3 million. However,

6.5 miles rated intermediate in surface also have had a poor base which
warrants reconstruction.
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PROGRAM STRUCTURE

Transportation provides the 1ife blood of Michigan. Our economic
promise, in this time of change, is increasingly dependent on good
transportation. Providing quality transportation for Michigan is a
challenge. Our location in the midst of the Great Lakes moderates

the temperature, increases rain and snowfall, and provides a wealth of
lakes, forests and farm land. Natural resources are plentiful and our
lands and waters provide a recreation wonderland. But the environment
also has drawbacks; it accelerates the deterioration of our highways and
results in an increased cost of winter maintenance. The lakes inhibit
rail and highway movements, forcing the major transcontinental travel
routes to the north and.south. Michigan's peninsular geography pro-
vides great advantages, but makes the provision of transportation an
expensive and difficult task.

Good transportation is intrinsic to a successful economy. Michigan's
transportation system, long viewed as one of the best in the country,

has required increasing public support since the 1960s. The decline of
public transportation and the railroads were balanced by the growth of
highway and air transportation. Throughout this period public support, in
one form or another, has been essential to provide balanced transporta-
tion. Then the impacts of the 1973 and 1979 oil shortages, combined with
world-wide inflation, caused a decline in revenues as well as increased
costs. The result has been a crisis in transportation.

Congress and the Michigan Legislature acted in December, 1982 to address
the crisis. Both approved tax packages with Congress enacting the first
increase in the federal fuel tax in 23 years. Michigan raised its fuel
taxes and converted to a variable-rate structure indexed to the cost of
highway maintenance and total fuel consumption. The rate is capped at 15
cents, License plate fees were also changed to an ad valorem system.

In 1983, another step was taken to deal with the crisis. The emphasis

of Michigan's transportation program was changed to concentrate on
preservation of the existing system and support of economic development.
In that year, for the first time in 10 years, the Michigan Department of
Transportation improved more miles of highways than deteriorated into poor
condition. The Department of Transportation placed 737 miles of highway
under contract for improvement compared to 144 the previous year. A
substantial boost to the condition of our highways was given through a
$135 million bond issue. $75 million of the issue was expended on county
and city roads and streets.

The increase in expenditures and the shift in focus reversed the trend
from decline to improvement. This new trend continues in 1984. The
state, counties and cities are taking bids on highway, road and street
construction and improvement projects totaling about $370 million,
slightly Tower than the $384 million let in 1983, but substantially
higher than the $146 million in 1982. Added to this will be over 364
million for a public transportation capital investment program and a
$24 million investment in airport improvements.




This thrust will continue in 1984 - 1985. For the first time, MDOT has
“developed an integrated programming document for Michigan's transporta-
tion system. In May of 1983, a task force was selected within the
Department of Transportation to develop a multi-modal program which would
relate to identified transportation needs and remain consistent with -
State Transportation Commission policy as set forth in the State
Transportation Plan.

The Commission's primary goal is the retention of essential transporta-
tion services for all modes of transportation. Achieving this goal will
protect the public and private transportation investment, while ensuring
adequate service to industry, commerce, and the general public. Another
vital goal is to support existing and potential economic development and
to ensure that the state's transportation program is used to the fullest
extent possible, to hasten the rebuilding of Michigan's economy.

The program development process uses the identified transportation needs
and condition information to allocate resources into program categories.
The allocations reflect the goals for the State. Each category is a
functional area of capital expenditure. This structure provides an
overview of how department resources have been allocated against the
transportation needs of Michigan.

This program book is divided into three major sections: (1) the
Aeronautics Program, (2) the Comprehensive Transportation Fund Program,
and (3) the Highway Program. A discussion of revenues, distribution of
funds, programming categories and priorities, system inventory and
project lists is provided in each section.

As required by Act 51 of 1951 (as amended), the transportation program
document is submitted to the State Transportation Commission April 1 of
each year for their approval and subsequently forwarded to the
Legislature by May 1st.




STATE TRANSPORTATION FUNDS: SOURCES AND DISTRIBUTION

‘AS ENACTED DECEMBER 29, 1982

The Michigan Transportation Fund {MTF) is designated by Act 51, Public
Acts of 1951, as the main receptacle for transportation funds in
Michigan. Within the MTF, the two funds administered by the Department
of Transportation (DOT) to finance state transportation modes in Michigan
are the State Trunkline Fund (STF) and the Comprehensive Transportation
Fund (CTF). The STF finances both the state trunkline highway system

and state non-motorized facilities, such as bike-paths and horse trails.
- The CTF finances all other travel modes except air. The Aeronautics

Fund is used for the state's system of air carrier and general aviation
airports. Each fund will be discussed separately.

I. Michigan Transportation Fund

A. Net taxes after refunds for vehicles not used on roads, streets,
and bridges go into the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF). The
MTF has five off-the-top deductions, in the following priority:

1. "Administrative" costs of collecting the relevant taxes and
certain other inter-departmental fund transfers are paid

first.

2. 1.023 percent of the net gasoline tax revenue goes to the
State Waterways Fund, administered by the Department of
Natural Resources. The rationale for this is that a
proportion of the gasoline taxed for highway use actually ends
up by powering pleasure boats.

3. $3.5 million is allocated to the Mackinac Bridge Authority.

4. 10 percent of the balance is allocated to the Comprehensive
Transportation Fund {see CTF following).

5. $5 million is allocated to the Critical Bridge Fund, which
provides "financial assistance to highway authorities for
the improvement or reconstruction of existing bridges or for
the construction of bridges to replace existing bridges in
who}e or in part." (Act 51 as amended, para. 247.661, sec.
11b).

B. Allocation of the balance of the MTF:

1. The balance is split between the STF (39.1 percent), County
Road Commissions {39.1 percent), and Cities and Villages (21.8
percent}.

2. By October 1, 1984, a task force created under section 10(4)
of Act 51 will recommend the distribution formula to be
enacted into law for monies distributed after 9/30/85.




II. State Trunkline Fund

The STF has two main sources of revenue: motor fuel taxes and
vehicle registration fees.

A.

Motor fuel taxes (total yield: $546.6 million)

The gasoline gallonage tax is 15 cents in calender year 1984 and
1985. Gasohol is exempt from a portion of the gasoline tax. The
amount of the exemption depends on whether or not the ethanol used
in blending is produced in Michigan or any other state providing
an equivalent tax reduction, as shown here:

Reduction in Gasoline Tax
For Tax on Gasohol
Containing Ethanol Produced In:
Michigan or Non-Reciprocal

Calendar Year Reciprocal State States

III.

1984 4¢ 1¢
1985 2¢ 0¢
1986 1¢ ‘ 0¢

The tax on diesel fuel is the same as for gasoline, except that
a commercial motor vehicle of three axles or more may receive a
discount of six cents per gallon.

Vehicle registration fees (total yield: $288.8 million)

The tax on a new passenger vehicle purchased after October 1, 1983
is 0.5 percent of base price. The tax will drop by 10% for the
succeeding two years, then remain constant for the life of the
vehicle. The average tax on a vehicle under this system is $43.

Passenger vehicles presently subject to the weight-based tax in
effect prior to January 1, 1983, will remain on a weight-based
tax. The average passenger-vehicle weight tax is $28. On
October 1, 1984, the tax rate will be indexed by the ratio of
Michigan personal income for calendar year 1983 to Michigan
personal income for calendar year 1982.

Commercial vehicles {trucks) remain on a weight-based tax averag-
ing $185 per truck. HNo indexing occurs. However, common carriers
-- commercial vehicles used for the transportation of passengers
for hire ~-- pay the same registration fee as other commercial
vehicles until October 1, 1984, after which the registration fee
is indexed to Michigan personal income as is the passenger vehicle
registration fee,

Comprehensive Transportation Fund {CTF)

CTF revenues are derived principally from a share of the MTF, as
described above, and a portion of the sales tax on motor vehicle-
related items.




Iv,

After refunds and administrative costs are deducted, 60 percent of
the net motor vehicle-related sales tax is distributed to the School
Aid Fund and 15 percent is distributed as revenue sharing to cities,
villages and townships. The remaining 25 percent is divided between
the CTF and the State's General Fund, with the provision that the
CTF is to receive not less than 27.9 percent of the 25 percent. For
FY 1984-85, the Governor's budget recommendation includes this
statutory minimum of 27.9 percent for the CTF with the remainder
included in the General Fund.

Aeronautics Fund

Aeronautics Fund revenues come principally from taxes on jet fuel
and aviation gasoline., The fuel is taxed at 3 cents per gallon for
fuel used in general aviation aircraft and 1.5 cents per gallon for
fuel used in commercial aircraft, regardless of fuel type. After
refunds and administrative costs, the net goes to the Aeronautics
Fund,

The following diagrams illustrate the distribution of the three funds:




TRANSPORTATION FUNDS DISTRIBUTION

FISCAL YEAR 1984 - 85

Gasoline, Diesel Vehicle Registration
LPG taxes Taxes, License & Permits
| (less refunds) ~_(less refunds)

Miscellaneous Revenue &
Interest on Investments
(less refunds)

Michigan

$ 880,095,000)

Transportation Fund

/ -

To Department of State ($
To Department of Treasury ($
To Department of Civil Service ($
To Department of State Police (3
To Legislative Auditor General (%
To Department of Natural

Resources ($
To Department of Management &
Budget ($

45,742,500)
4,972.200)
326,500%
387, 500

77,500)

394,900)
98, 200)

P.A. 300 of 1949, sec.801-810
P.A. 150 of 1927, sec. 207
State Constitution

P.A. 254 of 1933

To Waterways Fund {DNR) ($5,264,000)
1,023% of net gas tax - P.A., 320 of 1947, sec. 9

To Mackinac Bridge Authori

ty ($3,500,000) -P.A. 150 of 1927, sec. 91

To Critical Bridge
Fund ($5,000,000%

To Comprehensive Transportation Fund
7 ($81,547,900) I

10% of balance

Balance Allocated by Le
($ 728,875,800

gis1ated Percentage

County Road Commissions
($284,990,400)

State Trunkline Fund
($284,990,400) :

Cities and Villages
($158,895,000)




TRANSPORTATION FUNDS DISTRIBUTION
FISCAL YEAR 1984 - 85

Motor Vehicle
Related Sales Tax
(1ess refunds)

Net Taxes
($478,900,000)

To School Aid Fund  ($287,300,000) - 60%
To County Treasurers ($71,800,000) - 15%

Remaining 25% Allocated

[ To Comprehensive

Transportation Fund

($33,400,000)

Comprehensive

Transportation
Fund

{$132,527,600)

Balance to
General Fund
{$86,400, 000)

Loan Repayments
($2,415,700)

Misc. General
Purpose Revenues
($8,249,000)

| Federal Funds
(4$6,915,000)




TRANSPORTATION FUNDS DISTRIBUT ION

- FISCAL YEAR 1984-85

Aviation Fuel Tax | o
($3,400,000) '

Misc. Revenue
($1, 216, 800)

Aeronautics Fund
($4,616,800)







AERONAUTICS

A. Introduction

The charge of the Michigan Aeronautics Commission is to
promote safety, encourage aeronautics and develop a statewide
system of airports. Act 327, P.A. 1945 established a separate
Aeronautics Funds for this purpeose. Revenue for the fund is
derived as follows:

Amount
Percent (Millions)
Aviation fuel tax (3¢ gailon) 11.2 3.4
Miscellaneous
(interest, sale of pubiications,
licensing, etc.} 4.0 1.2
Fund Carry-over 2.0 0.6
Subtotal - State Funds - 5.2
- Federal grants & local contributions 82.8 25.0
100.0% 30.2

The distribution of funds for F.Y. 1984-85 is included in Table A-1.

The funds are used for planning, airport construction, general
development and administration, including safety and licensing
activities. Airport construction and development projects
generally are funded 90%-5%-5% by federal, state and local
agencies respectively. Airports must be on the national
airport system, which is described later, to be eligible for
federal funding. Improvements at airports not on the national
airport system are financed equally by state and local agencies.
Not more than $250,000 of state funds may be allocated to a
single airport in any two consecutive years. Once an improve-
ment project receives legisiative approval, the preliminary
engineering is accomplished and the federal grant applications
completed. The federal funding process can take up to four
years, depending on federal funding priorities and the size and
scope of the project. '

System Inventory

Michigan's airport system includes 291 airportsl/ and flying fields

open to the public. These airports and flying fields are classified
into categories according to their physical characteristics, types of
aircraft served, and function within the airport system. Airports are
arrayed under the two traditional categories of air carrier airports and
general aviation airports.

The inventory information used in this section was taken from the
July 1, 1983, listing of airport facilities open to the public
prepared by the Michigan Aeronautics Commission, Michigan Department
of Transportation. See Exhibit A-1.
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FY 84.85 Distribution of Funds

Operations and Administration
a) Bureau of Aeronautics
b) Bureau of Transportation Planning
c) Grants to other funds
Subtotal
Airport Projects
a) Federal/State/Local
b} State/Local Airport Construction
¢} Airport Plans

Subtotal

Air Transport Program

Total

10C/B24

Aeronautics Fund

State

$2,761,200
200,900
398,200

$3,360,300

$ 830,000
250,000
20,000

$1,100,000

$ 769,700

$5,230,000

Federal

$19,328,000

$19,328,000

$19,328,000

Table A-1

Local

$4,195,800
350,000
20,000

$4,565,000

$4,565,800

| Total

$ 2,761,200
200,900
398,200

$ 3,360,300

24,353,000
600,000
40,000

$24,993,000

$ 769,700
$29,123,300




Air carrier airports, which are also known as commercial service
airports, are public owned facilities accommodating scheduled air
transportation service. There are 24 commercial service airports in
Michigan. Five (5) sites service large commercial aircraft seating
100 or more passengers; 14 sites service mid-sized commercial aircraft
seating 50-100 passengers; 3 sites service small commercial aircraft
seating under 50 passengers; and 2 sites service smaller aircraft
seating 10 passengers or less. Seventeen (17) of these sites have
runways 6,500 feet or Tonger and approximately 150 feet wide capable
of accommodating air carrier jet aircraft.

The remaining 267 airports are classified under the general aviation
category. General aviation airports accommodate all civilian activity
which is not part of scheduled air service. General aviation airports
are classified into the following three sub-categories:

1. Transport: These are public owned sites providing service
to non-scheduled passenger and cargo aircraft whose landing
approach speeds require longer, wider runways than available
at utility airports. Transport airports serve small business
jets and medium to large cargo aircraft. Runways range
from 4,700 feet Tong and 100 feet wide at Dowagiac to 7,500
feet long and 160 feet wide at Willow Run. There are sixteen
(16) Michigan airports classified as transport airports.

2. Utility: Utility airports are public owned airports serving
general aviation for the remainder of the airplane fleet.
Aircrafi range from home-built to cahin class turbo-prop twin
corporate aircraft. Runways range from 1,800 feet turf strips
to 4,100 feet hard surfaced runways. There are 87 Michigan
airports classified as utiiity airports.

3. Privately-Owned/Public Use: These airports make significant
contributions to the state's airport system without the benefit
of public funding. Several of these airports serve large
numbers of based aircraft in or near the state's major
metropolitan areas. These facilities accommodate the same
types of aircraft as utility airports. Financial difficulties
and land use issues threaten to remove many of these facilities
from the airport system thus creating capacity problems on

" adjacent sites where expansion capabilities may be limited.
There are 164 Michigan airports classified as privately
owned/public use airports.

The Michigan State Airport System Plan (MSASP) was developed to provide
a means for the orderly and timely development of a system of airports
adequate to meet the air transportation needs of Michigan. An airport
must be included in this plan to qualify for State funding and federal
participation in the funding of development. There are 136 existing
airports included on the Michigan State Airport System Plan.

- 12 -




To be eligible for federal funding, airports must be included on the
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). To be placed on

the NPIAS, an airport must serve a minimum number of aircraft, must not
duplicate existing service from an airport in the same service area and
must be inciuded on the Michigan State Airport System Plan. There are 94
existing and 12 proposed Michigan Airports on the National Plan of
Integrated Airport Systems.

Table A-2 lists the 291 airport locations open to the public in Michigan.
The airports are listed alphabetically by category. To the right of the
airport location, an N for National Plan or M for Michigan Plan has been
indicated. It should be noted that eighteen {18) privately-owned/pubiic
use airports are included in national or state plans. These locations
are included in the plans because geographical location and access to
population centers would be desirable and beneficial to the system. None
are receiving public funds at this time.

C. Airport Condition and Deficiency Determination Process

Through the needs study process, facility design standards and cost

factors relating to improvements were established for airports in each

of the three airport categories: air carrier, transport and utility.

These standards and cost factors were then app11ed to all 119 publiciy-owned
airports on the MSASP to determine the monetary needs to bring all 119
airports to the established standards. Add1t1ona& costs associated with
pavement reconstruction and sealing were calculated. This calculation
assumed that all pavement will require reconstruction every 15 years and
surface sealing every 6 or 7 years.

Table A-3 shows the total costs for each airport category.

Tabie A-3

Airport Deficiencies and Related Costs

Commercial Transport Utility All
Item- Airports Airports Airports Airports

Primary Runway $ 7,181,950 $ 4,165,000 34,893,400 $ 46,240,350
Secondary Runway $ 8,486,300 $12,589,200 54,915,500 $ 75,991,000
Lights $ 69,480 $ 145,600 3,384,000 $ 3,599,080
Navigational Aids $ 123,200 $ 103,200 1,249,800 $ 1,476,200
Precision Instru-

mentation $ 1,600,000 $ 4,000,000 .- $ 5,600,000
Land $ 355,400 $ 2,436,300 $ 25,723,000 $ 28,514,700
Resurfacing $ 7,253,901 $ 3,959,073 $ 5,216,076 $ 16,429,050
Reconstruction $38 514,060 $17,996,400 $ 30,134,170 $ 86,644,630
Total $63,584,291 $45,394,773 $155,515,946 $264,495,010
Notes: The cost for terminal construction is not included in these

figures but is estimated at $30.9 million.
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PRIVATE - PUBLIC USE AIRPORTS - 164

Acme

Ada

Alba

Albion

Almont

Argyle

Athens
Avaca{2)

Bad Axe

Bath

Bay Port
Beaverion
Belleville
Benton Harbor
Berrien Springs M
Blaney Park
Biissfield
Boyne Falls
Brighton
Brooklyn
Carleton
Carson City
Cass City
Cedar Springs
Chariotte

Clio

Comins
Constantine
Coapersville
Croswell
Daggett
Davison M
Dearborn
Deckerville {2)
DeWitt (2}
Dexter

East Jordan
East Lansing
Eaton Rapids
Eimira
Emmett
Engadine
Farmington
Fennville
Fibre
Flushing
Fowlervilie
Frankenmuth
Fraser N
Gaines
Galesburg
Gaylord
Genesea
Gladstone
Glennie
Gobles

Grand Ledga
Grand Rapids
Grandville
Grant
Greenville
Gregory (2}
Harbor Beach
Harbor Springs
Harrietta
Harsens Island
Holland N
Holt

Hudson
Hutbert
Ishpeming
Jenison
Kalamazoo (2)
Kaleva
Laingsburg
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Lake City
Lambertville
Lapeer
Leonidas
Lewiston
Lincoin
Linden )
Manchester
Marine City
Mason

Mass
Mattawan
Mecosta
Mitan

Mitan

Mio
Montague
Montrose
Mcorestown
Morenci
Mulliken
Muskegon
Napoleon (2)
Neebigh Isiand
New Baltimore
New Haven
New Hudson
Newport
Nunica
Onsted
Parchment
Paw Paw
Petersburg (2)
Pinconning
Plainwelt
Plymauth
Ravenna
Rock
Rockiord
Romeo
Roscommon
Salem
Sandusky (2}
Sauit Ste. Marie
Schoolcraft
Selkirk
Sheridan -
Smiths Creek
South Branch

South Rockwood A"“.

8¢ Charles
St. Clair

Si. lghace
St James
St Johns (4)
Stanwood
Sunfietd
Tecumseh (2}
Tecumseh
Three Oaks
Topinabea
Traverse City
Troy

Turner

Ubty
Unadilla
Union

Utica
Weidman
Wellston
Williamston
Willis

Winn
Wixom

Yale (3)

2 Z2 5 =2
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Priorities and Program Categories

State funds are allocated to airport development projects on the basis
of the following priorities:

1. Safety
Lighting, approach clearing and runway surface treatments.

2. Primary airside
Primary runways, taxiways, aprons and associated land.

3. Secondary airside
Secondary runways, taxiways, aprons and related development.

4. Primary landside _
Terminal buildings, access roads, tie-downs, and T-hanger taxiways.

5. Secondary landside
Fencing, storage buildings, and service roads.

'State-funding is sufficient to allow the State to participate in
projects into priority area three. Remaining projects are funded on a
90 percent federal and 10 percent local basis.

- Each project is then assigned to one of eight program categories for the

purpose of identifying projects by improvement types. The eight program
categories are listed and described below:

1. Special Programs/Safety

This category includes development to implement safety and security
requirements of rules and regulations and highest priority safety
work. In addition, this category includes economic development
projects of special significance.

2. Reconstruction

This includes development required to preserve, repair, or restore
the functional integrity of the landing area. Ine igiBie routine
maintenance is excluded. Typical projects include rehabilitation of
pavements, including seal coating, and replacement or rehabilitation
of Tighting systems. Pavement strengthening is generally excluded
as most development of this type falls into the "Upgrade" category.

3. Standards

This is development oriented towards bringing existing airports

up to recommended standards based on the current designed use

of the airport. Capacity development is excluded, as is development
for the purpose of accommodating Targer aircraft types not included
within the current design category of the airport.

- 17 -




Upgrading Airport Role {Upgrade)

This category is oriented towards development which provides

for accommodating larger aircraft types and/or longer nonstop
routes, For example, where the existing length of a runway serving
commercial carriers is based on the use of a specific critical
aircraft, a runway extension to accommodate larger aircraft is
considered as "Upgrade.®

This category covers items intended to provide for future changes
in the use of the airport as compared with "Standards" development
which is oriented towards current deficiencies.

Capacity Development (Capacity)

This category is oriented towards development required to
increase system capacity. It includes any development that will
increase the capacity of an airport beyond its present designed
use (standards).

Typical development includes new runways and apron and terminal
expansion. In cases where expansion is needed based on current
delay and congestion, the costs are considered as “"Capacity"
expansion rather than "Standards'" Development based solely

on accommodating aircraft with larger seating capacity is included
in the "Upgrade" category unless other related factors place the
project in this category.

New Airports - Capacity

This category is intended for all new reliever airports and
new commercial service airports which are constructed fo increase
metropolitan system capacity.

New Airports - Community

This category is used for any new airport which will be the sole
airport serving a community. It will normally be a generail
aviation airport meeting community needs for an adequate airport.
A small number of commercial service {new or replacement) air-
ports outside of the large metropolitan areas will also be
included.

Equipment and Buildings

This category includes maintenance equipment and buildings
including the airport terminal. Unless snow removal equipment is
safety related, it is also included in this category.

- 18 -
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Resources by Program Categories

The funding for each of the eight program categories for FY 1984-85 is
given below:

Total Federal State Local
Safety/Special Projects § 640,000 $ 576,000 $§ 32,000 § 32,000
Reconstruction 3,470,461 2,988,415 128,524 353,522
Standards 12,894,679 11,460,588 259,608 1,174,483
Upgrading Airport Role 2,411,400 2,170,300 90,000 151,100
Capacity Development 8,191,575 6,111,967 236,219 1,843,389

New Airports - Capacity -0~ -0- -0- -0-
New Airports - Community 4,731,042 4,257,938 204,667 268,437
Equipment & Buildings 985,000 886,500 -- 98,500
TOTALS: $33,324,157 $28,451,708 § 951,018 $3,921,431

List of Projects

Projects are separated into three groups, The first group called the
"A" Tist, contains the highest priority projects. The level of funding
for projects in the "A" 1ist represents the minimum expected to become
available for fiscal year 1984-85. The second level, called the "B"
1ist, contains additional projects that, when combined with those in the
"A" 1ist, represents the maximum level of funding expected to become
available in fiscal year 1984-85. Having these projects ready allows us
to take advantage of any discretionary funds that may become available.

The third group is called the "C" 1ist. These projects are expected to
be funded from monies that become available after fiscal year 1984-85.

The location of the airports which have projects on the "A" and "B"
Tists are shown on the maps immediately preceeding the list of
projects.

Aeronautics projects are currently funded in the Capital Outlay
Appropriations Bill. The projects are listed by site with dollars for
each location in the Federal/State/Local Program. With an integrated
programming procedure the Aeronautics projects should be contained in
the Transportation Program Book with the other modes. The Federal/
State/Local program could then be appropriated as a single line item
putting Aeronautics Projects in parallel with the appropr1at1ons of
other Departmental Projects.

- 19 -
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LOCATION OF AIRPORTS
WITH

PROJECTS ON THE "A” LISTING
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AlgRPORTs M Q NI am

BAY MARQUETTE ‘

James Clements Marquette County l i i

!

BERRIEN MONTCALM MANISTEE | WEKFORD | MISSAUREE | -G_GE!}AW_YTDSCO

Ross Fieid Lakeview Municipal ! | !
CALHOUN MUSKEGON I @ 5

W. K. Kellogy Muskegon County ~ /MASoN]T 1aKe | OBCEOLA | CLARE ;
CLINTON OAKLAND

Capita} City Cakland-Pontiac @
GENESEE OGEMARN

Bishop West Branch Community | i |
GOGEBIC OSCEOLA — Y R E

Gogebic County Evert Municipal wf WA e i sionan 75 ;
GRAND TRAVERSE OTSEGO _,E KENT ‘, 5 | e . upazn‘f

. | G\E - —_

Cherry Capital Otsego County ;,;;.'m% E—- i %-—w-ﬂm 'EsTMWEEEJ- @ | b oo
HOUGHTON SAGINAW i \ ( | ® ! E

Houghton County Memorial Tri-County ) ] @ i i@ | E r " OAKLAND Tﬁkcﬁa}
HURORN SHIAWASSEE [ sukean [ masav | e y mmesroNl :

Huron Ceunty Memorial Owosse City '

Caseville Townshi 1

P TUSCOLA

JACKSON Caro Municipal WASH

Reynolds Fieid WAYNE
KALAMAZOO Detroit Metre

Kalamazoo Munigipal Willow Run ._;_i
KENT Detroit City ! i | & 1

Kent County Intl. WEXFORD S R e T i

3/1/84

Wexford County
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MDOT PAGE 1
Q/047/04 BUREALU O F AEROCNAUTICS 04-093-84

1985 CAPITAL OuUTtLAY PROGRAM
PRIODRTTY A PROJECTS

CATEGORY {1 SPECTAL PROGRAMS/SAFETY

LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION ’ COSsT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
BATTLE CREEK 3 RUNWAY SURFACE TREATMENT $100.000 ' $90C. 000 $5.000 $5,000
W K KELLOGG REGIONAL

BEMNTON HARBOR ki MASTER PLAN l $25,000 $22,500 $1.250 C$1.250
ROSS FIELD

HANCOCK t SAFETY OVERRUN $335,000 $301,500 $16,750 $16,750
HOUGHTON COUNTY MEMORIAL

LANSING 1 MASTER PLAN $100,000 $90, 000 $5,000 $5,000
CAPITAL CITY

MARQUETTE 1 MASTER PLAN $20,000 $18,000 1,000 $1.000
MARQUETTE COUNTY

CATEGORY TOTAL $580, 000 $522.000 $29,000 29,000

CATEGORY 2 RECONSTRUCTION

BATTLE CREEX 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $1.200,000 $1,080,000 £60.000 $60.000

W K KELLOGG REGIONAL,

DETROIT 3 APRON DRAINAGE $500, 000 $375.000 $125.000

DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COU 3 TAXTIWAY REHABILITATION $400.000 $300, 000 $100.C00

DETROIT 3 | APRGN REHABILITATION $450,000 $40%,000 $22,500 $22.500

WILLOW RUN

HANCOCK 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $305.000 $274,500 $15,250 $15,2%0

HOUGHTON COUNTY MEMORTAL

KALAMAZOO .3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $299, 126 $262,213 $14,957 $14,95%6

KALAMAZOO MUNI

OW0sSso 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $110,000 $99,000 $5.,500 $5.500

OWass0o CITY

CATEGORY TOTAL $3.264, 126 $2.802,713 $118,207 $343.,206
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CATEGORY 3

MODOT
Q/047/04

STANDARDS

ILOCATION
/AIRPORY

BAY CITY
JAMES CLEMENTS MUNI

CADILLAC
WEXFORD COUNTY

CARD
CARD MUNI

DETRCIT
DETROLT CITY

DETROIT
DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COU

EVART
EVART MUNI

FLINT
EL1SHOP

GAYLORD
QTSEGO COUNTY

IRONWOOD
GOGEEIC COUNTY

" JACKSON

JACKSON COUNTY-REYNOLDS FIELD

KALAMAZOO
KALAMAZOO MUNI

LAKEVIEW
LAKEVIEW

t 985

PRIDRITY

SIS

R = WWMNW

N R R AR

]

BEURELEAU cF AERONAUDUDTICS

CA®PITAL oOuUTLAY

PRIORI11TY A

PROJECT ITEM
DESCRIPTION

LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT

LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY
LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT

MEDTIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG

LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT
NEW TAXI

LENGTHEN EXTSTING RUNWAY

TAXIwWAY SIGNS

AIRPOGRT BEACON

TAXIWAY LIGHTING

LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY
LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT

REHABILITATE AIRPORT LTG
LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPCGRT
NEW TAXI

CONSTR NEW APRQN

PRIMARY RWY CONSTRUCTIOM

LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT
PERIMETER FENCING

AUT WEATHER REPORT SYSTEM
SRE SANDER/SPREADER
PERIMETER FENCING

TAXIWAY LIGHTING

SRE FRONT END LOADER
SRE SNOWBLOWER

RELGCATE LOCAL ROAD
LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY

PROGRAM

PROJVECTS

TOTAL EST.

cosT

$50,00C

$120,000
$300.000

$46,840C
$168,000
$115,120
$129.,780
$1,975
$2,000
$18,745

$£417,000

$ 1,000,000

$143,000
$203,000
$88,000
$61,000
$628,000

$1,50C,100
$130,00C
$114,000
$270.000
$34,349
$175,0C0

$60.000
$185,000

$42,900
$129,800

FEDERAL
FUNDS

$45, 000

$108,000
$270.000

$42, 156
$151,200
$103.608
$116,802

$1,777
$1,800
$16,870

$375, 300

$750,000

-$128,7C0
$182,700C
$79,200
$54,800
$565,200

$1,350,000
$117.000
$108,000
$243,000
$30,215

$ 157,500

$54,000
$166,500

$38,610
$116,820C

PAGE 2

04-09~84
STATE LOCAL
FUNDS FUNDS
$£5,000
%6, 000 $8, 000
$30, 000
$2,3432 $2,342
$16,800
45,756 $5,756
$6, 489 $5,489
$29 399
$100 $100
937 $938
$20,850 $20,850
$250.000
$7, 150 $7, 150
$20,300
$4 400 $4,400
$3,050 $3,050
£31.400 31,400
$150,010
$13,000
$6,000
$27.000
$3,4234
$8.,750 38,750
%6 ,000
$18.,500
$2,145 $2.145
$6,490 $6.490




MDOT ' ) PAGE 3
QADAT/O4 BUREALU g F AERONAUTICS 04-09-84

19885 CAPITAL OuUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIOCRITY A PROJECTS

CATEGORY 3 STANDARDS

LOCATION PRIORETY PROJECT 1TEM TOTAL EST. FERERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION cosT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
LANS ING 5 CFR BUILDING $326.670 ©$294,000 $32.,670
CAPITAL CITY 5 SRE FRONT END LDADER . $140,000 %126, 000 $14,000
S 5 SRE BRODOM $110,000 $99, 000 $11,000
2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $700,000 $630,000 $70.000
owasso 4 RADID CONTROL $%5,000 $4,500 $250 $250
OwOsSsSn CITY 1 VASI . $15,000 $13,500 $750 $750
1 RETL $15,000 $13,500 $750 $750
PONTIAC 1 SEAlL APROMN $307 . 800 $277,000 £30, 800
DAKLAND-PONTIAC
SAGINAW 5 CFR BUTLDING $360.000 $324,000 $36,000
TRI CITY 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT %302, 400 $272,160 $30, 240
TRAVERSE CITY 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY : $932, 500 $839, 250 $46,625 $46,625
CHERRY CAPITAL
[} .
) WEST BRANCH 1 SAFETY OVERRUN $61.000 $54 , 900 $3,050 $3.050
= WEST BRANCH COMMUNITY
i
CATEGORY TOTAL $9.408,979 $8.323.458 $157,383 $928, 138
CATEGORY 4 UPGRADING AIRPORT ROLE (UPGRADE)
BAY CITY 2 PRIMARY RWY CONSTRUCYION $700, 000 $630, 000 $35, 000 $35,000
JAMES CLEMENTS MUNI
PONTIAC 1 RUNWAY REHABILITATICN $444,400 $400, 000 $44,400
DAKLAND-PONTTAC
WEST BRANCH 2 LENGTHEN EXTISTING RUNWAY $1, 100,000 $990, 000 $55 ., 000 $55, 000

WEST BRANCH COMMUNITY

CATEGORY TOTAL $2.244,400 $2.02G.000 $90, 000 $134.400




MOGT PAGE 4
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Q/0a7/04 BURF AU D F AERONAUTICS 04-09-84
1985 CAPITAL OuUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIOQRITY A PROCJECT S
CATEGORY 5 CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY}
LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT TTEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
JAIRPORT DESCRIPTIDN COST FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
BAD AXE 3 TAXIWAY PAVING $50, 000 $45, 000 $2.500 $2,500
HURON COUNTY MEMORIAL 3 PARALLEL TAXIWAY PAVING $88 . 000 $79, 200 4,400 %4 400
3 APRON EXPANSION $42.600 $38,340 $2,130 $2,130
DETROTT ] MEW TAXI $1,000,000 $750.000 $250,000
DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COU 4 RELOCATE |OCAL ROAD $800, 000 $600 ., 000 $200,000
- 5 STDEWALK $100, 000 $75,000 $25,000
4 RECONSTRUCT TERMINAL BLDG $500, 000 $250,000 $250,000
DETROIT 3 NEW TAXI $85, 000 $76.,500 $8,500
WILLOW RUN 4 ACCESS RODADS $250, 000 $225,000 $25,000
EVART 2 AUTD PARKING $24,00¢ $21.600 $1,200 %1, 200
EVART MUNI
GRAND RAPIDS 4 PASSENGER LOADING BRIDGE $1,000, 000 $£500, 000 $£500, 000
KENT COUNTY INTL
KALAMAZOO 4 TAXISTREET CONSTR $50, 000 $45, 000 $5.000
KALAMAZOO MUNI 4 PASSENGER LODADING BRIDGE $215, 000 $107,500 $107, 500
5 FQUIPMENT STORAGE BUILD $183.000 $165, 000 $18, 000
3 NEW Tax1 $240,000 $216,000 $12,000 $12,000
2 VAULT WORK $55,500 350,000 $5, 500
3 DRATINAGE $68C, 000 $612,000 $68, 000
LAKEVIEW 1 APRON EXPANSION $20,800 $18,720 $1,040 $1.040
LAKEVIEW :
MARQUETTE 3 APRON EXPANSION $232,000 $144,000 $8, 000 $80, 000
MARQUETTE COUNTY 3 NEW TAXI $11,600 © $10, 440 $580 $580
3 APRON EXPANSION $9.000 $8, 100 $450 $450
MUSKE GON 3 APRON EXPANSION $19%,375 $175,837 $9,769 $9,768
MUSKEGON COUNTY
DWOSSOo 1 ELECTRONIC LANDING AIDS $350, 000 $315,000 $17.500 $17.500
OWOSS0 CITY 3 APRON EXPANSION $150, 000 $135, 000 $7.500 $7.500
4 AUTD PARKING $31,700 $28,530 $3,170
SAGINAW 5 WATER AND SEWER $176,000 $158,400 $17.600
TRI CITY
WEST BRANCH 4 CONSTR NEW APRON $59.,000 $53, 100 $5, 900
WEST BRANCH COMMUNITY
CATEGORY TOTAL $6,598,575 $4.903,267 $67.069 $1t,628.239




MDCT PAGE 5
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Q/047/04 BUREALU 0F AEROUONAUTTICS C4-09-84
1985 CAPITAL CuUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIORITY A PROJECTS
CATEGORY 7 NEW AIRPORTS-COMMUNITY
LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION CasT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
CASEVILLE 4 ACCESS ROADS $88, 100 $79.290 $8,810
CASEVILLE TOWNSHIP AIRPORT 4 CONSTR NEW APRON %99, 6C0 $B8,640 $9,260
2 PRIMARY RWY CONSTRUCTION $596, 400 $536,760 $29,820 $29,820
e NEW TAXI $30.942 $27.848 $1.547 $1.547
2 DRAINAGE $108,000 $97,200 $5, 400 %5, 400
2 LAND FOR NEW AIRPORT $450.000 $405, 000 $45,000
CATEGORY TOTAL $1.373.042 $1,235.738 $36,767 $100;537
CATEGORY 8 EQUIPMENT AND BUILDINGS
MARQUETTE 5 GENERATOR $250,000 $225,000 $25,000
MARQUETTE COUNTY
PONTIAC 5 CFR BUILDING $500, 000 $450,000 $50,000
CATEGORY TOTAL $735C, 000 $675,000 $75,000
GRAND TOTAL ' $24,219,122 $20,482 176 $498, 126

43,238,520
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LOCATION OF AIRPORTS
T WiTH |
PROJECTS ON THE "B” LISTING
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| SCHOOLCAAFT .o .l_

MACKNAC

! PRESOUE ISLE

[orsscn; wear. | A
E MORENCY

ANTRIM E }
AIRPORTS - |

ALLEGAN LIVINGSTON

Tulip City Livingston County S S R S S

Padgham Field MANISTEE
BARRY ! Manistee County i i

iHastings Municipal . MENORINEE . . ] I N RS S
DELTA . Meromines-Marinatte :

Delta County MIDLAND
GRAND TRAVERSE Jack Barstow DEEANA 'Taswmd i Mzéom] “sABELA " Mlnum:;

Cherry Capital MONROE . F | @ i @E _______
GRATIOT Monroe Custer ___.E N N L , i

Gratiot Community OTSEGO A xsaoui | HONTCALM E'Enmor i sAG!NAw 1 k
INGHAM Otsego County " e P @ 1o oareii

Jewett Field OTTAWA ] i }_ﬂ i . __j GENESEE ! [E—

R ] +  S5T. CLAIR

ISABELLA : Grand Haven Municipai OW‘W"i E 1ONIA F GLINTON ;auuwassizg i

Mt. Pleasant Municipal VAN BUREN H f J i i |_'J'_ b i

. H ' QAKLAND MALH

JACKSON South Haven Municipal R [_BMM I woﬂ T gﬁ,ﬂ {

Reynoids Fleld WAYRE @ | ! ® |
LENAWEE Willow Run @ ! | | ® | B

Lenawee County

VAN BURER 1K KAI.AMAZI)O! ‘cALDUN I Jacson TwAsszNAwl WAYNE )

I
o 1el e

BERRIEN]  CASS ES"I JOSEFHI HRANCH mu.sn.uai LENAWEE iv MONROE

3/1/84
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G/0AT/04 BUREAU aF AERCNAUTICS Q4-08-84
1985 CAPITAL oOuT LAY PROGRAM
PRIORITY B PROUJVECTS
CATEGORY 1 SPECIAL PROGRAMS/SAFETY
LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM FOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION COST FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
MENOMINEE MASTER PLAN $6C, 000 $54,000 $£3.000 $3.,000
MENGMINEE-MARINETTE TWIN COUNT
CATEGORY TOTAL" $6C, 000 $54,000 $3.000 $3,000
CATEGORY 2 RECONSTRUCTION
ADRYAN MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $54,600 549,140 $2,730 $2,730
THE LENAWEE COUNTY
ALMA SEAL APRON $18,000 $16.,200 $900 $900
GRATIOT COMMUNITY SEAL COAT $55, 000 $49,500 $2,750 $2,750
GRAND HAVEN MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $66,000 $59,400 $3, 300 $3,300
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK
MANISTEE STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $12,735 $11,462 $637 $636
MANISTEE CO.-BLACKER
CATEGDRY TOTAL $206,335 $185,702 $10.,317 $10,316
CATEGORY 3 STANDARDS
ADRIAN RETL $33. 100 $29,780 $1.655 $1,655
THE LENAWEE CDUNTY
ALMA ELECTRONIC LANDING AIDS $10,000 $9,0C0 $500 $500.
GRATIOT COMMUNITY
ESCANABA SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $12C.000 $108,000 $12.,000
DELTA COUNTY
GRAND HAVEN SEGMENTED CIRCLE $4, 000 $3,600 $200 $200
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK WINDCONE $8,000 $7.200 $400 $400
TAXIWAY LIGHTING $85,000 $76,500 $4,250 $4,250
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1885 CAPITAL OuUuTLA«Y PROGRAM
PRIORTITY B PROJECT S

CATEGCRY 3 STANDARDS

LOCATION PRIQRITY PROJECT ITEM : TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT BESCRIPTION ‘COST FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
1 RELL $15.0C0 ’ $13,500 $750 $750 ‘
1 VASI : $15,000 $13.500 $750 $750 :
HASTINGS 2 LAND FOR EXISTIMG AIRPORT $80, 000 $72.000 8,000
HASTINGS MUNI
HOWELL 2 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $500., 000 $450,000 $25.000 $25,000
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
JACKSON 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $100.,000 $80,000 $10, 000
JACKSON COUNTY-REYNOLDS FIFELD
MANTISTEE 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $580, 000 $522.000 $58,000
MANISTEE CO.-BLACKER
MENOMINEE 1 MICROWAVE LANDING SYSTEM ’ $418,400 $376,560 $10,460 $31,380
MENCMINEE~-MARINETTE TWIN COUNT
MIDLAND 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $52,000 $46.80C0 $5,200
JACK BARSTOW
MONROE 2 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $180,000 $162,000 $9,000 $9.000
MONROE CUSTER
MT PLEASANT 2 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $355, 200 $312,680 $17,760 $17,760
MT PLEASANT MUNICIfAL
SOUTH HAVEN 3 WIDEN EXISTENG RUNWAY $59C, 000 $531.000 $29, 500 $29,500
SOUTH HAVEN MUNI 1 ELECTRONIC LANDING AIDS $40.000 $36.000 $2.000 $2,000
2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORI $300, 000 $27C,000 $30.000

CATEGORY TOTAL $3.485, 700 $3,137.,130 $102,225 $246,345
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CATEGORY 4 UPGRADING ATIRPORT ROLE (UPGRADE)

LEOCATION PRIORITY
/ATRPORT
MT PLEASANT 2

MT PLEASANT MUNICIPAL

CATEGORY 8 CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT {(CAPACITY)

ALLEGAN 3
PADGHAM FIELD

DETROIT =
WILLOW RUN

GRAND HAVEN 2
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK

MASQON 3
MASON JEWETT FIELD

SQUTH HAVEN 3
SOUTH HAVEN MUNI

TRAVERSE CITY 3
CHERRY CAPITAL 3

RIORTITY B PROJECTS

PROJECT TTEM
DESCRIPTION

LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT

CATEGORY TOTAL

NEW TAXI

WATER AND SEWER

EDGE LIGHTING

CROSSWIND RWY CONSTR

LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY

NEW TAXI
NEW TAXI

CATEGORY TOTAL

TOTAL EST.

COsST

$167,000

$167,000

$275,000

$460,000

$8,000

$250,000

$300, 000

$150, 000
$150C,000

$1,593.,000

FEDERAL
FUNDS

$ 150, 300

$ 150,300

$247.500

$414,000

$7.200

$270.000

$135,000
$135,000

$1,208,700

PAGE 3
04-00-B4
STATE LOCAL
FUNDS FUNDS
$16,700
16,700
$13.750 $13, 750
$46,000
$400 $400
$125, 000 $125,000
$15,000 $15,000
$7.500 $7.500
$7.500 $7,500
$169, 150C $21%, 150
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1885 CAPITAL oOuUTLAY PROCGRAM
PRIQRTTY B FPROJECTS
CATEGDORY 7 NEW AIRPORTS-COMMUNITY

LGCATION PRICRITY PROJECT ITEM ) TATAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL

/ANIRPORT OESCRIPTION COST FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
HOLLAND 2 LAND FOR NEW AIRPORT $3,368.000 ©$3,022,200 $167,900 F167,900
TULIP CITY

CATEGORY TOTAL $3,358,000 $3,022,200 $167,900 $167,900

CATEGORY 8B EQUIPMENT AND BUILDINGS

GAYLGRD 5 SRE BROOM $100,000 $90,000 $10,000

OTSEGO COUNTY

MIDLAND 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER . $135.,000 $1214.500 $13,500
CATEGORY TOTAL $235,000 $211,500 $23.500

GRAND TOTAL $9,105.035 $7.969,532 $452,%02  $682,911
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CAPITAL oOUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIDRITY Cc PROJECTS

CATEGORY 1 SPECIAL PROGRAMS/SAFETY

LOCATION PRIDRITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION : COsT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
MENOMINEE ' 3 RUNWAY SURFACE TREATMENT $53, 000 . $47,700 $2,650 $2,650

MENOMINEE-MARINETTE TWIN COUNT

CATEGORY TOTAL $53,000 $47.700 $2,650 $2,650

¢
CATEGORY 2 RECONSTRUCTION

BATTLE CREEK 3 DRAINAGE . $9,000 $8, 100 $450 $450

W K KELLDGG REGIONAL

BOYNE CITY 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $65, 000 $58, 500 $3,250 $3,250

BOYNE CITY MUNI

CHARLOTTE 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $87,000 $87,300 $4,850 $4,850

FITCH H BEACH ‘

CLARE 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $81,000 $72,900 $4,050 . $4,050

CLARE MUNICIPAL

DETROIT 3 APRON REHABILITATION $800, 000 $810,000 $45,000 $45.dOO

WILLOW RUN

GRAND RAPIDS 3 APRON REHABILITATION $200,000 $180C,000 $10,000 $10.000

KENT COUNTY INTL 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $400, 000 $360,000 $20,000 $20,000
3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $600, 000 $540, 000 $30,000 $30,000

HARRISON 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $60,000 $30., 000 $30, 000

CLARE COUNTY

HASTINGS 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $77.000 $69, 300 $3.é50 $3.850

HASTINGS MUNI ‘

IONIA 3 TAXIWAY PAVING $ 133,000 $119,700 $13,300

IONTA COUNTY

IRONWODD 2 RUNWAY SURFACE T?EATMENT $150,000 $135,000 $7.500 $7.500

GOGEBIC COUNTY

KALKASKA 2 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $28C, 000 $140,000 $140.000

KALKASKA CITY
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CATEGORY 2

MDOT
Q/047/04

LOCATION
/AIRPORT

LUDINGTON
MASON COUNTY

NEWAYGO
NEWAYGO

NEWBERRY
L.UCE COUNTY HALE

ONAWAY
ONAWAY MUNI

ONTONAGON
ONTONAGON COUNTY

OWOSSs0
owosso CITY

PAW PAW
ALMENA

PELLSTON
EMMET COUNTY

PONTIAC
OAKLAND-PONTIAC

PORT HURON
ST.CLATR COUNTY INTL

SAGINAW
HARRY W. BROWNE

SEBEWALNG
SEBEWAING

WHITE CLOUD
WHITE CLOUD

RECONSTRUCTION

BUREAU 0O F AEROCNAUTTICS

CAPITAL ouTLAY PROGRAM

PRIODRITY o PROJECTS

PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM

DESCRIPTION
3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
2 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG
3 RECONSTRUCT APRON
2 PRIMARY RWY CONSTRUCTION
3 RUNWAY SURFACE TREATMENT
3 DRAINAGE
3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
2 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY

CATEGORY TOTAL

TOTAL EST.

CosT

$250, 000

$68,000

$123, 000

$67,000

$30, 000

$50, 000

$420,000

$300,000

$12,500

$441,000

$340,000

$47,000

$£124,000

$5,394 500

FEDERAL

FUNDS

$225,000

$61.200

$173,700

$60, 300

$27,000

$45,000

$378,000

$270,000

$11,250

$386,900

$42,300

$111,600

$4.243,.050

PAGE 2
C4-12-84
STATE LOCAL
FUNDS FUNDS
$12,500 $12.500
$3.400 $3,400
%$9,650 $9,650C
$3, 350 $3,350
$1,3500 £1,5C00
$2.500 $2.500
$21.000 $21,000
$£15,000 $15,000
$625 $625
$22,050 $22.050
$170,000 $17C, 000
$2.350 $2,350
$6.200 $6,200
$569.075 $582,375
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Q/047/04 BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS 04-12-84
CAPITAL OuUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIDRITY C PROUJVECTS
CATEGORY 3 STANDARDS

LOCATION PRIODRITY  PROJECT ITEM T TOTAL EST. | FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION CcosT ] FLINDS FUNDS FUNDS
ADRIAN 1 VASI $33, 100 $29,780 $1,655 $1,655
THE LENAWEE COUNTY 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $40,600 $36,540 $2,030 $2,030
BATTLE CREEK } VASI $15,000 $13,500 $750 $750
W K KELLOGG REGIONAL 2 EDGE LIGHTING $6, 500 $5,850 $325 $325

2 CLEARING $4,000 $3,600 $200 $200
BAY CITY 3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $60,000 354,000 $3,000 $3.,000
JAMES CLEMENTS MUNI j ;
BELLAIRE 3 RUNWAY SURFACE TREATMENT $50,000 $45,000 $2,500 $2.500
ANTRIM COUNTY
BIG RAPIDS 2 LAND FDR EXISTING AIRPORT $400, 000 $360, 000 $40,000
ROBEN-HOOD
CASEVILLE 1 ELECTRONIC LANDING AIDS $10,000 $9, 000 $500 $500
CASEVILLE TOWNSHIP AIRPORT 3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $194,000 £174,600 $8, 700 $9,700

A

DETROIT 2 NON-PRECISION INSTR APPR $369,000 $332,100 $18,450 $18,450
DETROIT CITY
DETROIT 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $600, 000 $540,000 $60.,000
WILLOW RUN
DOWAGIAC 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $1,507,000 $1,356,300 $Hso,7oo
CASS COUNTY MEML
FLINT 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $1,600,000 $1,440,000 $ 160,000
BISHOP
GAYLORD 5 PERIMETER FENCING $130,000 $117,000 $13,000
OTSEGO COUNTY
GRAND HAVEN 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $92,500 $83, 250 $4,625 $4,625
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $159,000 $143, 100 $15,900
GRAND LEDGE 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $210,000 $189,000 $21,000
ABRAMS MUNI .
HOUGHTON LAKE 1 REIL $15,000  __ §13,500 $750 $750
ROSCOMMON COUNTY 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $50,000 - $45, 000 $5,000
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CAPITAL ODOUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIORITY c PROJJECTS

CATEGGRY 3 STANDARDS

LOCATION : PRIORITY  PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION ‘ cosT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
IRONWOOD 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $15,500 $13,950 $775 $775
GOGEBIC COUNTY 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $15,500 $13,950 $775 $775
2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $15,500 $13,950 $775 $775
2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING ‘ $15,500 $19,950 $775 $775
2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $15,500 $13,950 $775 $775
3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $152,000 $136,800 $7.600 $7,600
KALAMAZDO 2 UTILITY RELOCATION $50, 000 $45,000 $2,500 $2.500
KALAMAZOO MUNI
KALKASKA 2 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $50,000 $25,000 $25,000
KALKASKA CITY
LANSING 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $700,000 $630.000 $70,000
CAPITAL CITY
. LUDINGTON 2 CLEARING $23,500 $21,150 $1,175 $1,175
MASON COUNTY
@ : ‘
~ MANISTEE 1 MICROWAVE LANDING SYSTEM $500,000 $450,000 $25,000 $25,000
! MANISTEE CO.~BLACKER
MENOMINEE 5 TESTING EQUIPMENT $1,000 $900 ' $100
MENOMINEE-MARINETTE TWIN COUNT 1 VAST $20,000 $18,000 $1,000 $1.000
1 REIL $20,000 $18,000 $1,000 $1,000
1 TAXIWAY SIGNS $38,000 $34,200 $1,900 $1.900
1 RADIO CONTROL $4,000 $3,600 $200 $200
1 ATRPORT BEACON $32.000 $28,800 $1,600 $1,600
1 WINDCONE $50.000 . $45,000 $2,500 $2,500
MIDLAND 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $200,000 $180, 000 $10,000 $10,000
JACK BARSTOW
“MONROE 1 WINDCONE . $5,000 $4,500 $250 $250
MONROE CUSTER 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $35,000 $31,500 $1,750 $1.750
3 NEW TAXI $165.000 $148,500 $8,280 $8,250
QwOsSO 3 APRON FLOOD LIGHTING $30,000 $27.000 ‘ $3,000
OWOSSO CITY 1 AIRPORT BEACON. $20, 000 "$18,000 $1,000 $1,000
. 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $60,000 $54,000 $6.000
2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $150,000 $135,000 $7.500 $7,500
PELLSTON 5 : CFR EQUIPMENT $200,000 ~ $180,000 $20.000
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CAPITAL OUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIORITY G PRJIJECTS

CATEGORY 3 STANDARDS

_8€_

LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM C TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION COST FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
EMMET COUNTY 5 PERIMETER FENCING ~ $55,000 " $48,500 $5,500
PONTIAC 4 RELOCATE LOCAL RDAD $83,300 . $74.970 $8,330
OAKLAND-PONTIAC
PORT HURON 1 MICROWAVE LANDING SYSTEM $500,000 $450,000 $25,000 $25,000
ST.CLAIR COUNTY INTL 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $18,000 $16,200 $1,800
ROGERS CITY 1 AIRPORT BEACON $25,000 $22,500 $1,250 $1,250
PRESQUE ISLE COUNTY 2 LAND FOR EXISTEING AIRPORT $300, 000 $270,000 $30,000
5 PERIMETER FENCING $2%,000 $22,500 $2,500
2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $30,000 $27,000 $1.250 $1,750
SAGINAW 1 ELECTRONIC LANDING AIDS $100,000 $90.000 $5.000 $5,000
TRI CITY )
SAULT STE MARIE 1 AIRPORT BEACON $26,000 $23,400 $1,300 $1,300
CHIPPEWA COUNTY INTERNATIONAL
THREE RIVERS 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $40,200 $36, 180 $4,020
THREE, RIVERS MUNICIPAL DR HAIN
TRAVERSE CITY 2 STRENGTHENING DVERLAY $70,000 $63,000 $3,500 $3.500
CHERRY CAPITAL 3 TAXIWAY PAVING $123,000 $110,700 $12,300
3 NEW TAXI $300,000 $270,000 $30,000
TROY 3 DRAINAGE $324,000 $162,000 $162,000
TROY-0AKLAND 3 TAXIWAY REHABILITATION $4,000 $3.600 $200 $200
3 DRAINAGE $266,000 $133,000 $133,000
3 APRON DRAINAGE : $2€6,000 $239,400 $13,300 $13,300
2 SEAL COAT . $4,000 $2.000 $2,000

CATEGORY TOTAL $10,688,200 $9,039,780 $494.385 $1,154,035
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CAPITAL DUTLAY PRDGRAM
PRIORITY C PROUJECTS
CATEGORY 4 UPGRADING AIRPORT ROLE (UPGRADE)
LOCATION PRIORITY  PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION cosT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
BATTLE CREEK 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $200, 000 $180, 000 $10,000 $10.000
W K KELLOGG REGIONAL
BENTON HARBOR 4 RELOCATE LOCAL ROAD $1,620,000 $1,458,000 $81,000 $81,000
ROSS FIELD 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $638, 000 $574,200 $31,900 $31,800
HOUGHTON LAKE 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $505, 000 $454, 500 $25, 250 $25,250
ROSCOMMON COUNTY
CATEGDRY TOTAL  $2,963,000 $2,666,700 $148, 150 $148, 150
CATEGORY 5§ CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY)

BELLAIRE 3 NEW TAXI $110,000 $99, 000 $5, 500 $5.500
ANTRIM COUNTY
CADILLAC 3 NEW TAXI $100,000 $90, 000 $5.,000 $5,000
WEXFORD COUNTY
CARO 4 RELOCATE LOCAL ROAD $370,000 $333,000 $37,000
CARD MUNI 3 CROSSWIND RWY CONSTR $254,000 $228.600 $12,700 $12,700 -
CASEVILLE 3 CROSSWIND RWY -CONSTR $2B7, 000 $258, 300 $14,350 $14,350
CASEVILLE TOWNSHIP AIRPORT 5 AUTO PARKING $30,942 $27.848 $3,094

3 NEW TAXI $30,000 $27,000 $1.500 $1,500
CHARLEVOIX 3 APRON EXPANSION $35, 000 $31,500 $3,500
CHARLEVOIX MUNI
DETROIT 3 APRON EXPANSION $4, 300,000 $3,225,000 $1.075,000
DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COU
GRAND HAVEN a4 TAXISTREET CONSTR $170, 000 $153,000 $17.000
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK 4 CONSTR NEW APRON $£127,000 $114,300 $12,700
HANCDCK a NEW TAXI $3.,000,000 $2.700,000 $15C, 000 $150,000
HOUGHTON COUNTY MEMORIAL
HOUGHTON LAKE 3 TURNAROUND $25, 000 $22,500 $1,250 $1,250

ROSCOMMON COUNTY
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Q/047/04 BUREAU OF AERDODNAUTICS 04-12-84
CAPITAL OUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIODRITY c PROJECTS
CATEGORY § CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY)
LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LoCAL
JAIRPORT DESCRIPTION casT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
HOWELL a PARALLEL TAXIWAY PAVING $350,000 " $315,000 $17.500 $17,500
LIVINGSTON COUNTY :
TRON MOUNTAIN/KINGSFORD 3 NEW TaXxI $1,600,000 $1,440,000 $80,000 $80,000
FORD 4 PASSENGER LOADING BRIDGE $288,000 $144,000 $144,000
JACKSON . 3 NEW TAXI $495,000 $445,500 $24,750 $24,750
JACKSON COUNTY-REYNOLDS FIELD 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $700,000 $630,000 $35, 000 $35,000
KALAMAZOO 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $169,000 $152,100 $8,4%0 $8,450
KALAMAZOO MUNI
LANSING 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $800, 000 $720.000 $40,000 $40,000
CAPITAL CITY 1 ELECTRONIC LANDING AIDS $400, 000 $360,000 420,000 $20,000
3 APRON EXPANSION %300, 000 $270.000 $15,000 $15.000
LUDINGTON 3 NEW TAXI $ 100,000 $90,000 $5, 000 $5,000
MASON COUNTY 3 NEW TAXI %300, 000 $270.000 $15,000 $15,000
3 NEW TAXI $38,000 $34,200 $1,900 $1,900
3 APRON EXPANSION $84,275 $75,848 $4.,214 $4.213
- 3 NEW TAXI $88,000 $79, 200 $4.,400 $4 ., 400
MASON 2 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $575.000 $287,500 $287,500
MASON JEWETT FIELD :
OWOSSO 3 APRON EXPANSIDN %$130.000 $117,000 $6,500 $6, 500
OWOSSO CITY 3 APRON EXPANSION $93,000 $83,700 $4,650 $4,650
3 NEW TAXI $175,000 $157,500 8,750 $8,750
PELLSTON 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $375, 000 $337,500 $18, 750 $18,750
EMMET COUNTY 3 APRON EXPANSION $500, 000 $450,000 $25,000 $25,000
PONTIAC 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $112,500 $1014,250 35,625 $5,625
OAKLAND-PONTIAC .
PORT HURON 3 NEW TAXI $100, 000 $90, 000 $10, 000
$T.CLAIR COUNTY INTL 4 CONSTR NEW APRON $144,000 $128,600 $14,400
ROGERS CITY 3 NEW TAXI $100, 000 $380, 000 $2.500 $7.500
PRESQUE ISLE COUNTY
SAGINAW 4 CONSTR NEW APRON $142,000 $127.800 $14,200
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PROGRAM

TOTAL EST.

cosT

$100,000
$1,750,000

$39,000
$211,630
$393,000
$ 100,000

$4,000
$50, 000

MDOT
Q/047/04 BUREAWU 0F AERONAUTICS
CAPITAL OUTLAY
PRIORITY C PROJECTS
CATEGORY 5 CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY)
LOCATION PRIORITY  PROJECT ITEM
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION
SAGINAW 2 PRIMARY APPROACH CONSTR
TRI CITY 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY
THREE RIVERS 3 APRON EXPANSION
THREE RIVERS MUNICIPAL DR HAIN 3 NEW TAXI
3 NEW TAXI
4 TAXISTREET CONSTR
TROY 3 TAXIWAY PAVING
TROY-0AKLAND 5 WATER AND SEWER
4 ACCESS ROADS

CATEGORY €

WIXOM

CATEGORY TOTAL

NEW AIRPORTS-CAPACITY

2 LAND FOR NEW AIRPORT

SPENCER FIELD

CATEGORY 7

PAW PAW
ALMENA

CATEGORY TOTAL

NEW AIRPORTS~COMMUNITY
!
2 LAND FOR NEW AIRPORT

CATEGORY TOTAL

$18.000

$19,363,347

$2, 100,000

$2.100.000

$600,000

$80Q0,.000

FEDERAL
FUNDS

$80,000
$1,575,000

$35, 100
$190, 467
$83,700
$30, 000

$16,074,513

$1.890,000

$1.,880,000

$540,000

$£540,000

PAGE 8
04-12-84
STATE LOCAL
FUNDS FUNDS
$10.000 $10,000
$87, 500 $87,500
%1.950 $1,950
%21, 163
$9,300
$10,000
32,000 $2,000
$50, 000
$18,000
$922,239 $2,366,595
$105,000 . $105,000
$105,000 $105, 000
$30,000 $30,000
$30.,000 $30,000
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Q/047/04 BUREAU 0 F AERONAUTICS Q4-12-~84
CAPITAL DUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIORITY c PROJECTS
CATEGORY 8 EQUIPMENT AND BUILDINGS
LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION cosT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
CADILLAC 5 SRE FRONT END LOADER $110,000 $99,000 $11,000
WEXFORD COUNTY )
CHARLEVOIX 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER $100, 000 $90, 000 £10, 000
CHARLEVOIX MUNI
DETROIT 5 PERIMETER FENCING $60,000 $54, 000 $6,000
WILLOW RUN
ESCANABA 4 PASSENGER LOADING BRIDGE $240,000 $120,000 ' $120,000
DELTA COUNTY 4 AUTO PARKING $60,C00 $54, 000 $6,000
4 TERMINAL BUILDING $800.000 $400, 000 $400, 000
GAYLORD 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER $140,000 $126,000 $14,000
OTSEGO COUNTY 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $ 100,000 $90.,000 $10,000
i 5 SRE BROOM $100,000 $20, 000 $1C.000
i GRAND RAPIDS 4 TERMINAL BUILDING $320,000 $160,000 $160,000
s KENT COUNTY INTL
NS
C HANCOCK 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER $150C, 000. $135,000 $15%,00C0
HOUGHTON COUNTY MEMORIAL
IRON MOUNTAIN/KINGSFORD 5 SRE GRADER $100,000 $30,000 $10,000
FORD
KALAMAZOO 5 SERVICE ROAD $120,000 $108,000 $12,000
KALAMAZQO MUNT 5 WATER AND SEWER $35, 000 $31,500 $3.500
LLANSING 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER $140,000 $126,000 $14,000
CAPITAL CITY 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $120,000 $108,000 £12,000
MANISTEE 5 PERIMETER FENCING $48,000 $43,200 $4 , 800
MANISTEE CO.-BLACKER 1 SECURITY FENCING $100, 000 $390, 000 $5,000 $5.000
MARQUETTE 4 TERMINAL BUILDING $760,000 $168,.660 $591,340
MARQUETTE COUNTY
MUSKEGON 5 SRE FRONT END LOADER $170,500 $139,500 $31,000
MUSKEGON COUNTY
OWoss0 4 TAXISTREET CONSTR $30, 000 $27.000 $3.000.
OWDSS0D CITY 4 ACCESS ROADS $50,000 $45, 000 $5,000
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MDOT PAGE 10
Q/047/04 BURE AU aF AERONAUTICS 04-12~84

CAPITAL OUTLAY PRODGRAM
PRIORTITY C PROJECTS

CATEGORY 8 EQUIPMENT AND BUILDINGS

L.OCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL

/AIRPORT ’ DESCRIPTION : COST FUNDS FUNDS. FUNDS
PONTIAC 4 ACCESS ROADS $22,100 ' $19,890 $2,210
OAKLAND-PONTIAC 4 TAXISTREET CONSTR $449,000 $404, 100 $44,8900
4 AUTD PARKING - $36, 300 : $32.670 $3,630
PORT HURON 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $90,000 $81,000 $9.000
ST.CLAIR COUNTY INTL
SAULT STE MARIE 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $266,000 $239,400 $26,600
CHIPPEWA COUNTY INTERNATIONAL 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER $202,000 $181,800 $20,200
CATEGORY TOTAL $4,918,800  $3,353,720 $5.000 $1,560,180
GRAND TOTAL $46,080,947 $37,855,463 $2,276,498 $5.948,980
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MDOT
Q/047/04

LOCATION
/AIRPORT

CARO
CARO MUNI

CATEGORY 2 RECONSTRUCTION

ADRIAN
THE LENAWEE COUNTY

ALLEGAN
PADGHAM FIELD

BALDWIN
BALDWIN MUNI

BATTLE CREEK
W K KELLOGG REGIONAL

BIG RAPIDS
ROBEN-HOOD

DETROIT
WILLOW RUN

ESCANARBA
DELTA COUNTY

GRAYLING
MCNAMARA

PELLSTON
EMMET COUNTY

STANDISH
STANDISH INDUSTRIAL

PRIORITY

MO ARA] LA

W w

BUREAU

CAPITAL oUuTLAY
PRIORITY c PROJECTS
PROJECT ITEM
DESCRIPTION
NEW TAXI

FUEL FACILITY

CATEGORY TOTAL

PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
RUNWAY REHABILITATION
PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
SITE PREPARATION
DRAINAGE

TAXIWAY PAVING

PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY
OVERLAY APRON

PRIMARY RWY CONSTRUCTION

RUNWAY REHABILITATION
RUNWAY REHABILITATION
APRON EXPANSION

PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY

RUNWAY SURFACE TREATMENT

PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY

QF AERONAUTICS

PROGRAM

TOTAL EST.

COsT
$146,875
$47,000

$183,975

%105,0850
$180,000
$122,000

$4,000
- $8,000
£18,000
$200, 000
$20,000
$766,000

$5,520,000
$950.000
$70,000
$1.200,000

$300,000

-$99,000

FEDERAL
FUNDS

$132,277
%42, 300

$174,877

$94,550
$162,000
$109, B0O0O
$3,600
$8, 100
316,200
$180, 000
$18,000
$689, 400
$4,968,000
$855, 000
$63,000

$1,080,000

$270,000

. PAGE

04-12-84

STATE LOCAL

FUNDS FUNDS
$7.349 $7,349
$2,350 $2.,.350
$9,699 $9,699
$5,250 $5,250
$9,000 $9,000
$6, 100 $6, 100
$200 $200
$300
$900 $900
$10, 000 $10,000
$1,000 $1,000
$38,300 $38,300
$276, 000 $276, 000
$47,500 $47, 500
%3, 500 $3,500
$60, 000 $60,000
$15,000 $15,000
$49,500 $49,500

11
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MpoT PAGE 12
Q/041/04 BEUREA AU o F AERONAUTICS 04-12-84

CAPITAL OuUTLAY PRDGRAM
PRIOQORITY c PRQOJECTS

CATEGORY 2 RECONSTRUCTION

LOCATION . PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION : CasT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
TRAVERSE CITY 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $1,398, 100 ' $1,258,290 $69, 900 $69,905

CHERRY CAPITAL

CATEGORY TOTAL $10,961.150 $9,775,940 $592, 155 $593,0565
CATEGORY 3 STANDARDS
BENTON HARBOR 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT - $83,000 $83,700 $9, 300
ROSS FIELD :
BIG RAPIODS 1 VASI $30.000 - $27,000 $1,500 $1.500
ROBEN-HQOOD
GAYLORD 3 WIDEN EXISTING RUNWAY $200,000 $ 180,000 $10,000 $10,000
OTSEGO COUNTY 3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $71,000 $63, 900 $3,5%0 $3,550
3 TAXIWAY PAVING ) $271,000 $243, 900 $13,550 $13,550
HOWELL 1 MICROWAVE LANDING SYSTEM $400, 000 $360,000 $20,000 $20,000
LIVINGSTON COUNTY 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $120,000 $108,000 $6.000 $6,000
1 RAIL $15,000 $13,500 $750 £750
JACKSON 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $300, 000 $270,000 $30.000
JACKSON COUNTY-REYNOLDS FIELD '
KALAMAZQO 2 CLEARING $ 105,000 $94,500 $5,250 $5, 250
KALAMAZOO MUNI
MARQUETTE 2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $30, 000 $27.000 $1,500 $1,500
MARQUETTE COUNTY
MT PLEASANT 1 MICROWAVE LANDING SYSTEM $500.000 $450,000 $25,000 $25.000
MT PLEASANT MUNICIPAL
PAW PAW 3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG $£90,000 $81,000 $4,500 4,500
ALMENA e '
‘THREE RIVERS 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $705.000 $634.500 $70,500

THREE RIVERS MUNICIPAL DR HAIN

CATEGORY TOTAL $2,930,000 $2,637,000 $91,600 '$201,400




MDOT PAGE 13

Q/047/04 BUREAU o F AERONAUTICSES 04-12-84
CAPITAL OUT LAY PROGRAM
PRIORTITY C PROJECTS
CATEGDRY 4 UPGRADING ATRPORT ROLE (UPGRADE)
LOCATION PRIORITY  PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION cosT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
BATTLE CREEK 2 STRENGTHENTING OVERLAY $200, 000 ' $180,000 $10,000 $10,000
W K KELLDGG REGIDNAL
PONTIAC 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $720,000 $648, 000 $36,000 $36,000
OAKLAND-PONTIAC
CATEGORY TOTAL $920,000 $828,000 $46,000 $46,000
CATEGORY 5 CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY)
ADRIAN 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $91,000 $81,900 $4,550 $4,550
THE LENAWEE COUNTY
! ALLEGAN 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $427,500 $384,750 $21,375 $21,375
i PADGHAM FIELD
[=)]

S CARO 4 CONSTR NEW APRON $81,790 $73.6114 $4,0889 $4,090
CARO MUNI 4 TERMINAL BUILDING $50, 000 $50.000
CASEVILLE 3 NEW TAXI $200, 000 $ 180,000 $10,000 $10.000
CASEVILLE TOWNSHIP AIRPORT
DETROIT 3 NEW TAXI $2,900,000 $2,610,000 $290, 000
DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE cOU 4 ACCESS  ROADS $2, 800,000 $2.520,000 $280,000
DOWAGIAC 4 AUTO PARKING $46,500 $41,850 $4,850
CASS COUNTY MEML 3 RECONSTRUCT APRON $161,000 $144,900 $8,050 $8,050
GRAND LEDGE 3 NEW TAXI $610,000 $549,000 $30, 500 $30.500
ABRAMS MUNI
GRAND RAPIDS 3 NEW TAXI %1,500,000 $1,350.000 $75, 000 $75,000
KENT COUNTY INTL
HOUGHTON LAKE 3 NEW TAXI , $70,000 $63, 000 $3,500 $3,500
ROSCOMMON COUNTY 3 CROSSWIND RWy CONSTR $240,500 $189, 450 $10.525 $10,525
IRONWDOD 3 APRON EXPANSION $200, 000 $180, 000 $10.000 310,000
GOGERIC COUNTY 3 CROSSWIND RWY CONSTR $2,057, %00 $1,851, 750 $102,875 $102,875




MDOT : PAGE 14
Q/047/04 BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS 04-12-84

CAPITAL OUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIORITY C PROJECTS

CATEGORY 5§ CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY)

_L-b_

LOCATION PRIDRITY PROJECT XITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL

/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION . casT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS

JACKSON : 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $87,000 - $78, 300 $4,350 $4,350

JACKSON COUNTY-REYNGOLDS FIELD

LUDINGTON 2 STRENGTHENING OQVERLAY $34,000 $30,600 $1,700 $1,700

MASON COUNTY

MANISTEE 3 NEW TAXI $115,000 $103,500 $5, 750 $5,780

MANISTEE CO.-BLACKER

MARSHALL 3 APRON EXPANSION $141,000 $126,900 $7,050 $7,050

BROOKS FIELD 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $61,000 $54,9200 $3,050 $3.,050
4 ACCESS ROADS $12.000 $10,800 $1,200
5 PERIMETER FENCING ) $40,000 $36,000 $4,000

MASON 3 NEW TAXI $345,000 $172,500 $172,500

MASON JEWETT FIELD

MENOMINEE 4 AUTO PARKING $ 155,000 $139,500 $15,500

MENOMINEE-MARINETTE TWIN COUNT

MONROE 3 TAXIWAY PAVING $20.000 $18,000 $1,000 $1.000

MONROE CUSTER 2 STRENGTHENING OVERLAY $40,000 $36,000 $2,000 $2,000

NEWBERRY 3 NEW TAXI $166,000 $149,400 $8, 300 8,300

LUCE COUNTY HALE

PAW PAW 3 CROSSWIND RWY CONSTR $137,000 $123,300 $6,850 $6,850

ALMENA

PORT HURON 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $275,000 $247,500 $13.750 $13,750

ST.CLAIR COUNTY INTL

WEST BRANCH 3 PARALLEL TAXIWAY PAVING $570,000 $513,000 $26,550 $30,450

WEST BRANCH COMMUNITY

CATEGORY TOTAL $13,603,790 $11,887,911 $533,314  $1,182,565




_817_

MDOT PAGE 15
Q/047/04 BUREAU OF AERONAUTTICS 04-12-84

CAPITA.I OuUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIODRITY € PROUJVECTS

CATEGORY 7 NEW AIRPORTS-COMMUNITY

LOCATION ) PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM "~ TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION COST FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
CRYSTAL FALLS 2 LAND FOR NEW AIRPORT _ $585,000 . $526,500 $28.250 $29,250

IRON COUNTY

CATEGORY TOTAL $585 . 000 $526, 500 $29,250 $29, 250
CATEGORY 8 EQUIPMENT AND BUILDINGS

CADILLAC 5 SRE SANDER/SPREADER $40, 000 $36, 000 $4,000
WEXFORD COUNTY 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER $140,000 $126,000 $14,000

5 EQUIPMENT STORAGE BUILD $108,000 $97,200 $10.800
CASEVILLE 4 ACCESS ROADS $292, 100 $262,890 $29.210
CASEVILLE TOWNSHIP AIRPORT
FLINT 4 ACCESS ROADS $750, 000 $675,000 $75,000
BISHOP
GRAND RAPIDS 4 TAXISTREET CONSTR $500, 000 $450, 000 $50, 000
KENT COUNTY INTL
HANCOCK a TERMINAL BUILDING . $50.000 $50, 000
HOUGHTON COUNTY MEMORIAL
IRON MOUNTAIN/KINGSFORD 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $80,000 $72,000 $8,000
FORD
1RONWOOD 4 TERMINAL BUILDING $£800, 000 $400, 000 $200, 000 £200, 00O
GODGEBIC COUNTY
KALAMAZOO ' 4 ACCESS ROADS $100, 000 $90,000 ‘ $10,000
KALAMAZOO MUNI
MARQUETTE 5 CFR EQUIPMENT $21,000 $18, 900 ' $2,.100
MARQUETTE COUNTY
MENOMINEE 4 TERMINAL BUILDING $760,000 $380, 000 $380,000
MENOMINEE~MARINETTE TWIN COUNT
MUSKEGON i SECURITY FENCING $159,000 $143,100 $7,950 $7.950

MUSKEGON COUNTY




MDOT
Q/047/04 ‘ BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS

CAPITAL ouUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIDRITY c PROJECTS

CATEGORY 8 EQUIPMENT AND BUILDINGS

. LOCATION ) PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST.
/ALIRPORT DESCRIPTION : COsT
PAW PAW 5 PERIMETER FENCING $81,000
ALMENA
PORT HURON 1 TIE-DOWN AREA : $4%5,000
ST.CLAIR COUNTY INTL
SAGINAW 4 AUTO PARKING $109, 400
HARRY W. BROWNE 4 ACCESS ROADS $36,000

4 TERMINAL BUILDING $50,000

SAULT STE MARIE 4 RECONSTRUCT TERMINAL BLDG $50, 000

CHIPPEWA COUNTY -INTERNATIONAL

CATEGORY TOTAL $4,171,500

GRAND TOTAL  $33,365.415

'.6?-

FEDERAL
FUNDS
$72.800

$40,500

$98,460
$32,400

$2.,995, 350

$28.825,278

PAGE
04-1

STATE
FUNDS

$207,950

$1,509,968

16
2-84

LOCAL
FUNDS

$8, 100

$4,500

10,840
$3,600
$50.000

$50,000
$868, 200

$3.030,169




MDOT PAGE 17
Q/047/04 BUREAU 0 F AERONAUTICS 04-12-84

CAPITAL oOuUTLAY PROGRAM

PRIOCRITY C PROJECTS

LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION COST FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
CARO 5 PERIMETER FENCING $44,500 $40,050 $2,225 $2,225
CARD MUNI 3 NEW TAXI $82,710 $74,439 $4,135 $4,136
1 SEGMENTED CIRCLE $4,000 ' $3,600 $200 $2C0
CATEGORY TOTAL $131,210 $118,08%9 $6,560 $6,561

CATEGORY 1 SPECIAL PROGRAMS/SAFETY

MUSKEGON 1 MASTER PLAN $100, 000 $80, 000 $5,000 $5,000
MUSKEGON COUNTY

CATEGORY TOTAL $ 100,000 $90,000 $5,000 $5,000
1
(&)
© CATEGORY 2 RECONSTRUCTION
1
BATTLE CREEK 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $374.813 $337,332 $18,741 $18,740
W K KELLOGG REGIONAL
BIG RAPIDS . 2 NEW TAXI $500, 000 ' $450,000 $25,000 $25.000
ROBEN-HOOD
CADILLAC 3 OVERLAY APQON $100,000 $90, 000 $5.0C00 $5.000
WEXFORD COUNTY 3 TAXIWAY PAVING $100,000 $90,000 $5,000 $5,000
. o 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY %200, 000 $180.000 $10,000 $10,000
CHEEBOYGAN 3 DRAINAGE $20,000 $18.,000 $1,000 $1,000
CHEBOYGAN CITY-COUNTY
GRAND HAVEN 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $121.600 $ 108,800 %6,050 $6,080
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK
HART/SHELBY 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $44,000 $39,600 $ﬁ.200 $2.200

OCEANA COUNTY

HOWELL . 3 TAXIWAY PAVING $40, 000 $36 ., 000 $2,000 $2.000




MDOT PAGE 18
Q/047/04 BURE AU 0F AERODNAUTICS 04-12-84

CAPITAL OQUTLAY PROGRAWMNM
PRIORITY Cc PROJECTS

CATEGORY 2 RECONSTRUCTION

s -

LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION : CosT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
LIVINGSTON COUNTY 3 OVERLAY APRON $35,000 $31.500 $1,750 $1.,750
IRONWOQD 3 TAXIWAY REHABILITATION $200,000 $180.000 $10,000 $10,000
GOGEBIC COUNTY 3 TAXIWAY REHABILITATION ’ $200,000 $180,000 $10,000 $10,000
LUDINGTON 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $220.000 $198,000 $11,000 $11,000
MASON COUNTY ’

MENOMINEE 3 SEAL COAT $40.,000 $36.000 $2,000 $2,000
MENOMINEE-~-MARINETTE TWIN COUNT 3 RUNWAY SURFACE TREATMENT $102, 000 $91,800 %5, 100 $5, 100
MUSKEGON 3 RUNWAY REHABILITATION ‘ $1.051,000 - $845,9200 $52,550 $52,550
MUSKEGON COUNTY

NEWBERRY 3 TAXIWAY PAVING $12,900 $11.610 $645 $645
LUCE COUNTY HALE

SPARTA 2 PRIMARY RWY CONSTRUCTION $65,000 $58,500 $3,250 $3,250
SPARTA

TRAVERSE CITY 3 PAVE EXISTING RUNWAY $310,000 $278,000 $15,500 $15,500

CHERRY CAPITAL

CATEGORY TOTAL $3,735,713 $3,.362, 142 $186,786 $186,785

CATEGORY 3 STANDARDS

BAD AXE ) 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $240,000 $216,000 $24,000

HURON COUNTY MEMORIAL :

BIG RAPIDS 3 NEW TAXI $500,000 $450, 000 $25,000 $25,000

ROBEN-HOOD ‘

.CHEBOYGAN 1 VASI $45,000 $40,500 $2,250 $2,250

CHEBOYGAN CITY-COUNTY 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT $140,000 $126,000 $14,000
2 TAXIWAY LIGHTING $15,000 $13.500 $750 $750

DETROIT 3 WIDEN EXISTING RUNWAY $300.,000 $270,000 $15%,000 $15,000

DETROIT CITY
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MDOT

Q/047/04 BUREAU OF AERONAUTI
CAPITAL OUTLAY PR
PRIODRITY C PROJECTS.:

CATEGORY 3 STANDARDS

LOCATION PRIORITY  PROJECT ITEM

/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION

DOWAGIAC 3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG

CASS COUNTY MEML

FREMONT . 1 MICROWAVE LANDING SYSTEM

FREMONT MUNI

GAYLDRDl- : ’ 1 MICROWAVE LANDING SYSTEM

OTSEGO COUNTY

GRAND HAVEN 2 LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT

GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK

HOUGHTON LAKE 3 MEDIUM INTENSITY RWY LTG

ROSCOMMON COUNTY

DNTONAGON 2 'LAND FOR EXISTING AIRPORT

ONTONAGON COUNTY

CATEGORY TOTAL

CATEGORY 4 UPGRADING AIRPORT ROLE {(UPGRADE)

BAY CITY 2 ISTRENGTHENING OVERLAY

CATEGORY TOTAL

cs

0OGRAM

TOTAL EST.

COsT

$20,000

$500,000

$500,000

$39,000

$95,000

$25,000

$2,419,000

$52,300

$52,300

FEDERAL

FUNDS

$18,000

$450,000

$450,0C00

$35, 100

$85,500

$22,500

N

$2,177,100

$47,070

$47,070

PAGE 19
04-12-84
STATE LOCAL
FUNDS FUNDS
$1.000 $1,000
$25,000 $25,000
$25,000 $25,000
$3,900
$4,750 $4,750
$2,500
$98,750 $143, 150
$2,615 $2,615
$2,615 $2.615
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CATEGORY S

MDOT
Q/047/04

LOCATION
/AIRPORT

BAY CITY

JAMES CLEMENTS MUNI
CHARLEVOIX
CHARLEVOIX MUNI

DETROIT
WILLOW RUN

FLINT
BISHOP

GRAND HAVEN
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK

HILLSDALE
HILLSDALE MUNI

IONIA
TONIA COUNTY

IRON MOUNTAIN/KINGSFORD
FORD

LUDINGTON
MASON COUNTY

MENOMINEE

MENCMINEE-MARINETTE TWIN COUNT

MIDLAND
JACK BARSTOW

NEWBERRY
LUCE COUNTY HALE

- ONTONAGON

GNTONAGON COUNTY

CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY)

PRIDRITY

oW

W heWw

W W

F- A

CAPITAL

OuUTLAY

PRIODRITY c PROJECTS

‘PROJECT ITEM

DESCRIPTION

NEW TAXI

CONSTR NEW APRON
TAXISTREET CONSTR

NEW TAXI
LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY

LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY
NEW TAXI

CONSTR NEW- APRON

APRON EXPANSION

TAXIWAY PAVING
TAXISTREET CONSTR
CROSSWIND RWY CONSTR
AUTO PARKING

LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY
NEW TAXI

NEW TAXI
NEW TAXI
CONSTR NEW APRON

LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY

NEW TAXI
AUTO PARKING
ACCESS ROADS

CROSSWIND RWY CONSTR

BUREAU oF AERONAUTICS

P k 0OGRAM

TOTAL EST.

casT
$303,500
$88.700
$81.700

$100.000
%100, 000

$2,200, 000
$250,000
$250,000
$127,000

$15,000
$20,000
$750,000
$25,000

$180,000
$133.000
$1,600,000
$110,000
$450,000

$203,000

$110,000
$12.000
$67,000

$2€2,000

- FEDERAL
FUNDS

$273, 150
$79,830
$73,530

$90,00C
$90,000

$1,980,000
$225,000

. $225,000
$114,300
$13,500
$18,000
$675,000
£22, 500

$162,000
$119,700

$1,440,000

$99, 000

$423,000

$182,.700

$99,000
$10,800
$60,300

$235, 800

PAGE 20
04-12-84
STATE LOCAL
FUNDS FUNDS
$15,175 $15,175
$4,435 $4,435
$4.,085 $4.,085
$5,000 $5.000
$5.000 $5. 000
$110,000  %110,000
$12,500 $12,500
$25, 000
$6, 350 $6,350
$750 $750
$2.,000
$37,500 $37.500
$2.,500
$9, 000 $9,000
$6,650 $6,650
$80, 000 $80, 000
$5,500 $5,500
$27,000
$10, 150 $10. 150
$5,500 $5,500
. $1,200
$6, 700
$13, 100 $13, 100
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MDOT PAGE 21
Q/04T /04 BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS 04-12-84
CAPITAL QUTLAY PROGRAM
PRIGRITY C PROJECTS
CATEGORY 5 CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT (CAPACITY)
LOCATION PRIORITY PROJECT ITEM TOTAL EST. FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
/AIRPORT DESCRIPTION COSsT FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
PAW PAW 3 NEW TAXI $180,000 " $162,000 $9,000 $9,000
ALMENA
SAGINAW 3 LENGTHEN EXISTING RUNWAY $1,062,000 $955, 800 $53, 100 $53. 100
MARRY %. BROWNE .
CATEGORY TOTAL  $8.679,900 $7.829,910 ° $392,795 $457, 195
CATEGORY 8 EQUIPMENT AND BUILDINGS
BELLAIRE 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $100, 000 $50,000 $10,000
ANTRIM COUNTY 5 SRE FRONT END LDADER $70, 000 $63,000 $7,000
5 EQUIPMENT STORAGE BUILD $250, 000 $225, 000 $25,000
5 SRE SNOWRLOWER $110,000 $99, 000 $11.000
FLINT 4 TERMINAL BUILDING $3,500,000 $1,750,000 $250,000 $1,500,000
BISHOP
GAYLORD 5 SRE TRUCK PLOW/BLADE $100, 000 $90, 000 $10,000
OTSEGO COUNTY 5 SRE SNOWBLOWER $140,000 $126,000 $14,000
GRAND HAVEN 4 TAXISTREET CONSTR $170,000 $153,000 $17,000
GRAND HAVEN MEML AIRPARK
GRAND RAPIDS 4 RECONSTRUCT TERMINAL BLDG $700.,000 $350, 000 $350,000
KENT COUNTY INTL
IRONWOCD 5 TIE-DOWN AREA $390, 000 $351,000 $39.000
GOGEBIC COUNTY
MARQUETTE 4 PASSENGER LOADING BRIDGE $240, 000 . $120,000 $120,000
MARQUETTE COUNTY
PORT HURON 5 CFR EQUIPMENT $150,000 $135, 000 $15,000
ST.CLAIR COUNTY INTL 5 EQUIPMENT STORAGE BUILD $200,000 $180,000 $20,000
TRAVERSE CITY 4 PASSENGER LLOADING BRIDGE %240,000 $120,000 $120,000
CATEGORY TOTAL  $6,360,000 $3,852,000 $250,000 $2,258,000
GRAND TOTAL $21,478,123  $17,476,311 $942,.506 $3,059,306
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Comprehensive Transportation Fund

Introduction

The Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF) is a special revenue fund
administered by the Michigan Department of Transportation, created for
the purpose of planning and developing public transportation systems
and services within the state., The CTF receives 10% of the Michigan
Transportation Fund (after deductions), a percentage of the motor
vehicle related sales tax, available federal matching funds, and
earnings on investments and miscellaneous revenues.

The CTF is distributed to eligible authorities, eligible governmental
agencies, intercity bus carriers, rail carriers, and the Department for
public transportation purposes. Act 51 of 1951, as amended, describes
in Section 10e, (2) through (4), the priority distribution of the CTF
appropriations. The first priority is principal and interest on bonds
and notes., The second priority is CTF administration. The balance of
the CTF is to be expended pursuant to the state transportation program
approved by the Commission according to the following percents:

65% Local transit operating
5% New small bus and specialized services
8% Intercity passenger
5% Intercity freight
_17%  Transportation development account
100%

The CTF section of the FY 1985 Transportation Program is organized into
three parts. Part 1 presents FY 1985 revenue estimates and a summary of
the proposed allocation by program. Part 2 provides system inventory and
performance information for FY 1983 (where available). Part 3 provides a
detailed description of each program category and the projects within
those categories.




FY 1984-85 CTF Program

PART 1

Revenue Estimates and Proposed Allocation by Program

Table CTF-1 shows the estimated reveﬂue.for FY 1984-85 for the Compre-
hensive Transportation Fund. Table CTF-2 represents the estimated federal

grant funds to be distributed directly to local transit agencies and
MTRAK in Michigan in FY 1985. Table CTF-3 summarizes the distribution of

CTF funds to the various priority categories discussed in the introduc-
tion. Table CTF-4 represents the distribution of CTF funds by program
category and projects.
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Comprehensive Transportation Fund

1984-85 Estimated Revenue

Gas and Weight Tax
Sales Tax
Miscellaneous

CTF Subtotal

Intercity Bus Loan Fund
Rail Loan Fund '
Loan Funds Subtotal

UMTA Section 18%

UMTA Section B**

UMTA Section 6**%*

UMTA Section 16 {b)(2)#****

Federal Railroad Administration (Rail Freight)
Federal Funds Subtotal

Total Appropriated Funds

Table CTF-1

$ 81,547,900
33,400,000
8,249,000
$173,196,900

$ 1,840,700
575,000
$ 2,415,700

$ 4,000,000
330,000
1,280,000
800,000
505,000

$ 6,915,000

$132,527,600

* Grant program for areas other than urbanized areas.

*%  Planning and technical studies.

**% Research, development, and demonstration projects.

**%% Transportation services to meet the needs of the elderly

and the handicapped.
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Federal Program

UMTA Section 9 -
Transit Operating
Assistance for

Urbanized Areas
(50,000 or more
population)

UMTA Section 9 -
Transit Capital
Agsistance for
Urbanized Areas
{50,000 or more
population}
80/20

UMTA Sectien 3 -
Discretionary
Capital
Assistance

75/25

Amtrak
Section 403(b)
Rail Passenger
Operating
35/65

Amtrak
Section 403{(b)
Rail Passenger
Capital

50/50

ESTIMATED FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS
TO LOCAL TRANSIT AGENCIES AND AMTRAK IN MICHIGAN
FY 1985

Description

Funds are apportioned to public bodies

based on population and population density
for areas under 200,000 and on population,
population density, route miles and vehicle
miles for areas over 200,000. There is a

cap on federal participation of 50 percent

of net project deficits as well as a limitation
on the amount from Section 9 that can be used
for operating. UMTA requires that recipient
local agencies hold public hearings to obtain
the view of citizens on the proposed program.
Replaces previous Section 5 operating funds.
This estimate is based on the maximum
authorizations.

Funds are apportioned to public bodies based

on population and population density for

areas under 200,000, and on population,
population density, route miles and vehicle
revenue miles for areas of over 200,000.

Funds may be used for routine capital items
such as purchase of vehicles and censtruction

or rehabilitation of facilities that are included
in an area's transportation improvement program/
annual element. Actual grants are based on
approval of a grant application and availability

of the required 20 percent local match. Apportioned

funds remain available for a psriod of four
years, The first amount shown is the FY 1985
estimated appartiomment for Michigan transit
systems. The second amount is the estimated
federal funds Michigan will be able to capture.

For bus related projects, limited Section 3
funds are available only after a recipient

in an urbanized area has programmed all of
its available Section 9 funds. A limited
amount of Section 3 funds may also be
available for bus capital projects in non-
urbanized areas. Section 3 discretionary
funds for bus related purposes primarily
supplement Section 9 funds for major projects
related to continued deterioration or safety,
The majority of Section 3 funds are for rail
modernization and new rail starts, such as the
SEMTA central automated transit system. The
source of Section 3 funds is the Mass Transit
Account of the Highway Trust Fund.

Michigan®s rail passenger program is planned
and provided in cooperation wikth Amtrak.

The operating deficit is funded on a 35
percent Amtrak/65 percent Michigan basis,
based on a cost allocation plan that
utilizes short-term avoidable costs.

Track upgrading, signal improvements, and
facility improvements on state-supported Amtrak
routes are funded on a 50 percent Amtrak/50
percent Michigan basis.
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TABLE CTF-2

Estimated
Amount

Apport ionment
$35, 000,000

Apportionment

- $29,000,000

Grants
$19,000,000

Apport ionment
N/A

Grants
$23,550,000

Amtrak
$ 1,500,000

Amtrak
$ 2,250,000




Table CTF-3

Comprehensive Transportation Fund

Summary of Distribution of Funds

Debt Service

Interfund Transfers
Administration

Local Transit Operating (65%)
Non-urban bus Operating-Capital
New Small Bus (5%)

Intercity Passenger (8%)
Intercity Freight {5%)
Transportation Development {17%)

FY 1984-85

CTE Loan Federal Total
$ 22,339,000 $ 22,339,000
1,017,400 1,017,400
7,525,500 7,525,500
60, 004, 800 60,004, 800
$4, 000, 000 4,000, 000
4,615,700 4,615,700
7,385,200  $1,840,700 9,225,900
4,615,800 575,000 505, 000 5,695,800
16,693,500 2,410,000 18,103,500
$123,196,900 $2,415,700 $6,915,000 $132,527,600
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3.

Local Transit Operating

a) Statutory operating assistance
b) Non-urbanized operating/capital

Subtotal
New Small Bus and Specialized Services
Intercity Passenger Services

a) Intercity Bus Cperations

b) Intereity Bus Loan

¢) Terminal Development

d) Transportation Information System
e) Rail Passenger Services

f) Water Passenger Services

Subtotal
Intercity Freight Services

a) Rail Freight Operating
b) Property Management

©) Rail Freight Capital
d} Port Assistance

Subtotal
Transportation Development Account

Bus Capital

Yanpooling

Statewide Ridesharing
Park and Ride

SEMTA CATS

Commuter Rail

SEMTA LRY

Demonstration and Development
Technical Studies

Rai}l Freight Capital
Local Transit Assistance

oA Tl Vo B T (1 I N o T v
NN S T e

Subtotal

Total Program Funds

Comprehensive Transportation Fund
By Program Category

State

$60,004,B00

$60, 004,800
$ 4,615,700

$ 1,005,000
770,200
1,635,000
375,000
3,000,000

600,000

$ 7,385,200

$ 1,035,300
1,900,000
1,580,500

100,000

$ 4,615,800

$ 2,943,500
125,000
200, 000
300, 000

1,500,000
00, 000
1,000,000
300,000
75,000
2,900, 000

5,500,000

$15,693,500

$92,315,000

FY 1984-85

L.oan Federal
$4.,000,000
-0 - $4, 000,000
$1,840,700
$1,840,700 -0 -
$ 575,000 $ 505,000
$ 575,000 $ 505,000
$ 800,000
1,280,000
330,000
$-0- $2,410,000
$2,415,700 $6,915,000

Table CTF-4

Total

$60,004,800
4,000,000

$64,004,800
$ 4,615,700

$ 1,005,000
2,610,900
1,635,000

375,000
3,000,000
600,000

$ 9,225,900

$ 1,035,300
1,900,000
2,660, 500

- 100,000

$ 5,695,800

$ 3,743,500
125,000
200,000
300, 000

1, 500,000
200,000
1,000, 000
1, 580,000
355,000
2,900,000
5,500,000

$ 18,103,500
$101,645,700




FY 1984-85 CTF Program

PART 2

System Inventory and Performance Information

The inventory information presented in this part represents the various
modes affected by the Comprehensive Transportation Fund. The intent of
this section is to display the level of passenger and freight service
provided to the State of Michigan by both private and public sector
providers in FY 1983, the most recent completed fiscal year. It is
organized by mode, consistent with the allocations established in Act 51
of 1951, as amended.

The CTF Progress Report for FY 1983, being developed as required by Act
51, will present an accounting of the FY 1983 program and of the progress
made by the Department, its grant recipients, and its contractors

- in carrying out the FY 1983 program. Certain ridership information is

repeated here for the reader's convenience.

- p2 -




Local Transit Services

Forty-two local transit systems served Michigan communities in 1983

(see Figures CTF-1 and 2). These systems have been grouped into three
classifications: wurbanized, small urbanized, and nonurbanized.

The classifications are based on population, population density, and the
types of associated transit services.

. Urbanized. Communities over one million population with a high
level of fixed-route and commuter transit service. Supplemental
services such as demand-response and downtown circulation systems
are also provided. This category includes SEMTA, DDOT and the 10
small community metro systems of southeast Michigan.

. Small Urbanized. Communities between 50,000 and one million
population with a moderate level of fixed-route and commuter transit
service. Supplemental services such as demand-response and downtown
circulation systems may exist. There are 12 outstate urbanized
areas included in this category.

. Nonurbanized and Rural. Communities under 50,000 population with a low
Tevel of Tixed-route service, or none, and a moderate to high level
of demand-response service. This classification also contains
countywide services that have been in operation for longer than three
years, including 9 that completed the third year period during FY-1983.
There were 30 systems included in this category in FY 1983.

Operational and fleet inventory data on transit systems in each of these
classifications are shown in Tables CTF-5 to CTF-7.
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Figure CTEF-1

URBANIZED AREA TRANSIT SYSTEMS

AS OF 10-1-83
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NON URBAN AND RURAL SYS'E‘EMS*

HSCAL W@Q 83

i ] e
‘ J "%‘ MARQUETTE ks SAULT
; " i . MAR
L ‘f_* i r— i Loy ool STE. MARIE
- '_' ' - 4 E
T __ @ esupmmc i Eﬂ*ﬁ
i_._. HADIBIAL
&
. - »
_ ] d” WA
MIWI
%
% "%,q'
Q ii’im “omaeo |mumr-\'-l—‘_n—n;u
4 St '
v 4} AEELECHEES
CALTASA ¥ A
st
TRAVERSE CITY !
E Bl wooom | wmetst | ECRCOMMON ) )
£ CADILLAC | |
@i |
MASON LvE |€ﬂ‘lﬂ-ﬂ I ane AT
. | @, YATES; @
LUDINGTON @ TOWRSHIP i
GLADWIN [
E=Tgy e s 53
BIG RHEHEN i =T
RAPIDS [EHIH MIDLAND
.__J Lhit %_T— wum\v. _l
T i @ALMA : l [
B .
- [
HAVEN | @ass_nme L_
S N S !
Ao T v T AT
HOLLAND 2
EATON o
RAPIDS J___.

Fids
Pont

SMALL URBAN

TETHN

I COUNTY WIDE.

DOWAGIAC

i

Figure CTF-2

* State & Federal [Section 18) Operating Assistance Recipients

- 65 -




!
o
(e

1

Location

Operator

Ann Arbor

Battle Creek

*Bay County

Benton Harbor

flint

Grand Rapids

*Jackson
Kalamazoo
Lansing
Muskegon
NiTes
Saginaw

*%SEMTA

Trans, Auth,
City

Trans, Auth.
Trans. Auth,
Trans, Auth.
Trans. Auth,
Trans, Auth.
City

Trans, Auth,
County
Private

Private

Trans. Auth.

Totals and Averages

OPERATIONAL DATA - BUS TRANS!IT PROGRAM - URRBAN BUS SYSTEMS

October 1982 Through September 1983

Start Service Pass.
of State Area Vehicles Vehicle Vehicle per
Funding Pop. Reg, Lift Passengers Hours Miles Wkdy.

2/73 220,769 2 43 3,036,563 140,076 1,944,433 - 10,917

2/73 113,583 20 7 853,169 39,006 525,709 2,777

77k 117,339 24 22 1,197,052 85,060 1,369,665 4,359

/74 56,828 12 5 118,465 20,727 257,968 468

2/73 513,761 64 i6 3,899,484 140,037 1,959,472 13,661

2/73 486,945 76 38 5,214,655 161,293 3,713,418 18,731

2/73 112,081 17 18 661,146 - 42,116 532,242 1,950

2/73 185,631 7 66 2,470,759 107,576 1,499,883 8,547

2/73 301,681 39 55 4,406,843 149,977 72,198,418 16,420

1/74% 157 426 2 15 661,917 34,580 497,709 2,385

11/7% 43,712 7 5 121,951 25,368 306,124 417

2/73 147,552 10 36 1,485,345 62,984 818,004 5,527

2/73 4,417,383 378 703 73,842,424 2,940,749 44,419,562 213,026

6,775,695 677 1,029 97,969,773 3,949,549 60,037,607 299,18%

*Bay County and Jackson County figures do not include New Service,

**SEMTA figures includes DODOT and SEMTA nonurban portion.

Note:

SC denotes senior citizen riders.

HC denctes handicapper riders.

8sC

20
15
&2
16
10
30

13

B

3/1/84

Pass. Pass, Pass, Pass. %
per per per Change
Hour Mile Pop, Last Year
21.7  1.56 13.75 +7
21.9  1.84%  7.51 -8
14.1 .87 10.20 -3

5.7 A6 2,08 +11
27.8 1,99 9.42 +5
32.3  1.40 10.71 -1
5.7  1.24 5.90 -19
23.0 1.85 13.31 -20
22,4 2,00 14,61 +7
12.1  1.33  4.20 -0

4.8 400 2,79 +5
23.6 1.82 10.08 +h
25.1  1.66 16.72 -18
25,8 1.63 14.46
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Location

Adrian

Alma

Alpena
Antrim Co.
Belding

Big Rapids
Cadillac
Crawford Co.
Dowagiac
Eaton Rapids
EUPTAB
Gladwin
Grand Haven
Hillsdale
Holland
Houghton
isabella Co.
Ishpeming
Lenawee Co,

; & Ludington

Janistee Co.
Marquette
Marshall
Mecosta Co,
Midland

S. &, Marie
Traverse City
Van Buren Co.
Yates Twp.

OPERATIONAL DATA - BUS TRANSIT PROGRAM - NONURBAN LOCAL BUS SYSTEMS
October 1982 Through September 1983

TOTALS & AVERACES

SEMTA

Notes:

Start Service Pass.
of Area Vehicles Vehicle Vehicle per
Operator Service Pop, Reg, Lift Passengers Hours Miles Wkdy.
Private 4/7/76 20,382 6 1 96,720 13,330 169,545 378
City 6/30/75 23,249 4 2 56,164 6,851 80,118 208
Private 7/29/74 19,805 3 3 82,676 12,355 158,465 283
County 1/17/77 12,612 5 4 58,127 12,968 317,011 231
City 4/14/75 5,121 1 2 36,275 4,335 49,479 134
City 3/31/75 11,995 6 2 96,902 15,441 145,833 333
Trans. Auth. 12/9/74 14,225 4 3 78,698 17,654 267,365 280
Trans. Auth. 12/1/76 6,482 i 3 117,945 12,281 274,656 419
City 6/16/75 17,574 0 3 30,604 4,568 45,917 120
City 6/21/76 6,927 1 1 14,995 3,996 32,795 55
Trans. Auth. 3/1/76 23,349 10 2 75,074 15,130 331,878 281
City 5/13/76 10,442 2 2 18,052 4,328 6,562 K
City 8/18/75 35,766 7 5 114,048 16,047 258,768 18
City 6/10/75 12,994 3 2 45,337 6,180 63,995 177
Private 2//748 27,137 8 2 109,037 18,026 245,869 377
City 5/10/82 6,067 6 & 79,025 11,718 163,460 306
Trans. Comm. 6/10/74% L4 594 12 11 170,119 26,867 495,954 584
Trans. Auth. 3/6/75 20,277 1 2 28,340 6,713 87,061 94
Private 10/2/78 61,227 6 3 31,006 6,868 121,377 122
Trans. Auth. 2/19/74 17,696 6 3 85,812 11,766 129,664 300
Nonprofit 3/3/75 31,278 12 7 118,246 19,165 504,789 408
Trans. Auth. 2/18/74 27,588 8 2 147,167 12,370 135,953 N/A
City 1/21/74 7,478 3 2 59,104 5,694 81,137 214
County 9/25/78 15,997 6 3 52,473 11,223 271,748 214
City 6/25/74 76,321 13 2 133,717 24,091 354,786 490
C.A. Agency 4/29774 15,136 4 2 83,688 11,704 147,243 313
Private 5/20/74 31,203 7 3 80,685 17,238 225,223 257
Nonprofit 1/1/79 56,173 3 3 51,286 8,822 183,348 201
Township 7/1/79 425 2 _2 15,521 6,136 68,647 61
659,520 153 87 2,166,843 383,865 5,376,646 7,369
Trans. Auth. 8/19/7h 4,369,050 267 199 2,018,506 366,220 6,716,299 7,592

Number of vehicles includes loaners.

SC denotes senior citizen riders.
HC denotes handicapper riders,

%SC

43
31
51
26
29
3
35
10
37
56

36
31
42
41
29
22
39
28
43
30

27
10
18
37
&5
28
27

30

N/A

sHe

N/A

Revised 3~1~-84

Pass. Pass. Pass. Pass. %
per per per Change from

Hour Mile Pop. Last Year
7.3 .57 4,75 -1
8.2 L70 2.42 -14
6.7 .52 4,17 -7
4.5 .18 4,61 ~19
8.4 .73 7.08 -5
6.3 .66 8,08 ~-33
4.5 .29 5.53 -32
2.6 43 18.20 +30
6.7 .67 1.74 -3
3.8 46 2,16 -52
3.0 .23 3.22 -6
4.2 .28 1,73 +57
7.1 ik 3.19 -9
7.3 .71 3.49 =42
6,0 ik 4.02 -14
6.7 48 13,03 +447
6.3 .34 3,81 -8
4,2 .33 1.40 -8
4.5 .26 51 -3
7.3 .66 4.85 -17
6,2 .29 3.78 -11
11.9 1.08 5.33 +2
10.4 W73 7,90 +3
4.7 .19 3.28 -3
5.6 .38 1.75 =14
7.2 57 5.53 -10
4,7 .36 2.59 -2
5.8 .28 .91 +6
2.5 .3 36,52 =
6.3 L0 3.29 -8
5.5 .30 46 +47

9-d4i0 exqe)
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BUS INVENTORY

Michigan Public Transit Agencies on
Statutory Operating Assistance
as of October 1, 1983

Line~Haul + Demand-Response = Peak Peak + Reserve = Total Bus

‘ Demand- Reserve/
System Total Peak Line-Haui Respanse Back-Up
Adrian 6 5 - 5 1
Alma 5 , 5 - 5 -
Alpena 6 5 - 5 1
Ann Arbor 64 44 34 10 20
Antrim Co. 10 6 - 6 4
Battle Creek 23 18 16 ? 5
Bay Metro* 75 71 68 3 4
Belding . 3 2 2 1
Benton Harhor 12 11 1 10 1
Big Rapids 8 ) 6 - 6 pa
Cadillac/MWexford Co. 12 (3 €I) 9 1 8 3
Crawford Co. ' 9 (2 CI) 7 - 7 Z
Davison 5 3 - 3 fa
Dowagiac : 3 2 2 1
EUPTA Bus**** . 10 7 1 6 3
Flint 80 54 46 8 26
Gladwin - 9 (4 CI) 8 - 8 1
Grand Haven 12 7 2 5 5
Grand Rapids** 112 75 66 5 41
Hillsdale 5 4 - 4 1 -
Holland .10 7 7 3
Houghton 8 6 2 4 2
Ionia 3 2 2 1
Isabetla Co. 22 14 5 9 8
Ishpeming . 3 2 - 2 1
Jackson 30 19 15 4 11
Kalamazoo 73 40 36 4 33
Lansing ~ CATA*** 81 53 49 4 28

Y
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Revised 2-8-84

_ Demand- Reserve/
System Total Peak Line-Haul Response Back-Up
l.enawee County « 14 (5 CI) 10 - 10 4
Ludington 9 ‘ 7 2 5 2
Manistee Co. 19 14 3 11 5
Marquette 15 (7 CI) 13 4 . 9 2
Marshall ‘ 4 ' 3 - 3 1
Mecosta Co. 9 7 1 6 ?
Midland 15 12 - 12 3
Muskegon 17 12 11 1 5
Niles 10 8 8 2
Saginaw** . - 44 36 32 4 8
Sault Ste. Marie 5 4 1 3 1
“SEMTA (Total) 1,326 955 742 213 371
pDoT 749 475 475 - 274
SEMTA (1ine-haul) 312 267 : 267 - 45
SEMTA (small bus) . 265 213 - 213 52
Traverse City - 10 8 2 ] 2
Van Buren o ' 7 , 5 . 5 2
Yates Twp. ' 4 ‘ 3 - 3 1
TOTAL 2,207 : 1,589 ' 1,1%0 . ‘ 445 622

*IncTudes 14 from Kalamazoo, 4 from SEMTA, 9 from DDOT on Toan,
**Includes 3 from Kalamazoo on loan.
***Includes 6 from Kalamazoo on loan.
#***Inctudes 3 from GRATA originally loaned from Kalamazoo.
Note: As of August 1, 1983, the City of Eaton Rapids was consolidated with Eaton County.
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New Small Bus Service

The new small bus program enabies counties to establish an essential
level of countywide demand-actuated transit service, or may support
the formation of a subcounty public transit system where the county will
not provide countywide service.

The predecessors to this program were the highly successful Dial-A-Ride
and County Incentive programs. As of October 1, 1983, forty-three
systems had been inaugurated in counties or small communities throughout

the state under the auspices of one of these programs. The majority have
decided to continue Tocal funding for these public transportation services.

Figure CTF-3 shows the 30 systems that operated new small bus services

in FY 1983, Tables CTF-8 and CTF-9 provide operat1ona1 and fleet
inventory data for these systems.
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Figure CTF-3

NEW SMALL BUS SERVICES
IN OPERATION DURING FISCAL YEAR 1983

e NON-URBAN

COUNTY-WIDE
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OPERATIONAL DATA - BUS TRANSIT PROGRAM - NEW SMALL BUS SYSTEMS
October 1, 1982 Through September 30, 1983

Pass, Pass. %
Start Service ) Pass, per Pass. Pass. Change
of Area Vehicles Vehicle Vehicle per * wok Veh, per per Same Qtr,
Location Operator Service Pop. Reg. Lift Pass. Hours Miles Wkdy, %5C %HC Hour Mile Pop. Last Year
Alger County Nonprofit 1/11/82 8,568 4 3 41,954 12,899 265,519 161 27 3 3.3 .16 4,90 -
Arenac County Nonprofit 2/9/81 11,149 2 2 23,740 7,672 141,558 95 20 52 3.1 17 2.13 -17
Barry County County 2/1/82 38,166 0 6 49,764 8,073 196,418 197 30 3 6.2 .25 1.30 -
Bay County Trans. Auth. 12/28/81 50,000 0 3 46,046 7,839 125,175 183 16 3 5.9 .37 1.15 -
Charlevoix C?. County 8/1/80 16,541 i 4 7,433 14,378 258,839 289 32 27 5.2 .29 4.50 -5
Clare County Nonprofit 8/15/83 16,695 3 2 3,022 1,606 33,190 89 18 6 1.9 .02 .18 -
Crawford County Trans. Auth. 9/1/80 6,482 2 0 26,462 3,9%0 109,992 103 12 ] 6.6 .24 4.08 -1
Eaton County Trans. Auth. 9/29/80 61,965 7 8 131,123 25,609 560,745 513 12 18 5.1 .23 2.12 +30
Gladwin County City 6/22/81 3,029 2 2 43,748 12,950 193,687 172 19 33 3.4 .23 Th.84 -22
Gogebic County Nonprofit 11/3/81 20,676 2 4 44,088 10,104 120,742 171 49 10 L.y .37 2.13 -
Greenville City 12/14/81 7,493 1 2 45,263 6,399 61,463 160 36 3 6.9 .72 5.91 -
Huron/

Sanilac Cos. Trans. Auth. 9/28/81 69,264 13 5 170,091 0,357 938,783 649 11 55 4.2 .18 2.46 +i:2
Ingham County Private 8/25/81 42,067 3 34,663 7,089 216,096 3% 30 13 4,9 6 .82 +66
lonia City 6/2/80 6,361 2 2 40,814 5,156 58,783 141 43 4 7.9 .69 6.42 ~19
fosco County Nonprofit 10/15/79 24,905 3 4 63,144 11,844 313,312 237 28 21 5.3 .20 7,54 -1
Jackson Count¥ Trans, Auth, 12/15/80 31,193 3 3 51,599 16,414 275,179 198 22 63 3.1 .19 1.65 -29
Lapeer County Nonprefit 11/29/83 51,361 2 4 29,490 11,347 229,727 132 27 12 2.6 .13 .56 -
Leelanau County County 11/16/81 10,872 2 3 38,793 9,472 271,532 151 7 5 &1 A48 3.57 -
Lenawee County Private 7/1/80 20,724 & 1 27,051 5,438 105,892 106, 40 54 5.0 .26 1.31 -32
Marquette County Trans. Auth. 3/22/82 16,821 5 3 77,497 18,963 405,474 NA 8 2 4. .19 4,61 -
Ogemaw County County 12/8/80 11,903 1 2 34,710 5,578 105,686 139 27 18 5.3 .33 2.92 +2

~ Ontonagon County County 7/16/81 10,548 3 2 30,549 9,549 173,211 121 30 26 3.2 .18 2,90 +22
Oscoda County County 12/8/80 4,726 3 2 23,662 6,441 98,120 9L 37 8 3.7 W24 5,01 +2
Otsege County County 10/6/80 10,422 & 3 53,185 13,97 295,056 202 14 32 3.8 .18 5.10 -2k
Reed City City 5/19/80 2,286 2 2 12,594 2,937 37,247 55 3 25 4.3 34 5.51 -47
Roscommon County County 10/27/80 9,892 b 5 89,998 12,937 49,932 353 28 3 7.0 .20 2.10 +6
Saugatuck Township 5/8/80 3,780 1 2 30,053 4,686 72,242 94 33 8 6.4 42 7.93 -13
Schooleraft Co, , County 9/15/80 8,226 2 -2 21,208 4,988 65,976 89 35 Lk b.h .33 2.66 ~38
Van Buren County~ Nonprofit 9/15/80 56,173 6 2 8,689 1,716 34,707 193 22 28 5.1 .25 .16 -
Wexford County Trans, Auth. 9/1/82 9,727 2 2 25,947 5,628 85,154 89 35 24 kb +29 2.56 -
CI/U&R TOTALS & AVERAGES . 633,015 92 93 1,392,030 307,030 6,299,437 183 26 20 k.5 .22 2,20 +13

1Statistics are for less than one year only due to start-up date,

3Not available.

Van Buren County terminated countywide service as of December &, 1982,
#3C denotes senior citizen riders.
**HC denotes handicapper riders.
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FY 1984-85 CTF PROGRAM

Table CTF-9

NEW SMALL BUS SERVICES
FLEET INVENTORY

September 30, 1983

Demand-Response

County or System Vehicles

Alger County
Arenac County
Barry County

Bay County
Cadillac/Wexford
Charlevoix County
Clare

Crawford County
Eaton County 1
Gladwin County
Gogebic County
Greenville
Huron/Sanilac _ 1
Ingham County
Tonia

Iosco County
Jackson County
Lapeer

Leelanau County
Lenawee County
Marquette County
Ogemaw County
Ontonagon County
{scoda County
Otsego County

Reed City
Roscommon County
Saugatuck
Schoolcraft County

WO RNTITWROTUIAWS B~ WNE OCTRN U &S O~

|

Total 177
Note: Van Buren County discontinued countywide service in December 1982.

1308-3

-




Specialized Services Program

The Specialized Services Program (formerly called Essential Transporta-
tion Services) provides operating assistance, through county governments,
to private non-profit organizations for the purpose of providing
transportation services to elderly and handicapper citizens. Specialized
services are provided in counties that do not have countywide trans-
portation services.

As of September 30, 1983, there were 37 specialized services projects
operating in 31 counties as shown on Figure CTF-4. Operational and
fleet inventory data for these systems are provided in Tables CTF-10 and
CTF-11. Reimbursement for these services is based on a rate per mile
-up to a maximum amount as determined by the Department. Act 51

of 1951, as amended, provides that not more than $850,000 a fiscal year
shall be distributed as operating grants for specialized services.
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OPERATIONAL DATA - BUS TRANSIT PROGRAM - ETS BUS SYSTEMS
OCTOBER 1982 - SEPTEMBER 1983

Start Pass, Pass. Pass. %
of Vehicles Veh, Veh, per per Change
Location Operator Serv. Reg. Lift Pass. Hours Miles #SC #HS #HC  ®5C %HS %HC Hour - HMile Last Yr.
Allegan Ca. County 7-76 0 2 S52,4%% 2,738 37,275 51,244 1,043 ' 0 98 2 0 19.17  1.41 +10¢
Alpena/Cheboygan/  Thunder Bay Transp. Corp. 9-81 0 5 9,133 2,842 72,728 1,327 498 6,348 15 5 70 3.21 .13 40
Presque fsle Cos. HE Mich Rehabilitation 12-80 0 3 9,437 1,638 1,214 0 0 9,437 0 0 100 5.76 .23 -i0
“heboygan COA §-76 1 1 4,838 2,746 37,358 3,265 306 0 &8 6 0 1.76 .13 +57
: resque tsle COA 7-76 0 2 7,734 1,802 38,995 5,852 1,557 0 76 20 0 4,29 .20 +13
Benzie Co. LOA © &-75 0 1 2,635 1,645 27,715 1,116 342 1,177 4 13 45 1,60 0 +2
Berrien Co. Giiteway Rehabilitation 6-81 3 3 42,920 6,285 175,116 1,076 232 471,564 ¢ 1 97 6.83 .25 +227
Branch Co. (.OA 10-75 0 1 5,706 1,980 18,561 5,490 108 108 96 2 2 2.88 .3 +9
Village of Caro Cara Area Services for Hdep., #4-82 1 2 4,623 1,734 32,128 2,539 71 508 55 2 17 2.67 b +60
Cass Ca. aszstgete Center for Hdep. 6-76 0 1 7,040 874 26,674 0 0 7,040 0 0 tco  B8.05 .26 +130
CuA 9-75 0 1 2,728 1,696 26,493 2,662 96 0 %8 2 o 1.87 .10 +37
Delta/Menominee
Cos. ThA ‘ 6-75 0 4 29,815 6,410 66,129 14,512 13,550 413 49 45 3 4,65 ) T2
Dickinson/iron .
Cos. CAA ' 2-76 & 3 3%,530 10C,18% 106,661 18,134 2,061 0o N 5 0 13.88 .37 +Hu
Cenesee Co, Azsgciation for Retarded 3-81 3 3 37,331 11,839 169,503 ¢ 8,822 28,509 0 24 76 3,13 .22 112
Service Center Vis, Impaired 3-81 0 2 3,217 1,730 14,086 a7 0 3,072 2 0 85 1.85 .23 +75
i Hillsdale Co, Key Cppertunity 10-83 0 1 2,475 512 2,070 0 39 2,166 g 2 88 4,83 1.20 ti/ A
- Kalamazoo Co, Comstock Community Services  6-76 0 1 7,288 1,832 15,827 2,360 514 £,181 32 7 57 3.98 .46 i
o irtage Community Center 11-81 0 1 3,613 1,946 23,961 334 1,173 1,502 g 32 50 1.86 .15 +57
] Vicksburg Community Services 6-76 1 1 25,914 556 15,109 4,504 3,469 1,391 5 35 14 17.83 .66 -G
Kalkaska Co. COA 10-76 0 3 12,520 2,368 61,288 5,343 131 7,058 43 1 56 5,29 .20 +1596
Kent Co. 'ine Rest Rehabilitation 7-76 0 3 14,022 4,417 83,667 0 0 14,022 0 0 100 3.17 0 17 +18
Mason Co. Ludington MTA 10-81 0 2 9,301 896 18,536 386 204 8,701 4 2 94 10.38 .50 -G~
Montmorency Co. County 6-76 1 2 681 873 12,425 - 671 0 ‘0 99 0 0 .78 .05 +7
Muskegan Co, W, Mich. Center for Hdcp. 10-76 0 1 5,883 826 12,3%1 2,278 1 h,412 25 0 75 7.12 .48 -4
Oeoana Co, CnA 8-80 0 1 B44 291 3,101 822 8 14 97 1 2 2,40 .26 ~&
A euba Lo, Head 10y DAR]D 67N [¥] 1 1,813 390 1,194 1472 0 1,795 f 0 71 4,65 .16 =54
Utlawa Lo, Geurgetown benfors 2-82 0 1 9549 haz i, bl i iy 0 LY 0 2.9 .21 100
City of Petoskey Friendship Center 8-76 0 2 17,482 2,831 45,025 14,699 1,679 1,104 8% 10 6 6,18 .50 +36
Saginaw Co. COA 7-75 v 2 13,034 3,209 44,576 12,321 914 0 95 4 0 4.06 .29 +144%
Child Develeopment Center 5-81 0 3 23,549 7,149 30,459 533 0 23,416 2 0 98 11.14 .83 +146
Frankenmuth Lutheran Heme 11-76 0 1 769 280 8,717 490 179 0 64 23 8] 2,65 .08 +372
Shiawassee Co, CCA 10-76 i 1 8,513 1,187 11,839 3,193 5,692 28 36 o4 b 7.5 .75 &
ACKCOD Rehabilitation 7-76 1 2 17,520 2,033 35,181 0 o 17,520 0 ¢ 100 8.62 .50 +15
St. Joseph Co. COA & ARCH Workshop 1-77 1 31 23,996 3,k36 94,914 7,230 20 16,746 30 ¢ 70 6.98 .25 +1
Washtenaw Co. Chelsea Area Transp. 10-76 1 0 7,599 1,990 17,346 7,488 93 18 99 1 ¢ 3,82 Jhd N7A
Child & Family Services 8-B2 0 2 4,638 1,906 19,518 3,136 1,432 25 68 31 1 2.43 .24 N/A
Manchester Senior Citizen: 6-82 1 i 858 287 3,367 780 61 3 91 7 0 2.99 .25 N/A
Total 19 69 L47,252 90,770 1,451,883 184,526 44,736 202,776 41 10 45 4.93 -3 +50

*Not in operation April through September. -

HOTE; SC denotes Scnior Citizens
HS denotes Hanaicapped Seniors
HC denctes Handicapped

891-0

oL - 410 e[eL




VEHICLE INVENTORY

FOR SPECIALIZED SERVICES
September 1983

Location/Operator

Allegan Co. _

Alpena Co./Thunder Bay

Alpena Co./NEMSCA

Cheboygan Co./COA

Presque Isle Co./COA

Benzie Co./COA

Berrien Co./Gateway Rehab.
Branch Co./COA

Village of Caro/Caro Ser. for Hdp.
Cass Co./Westgate Center

- Cass Co./COA _
Delta-Menominee Co./COA
Dickinson-Iron/CAA

Genesee Co./Assoc. of Ret.
Genesee Co./Ser. Ctr, Vis. Imp.
Hillsdale Co./Key Opp.
Kalamazoo Co./Comstock
Kalamazoo Co./Portage Com, Ctr.
Kalamazoo Co./Vicksburg Com. Ser.
Kalkaska Co./COA '
Kent Co./Pine Rest

Mason Co./Ludington MTA
Montmorency Co./County

Muskegon Co./W. Mich, Ctr. for Hdp.

Oceana Co./COA

Osceola Co./Reed City Dart

Ottawa Co./Georgetown Services
City of Petoskey/Friendship Ctr.
Saginaw Co./COA

Saginaw Co./Child Dev. Ctr.
Saginaw Co./Frankenmuth
Shiawassee Co./COA

Shiawassee Co./ACKCO Rehab.

St. Joseph Co./COA & ARCH
Washtenaw Co./Chelsea Area Transp.
Washtenaw Co./Child & Family Ser,
Washtenaw Co./Manchester Sen. Ctr,

Total
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Ridesharing Programs

The Department of Transportation, as reguired by Public Act 557 of 1978,
administers a state ridesharing program. This program is funded through
the Transportation Development Account of the Comprehensive Transporta-

tion Fund. The ridesharing program budget is divided into two elements.
The first element is a grant program for eligible governmental agencies

to support local activities related to carpooling, vanpooling, buspool-

ing and public transportation services. Offices currently being funded

are Detroit, Lansing, Flint, Grand Rapids, Kalamazoo, and Ann Arbor.

The second element of this program represents the funding of the vanpool
program called "MichiVan.” The Department contracts with a private
third party vanpool provider to provide fleet administration and vehicle
acquisition for the program. The vanpool program is self supporting
except for marketing and administrative costs. There are currentiy 110
vehicles providing service to approximately 1,400 commuters each day.

Figure CTF-5 shows the location of these services throughout the state.
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Figure CTF-5

LOCAL RIDESHARING OFFICES
VANPOOLS® IN OPERATION

AND
'~ COMMUTER BUSPOOLS

1£ﬁ_ Local Ridesharing Offices
Vanpools (origins)

Areas served by Local 3 L=
Ridesharing Offices M

T— @ :’ ] v
I Q/’ £ s] h
Buspools (origins) uomn | cownro | curow T e -
AR e

Buspool destinations

Buspool daily round
trips

*MichiVan program




Intercity Bus - Passenger Service

The intercity bus industry in Michigan provides a variety of transporta-
tion services to over 475 communities. There are approximately 97
authorized carriers providing regular route service, charters, buspools,
and school transportation., Figure CTF-6 shows the present (March 1,
1983) intercity bus network throughout the State. The level of service
is a direct function of the demand for that service (Table CTF-12.)

Intercity carriers transported more than 2,550,000 passengers in 1981
receiving $39,795,148 in revenues and incurring $37,312,623 in
expenses, (No data is availabie for 1982 or 1983.)} In addition,
passengers spent an average of $73.75 for food, accommodations and
services. This resulted in an additional $188 million injected into
Michigan's economy. Of the 97 authorized carriers, nine major carriers
account for nearly 90 percent of the passengers and revenue.

The intercity bus service is an industry in transition due to deregula-
tion at the state and federal levels. The state's involvement in
intercity bus activity includes the remaining regulation of the
industry, providing operating assistance to maintain essential routes,
providing funding for terminals, and purchasing vehicles through a bus
loan program, There is concern that deregulation may leave many areas
in the state without intercity passenger transportation options. The .
Needs Study Committee is currently studying various funding options to
address this concern,

- 80 -



INTERCITY BUS-REGULAR ROUTE
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OPERATING STATISTICS FOR MICHIGAN'S MAJOR INTERCITY CARRIERS

Characteristics 1978 1979 1980 198% % Change 78-81
Regular Route Passengers 1,619,248 1,846,775 1,909,372 1,683,098 3,9%
Charter/Special Pass, 2,874,820 2,166,236 1,672,004 867,191 ~69.8%
Tot al Passengers 4,494,068 4,013,011 3,581,376 2,550,289 —43,3%
Regular Route VMT 11,951,512 12,676,620 14,016,674 13,608,770 13.9%
Cherter/Special VMT 6,702,090 8,863,935 9,240,815 7,869,714 16.0%
Total Passengers VYMT 18,733,610 21,540,555 23,257,489 21,478,484 . 14,7%
Passengers/Bus Mile +240 . 186 . 154 . 119 ~50.4%
Number of Vehicles Over 254 Over 276 Over 287 Over 235 —
Regular Route Revenues $12,334,338 $14,272,827 $17,914,169 $19,950, 798 61.7%
Average Fare $ 7.62 71.73 9,38 $ 11.85 55.5%
Charter/Special Rev. $ 9,812,609 $11,529,743 $14,909,911 $13,B53,95% 41.2%
Average Fare $ 3.41 5.32 $ a.97 $ 15.98 360.6%
Express Revenues $ 2,548,801 § 3,209,625 $ 3,179,311 $ 3,501,857 37,4%
Other Revenues $ 787,982 $ 1,157,021 § 1,309,325 $ 2,488,544 215.8%
Total Revenues $25,483,770 430,169,216 $37,392,716 $39,795,148 56.,2%
Revenues/Bus Mile $ 1.36 $ 1.40 § 1.61 $ 1.85 36.0%
Operational Expenses  $22,865,269 $25,859, 811 $52,502, 221 $33,366,917 45,9%
Pepreciation $ 1,345,823 $ 1,393,242 $ 1,690,041 $ 1,745,255 29.7%
Amortization $ 1,719 $ 1,726 $ 1,782 H 5,855 240.6%
Taxeg/Licenses $ 1,538,703 $ 1,566,145 $ 2,084,468 $ 2,141,868 39.2%
Operating Rents ¢ (53,416) $  (58,901) $ 174,933 $ 52,720 »8,7%
Total Expenses $25,698, 098 $28,762,023 $36,453, 445 $57,312,623 45, 2%
Cost/Bus Mile $ 1.37 $ 1.34 % 1.57 $ 1.73 26, 3%
Net Revenue $ (214,3238) $ 1,407,193 $ 939,21 $ 2,482,625 1012, 3%
(Profit)
Dperating Ratio #* 100.8 95.3 97.5% 93.8 —

Source: Annuel reporls filed by carriers with ,MPSC,

* Note: Operating ratio is the total costs divided by total revenues times 100.
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Intercity Rail Passenger Service

The rail passenger system serves 15 Michigan communities and includes
490 route miles - 422 in Michigan and 68 in Indiana, I1linois and Ohio.
The out-of-state miles are necessary to provide connections to Chicago
and Toledo. The most heavily traveled route is between Detroit and
Chicago.

The level of rail passenger service is generally described.in terms of

daily round trips. The highest level of service, three daily round trips, is
provided between Detroit and Chicago. One of these trains continues to
Toledo, where connections are available to and from eastern points. All
other intercity rail passenger routes in the state provide a single daily
round trip. The Toronto-Port Huron to Chicago service also uses the Detroit
to Chicago line from Battle Creek west, resulting in four trains daily
between Battle Creek and Chicago.

Michigan's rail passenger system is shown on Figure CTF-7. Of the 490 total
route miles, AMTRAK operates 143 route miles. The remainder is privately
operated by the Grand Trunk Western Railroad and Conrail.

Amtrak's state-assisted "International Limited" passenger train connecting
southern Michigan cities with Toronto and Chicago, introduced in October
1982, is an example of the success of this program. It operates daily,
linking Chicago, Niles, Kalamazoo, Battle Creek, Lansing/East Lansing,
Flint, Port Huron and Toronto. Ridership on the route has risen from
91,941 passengers in fiscal 1977-78 when the service operated only from
Chicago-Port Huron to approximately 112,393 in FY 1983. Through direct
train connections in Toronto, the route connects Michigan towns and cities
into a 1,000-mile rail travel corridor to major #.S. and Canadian cities
extending from Chicago to as far east as Ottawa, Montreal and Quebec City.
Table CTF-13 provides performance data on this popular route.

While emphasis on ridership is important, special attention has been
placed at maximizing the revenue generation of these intercity trains in

a manner to continually reduce the need for pubiic operating assistance.
Emphasis will continue on all intercity rail passenger routes to

further improve both the operating and economic performance of these
routes.

Table CTF-14 shows ridership on Michigan rail passenger corridors from
1974 to 1983 (calendar years).
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Table CTF-13

AMTRAK INTERCITY RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE

PERFORMANCE

The following performance statistics cover a five year performance
period extending from Fiscal Year 1977/78 through Fiscal Year 1982/83.
These figures apply specifically to the Port Huron-Flint-East Lansing-
Battle Creek-Kalamazoo-Niles-Chicago route. The performance patterns of
this particular route are similar in nature to other intercity rail
routes serving Michigan communities.

FY 1977/78 FY 1982/83 _Change
Revenue $1,159,316 $2,681,093 +131%
Expense : $4, 360,323 $4,437,866 +1.8%
Revenue/Train Mile $ 499 $ 11,55 +131%
Expense/Train Mile $ 18.78 $ 19,12 +1.8%
Revenue/Expense Ratio 26.6% 60% +126%
Daily Train Miles 636 636 NC
Number of Stations | 10 10 NC
Route Miles 318 318 NC
Ridership 94,725 117;634 +24%
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Table CTF-14
RAIL PASSENGER RIDERSHIP, 1974-1983

Corridor 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 16979 1580 1981 1982 1983
Detroit- . .

Buffalo 8,026 43,354 38,456 33,472 40,358 - - : - —_— —
Detroit- /

Chicago ~ 236,616 339,949 369,542 333,495 342,940 388,300 382,967 393,278 356,796 354,817
Jackscmz/ . 3/ ll-/
Detroit=’ - 58,952 65,114 82,473 B7,770 96,573 86,609 55,385 ~ 32,228 28,981
Toronto-Port ' 5/
Huron-Chicago 23,090 85,953 89,277 89,895 9,725 108,586 111,121 112,977 99,332 2/117,634

Total 267,732 528,208 562,389 539,245 565,793 593,459 580,697 561,640 488, 356 501,432

Notes: 1/ Detroit-Chicago figures include the Detroit-Tolede figures.
Z Service began January 20, 1975,
3/ Ridership figures included in Chicago-Detroit-Toledo beginning January 1, 1982.
4/  Ann Arbor-Detroit (ore train only), effective June 14, 1982,
}] Toronto-Port Huron-Ehicago service effective October 31, 1982,

_98....

Source: MDOT, Passenger Transportation Plapning Section, Surface Systems Unit.




Marine Passenger Service

The marine passenger system consists of 20 ferry services operating in
the waters surrounding the State of Michigan as shown in Figure CTF-8.
0f these, only the services to Drummond, Neebish and Sugar Isiands,
owned and operated by the Eastern Upper Peninsula Transportation
Authority (EUPTA), receive funding from the CTF. It is estimated that
more than 500,000 passengers were carried on these island services in
FY 1983.
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MARINE PASSENGER
SERVICES IN MICHIGAN

RAIL/AUTO/PASSENGER FERRIES

1.
2,

Ludington to Kewaunes, Wisconsin
Ludington to Milwaukee, Wisconsin

AUTO/PASSENGER FERRIES

o ~N &, ot b W

. lronton

. Charlevoix to Beaver Island (St James)
. Cheboygan to Bois Bianc Istand

. DaTour Village to Drummond island

. Barbeau 1o Neabish lsland

. Sault Ste, Marie to Sugar Island

. Algonac to Hargen's Istand

10.
11.
12
13.

Algonac to Russell Island

Algonac to Walpole Island, Ontario
Roberts Landing to Port Lambton, Ontario
Marine City to Sombra, Ontaric

PASSENGER ONLY FERRIES

4,
15.
16.
17.
18,
18.
20.

Leland fo Nesth Manitou island
Leland to South Manitou Istand
Mackinaw City to Mackinac [sland
5t ignace to Mackinac Island
Copper Harbor to isle Royale
Houghton to Isle Royale

Isle Roysle to Grand Portage, Minnesota

Figure CTF-8




Rail Freight Service

Railroad freight service in Michigan is provided by approximately 5,200 route
miles as shown on Figure CTF-9. This service is operated by seven major or
Class I railroad companies and 18 short-lines and terminal companies. In
1980, the latest complete year for data, 1,237,000 carloads were generated
from Michigan stations. This amounted to about 3.5 percent of the nation's
rail traffic. :

The rail mode has heen contracting in plant size, both nationally and in
Michigan. Since January 1961, 1,924 Michigan route miles have been
abandoned and eight carferry routes have been discontinued. As of
February, 1984, rail carriers in Michigan have identified to the Inter-
state Commerce Commission (ICC) 667 existing jeopardized route miles. Up
to 200 additional miles are also considered candidates for ICC filings in
the near future. Table CTF-15 summarizes the status of jeopardized
segments as well as the route mileage that has been preserved through the
state)rail,program {1ines owned and operated by the state; also see Figure
CTF-9).

The ability of the state's system of railways and waterways to deliver
quality freight service plays a signficiant role in supporting economic
activity. In order to insure an environment conducive to development, the
state has expended over $200 million on rail-related projects since the
inception of the rail program in 1976.

There is currently a reduction in state and federal monies available for
the continuation of rail lines. Rail program emphasis has therefore been
targeted at marginal lines with potential for operational self-sufficiency.
Emphasis has also been redirected to lines requiring capital improvements
and exhibiting a willingness on the part of private and local interest to
participate in a partnership approach for maintenance of essential rail
service.

State program revenue limits, Michigan's economic recession, accelerated
abandonment activity, state ownership of roughly 17 percent of the state's
rail network, and the elimination of state operating assistance represent
dramatic changes in the freight transportation environment. In
recognition of these changes, the department took steps in FY 1984 to
redirect the state's rail freight program. The new approach to state
assistance recognizes the limited financial capabiiity of the program and
seeks to facilitate the participation of a broad range of financial and
nonfinancial resources in achieving the program mission. This new
approach emphasizes 1)} facilitation of nonfinancial solutions to freight
movement problems resulting from potential rail line abannments; 2)
partnership with rail users, local governments, and other state agencies
in the development of both nonfinancial and financial soiutions to rail
freight problems, and in service development/enhancement activity; 3)
balancing the financial contributions of participants in freight projects
with the project benefits to each; 4) relying upon capital as opposed to
operating assistance; and 5) consideration of the use of other modes of
freight transportation in solving freight movement problems.
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MICHIGAN'S RAILROAD NETWORK
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SUMMARY OF PENDING ANﬁ POTENTIAL RATI, ABANDONMENTS

WITHIN MICHIGAN, AS OF FERBRUARY 1, 1984

Based upon ICC System Diagram Maps and Data from

Michigan's Class II Railroads

CATEGORY

Lines which carrier anticipates will be subject

to an abandonment or discontinuance application

within the next three years.

Lines under study and potentially subject teo
abandonment application.

Lines for which an abandonment or discontinuance
application is currently pending before the
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Lines operated under rail service continuation
contracts or owned by State of Michigan.

k3

MILEAGE

Rail Water Total
332.17 61.00 393,17
81.45 0 81.45
192,74 0 192.75
933.53 8.70 942.23

1,539.90 69.70 1,609.60

SL - 410 ojgey




MARINE FREIGHT SYSTEM

There are 74 commercial ports in Michigan, of which 56 are regulariy
active in the movement of freight. These ports, identified in Figure
CTF-10, handled 80 million tons of cargo in 1981. Five classifications
are used to group Michigan ports by their function.

Overseas Ports

Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Seaway Ports with Public Channels
Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Seaway Ports without Public Channels
Ferry Service Ports

Other Ports (commercial fishing and occasional use)

AW
s s & u w

Most ports in Michigan operate privately and have no public invoivement
in their management. The minimum Tevel of public invoivement is the
existence of a development agency which could perform a support role in
the development of terminals or services. Most ports have such an
agency availabie, although few utilize them. Other types of management
structures include port commissions or port authorities, either of which
may have limited or broad powers related to port management or deveiop-
ment. There currently are two active commercial port commissions and
one port authority in Michigan.

CTF participation in the state's port system has been limited to

matching Tlocal (city and county) budget allocations to port authorities,

in accordance with P,A. 639 of 1978, One port authority has been

created pursuant to this act, the Detroit/Wayne County Port Authority.

CTF support to this authority has been provided since FY 1981, The authority
provides a marketing resource to generate increased traffic through the port
of Detroit.

- 92 -




Figure CTF-10

MICHIGAN COMMERCIAL PORTS
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FY 1984-85 CTF Program
Part 3

CTF Program Categories and Projects

This section provides a detailed description of each program category, the
amount allocated, the purpose of the program, services provided, and
eligible systems or carriers. In addition, there is a brief description
of selected bond projects. MDOT inaugurated a $64 million CTF bond
program in January 1984, The program to be carried out with those bond
proceeds will span a three-year period, beginning in FY 1984, Those
portions of the $64 million CTF bond program expected to be carried out
during FY 1985 are summarized here to reflect the entire scope of the
public transportation program.

The program presented herein is directed toward the goal of providing a

balanced statewide network of pubiic transportation services essential to
the social and economic well being of the state.
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LOCAL TRANSIT SERVICES

FY 1984-85 CTF PROGRAM

The purpose of local transit services is to provide the maximum possible
"~ level of public bus transportation to the general public, senior citizens,
and handicappers of the state within the constraints of federal, state, and

local funding.

1’

Statutory Operating Assistance

for Local Transit:

The programs directed toward this goal are:

$60,004,800 CTF

The agencies eligible for assistance under this program are listed
below., The urbanized area transit systems receive federal operating and
capital assistance directly from the Urban Mass Transportation

Administration (UMTA).

The nonurbanized area transit systems

receive federal operating assistance through the state., In FY 1983,
the 13 urbanized systems (and nonurbanized areas of combined systems)
had a ridership of 98,000,000; the 29 nonurbanized systems had a

ridership of 2,167,000.

The number of systems by category fluctuates

as new small bus systems complete their first three years of operation
and become included in the nonurbanized system category, as systems

merge, or as systems discontinue service.

In FY 1985 it is estimated

there will be 13 urbanized and 47 nonurbanized transit systems in
operations. Three urbanized systems also provide service in non-
urbanized areas, as shown by the asterisk in the listing below:

Urbanized Area Transit Systems

Ann Arbor
Battle Creek
Bay County*/**
Benton Harbor
Flint

Grand Rapids
Jackson*
Kalamazoo
Lansing

Nonurbanized Area Transit Systems

Adrian

Alger**

Alma

Alpena

Antrim County
Barry County*#*
Belding

Big Rapids
Cadillac/Wexford**
Charlevoix County
Crawford County
Dowagiac

Eaton County
EUPTA

Gladwin

Gogebic County**

Grand Haven
Greenville**
Hillsdale
Holland
Houghton
Huron/Sanilac
Ingham County
Tonia

losco County
Isabella County
Ishpeming
Leelanau County**
Lenawee County
Ludington
Manistee County
Marquette

*Combined urbanized and nonurbanized system.
**Former New Services Project (will complete third year during FY 1985),

- g5 -

Muskegon
Niles
Saginaw
SEMTA*

Marquette County**
Marshall

Mecosta County
Midland

Ogemaw County
Ontonagon County
Oscoda County
Otsego County
Roscommon County
Saugatuck

Sault Ste. Marie
Schoolcraft County
Traverse City

Van Buren County
Yates Township




FY 1984-85 CTF PROGRAM

The estimated state share of needs in this area, based on application
requests and statutory ceilings of 50 percent of the nonfederal

share for urban systems and 60 percent of the nonfederal share for L
nonurbanized systems, totals $83.5 million. Because of a projected e,
$23.5 million gap between the $60 million allocation and the needs, T
and the damaging reductions in service that would be necessary without
additional funding, it is recommended that this program be supplemented
by $5.5 million from the Transportation Development Account. -With this
suppiement, 79 percent of the estimated state share of needs will be met
and a projected gap of $18 million will remain unfunded.

Nonurbanized Bus Operating/Capital Assistance: §$ 4,000,000 UMTA

This program provides federal capital and/or operating assistance

for public transportation in the nonurbanized areas of the state,

The nonurbanized area transit systems and the nonurbanized portion

of the combined transit systems Jisted above are eligible to receive
these federal Section 18 funds. As noted above, these systems are
also eligible for statutory operating assistance. The amount of
state and federal funding is dependent upon the federal appropriation.

New Small Bus and Specialized Services: $ 4,615,700 CTF

This program--through contracts with county governments--provides
operating assistance for specialized services provided by private non-
profit organizations in counties that do not have countywide public
transportation services, as well as operating and capital assistance

to local areas to operate small vehicles for a three-year new service
period. Many of the transportation disadvantaged, such as senior
citizens and handicappers, look to specialized services as a primary
means of transportation. Reimbursement for these services is based on a
rate per mile for direct vehicle operating costs up to a maximum amount
as determined by the department. Act bl of 1951, as amended, provides
that not more than $850,000 a fiscal year shall be distributed as
operating assistance grants for specialized services. The systems
eligible for this assistance in FY 1985 include the following, as well as
areas where new small bus service is planned but may not be implemented:

Allegan County Hillsdale County Ottawa County
Alpena/Cheboygan/Presque Iron County City of Petoskey
Isle Counties Genesee County Saginaw County
Benzie County Kent County St. Joseph County
Cass County . Mackinac County Shiawassee County
Delta/Menominee Counties Montmorency County Washtenaw County

Dickinson County Muskegon County '

Oceana County
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1984-85 CTF PROGRAM

The new small bus element of this program has been successful in
introducing public bus transportation for a three-year period that
allows communities the opportunity to develop ridership and then
decide whether to provide continued local funding. The vast majo-
rity have chosen to provide local funding either through a miilage
or through an appropriation. In FY 1985, it is estimated that 20
continuation systems, as listed below, will be in operation, with
one additional system starting during the year. Funding for the
purchase of vehicles for the additional system will be provided
through the bus capital project of the TDA.

Alger County** City of Caro* Keweenaw Bay Area
Barry County** Gogebic County** Lapeer County

Bay County*¥* Greenville** Leelanau County**
Berrien County* Grand Traverse Co. Mason County*
Branch County* Ionia County* Marquette County**
Cadillac/Wexford** Katamazoo County* Osceola County*
Clare County Kalkaska County*

*Planned for FY 1984. :
**Will complete third year of operating during FY 1985,
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1984-85 CTF PROGRAM

INTERCITY BUS TRANSPORTATION

Intercity bus transportation programs are directed toward combining public
and private transportation services to provide responsive and essential
transportation between cities statewide, These services are essential to
provide basic intercity transportation for significant segments of our
population and are important to the Michigan economy in the area of develop-
ment and tourism, Intercity bus service will maintain individual mobility
and transportation access to urban and rural communities.

1. Intercity Bus Operating Assistance: $ 1,005,000 CTF

The purpose of this program is to support the continuation and develop-
ment of intercity bus service statewide. Grants provide financial
assistance for the operation and promotion of intercity bus service on a
bid basis. Deregulation of the intercity bus industry has resulted in
the reduction and elimination of bus passenger services to over 100 urban
and rural communities, many of which have no other form of public
transportation, This program, which can provide up to 1,565 miles of
daily service, assures the citizens of Michigan access to a network of
public transportation services through the development, preservation,
restoration, and expansion of intercity bus passenger services to link
Michigan's small urban and rural communities to major population and
commercial centers., Special projects for colleges, worker/commuters, and
other traffic generators may be necessary to stimulate industry and
tourism,

A1l private carriers who operate under a certificate of authority as
a motor carrier of passengers and meet program guidelines are
eligibie to apply for operating assistance. A minimal portion of
the funding amount is provided for regulatory affairs in conjunction
with the issuance of certificates of authority.




2.

FY 1984485 CTF PROGRAM

Intercity Bus Equipment Loan Program: $ 770,200 CTF
1,840,700 Bus Loan Fund
$ 2,610,900

This program is complementary to the intercity bus operating assistance
program. The program provides intercity buses to certified carriers
through a state purchase, with the carrier repaying the state for the
cost of the equipment plus a nominal interest charge, while having the
buses in service to the public. The loans are repaid within six or nine
years, including interest., It should be emphasized that this is a loan
program. All equipment costs will be repaid to the Bus Loan Fund by

the private carriers utilizing the buses. There is little financial

Toss risk because of the stable collateral value of the intercity

bus equipment. Progran requirements have resulted in many new
regular-route services by private carriers at no state expense,

The impact of deregulation has dramatically increased the present demand
for new equipment. Buses are needed not only for expansion of new public
transportation services, but aiso for replacement purposes. To date, 135
buses have been purchased for private carriers to operate regular

routes. Over 61 percent of the total funding amount of these buses has
been repaid to the state. It is vital that we assure expansion and
replacement of vehicles under this program. At current estimated costs,
the funding amount would permiit the purchase of 12 additional buses.

A1l private carriers who operate regular routes under a certificate of
authority to operate as a motor common carrier of passengers and meet
program guidelines are eligible to apply under the Intercity Bus Loan
Program. .
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PASSENGER TERMINAL FACILITIES

Development of safe, attractive, and efficient transportation facilities
that provide access to all modes of transportation service in the affected
communities is the goal of this program, The program will also develop a
security program at major facilities and provide for continuation of the
small facilities program.

1. Terminals: $ 1,635,000 CTF

The small urban and rural communities have a need for passenger
facilities for the convenience of the traveling public. In many cases,
reinstituting service in communities is dependent upon the availability
of passenger facilities. This program will provide funding for
facilities in the smaller communities throughout the state and for
development of terminals in major travel corridors.

2. Transportation Information System: $ 375,000 CTF

With deregulation of intercity bus and air carriers, services to
cities may be deleted or added with minimal publication by carriers,
Jeaving citizens unaware of service availability. The purpose of
this program is to continue a two-year demonstration of an integrated
transportation information system for interfacing intercity bus,

air, rail, and transit services statewide. This transportation
information system will give the citizens of and visitors to Michigan
instant information on travel alternatives through one toll-free
phone call. This service, the first of its kind in the naticn, is
designed to bring about better utilization of public transportation
in the state.
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RAIL PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION $ 3,000,000 CTF

Rail passenger service provides an alternative mode of travel for the
general public. The program contains services under Section 403(b) of
the Federal Rail Passenger Service Act in major travel corridors of the
state, The International Limited route links eight Michigan cities
directly with Chicago and Toronto and serves approximately 120,000
travelers each year. The Grand Rapids-Chicago service, to be introduced
in FY 1984, will link western and southwestern lower Michigan with
Chicago, where travelers can connect with other Amtrak services operating
to and from points throughout Amtrak's nationwide rail system, This
route is expected to serve approximately 60,000 travelers each year.

The state also expects to work with local communities and travel organiza-
tions to promote further development of tourism/excursion passenger rail
movements that have shown an impressive growth in popularity in the past
~several years., In 1983 over fifty such train movements carried approximately
30,000 to 35,000 travelers on routes throughout Michigan.

New western Michigan service planned for FY 1984 requires signal

and facility improvements to generate improved operating and economic
performance. Continued passenger terminal development in Flint, East
Lansing, and Detroit requires track, signal, and facility improvements.
Improvements to grade crossings along passenger rail lines can increase
both safety and operating performance levels,

WATER PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION $ 600,000 CTF

The state provides operating and capital support to designated water ferry
operations linking MNeebish, Sugar, and Drummond Islands with the Chippewa
County mainland. These services are administered by the Eastern Upper
Peninsula Transportation Authority.

Residents of the islands have no other means of transportation to the
mainland. They are dependent upon these services for school transpor-
tation and access to fuel and other basic supplies. The services also
promote tourism opportunities essential to Michigan's economy.

Capital improvements will be completed in phases. Phase I is currently in
progress (FY 1984 funds). Phase II will continue with FY 1985 funds.,
Existing conditions of dock/port facilities constrain watercraft operations
and further development of efficient, safe, reliable, and attractive services
linking the islands with the mainland. These funds are also necessary for
vesse]l maintenance and other support facilities.
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INTERCITY FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION SERVCIES

The purpose of this program is to assist in the resolution of freight move-
ment problems resulting from threatened loss of rail service and to improve
the level of service capable of being provided by the state's rail freight
system, thereby contributing to Michigan's economic development and
revitalization.

1.

Rail Freight QOperations: $ 1,035,300 CTF

The purpose of this program is to evaluate and improve, where warranted,
continuation of rail freight services necessary to meet rail user and
community needs., State assistance is provided to facilitate continuation
of rail freight services to over 85 rail users located throughout
Michigan which tendered/received in excess of 13,000 carloads of freight
in calendar 1983. In FY 1985 state operasting assistance to eligible rail
corridors is being reduced by 25 percent from the level provided to the
same corridors in FY 1984, Greater operating efficiencies and additional
revenue sources, through increased traffic generation and/or local
commitments, ay be necessary to retain the level of services previously
provided, Eligible rail corridors for this assistance are as follows:

Ann Arbor to Frankfort area

Reed City to Petoskey and to Traverse City areas
Hillsdale County area

Lenawee County area

Vassar area

Property Management and Miscellarzcus Expensas: $ 1,900,000 CTF

The department owns approximately 885 miles of railroad right-of-way and
track structure, several parcels adjacent tc the right-uf-way, numerous
pieces of rolling stock, other specialized pieces of rail and water
equipment, and several buildings. Other rail property is leased. The
department may deem additional leases or purchases te be necessary in

FY 1985 in order tc accomplish program objectives. Imherent in

state ownership and lease of property is the responsibility associated
with property management. The property management and miscellaneous
expense element of the Rail Freight and Water Transportation Program
addresses this responsibility.,

Expenses eligible under this program element include obligations
arising from leases and taxes, inventory and analysis, storage and
disposition, maintenance and repair, and insurance and security of
state-owned or leased rail freight and water equipment, rolling
stock, land, and/or other fixed facilities.

Other eligible expenses include feasibility evaluations of specified
freight services and, subject to the outcome of those evalua-

tions, continuation of such services in the manner most conducive to
efficient operations.
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4.
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Miscellaneous expenses such as those arising from audit resolution,
arbitration awards, or purchase of equipment to facilitate property
management functions are also eligible under this program element.

Rail Freight Capital Assistance: $ 1,580,500 CTF
575,000 Rail Loan Fund
505,000 Federal
$2,660,500

The purpose of the capital program is to provide a rail transportation
track structure that will facilitate preservation of essential rail
service. Department-owned rail corridors require an infusion of
capital for improvements to track structure to ensure continued safe
and efficient rail operation. Subprograms to be carried out with
these funds include both bridge and grade crossing construction and
rehabilitation, and track rehabilitation., Projects will be financed
with contributions from affected local governments, state agencies,
railroads, and/or rail users via negotiated loans, loan/grants,

rail leases, or lease/purchase agreements,

Additional funding for the track rehabilitation subprogram is provided
from the TDA.

Port Assistance: $ 100,000 CTF

The purpose of this program is to provide state assistance to port
authorities throughtout Michigan in accordance with PA 639 of 1978,
Under this act, approved port authorities are responsible for
promotion, development, and expansion of commerce through their
respective ports. State assistance is availabie for eligible port
authorities for operating budgets. Upon city, county and state
approvals of the budget, 50 percent is to be funded by the state and
25 percent each from the city and county. The Detroit/Wayne County
Port Authority is eligible for this state assistance,
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 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT $15,693,500 CTF
2,410,000 Federal
$18,103,500

The purpose of the Transportation Development Account is to provide funding
for projects that contribute to a balanced statewide network of public
transportation services. Examples are construction, acquisition or improve-
ment of physical plants or rolling stock, pioneering technological and
systems improvements, encouraging economic development, and maintaining
essential services to the citizens of Michigan. Activities eligible for
funding under this program in FY 1985 include:

1. Bus Capital: $ 2,943,500 CTF
B0O,000  UMTA
$ 3,743,500

This project is designed to meet capital needs of urbanized transit
systems, nonurbanized transit systems, new small bus systems, and
specialized services systems for senior and handicapper citizens., It
is estimated that urban transit systems in Michigan will receive
capital apportionments of $24 million from UMTA's Section 9 program
in FY 1985. To capture these funds, a local match of $6 million
would be required. Federal grants may also become available from
UMTA's discretionary program (Section 3) for local transit systems,
from UMTA's Section 18 program for nonurbanized systems, and from
UMTA's Section 16{b){2) program for vehicles for private nonprofit
agencies that serve elderly and handicapper citizens, In addition,
there is a need for replacement vehicles and equipment in nonurban
systems and for new vehicles for an additional new small bus system.
No federal funds are available for these latter purposes. Together,
these capital needs total more than $10 million., The modest amount
devoted to this project in FY 1985 will meet only the most critical
needs.

2. Vanpooling: $ 125,000 CTF

This project will fund the continuation of "MichiVan" vanpool
services to qualified comnuting groups of nine or more persons
throughout the State of Michigan. Self-supporting except for
marketing and administrative costs, MichiYan is one of the most
cost-effective transportation services supported by this department.
Vanpooling is an energy-efficient form of transportation that
contributes to the relief of traffic congestion and air pollution.
This project, which has accelerated the expansion of vanpooling in
Michigan, will continue to be used to meet transportation demands
where public transportation is unavailable, has been discontinued,
or is unsuited to commuter travel needs. This project budget
represents phase one of a proposed plan to gradually reduce and
eliminate state funding.
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3,

Detroit $ 90,000
Lansing 21,000
Flint 25,000
Grand Rapids 30,000
Kalamazoo 15,000
Ann Arbor 10,000
dackson 9,000

$200,000

4., Park-and-Ride: $ 300,000 CTF

5.

FY 1984-85 CTF PROGRAM

Statewide Ridesharing: $ 200,000 CTF

Ridesharing programs assist persons in finding alternative transportation
services. Ridesharing for the work trip offers potential for reducing
energy consumption, traffic congestion, and air pollution., Ridesharing is
acknowledged by the U.S. Department of Transportation as being the most
cost-effective means of meeting these objectives. This project will
provide grants to local agencies for ridesharing organizational and
promotional efforts, the development of selected statewide ridesharing
marketing efforts, and the conduct of demonstration and development
projects. Most of the costs are associated with the continued support of
local ridesharing offices. Continuation grants will be based on
evaluation of effectiveness., The proposed distribution is:

Additional park-and-ride lots are required in the State of Michigan along
major corridors to stimulate multimodal transit utilization. These lots
also serve population and activity centers, thereby contributing to
economic vitality and conservation of energy resources. Strategically
located park-and-ride lots also relieve otherwise congested corridors and
parking in central business districts. The anticipated locations for
these lots are along the interstate highway corridors and at the fringes
of transit service areas in cities and villages not served by interstate
routes. These funds will be spent throughout the state and will be
matched by federal funds from UMTA and the Federal Highway Administration
depending on project eligibility.

SEMTA Central Automated Transit System: $ 1,500,000 CTF

This represents the fifth increment for this multiyear project and will
match an anticipated federal grant for FY 1985 of $6 million. Con-
tinuity of funding is necessary in order to sustain the established
construction schedule, Better known as the "people mover®, this 2.9 mile
loop in downtown Detroit is expected to begin operation in 1986.
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" 6., Commuter Rail: $ 900,000 CTF

Initiation of commuter rail service between Ann Arbor and Detroit is an
element of the Southeastern Michigan Regional Transit Consensus Plan
approved by the SEMTA board in February 1984. This phase of this
multiyear project will complete the segment between downtown Detroit
(Joe Louis Parking Arena garage) and the Michigan Central Terminal.

7. SEMTA Light Rail Transit: $ 1,000,000 CIF

Light rail transit for both the Woodward and Gratiot corridors are
elements of the Southeastern Michigan Regional Transit Consensus Plan
approved by the SEMTA board in February 1984. This phase of this
multiyear project will continue preliminary engineering and design
work. Progress on this porject is predicated on receiving a federal
grant for 80 percent of the costs.

8. Demonstration and Research: $ 300,000 CTF

1,280,000 Federal
$ 7,580,000

There is a continued need to improve the operating efficiencies of public
transportation in the State of Michigan. The potential for savings in
maintenance and operation costs becomes more important in view

of reduced federal subsidies. Specific projects for the Demonstration
and Research Program have not been determined. Technical needs of

the transit authorities and the priorities suggested by UMTA will be
considered in the selection of projects for this limited funding.

9, Technical Studies: $ 25,000 CTF

330,000  UMTA
$ 355,000

Activities eligible under this project include studies of operational and
funding problems, preparation and dissemination of information such as
operations manuals, planning new systems, and program management.
Specific projects will be selected by the department's Technical Studies
Committee after suggested priorities and funding guidance are received
from UMTA., In-kind services will be used to the extent possible to take
maximum advantage of federal funds.

10. Rail Freight Capital Assistance: $ 2,900,000 CTF-

Capital funding is needed to supplement federal and other state funds for
track, bridge, and crossing rehabilitation, to address pending rail
abandonments, and to support efforts to entice rail-using corporations

to locate and/or remain in Michigan,
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11. Supplementa] Operating Assistance for

FY 1984-85 CTF PROGRAM

It is expected that a number of major railrcad segments will be abandoned
in FY 1985, Under certain circumstances, department purchase and/or
‘rehabilitation of abandoned segments will be appropriate given local
economic conditions and the feasibility of operation without state
subsidy. MWhere and when major corporations can be enticed to locate
along a rail corridor and remain in Michigar, funds for freight facility
improvements may be provided in cooperation with local units of govern-
ment, economic development corporations, and industry. Projects will be
financed with contributions from affected local governments, state
agencies, railroads, and/or rail users via negotiated loans, 1oan/grants
rail leases, or lease/purchase agreements,

Local Transit: $ 5,500,000 CTF

The program of state operating assistance to local transit agencies

was designed to maintain essential services in localities throughout
the state. However, the allecation for this purpose falls far short

of meeting the needs, as discussed further on page . It is,
therefore, recommended that $5.5 million from TDA be used to supplement
this allocation. With this supplement, 79 percent of the estimated
state share of needs would be met.

5£-1471-2
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CTF Bond Program

MDOT inaugurated a $64 million CTF bond program in January 1984, This
bond program, spanning a three-year period, will allow MDOT to meet the
state's most critical capital needs for public transportation improve-
ments, It is expected that approximately $47 million of bond projects
will be placed under contract during FY 1984, Another $11 miliion is
expected to be placed under contract during FY 1985, Because many of
the projects in the bond program are funded through a federal-state
partnership, the timing of specific projects is often dependent upon
approval of federal grants. An example is UMTA capital grants to local
transit systems for vehicles or improved facilities. For this reason,
the amounts expected to be placed under contract during any one fiscal
year are subject to change. This bond program is administered in
conjunction with the CTF program previously outlined. The planned FY
1985 portion is summarized here to reflect the entire scope of the FY
1985 public transportation program.

1. Bus Transit $2,800,000 Bonds

These funds will be used to finance the purchase of transit vehicles
and related equipment; the construction, rehabilitation, improving
or equipping of transit facilities; or the purchase of inspection/
supervisory vehicles. The equipment and facilities will be used in
various Tocal bus and specialized services throughout the state. A
high priority will be placed on using bond proceeds to obtain
matching grants from UMTA. These capital grants are available on
either an 80% federal/20% local or 75% federal/25% local basis.

2. Intercity Passenger Transportation $1,250,000 Bonds

MDOT will use bond proceeds to construct or rehabilitate one or more
transportation terminals and to perform track rehabilitation and
signaling work for improved intercity passenger train service.
Intercity passenger train services are planned and provided in
coopreation with Amtrak. A high priority will be placed on using
bond proceeds for projects that also receive funding from Amtrak.

3. Rail Freight and Water Transportation $3,178,000 Bonds

This is part of MDOT's continuing program of track upgrading to
provide a rail transportation track structure that will facilitate
preservation of essential rail service., The improvements will be
made on both state-owned and privately-owned tracks. Some of these
improvements may be financed by means of loans or lease-purchase
agreements,

4. Transit Systems Engineering $4,000,000 Bonds

This continues a multiyear project for light rail transit on the
Woodward and Gratiot corridors that is part of the Southeastern
Michigan Regional Transit Consensus Plan. This phase, dependent on
an 80% federal/20% local UMTA grant, will continue preliminary
engineering and design work.
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INTRODUCTION

Public Act 51 of 1951 (as amended) establishes the current legal framework
for developing and maintaining the state's total road and street network.
It provides for the creation of the Michigan Transportation Fund, supported
by taxes on motor vehicles and the fuel they use. It puts basic control

of highway financing under the State Transportation Department, which is
governed by a six member Commission.

Act 51 also assigns legal jurisdiction over various portions of the
highway system to city, county, or state government and allocates avail-
able revenues to these agencies. Subsequent legislation amended the
allocation formula, as noted in chapter one. Today, highways under the
direct control of the Michigan Department of Transportation are marked
either "I", "US", or "M". The Department is responsible for planning,
designing, constructing, and maintaining these highways. The list of
construction improvements for FY83 to the state network is included in this
report.

The 1982 State Transportation Plan provides the context for establishing
program priorities within its goals. The goals approved by the Transpor-

tation Commission emphasize maintaining the essential system, completing
the interstate system and minimizing major widening improvements.

The FY85 Construction Program reflects these goais by including projects
for the completion of 1-696 and I-69 and also in the resurfacing of I-75
as well as many other projects.

The following program report contains a detailed discussion of Michigan's
highway funding from federal and state sources for fiscal year 1984-85, an
explanation of the Act 51 construction/maintenance proportions, a
description of program categories and the projects in each category, and

a cgmparison of the highway program to the condition of state trunkline
routes.

Description of Routes Eligible for Program Funds

Projects included in this construction program are on routes eligible
for Federal-Aid highway funds and are referred to as Federal-Aid Systems.
Routes in the Federal Aid System are the major facilities, such

as state trunklines, major county roads and major city streets. This
report includes only state trunklines.

Three types of Federal-Aid Systems are discussed in this program. They
are; Federal-Aid Interstate, Federal-Aid Primary, and Federal-Aid
Secondary., In Michigan, Federal-Aid Urban Systems funds are allocated
to urbanized areas and are not included in this report.

Federal-Aid Interstate roadways originally established for defense purposes,
interconnect the major nationwide population and economic centers. Federal-
Aid Primary roads carry high volumes of long distance traffic, have route
continuity, and connect important state socio-economic centers. Federal-Aid
Secondary roads have significance for travel between counties and carry
substantial regional and inter-county traffic between populated places.
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TRUNKLINE INVENTORY

There are 9,247 centerline mijes of trunkline that carry 60.1 million
vehicles miles of travel daily (VMT). A large percentage of the mileage
(79%) is on Federai-Aid Primary routes, which also carry 63 percent of
the YMT. The interstate routes comprise only 12 percent of the state
mileage yet carry 24 percent of the WMT. Figures H3-4 show the
distribution of miles and VMT among the eligible Federal-Aid routes.

All1-Season Routes

Trunkline routes have a special designation for truck use based on their
ability to carry loads. Four designations based on the road's charac-
teristics are used to limit the size, weight, and load of the vehicles.
They are:

1. All-season routes

2. All-season routes with restrictions
3. Rigid pavement (seasonal route)

4, Flexible pavement (seasonal route)

There are 6,331 miles of all-season truck routes. All-season truck

routes are capable of handling the maximum Tegal load permissable in
Michigan some all season routes have restrictions against double bottom
trailers and loads greater than six feet wide. This mileage amounts to 68
percent of the total trunkline and 73 percent of the VMT. Narrow all-season
truck routes (less than 22 feet) carry 4 percent of the VMT in the state on
830 miles. Figure H5 shows the designations for truck routes.

TRUNKLINE CONDITION

The trunkiine condition is described by sufficiency ratings for surface,
base and capacity. The sufficiency rating is an observed condition upon
inspection, which is performed by MDOT every two years. Surface, base,
and capacity ratings designated as "poor" correspond with the suffi-
ciency's designation as "first priority". For a detailed explanation of
the methods used to derive the ratings, refer to MDOT's Sufficiency
Rating Computations Manual.

Surface rating represents the adegquacy of the road surface. It is
calculated from surface condition, pavement and shoulder characteristics,
and data obtained from field inspection. This data, combined with
deterioration factors and 1ife expectancy, is used to generate the
surface rating. The scores range from 1 to 15 with 1 being the worst

and 15 the best.  The 1981 sufficiency master data file was updated

using the project planning file which reflects jobs let up to October,
1983.
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FIGURE H-1
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FIGURE H-2
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FIGURE H-3
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FIGURE H-5
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Thirty-five percent of the trunkline surface is rated good, but 45
percent is rated poor. Resurfacing and restoration projects which
improve these routes can help eliminate the need for major recon-
struction if implemented at an early stage. Figure H6 shows the
locations of poor, intermediate and good rated routes.

Base rating represents the adequacy of the roadway base. It is cal-
culated from soil and drainage data obtained from available records,
field inspection, and district personnel. The scores range from 1 to-15
with 1 being the worst and 15 the best. The 1981 sufficiency master
data file was updated using the project pianning file which reflects
jobs et up to October, 1983.

Over one-half of the m11eage is rated as having a good base condition.
This is due to the relative young age of the system, especially the
interstate. Only 16 percent of the mileage is rated as poor. As a
result, costly reconstruction projects may not be required on these
routes for several years. Figure H7 shows the location of poor,
intermediate, and good base rated routes.

Capacity rating represents the ability of a section of highway to carry
existing traffic volumes. It is calculated using roadway characteristics,
sight restriction, and commercial volume data obtained from available
records and field inspection. Scores range from 1 to 40 with 1 being

the worst and 40 the best. The 1981 sufficiency master data file was
updated using the current progect planning file which reflects jobs let

up to October, 1983.

Eighty-one percent of the trunkline has have a capacity rating of
"good". This is partially attributable to having constructed an
efficient operating system through the years. Roads with poor, inter-
mediate, and good capacity ratings are shown in Figure H8.

Structures

There are 3992 structures under the state's Jurisdiction. The condition
is rated by observation and classified by the following criteria:

- Good rating indicates that the structure meets current design criteria and
7s- functioning well. Over 90 percent of the structures under the state's
“jurisdiction are rated good.

Structurally deficient rating indicates that the basic structural
components are in need of major repair or replacement. Structures so
rated are safely usable, but some may require load restrictions. There
are 27 structures with this rating.

Functionally obsolete structures indicates an inadequate aspect of the
physical condition of the bridge, such as inadequate vertical and
horizontal clearances. Also the approach alignment conditions are
inadequate. There are 323 structures with this rating.
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FIGURE H-6

1982 SUFFICIENCY RATING
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FIGURE H-7

1982 SUFFICIENCY RATING
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FIGURE H-8

1982 SUFFICIENCY RATING
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FUNDING SOURCES

Improvements to the trunkline are funded primarily by federal and state
revenues. Fuel taxes and vehicle use taxes generate these revenues. In
order to assess the capability of improving conditions, an examination
of available revenue is required. Then, with cost estimations of
necessary projects, a comparison can be made to determine which projects
can be started in the program year. The estimates for state apportioned
funds for FY85 are shown in Figure H9,

FEDERAL FUNDS

Highway Trust Funds are collected from taxes on motor fuel and other auto
related purchases as directed by the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1982. Congress authorizes the Federal Aid Highway Programs and
determines the amounts to be included in each. Distribution of these
funds to the states is accomplished by apportionment or allocation.
Apportionments are legisiatively determined and are distributed by
formula, whereas allocation is administratively distributed, often on a
project by project basis. The following discussion describes each of
the Federal Aid Highway Programs.

Apportioned Funds |

Current federal highway law states that each state must be notified of

its apportionment at least 90 days prior to the apportionments becoming
available. The apportionments are to be available at the beginning of

the fiscal year, which is October 1. However, some years this has not

happened, because Congress has not passed a Federal Aid Highway bill or
approved an interstate cost estimate.

Obligations

The Federal Aid Highway Program is based on a process of reimbursement

by the Federal Highway Administration called obiigation. The monies
apportioned to the states through the various programs are dispersed

through obiigational authority. The obligational authority acts much

1ike a line of credit to the state. The state begins projects with its

own money, but is reimbursed for the federal share of the project cost

as the work is being completed. However, each year a ceiling is imposed so
that a state may not be reimbursed beyond a percentage of the project costs.
Last year the ceiling was 94 percent.

Obiligational Limitations

It is possible for obligations to match the apportionment, but more

commonly, limitations are placed on apportioned sums. The Surface
Transportation Assistance Act imposes such limitations annually on either the
total program or by any of the sub programs. Once a state reaches its
obligational limitation for the time period, funds may not be obligated
although additional apportioned funds exist. Occasionally, exceptions are
made when a change will result in a more equitable distribution of the
overall limitation. The obligational Timitation placed on FY 1984-85
apportioned funds is $225 million, compared to a $302 million apportionment
for the state portion.
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Interstate-$131.1 million

The apportionment formula for the interstate category is the ratio of
the federal aid needed to complete the approved interstate system in
each state to the total of such federal aid needed in all states. This
money can only be used to construct the approved interstate routes. The
amount of $131.1 million includes a carryover of $58.5 million.

Interstate 4R-$76.9 million

Interstate system projects such as resurfacing, restoration, rehabili-
tation and reconstruction are eligible for this program. Factors that
are used to apportion these funds are system lane miles and system
vehicie miles traveled on the interstate system.

Each apportionment of Interstate 4R funds is available for a total of
four years. As with interstate construction funds, the amount un-
obligated at the end of four years is redistributed to the other states.

Primary-$74.2 million

Construction projects on the primary marked routes are eligible for
primary funds. Factors that determine the apportionment to the states
are the ratio of area type, rural population, rural delivery route
mileage and urban population in places with 5,000 or more persons.

Secondary-$6.4 million

Construction projects on secondary marked routes receive apportionments
through the secondary funding program. Factors that are used to deter-
mine the amount of apportionment are the ratio of area type, rural
population and rural delivery route mileage and intercity mail route
mileage. By federal law, at least 50 percent of these funds must be
passed through to the counties. The Michigan Transportation Commission
policy states that 66 percent of available secondard funds will be passed
through to the counties.

Urban System-%$29.0 million

Urban systems funds are available to urban areas with populations greater
than 5,000 for improvements on roads within the urban area boundaries.
Any governmental entity with jurisdiction over a road on the urban system
can apply for the funds. Projects are prioritized, and funding decisions
are made by urban systems task forces in each urban area. Very little of
this money is used on state trunklines.

85% Minimum Allocation-$47.4 million

Michigan has historically been a "donor state", receiving Federal Highway
Trust Fund apportionments equivalent to 70-72 percent of contributions.
The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 stipulated that no
-state would be apportioned less than 85 percent of its estimated con~
tribution to the Trust Fund. Therefore, Michigan now receives an "85
percent Floor" -- theoretically the difference between our total program
apportionment and our estimated contributions -- which can be used to
augment any of the other federal funds. The above amount is an estimate,
which is subject to change.
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Other Programs-$24.2 million

The bridge replacement & rehabilitation, hazard elimination, and rail
highway crossing programs are also apportioned by formuia. These monies
are divided between the department, counties and cities at the discretion
of the department. As a rule, the department uses very little of the
money, especially in the bridge relacement and program.

Discretionary-$20.4 million

The estimation of the amount of discretionary money available for the
program year is based on historic patterns. At this point it represents

the best estimate to use in forecasting available revenue. This money is
available only when all interstate apportioned funds are used.
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STATE FUNDS

The Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) is administered by MBOT and the
state share finances the trunkline system and state non-motorized
facilities. Two primary sources generate MTF revenue; motor fuel taxes

and vehicle registration taxes. The estimated collection of these revenues
by the major sources is shown in Figure H10.

- These taxes, plus taxes from liquified petroieum gas, licenses and
permits, and interest on investments comprise the MTF. After deductions
for administrative costs, Mackinac Bridge Authority, Critical Bridge

Fund, State Waterways Fund, and 10 percent allocation to the Comprehensive
Transportation Fund, the balance is distributed to the State Trunkline
Fund (STF), county road commissions and cities and villages. The formulas
for distribution are part of Act 51. For fiscal years 1984 & 1985, the
formulas are shown in Figure H11,

100 Percent State Funded Projects

This money is available only after all Federal-Aid is matched from the
state's distribution of the MTF. Projects in this category do not make

use of federal funds; the state pays for the entire project. Since one of
MDOT's goals is to maximize the use of federal assistance, this category

is a small portion of the yearly program. These projects may be ineligible
for federal aid, and can result from unforseen circumstances such as
hazards caused by spring breakup, drainage problems, or local requests.
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FIGURE H-10

FY 1984-85 MICHIGAN TRANSPORTATION FUND
ESTIMATED REVENUE BY MAJCOR SOURCE
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ACT 51 PROGRAM EXPENDITURE RESTRICTION

Sections 11(2) and 11(3) of Act 51 of the Public Acts of 1951, as
amended, require a specific application of the annual state and federal
revenues credited to the State Trunkline Fund. At least ninety percent
of the fund, less certain amounts described below, is to be expended for
maintenance of highways, roads, streets, and bridges. The restriction in
programming funds is known as a 90/10 split. The requirement shall be
waived to the extent that applying it would make the state ineligiblie for
federal funds. Act 51 does not restrict interstate funds until the end
of 1984, but the exemption is needed to continue to allow completion of
the interstate system.

The Act defines maintenance to include several activities other than

snow removal, drainage, sealing, patching and ordinary repairs associated
with routine maintenance. These other activities include safety
projects; the preservation, reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration,

and rehabiltitation of highways, roads, streets, and bridges; widening of
less than a lane's width; adding short turning lanes, correcting sub-
standard intersections; and, the activities of the Department's Bureau
of Highways for implementing these projects.

Activities specifically excluded from maintenance are: (1) projects
increasing capacity for routes serving through traffic; and (2% upgrading
aggregate surface roads to a hard surface. (There are no trunkline roads
with an aggregate surface.)

Certain expenditures from the State Trunkline Fund may be excluded before

determining the 90 percent level. The following is a list of excluded
expenditures for State funds.

1. Payments for bonds, notes, or other similar obligations
prior to 1982

2. State match for interstate construction (until September 30,
1984)

3. Construction to service new manufacturing or industrial faci-
Tities

4. Capital outlays for purposes other than highways, roads,
streets, and bridges

5. Departmental administrative cost of all bureaus, except the
Bureau of Highways

6. Amounts for projects under contract before January 1, 1983
7. Money loaned to county road commissions, cities and villages

for the capital cost of maintenance projects on roads, streets
and bridges
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TABLE H1

FISCAL YEAR 1984-85 HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION

PROGRAM -~ DETERMINATION OF 90/10 SPLIT FOR FEDERAL AID

Estimated Federal Aid
Deduct (Per Section 11(3) of Act 51):

15

Interstate

Industrial Development
(c} Contracts Prior to 1/1/83

Total

~ Balance of Federal Aid:

Additional Deduct:

1

Highway Planning & Research
Innovative Technology

{c) Priority Primary Increase

in Federal Share

Balance:

Total

90 Percent of Balance:

Estimated
Obligation
Apportionment Authority
$276,700,000 $225,000, 000
72,600,000 33,295,000
-0- N.A.
72,600,000 33,295,000
$204,100,000 191,705,000
4,726,000 4,726,000
1,000,000 1,000,000
4,700,000 4,700,000
$ 10,426,000 , 426,

193,674,000 181,279,000
$174, 306,000 $163,151,000

The federal portion of the construction program ("A" list) equals

$166,674,000.
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TABLE H2
FISCAL YEAR 1984-85 HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION
PROGRAM - DETERMINATION OF 90/10 SPLIT FOR STATE TRUNKLINE FUND

Estimated State Trunkline Fund: $284,990, 400

Deduct (Per Section 11(2) of Act 51):
{a) Debt Retirement 34,150,800
(b) Interstate Match 3,627,000
(c) Industrial Development Routes -0-
{(d) Capital Outlay 10,500,000
(e) Operating Expense 40,732,000
(f) Contracts Prior to 1/1/83 -0-
Total $ 89,010,300
Balance of Stéte Trunkline Fund: 195,980,100
90 percent: 176,382,090

Maintenance as Defined by Section 11(6) in Act 51:

*1984-85 Highway Program 30,500,000
Maintenance Budget 142,791,900
Bureau of Highways Administration 36,586,000

(75% X 40,781,000)

$209,876,900

* Includes Preliminary Engineering, Construction Engineering and
Right-of-Way

The Department must spend at least $176,382,090 on maintenance.
Department has budgeted $209,876,900 on maintenance.
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The 1ist of excluded expenditures for federal funds differs slightly:

1. Interstate construction funds

2. Construction to serve industrial development routes
3. Federal contracts dated prior to 1/1/83

4. Highway Planning and Research Funds

5. Additional federal share of Priority Primary Routes and federal
" funds spent on innovative technology.

Tables H1 and HZ2 display the calculation of the 90/10 split for the 1984-85
program based on estimations of the Federal Aid and State Trunkline Fund for
1984-85, including the deductions mentioned above. To the extent that

state or federal revenues change, these numbers will change. The 90/10
calculation for federal aid was calculated for a program based on the
state's obligational authority as well as using the full federal
apportionment.

~The Department is in compliance with the 90/10 requirement for federal and
state funds.

PRIORITY PROJECT LISTS

Two construction project lists are being used to program 1984-1985
highway improvements. The use of two lists provides a mechanism for
developing program priorities when the state's obligational authority
does not meet its apportionment. The two 1lists are referred to as the
"A" list and "B" list.

The A Tist contains priority projects that can be built with the current
estimated obligational authority. These projects are ready for con-
struction and are the most Tikely to be let in fiscal year 1985.

The B list consists of active projects of a lesser priority than the A
1ist projects. However, they can be let if additional obiigational
authority is released to meet the state's apportionment. Additionally, a
B list project may be let if an A 1ist project is delayed.

Programming with two lists in this manner allows the state to be
prepared to let projects when additional aid becomes available.

PROGRAM CATEGORIES

The highway construction programs presented here list the projects for
Fiscal Year 1985. Both the "A" list and "B" list are included. The
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projects are grouped by program category and described relative to the
project location, Tength, type of work and cost.

Program categories are used to place projects into groups that are
consistent with the Federal Highway Administration capital outlay and
maintenance expenditures categories. They also describe, in broad

geqms,_the type of work. The categories are listed and described
elow.

A1l bridges are contained in two categories: BRIDGE REHABILITATION and
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT. Deck overlay and other repair work that does not
replace the bridge or any part of its structure is included in bridge
rehabilitation. Bridge replacement includes actual replacement of the
bridge or any part of its structure.

ENVIRONMENTALLY RELATED projects are those that improve the environment
around the highway such as landscaping and sound barriers.

MAJOR WIDENING projects include construction that adds one Tane or more
to the roadway. Minor widening includes projects that require less than
one lane., Many of the widening projects also require resurfacing as
part of the total project.

NEW ROUTES are entirely new sections of roadway and the associated
improvements necessary such as landscaping or sewer construction.

RECONSTRUCTION projects are major construction improvements that upgrade
the facility. These also include railroad reconstruction projects that
upgrade the highway/raiiroad crossing. A typical railroad reconstruc-
tion project includes the approach plus the crossing reconstruction.

RELOCATION is self explanatory, but where a major facility is relocated,
the necessary improvements associated with it are also relocated.

RESTORATION and REHABILITATION projects are basically replacement-in-
kind. Facilities such as buildings can be included in this category.
Pavement recycling may be used for highway projects.

Any projects whose primary goal is replacement of the existing surface
are included in the RESURFACING program category.

Lighting projects and pavement marking are exampies of SAFETY projects,
as are intersection improvements, turn flares and potentially hazardous
locations. Projects in this category serve to improve the safety of the
system,

In the current program, the TRAFFIC OPERATIONS category consists soley
of electronic surveillance systems. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT
(TSM) projects include such projects as Teft turn lanes and ramp meters.

The distribution of estimated project costs according to program
category for the A list and B list are shown in Figures H12 and H13.

Figures H14 and H15 show the location of both A and B 1ist projects state-
wide and for the metro Detroit area. The red bands are B list projects.

- 130 -




7%
b
4 (1]
1
L '
A
R 58
c .
! 49
M
A
1 30
L
L
1
] 2¢
8
s

ie

]

FIGURE H-12

A LIST PROGRAM CATEGORY DISTRIBUTICN

£ 33.1 aillion for iaterstete complation

70.2
m TCYAL COStTS-8266,065,0008
z
T N
\
7 47,7
NN
N
- ~
36.9 NN \
\ o
\ N
N \
- RN 27.9
N o
24.0 N Y |
Y )
. y \ N\
16.8 NN
13.8 AN NEH D N \
N
I
SINN z MY 8.0 7.8
N N 5.8 N
R 2.0 NN \ SENN AN 3.1 VRN
\: : h N : .9
[y, m hl LB m N A fa wace)
1 | I ] I T 1 1 |
BR RHE BR RP ENUN RJ YID MN UID NEW RTE RECON RELOC RESTOR RESURF SAFE TRAFOP TSR

- 131 -




70
N 7
o
L
L
v oS50
L]
R
§
e
t
R
" 30
I
L
L
! 2e
0
N
s
10
3

FIGURE H-13

B LIST PROGRAM CATEGORY DISTRIBUTION
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FIGURE H-14

A & B LIST CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

THE BLACK SEGHENTS WIiTH WIDE BAND WIDTHS
REPRESENT STATE HIGHBAY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
SCHEDULED TO BE LET IN FISCAL YEAR 1983.

THE RED SEGMENTS WITH THE WIDE BAND WiIDTHS
REPRESENT STATE HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION
PROJECTS ON MDOT'S B-LIST PROGRAMMING FILE.




FIGURE H~-15

A & B LIST CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
METRC DETROIT

THE BLACK SEGMENTS WiTH WIDE BAND WIDTHS
REPRESENT STATE HIGHUAY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
SCHEDULED TO BE LET IN FISCAL YEAR 1985.

THE RED SEGMENTS WITH THE WiDE BAND WIDTHS
REPRESENT STATE HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION
PROJECTS ON WMDOT'S B-L1ST PROGRAKMING FILE.
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Program Project listing -- FYB5A 3/12/84
04/25/84
CATEGORY : BRIDGE REMABILITATION

ROUTE  LOCATION DESCRIPTION . WORK-TYPE COUNTY MILES EST. €OST

‘ (>1000)
usi12 BRIDGE #1 OVER THE 5T. JUDSEPH RIVER PINS AND HANGERS BERRIEN 0.0 150
US10EB STRUCTURE #1 OVER US27 NORTH BOUND CONCRETE OVERLAY CLARE 0.0 76
us1o STRUCTURE #1,#28&#3 OVER US27 NORTH BOUND  RAILING REPLACEMENT ‘ CLARE 0.0 78
usa27 STRUCTURE #1 UNDER MILITARY ROAD DECK DOVERLAY CRAWFORD 0.0 50
I175N8  STRUCTURE #5 OVER COOK RQAD DECK OVERLAY GENESEE 0.0 95
M30 BRIGGE #4 QOVER THE TITTABAWASSEE RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT GLADWIN .0 170
US127  STRUCTURE #1,#7&#9 AT M36 DECK OVERLAY INGHAM 0.0 172
Us131 STRUCTURE #3 UNDER I94BL WEST OF KALAMAZOO DECK OVERLAY : KALAMAZOO 0.0 $40
194 ROAD #1 OVER CONRAJL RAILROAD & 4 OTHERS DECK OVERLAY KALAMAZOO 0.0 Gt
M2G BRIDGE #1 DVER EAGLE CREEXK & BRIDGES #2843 STRUCTURE RECONSTRUCTION KEEWENAW 0.0 730
Us131 STRUCTURE #4 UNDER 68TH STREET WIDENING AND OVERLAY KENT 0.0 552
us2 BRIDGE #1 QOVER MILLECOQUIN RIVER OVERLAY AND RAILING MACKINAC Q.0 42
M55 BRIDGE #1 OVER MANISTEE RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT MANISTEE 0.0 950
M28 ROAD #1 OVER LS&1 RAILROAD STRUCTURE REMOVAL MARQUETTE 0.0 205
M125 T8 BRIDGE #1 OVER INDIAN CREEK & 2 QTHERS DVERLAY AND RAILINGS MONROE 0.0 213
I7s ROAD #3 OVER CONRAIL RAILRDOAD & RAISIN RIV PINS AND HANGERS MONROE Q.0 250
175 STRUCTURE #13 AT CROOKS ROAD, TROY BRIDGE WIDENING AND REPAIR DAKLAND Q.0 622
M150 ROAD #1 OVER GTW RAILROAD &% CLINTON RIVER OVERLAY AND RAILINGS DAKLAND 0.0 2000
M28 BRIDGE #6 OVER BALTIMORE RIVER DECK OVERLAY : ONTONAGON 0.0 43
M&4 BRIDGES #5&#8 OVER TOWNLINE CREEK DECK OVERLAY . ONTONAGON .0 44
M53 AT NORTH BRANCH CASS RIVER & BRIDGE #4 APPROACH AND DECK SANILAC 0.0 330
194 STRUCTURE #7 UNDER PLATT ROAD OVERLAY AND RAILING WASHTENAW 0.0 as
US23BR ROAD #1 DVER CONRAIL RAILROAD & HURON RIV PINS AND HANGERS WASHTENAW 0.0 150
Us23 STRUCTURE #7 UNDER TERRITORIAL ROAD OVERLAY AND RAILING WASHTENAW 0.0 77
s 23 ROAD #1 OVER CONRAIL RAILRDAD & HURON RIV  PINS AND HANGERS WASHTENAW 0.0 250
UsS10 STRUCTURE #23 UNDER WYOMING, DETRDIT DECK REPLACEMENT AND RATEINGS WAYNE Q.0 500
194 STRUCTURE #23 E. BOUND OVER QUTER DREE NTH CONCRETE OVERLAY WAYNE .0 446
us2z24 AT BRIDGE #1 BLAKELY, DEARBORN & BRIDGE #2 APPROACH AND SUPERSTRUCTURE WAYNE Q.0 486
us24sB STRUCTURE #1 DOVER HMHINES DR. DEARBORN HGTS COMNCRETE OVERLAY WAYNE ¢.0 11C
US25TE BRIDGE #4 OVER ROUGE RIVER BRIDGE REPAIR WAYNE 0.0 200
US 10NB STRUCTURE #1113 OVER DAVIDSON AVE, DETROIT DECK REPLACEMENT WAYNE 0.0 827
194 STRUCTURE #2 EAST BD OVER WAYNE & 11 OTHS DECK REPAIR AND RAILING WAYNE 0.0 459
M39 STRUCTURE #4 OVER PURITAN AVE & STRUCT #6 DECK REPLACEMENT WAYNE C.0 760
184 STRUCTURE #10 MT ELLIOTT & STRUCTURE #1i2 OVERLAY AND RATLING WAYNE G.0 185
M39 STRUCTURE #1411 UNDER M102, DETROIT OVERLAY AND RAILINGS WAYNE 3.0 105
Us1o STRUCTURE #9 OVER CALVERT AVE & STRUCT #10 DECK REPLACEMENT - WAYNE 0.0 498
194 STRUCTURE &1 UNDER M3, DETROIT OVERLAY AND RAILINGS WAYNE Q.0 420
194 PEDESTRIAN #14 AT WOODLAND & PED #17 STRUCTURE APPROACH WAYNE 0.0 20
I75 STRUCTURE #7 AT SPRINGWELL & 3 DTHERS OFCK OVERLAY ~ WAYNE 0.0 273
I75 STRUCTURE #21 AT IBdEB & STRUCTURE #23 DECK OVERLAY WAYNE 0.0 166
M153EB BRIDGE #5 OVER ROUGE RIVER, DEARBORN DECK OVERLAY WAYNE Q.0 147
M37 BRIDGE #1 QVER PINE RIVER PINS AND HANGERS WEXFQORD c.0 i50

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: BRIDGE REHABILITATION

TOTAL ' ‘ 0.0 13R00
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CATEGORY :

ROUTE

us2
US27NB -
Ma8
Mi1g
M120
M37

M29
M18
M18

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY:

TOTAL

CATEGORY :

ROUTE

Mm28.
168
1589
194
175
1475
1475
Mag
196
196
I194WB
194
I94EB
I94WRB
194
184
US131SE
uUs131s8
us23
US23NB
175
usz
194
M29
I94
us41

BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

BRIDGE #3 OVER PORTAGEF CREEK

Program Project listing ~- FYB5A 3/19/84
04/25/84
WORK-TYPE

BRIDGE #2 OVER N. BRANCH BAD RIVER

AT ST. JOSEPH RIVER + BRIDGE #1
SALT RIVER

BRIDGE #1 OVER S. BRANCH

AT C&0 RAILROAD NE OF N MUSK + RDAD #1
AT CBO RALIRDAD & PENOYER CREEK + ROAD #1

BRIDGE #3 OGVER BEAUBEIN CREEK
BRIDGE 1 OVER SULLIVAN DRAIN
BRIDGE #1 OVER EMMETT DRAIN

BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

ENVIRONMENTALLY RELATED

LOCATIDN DESCRIPTION

MUNISING SCENIC TURNOUT
US12 TO NORTH COUNTY LINE
I1948L TO I94

1948l BATTLE CREEK TO I948L MARSHALL

S COUNTY LINE TO INTERNATIONAL

BR + R A

STEWART STREET TC CORNELL STREET

5TH STREET TO STEWART STREET,
BREMAN 70 KALAMAZGO, LANSING
MG& TO EAST COUNTY LINE + REST
WEST CDUNTY LINE TO MG& + REST
EAST OF LOVERS LANE TGO PORTAGE
WEST CODUNTY LINE TQO 9TH STREET
EAST OF LOVERS LANE TO PORTAGE
PCRTAGE ROAD EAST, KALAMAZOD
EAST OF LOVERS L|LANE TO EAST OF

FLINT

AREA
AREA
RDAD
+ REST AREA
ROAD

PORTAGE RD

I94BL 70 EAST COUNTY LINE + REST AREA

36TH STREET TGO M11, WYDMING
36TH STREET T0Q M11, WYOMING

AT FONDA LAKE AND VICINITY, PHASE III
NORTH OF 8 MILE ROAD TO SDUTH OF 9 MILE

Us2 TO NORTH COUNTY LINE
EPOUFETTE SCENIC TURNOUT

8 MILE TO @ MILE, ST CLAIR SHORES

CRAPEAU CREEK TD E COUNTY LINE N, BALTIMOR

8 MILE 70 9 MILE, ST CLAIR SHCRES
MENOMIMEE TRAVEL INFORMATION CENTER

STRUCTURE REPLAGEMENT
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT
APPROACH AND STRUCTURES
STRUCTURE REFLACEMENT
APPROACH AND STRUCTURES
APPROACH AND STRUCTURES
ERIDGE REPLACEMENT
STRUCTURE REPLACEMENT
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

WORK-TYPE

DISPLAY

LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING

LANDSCAPING ROADSIDE AND REST AREA

LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING

SOUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING

SOUND BARRIER

SOUND BARRIER
LANDSCAFPING BARRIER
LANDSCAPING

SOUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING BARRIER
WATER SYSTEM

SGUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING

CIsSPLAY

LANDSCAPING BARRIER
NON-MOTORIZED PATH
SOUND BARRIER
DESPLAY

COUNTY

DELTA
GRATIOT
HILLSDALE
MACOMB
MUSKEGON
NEWAYGOD
ST. CLAIR
ST. CLAIR
ST. CLAIR

COUNTY

ALGER
BRANCH
CALHOUN
CALHOUN
CHIPPEWA
GENESEE
GENESEE
INGHAM
TONTA
IONIA
KALAMAZOO
KALAMAZOO
KALAMAZDOD
KALAMAZOOG
KALAMAZQO
KALAMAZOQO
KENT

KENT
LIVINGSTON
LEVINGSTON
MACKINAC
MACKINAC
MACOMB
MACOME
MACOMB
MENOMEINEE

MILES

QC)O(DO(DO(DO
CoCoCOQ0OD0

MLLES

D = 0s0000 =00 20N LWCWNODNDO
O A O NOO A WA N DOENORWN LN

PAGE 2

EST. COST
{x 1000}

81
124
755

80

623
955
180

9%

120

3023

EST. COST
(x1000)

5
250
150
250
275
195
250
20
350
200
848
88
805
584 |

40
275
462
70
750
435
250
5
168
75
1122
4




ROUTE

196
1696
ussi
usa7
I7%
M29
124
194WE
194wB
- IBa
I94
196
M14
I94
I75
I194WB
1275
I75
196
I75NB
124
I75NE
I94WB
194

]
- SUMMARIES FOR
(o]

]

TOTAL

CATEGORY :
ROUTE

us2
Us3i
Us3i
M121T8
usat
M53
196EL
196BL
Us131
M52
196BL
Us41
US10&31
us24

Program Project

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

WEST COUNTY LINE TQ MEADOWBROOX ROAD
I75 TO EAST COUNTY LINE

HART REST AREA SCENIC TURNOUTY
HOUGHTON LAKE REST AREA

REST AREA SOUTH OF SAGINAW

COUNTY #3 AT PEARL BEACH DRAIN

MS1 TO EAST COUNTY LINE

US12 TO WHITTAKER ROAD

Usi2 TC WHEITTAKER RQAD

LODGE (US10) TO GRATIOT (M3}

CZGA RCAD TO SHOOK RCAD, ROMULUS
HUBBELL TO CR RAILRDAD SPUR (x08)
WEST COUNTY LINE TO WEST OF BECK ROAD

0ZGA ROAD TO SHOGK ROAD, ROMULUS
EUREKA 10 ALLEN, TAYLOR
PARDEE ROAD TO PELHAM, TAYLOR

USi2 TO WARREN RDAD (82293)

REST AREA AT ENTRANCE TO AMBASSADOR BRIDGE

HUBBELL ro CR RAILRUOAD SPUR (X08)
TOLEDO/DIX TD CHAMPAIGN, LINCOGLN PARK
LOGNYC TG LIVERNOIS, DETROIT
TOLEDD/DLX TO CHAMPALGN, LINCOLN PARK
PARDEE ROAD TG PELHAM, TAYLOR

LONYG TO LIVERNOIS, DETRODIT

CATEGORY: ENVIRONMENTALLY RELATED

MAJOR WIDENEING

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

W CITY
DIVIEIUN ROAD 7O RICE STREET

RICE STREET TOQ EAST OF M112

1475 TO EAST OF MS4BR, BURTON

5 MILE ROAD TO NORTH JUNCTION M72
NORTH CITY LIMITS BAD AXE TO NORTH OF
CLOVERLND TO HOLMES + PEDESTRIAN #2
MNORTH OF HOLMES TO MT HOPE, LANSING
54TH STREET TO M11, WYOMING
ALBERT 10 E OF DT&I RAILROAD,
AT ANN ARBOR RAILRDAD EAST
TEAL LAKE ROAD TC HERITAGE RODAD
W JUNCTION 0S31 TD PROPOSED US3M
M5O TO CUSTER DRIVE

LIMITS OF ESCANABA TO WILLOW CREEK

M142

N OF ADRIAN

FREEWAY

listing -- FY835A 3/19/84

04/25/84

WORK-TYPE

LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING

DISPLAY

DISPLAY

DISPLAY

CULVERT REPLACEMENT
LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BARRIER
SOUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING

SOUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING BARRIER
LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BARRIER
SOUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING BARRIER
LANDSCAPING

REST AREA AND INFORMATION STATION
SOUND BARRIER

SOUND BARRIER

SQUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING BARRIER
SOUND BARRIER
LANDSCAPING BARRIER

WORK-TYPE

WIDENING 5 LANES

WIDENING 4 LANFS

WIDENING S LANES

WIDENING 5 LINES

WIDENING 5 LANFS CURES AND GUITERS
WIDENING 5 LANES CURBS AND GUTTERS
WIDENIMNG 5 LANES

WIDENING S LANES

WIDENING 2 AT 36

WIDENING 5 LANES

WIDENING 5 LANES CURBS AND GUTTERS

WEDEN 5 LANES AND NON-MOTORIZED PATH
WIDENING 5 LANES
WIDENING 5 LANES

COUNTY

CAKLAND
OAKLAND
OCEANA
ROSCCMMON
SAGINAW
ST. CLAIR
VAN EUREN
WASHTENAW
WASHTENAW
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYME
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE

COUNTY

DELTA
EMMET
EMMET
GENESEE

GRAND TRAVERSE

HURON
INGHAM
INGHAM
KENT
LENAWEE
LIVINGSTON
MARQUETTE
MASDON
MONROE

MILES

F Q < P Q p)O WOOOoORODOROODOODODO0C -~

174,

CEOHAEAWONDLAEDWRaDHOOOQ S

PRUONLEOORO LM

MILES

0.
Q.
C.
0.
1.
1.
1.
1.
3
3
1
1.
1
[®)

(9]

-~

PAGE 3

EST. COST
{(x1000)

275
22%

1584

238

EST. COST
{(x1000)

450
a3t
536
625
1200
1310
780
6496
1530
4267
650
800
1965
1710




8ELl -

ROUTE

I194BL
M102
us1t2
M85

Program Project listing -- FYB5A 3/19/84
04/25/84
LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE

WEBER'S IN TO I94 OVERPASS

M5 TO WIST OF M39 + BRIDGES #1 & #2
WASHINGION TO E€LM, DEARBORN

QUTER DRIVE TO SCHAEFER, DETROIT

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: MAJOR WIDENING

TOTAL

CATEGORY :

RQUTE

Us2786
M125
M26
M13
M8&
us2a4

MINOR WIDFNING

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

R SUPERIOR TU ELWELL. ALMA
TB SOUTH CITY LIMITS MONRDE TO STEWART
M38 TO EAST COUNTY LINE
MORTH LANE OF I75 INTERCHANGE TO BRIDGE #1
AT BROADWAY STREET, THREE RIVERS
SOUTH OF M153 TO NORTH OF PLYMOUTH RD, D H

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: MINOR WIDENING

TOTAL

CATEGORY :

ROUTE

168
169
1596
1696
US131

NEW ROUTE
LOCATION DESCRIPTION

EAST aF WEBSTER ROAD TQ EAST COUNTY LINE
Us127 TO EAST QF WEBSTER ROAD

WEST OF 10.5 MILE TO WESYT OF CHURCH,SFD=+DP
LONGFELLOW TO I75, ROYAL QAK

N OF S COUNTY LINE TO N QF US10 INTERCHNG

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: NEW ROUTE

TOTAL

WIDENING 5 LANES

ADD LANE AND RECYCLE

WIDENING AND RECONSTRUCTION 5 LANES
ADD LANE AND RESURFACE

WORK-~TYPE

WIDENING AND RESURFACING

WIDENING AND RESURFACING

RECYCLE AND WIDEN

WIDEN AND RESURFACE AND NON-MOTORIZED
WIDENING

WIDENING AND RALLINGS

WORK-TYPE

FREEWAY CONSTRUCTION
FREEWAY CONSTRUCTION
TUNNEL SEWER
LANDSCAPING

FREEWAY PAVING

COUNTY

WASHTENAW
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE

COUNTY

GRATIOT
MONRDE
ONTONAGON
SAGINAW
$7. JOSEPH
WAYNE

COUNTY

CLINTON
CLINTON
OAKLAND
OAKLAND
OSCEQLA

MILES

Y )
- - W

25.1

MELES

WOWQE <0
QO LWEw

MILES

TN O &L &
[AREA R P

PAGE d

EST. COST
(x1000)

174
3482
2500

1000

24016

EST. COST
(%1000}

200
283
2973
1490

5835

EST. COST
{x 1000}

13390
16865
2500
225
3800

36880
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CATEGCRY :

ROUTE

M25
I94BL
94
leg
M54
175
M186REL
mM26
194BL
I94WB
19481
194WE
F94WB
I94BL
US131BR
i9¢
usi131
196
M22
M52
usa223
M52
us2
M123
Mt23
T M58
M59
Us41
usa1
M35
US31BR
M46
Mag
75
usi1o
usi1Q
I7% .
M13
169
I16owWB
I94
194
I94EB
I94EB

175
IS4EB
194
104
I94

Program Project

RECONSTRUCTION

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

MADISON TO JOHNSON, BAY CITY

AT GRADE #2 C&0 RAILROAD, BENTON HARBOR
AT 28 MILE ROAD INTERCHANGE

WEST COUNTY LINE TO I75

QLD M54BR TO SOUTH OF BEMPHILL

AT DORT HIGHWAY

EAST OF HODGE RD TO WEST OF FORREST RD
Us41 (HANCOCK) EAST

PITCHER TO MILL + 11 STRUCTURES

REST AREA EAST OF KALAMAZOO (CONTR #1}
PITCHER STREET TO EAST GF WALLBRIDGE
REST AREA EAST OF KALAMAZOD (CONTR #3)
REST AREA EAST OF KALAMAZDO (CONTR #2)
AT WALLBRIDGE STREET, KALAMAZOO

IONIA TG DAVIDSON, GRAND RAPIDS

AT M44 CONNECTOR, GRAND RAPIDS

AT 54TH STREET, WYOMING

AT M37 INTERCHANGE, WALKER

AT M108 (SOUTH JUNCTION) EAST OF EMPIRE

AT GRADE #1 N&W RAILROAD, NORTH OF ADRIAN

AT US223BR WEST JUNCTION, ADRRIAN
GRADE #1 N&W RAILROAD. NORTH OF ADRIAN
PTE AUX CHENES TO EAST OF MORAN ROAD

AT GRADE #1 SL RAILROAD, SE OQF MORAN + G#2

GRADE #1 Si. RAILROAD, SE OF MORAN + G #2
AT GRADE #1 GTW RAILROAD, MT CLEMENS
GRADE #1 GTW RAILROAD., MT CLEMENS

AT GRADE #5 SL RAILROAD, EAST OF HUMBOLT
GRADE 5 SL RAILROAD, EAST QF HUMBOLT
NORTH OF GWINN TO PALMER

COLBY STREET TO WATER STREET + BRIDGE #1
GRADE #1 C&0D RAILROAD., MUSKEGON

AT GRADE #1 C&0 RAILROAD, MUSKEGON

AT SASHABEAW ROAD

NW OF WILLIAM TQ SE OF PARKINSON
SOUTHEAST OF PARKINSON TO TELEGRAPH
EAST, COUNTY LINE TQ POWER LINE ROAD
GRADE #4 AT C&0 RAILROAD, SAGINAW
CHURCH ROAD TO EAST COUNTY LINE

REST AREA EAST OF WOODBURY

AT US23 INTERCHANGE

AT WEST JUNCTIOM I94BL, ANN ARBOR

REST AREA EAST OFf WAYNE ROAD

REST AREA EAST OF WAYNE ROAD

ORLEANS AVENUE TC ST AUBIN, DETRDIT

AT WEST ROAD(STRUCTURE #7), WOODHAVEN
AT WYOMING OFF RAMP

PELHAM TO EAST LIMITS M339 INTERCHANGE
AT M39 (SOUTHFIELD ROAD) + 3 STRUCTURES
AT M53 INTERCHANGE, DETROIT

listing -- FY8%5A 3/18/84

04/25/84

WORK-TYPE

RECONSTRUCTION 5 LANES
CROSSING RECONSTRUCTEION
RECONSTRUCTION RAMPS

FREEWAY UPGRADE

RESURFACING AND RECONSTRUCTION
INTERCHANGE REVISION
RECONSTRUCTIGN AND RELOCATION
RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING
RATLROAD CONSOLIDATE

GRADING AND DRAINAGE STRUCTURES,
TEMPORARY CONNECTION

SANITARY SEWERS

MODERNIZATION BUILDING AND LIGHTING
TEMPORARY CROSSING

MINOR RECONSTRUCTION
INTERCHANGE UPGRADE
INTERCHANGE UPGRADE
INTERCHANGE UPGRADE
INTERSECTION RECONSTRUCTION
APPROACH

INTERSECTION RECONSTRUCTION
CROSSING RECONSTRUCTION
RECONSTRUCTION AND RESURFACING
APPROACH

CROSSING RECONSTRUCTION
APPROACH

CROSSING RECONSTRUCTION
APPROACH

CROSSING RECONSTRUCTION
RECONSTRUCTION AND RELOCATION
RECONSTRUCTICN AND REPLACE
CROSSING RECONSTRUCTION
APPROACH

INTERCHANGE UPGRADE
RECONSTRUCTION 5 LANES
RECONSTRUCTION 5 LANES

RECYCLE 13.3

CROSSING RECCNSTRUCTION
FREEWAY UPGRADE

GRADING AND DRAINAGE STRUCTURES
INTERCHANGE UPGRADE
INTERCHANGE UPGRADE

GRADING & DRAINAGE STRUCTURES,
MODERNIZE BUILDING
RECONSTRUCTION

INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION
RADIUS AND SIGNAL

INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION #2A
INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION #3
INTERCHANGE UPGRADE

PAVIN

SURFACI

COUNTY

BAY
BERRIEM
CALHOUN
GENESEE
GENESEE
GENESEE

GRAND TRAVERSE

HOUGHTON
KALAMAZOO
KALAMAZOD
KALAMAZOO
KALAMAZGO
KALAMAZDO
KALAMAZDO
KENT

KENT

KENT

KENT
LEELANAU
LENAWEE
LENAWEE
LENAWEE
MACKINAG
MACKINAC
MACKINAC
MACOMB
MACOMB
MARQUETTE
MARQUETTE
MARQUETTE
MUSKEGON
MUSKEGON
MUSKEGON
OAKLAND
OAKLAND
DAKLAND
ROSCOMMON
SAGINAW
SH]AWASSEE
SHIAWASSEE
WASHTENAW
WASHTENAW
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE

MILES

-

—-

-

—

0000 WOOOOCODRWEDDONACODNOONOO0DC0O00ACNOO LB W AO -
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.
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o
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0.
C.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
7.
Q.
0.
0.
0.
Q.
Q.
5.
0.
0.
0.
O.
0.
O.
6.
0.
G.
0.
0.
0.
0.
O.
O

o]

o}

1

0.
0

PAGE 5

EST. cOStT
(x1000)

1650
70
50

1300

200
4400
:{ule]
460
9163
750
460
80
430
218
200
10C0

1515

1127

135

4110
1080
53
16
1313
525
475
2688
114
2442
750
250
1500
850
425
300
3888

3990
5200
500
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Procgram Project listing -- FY8SA 3/19/84
04/25/84
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE . COUNTY MILES EST. COST
) {x1000)
Us24NB SOQUTH OF M1532 TO NORTH GF PLYMOUTH RD, 0 H RESURFACE AND LIFT ‘ WAYNE 3.5 670
175 AT SCHAEFER, DETROIT AND MELVINDALE INTERCHANGE UPGRADE WAYNE 0.0 250
194 PELHAM 10 ECOURSE CREEK AT M39 INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION #2 WAYNE 1.3 11704
SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: RECDNSTRUCTION
TOTAL . . 79.6 70205
.CATEGORY: RELOCATION
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK~TYPE COUNTY MILES EST. COST
’ (x1000)
Us3t Usi2 TO WALTON ROAD FREEWAY PAVING . BERRIEN 3.6 5000
US31 T US31 FREEWAY TD EXISTING US31 RECONSTRUCTION AND RELOCATION BERRIEN 1.8 500
Ms4 I75 TO NORTH OF GIBSON ROAD NEW 4 LANE GENESEE 1.5 1820
M21 (NEWARK ROAD) M53 TO M24 REHABILITATION ) LAPEER 13.0 305
us tat 19 MILE ROAD TO NORTH OF NORTH COUNTY LINE FREEWAY PAVING MECOSTA 5.0 3000
usiat SYLVAN ROAD TO NORTH OF LUTHER ROAD FREEWAY CONSTRUCTION OSCEOLA 4.2 9653
usi13t NORTH OF US10 TO SYLVAN ROAD FREEWAY CONSTRUCTION OSCEOLA 4.9 7635
]
E: SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: RELOCATION
e
1 TOTAL 34.0 27913
CATEGORY: RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK~TYPE COUNTY MILES EST. COST
: : (x1000)
M28 ONOTA STREET TO ANMA ROAD, MUNISING DRAINAGE CORRIDOR ALGERr .4 251
us41 GRADE #1 AT 51 RAILROAD, BARAGA CROSSING REMOVAL BARAGA 0.0 20
M13 SALTZBURG TO FISHER, BAY CITY RESURFACE, JOINTS AND SHOULDERS BAY 1.0 15¢
194 NEW BUFFALO WEIGH STATION BUILDING AND UTILITIES BERRIEN .0 250
194 NEW BUFFALO WEIGH STATION SCALES BERRIEN .0 300
194 3 MILE TNTERCHANGE TD M&6 PAVEMENT REHABILITATION CALHOUN 3.1 400
194 26 MILE ROAD EASTERLY TO EAST COUNTY LINE  PAVEMENT REHABILITATION CALHOUN 5.0 4500
uUs4i1 GRADE #1 SI. RAILRODAD, CHASSELL CROSSING REMOVAL HQUGHTON 0.0 43
us4at GRADE #1 SL RAILROAD, CHASSELL SIGNAL REMOVAL HOUGHTON 0.0 ]
194 194BL 10 EAST OF GALESBURG CONNECTION REHABILITATE AND OVERLAY KALAMAZOO 7.8 10200
Us 131 SOUTH OF WEALTHY TO NORTH OF MARKET, G. R. RAMP MODIFICATION KENT Q.0 450
M72 COLEMAMN RDAD TO GREEN ROAD IMPROVEMENT AND RESURFACING LEELANAU £1.3 2551
M19 $ OF 5 CITY LIMIT MEMPHIS TO N CITY LIMIT RESURFACE, SHOULDERS AND JOINTS MACOMB 1.5 500




ROUTE

Us41BR
I75NE
178

I 75NB
I75
I75NB
I75NB
17558
17558
I7SNB
175
I755B
I17%
17558
17558
17558
175
173
M46
Us1e
194
usi1Q

3
TOTAL

—
S
s |

LOCATION

GRADE #1

AT
AT
AT

WYOMING AVENUE 10

WEIGH
WEIGH
WEIGH
WEIGH
WEIGH
WEIGH
WEIGH
LUNA

DESCRIPTION

SL RAILROAD,

STATION
STATION
STATION
STATION
STATION
STATION
STATION

NORTH
NORTH
NORTH
NORTH
NORTH
NORTH
NORTH

MARQUETTE
. ALLEN

ALLEN
ALLEN
ALLEN
ALLEN
ALLEN
ALLEN

PIER ROAD INTERCHANGE

WEIGH STATION NCRTH OF ALLEN
WETGH STATION NORTH OF ALLEN
WEIGH STATION NORTH OF ALLEN

ERIE ROAD WEIGH STATION

WEIGH STATION NORTH OF ALLEN
WEIGH STATION NORTH OF ALLEN
WEIGH STATION NORTH OF ALLEN
POWER LTNE ROAD TO NORTH COUNTY
EAST COUNTY LINE TO POWER LINE ROAD
WEST TO EAST OF HEMLGOCK ROAD + SEWER
DETRQOIT
DRAIN #1 AT PELHAM ROAD, ALLEN PARK
8 MILE ROAD 7O RANDOLPH STREET, DETROIT

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY:

CATEGDRY: RESURFACING

ROUTE

M&Q
M54
M26 TB
M26
M36
173NB
M76 TE
usz

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY:

TOTAL

175,

COVE
COVE
COVE
COVE
COVE
COVE
COVE

COVE
COVE
COVE

COVE
COVE
COVE
LINE

ROAD
ROAD
ROAD
ROAD
ROAD
ROAD
ROAD

ROAD
ROAD
ROAD

ROAD
ROAD
ROAD

RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

ME62 TO STATE STREET,

CASSOPOLIS

BALDWIN ROAD TO SOUTH OF SAGINAW STREET
SOUTH OF ATLANTIC MINE NORTHEASTERLY
SOUTH LIMITS PAINESDALE TO N OF S RANGE

TEMPLE STREET TO WEST OF UNION, DANSVILLE
AT ERIE ROAD INTERCHANGE
OLD MBS TO NORTH OF CARTER LAKE ROAD
M149 TO WEST CITY LIMITS, MANISTIGQUE

RESURFACING

Program Project tisting -- FYB5A 3/19/84

04/25/84

WORK-TYPE

CROSSING REMOVAL

RB PAVING #1 .
SIGNING NORTHBOUND AND SOUTHBOUND
RC PAVING #1

LIGHTING NORTHBOUND AND SQUTHBQUND
RC PAVING #2

BUILDING AND SEWERS

Ry PAVING #1

RECYCLE PAVING

RB PAVING #2

SCALES NORTH AND SOUTH

RK PAVING #1

GEL EXISTING STATION
BUILDING AND SEWERS

RJ PAVING #2

RK PAVING #2

FINAL COURSE

BITUMINQUS OVERLAY
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT
RECYCLE AND SHOULDERS
PUMPHCUSE

SIGNING REHABILITATION

WORK~TYPE

CURBS AND GUTTERS AND RESURFACING
RESURFACING AND SHOULDERS
RESURFACING

BITUMINGOUS RESURFACING
RESURFACING AND SHOULDERS

REST AREA PAVING

RESURFACING AND INTERSECVION
RESURFACING EXISTING

COUNTY MTLES

MARQUETTE
MONROE
MONRDE
MONROE
MONRQE
MONROE
MONROE
MONROE
MONROE
MONROE
MONRGE
MONRCE
MONROE
MONROE
MONROE
MONROE
ROSCOMMON
ROSCOMMON
SAGINAW
WAYNE
WAYNE
WAYNE

pry

75.

COUNTY

CASS
GENESEE
HOUGHTON
HOUGHTON
INGHAM
MONRDE
ROSCOMMON
SCHOOLCRAFT

PO®ORI0000000000000000
NO~RWWOOCQOOLOQOOOO00O

BNOO S ~UTQ
- NONWNOW,

=
pu
-
m
wr

PAGE 7

EST. COST
{%1000)

37
183
a7
198
114
1928
125
184
121
198
95
195
124
128
163
196
777
1486
100
22446
640
250

47676

EST. COST
(x1000)

150
364

73
318
989
139
144
840
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Program Project listing -~ FY85A 3/19/84
04/25/8B4
CATEGORY: SAFETY
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE COUNTY MILES EST. COST
(x 1000}
M O WD DISTRICT 7 IS94BL AND MSG SPECIAL PAVEMENT MARKING ~STATE WIDE a.0 1C
M28 GRADE #1 LSR&I RATLROAD, MUNISING RAILROAD CROSSING ALGER Q.0 50
M28 AT GRADE #t LS&I RAILROAD, MUNISING RATILROAD APPROACH ALGER 0.0 a3
M25 AT SAGINAW RIVER BRIDGE #%, BAY CITY INTERSECTION REVISION BAY 0.0 100
Us3t STATE LINE TO WALTON ROAD TRAFFIC STGNING : BERRIEN 6.9 250
1475 STRUCTURE #9 UNDER 12 ST + 2 OFTHERS, FLINT SCREENING GENESEE c.0 [£35]
1475 STRUCTURE #15 UNDER 5TH STREET + 3 OTHERS SCREENING GENESEE c.0 198
M54 DODGE ROAD TO CLIOQ ROAD SAFETY UPGRADE GENESEE 4.4 312
M57 I75 7O WEST CITY LIMITS CLIO SAFETY UPGRADE GENESEE 1.2 14
M54 CLIO ROAD TO BIRCH RUN (73131) SAFETY UPGRADE ' GENESEE 3.2 100
us27 NORTH OF PIERCE ROAD TO NORTH COUNTY LINE YELLOW BOCK UPGRADE GRATIQT 16.7 634
ME3 GRADE #1 AT C&0 RAILROAD, BAD AXE RAILROAD CROSSING . HURON 0.0 a3
194 EAST OF ELM ROAD TO WEST OF SARGENT ROAD MEDIAN BARRIER AND SCREENTNG JACKSON 3.2 850
I948L AT M9O6, KALAMAZOO ISLAND REMOVAL KALAMAZOO 0.0 29
M43 AT MILL BLAIN, KALAMAZODO ISLAND ENLARGEMENT KALAMAZOQ 0.0 19
US10BR WEST OF U310 EASTERLY + M47, 09091 & 73075 YELLOW BOOK AND RAILINGS MIBLAND 5.8 395
us24 SAMARIA ROAD TO M125 YELLOW BOOK UPGRADE MONRGE 13.7 GO1
us24 M125% TO NORTH COUNTY LINE YELLOW BOOK UPGRADE MONRQE 8.8 282
M13 AT GRADE #4 C&0 RAILROAD, SAGINAW CROSSING REMOVAL SAGINAW Q.0 80
M548M83 I75 7O GERA ROAD (MB3) SAFETY UPGRADE SAGINAW 1.9 227
194 Mt4 TO US23, ANN ARBOR 81104 PAVEMENT GRINDING WASHTENAW 2.0 750
usz23 194 ¥O 196 YELLOW BOOK DECK AND RAILING WASHTENAW 24.8 1661
! us1Q 8 MILE ROAD TO WYOMING AVENUE, DETROIT LIGHTING IMPRDVEMENT WAYNE 0.0 225
sl us10o 8 MILE ROAD TO RANDOLPH STREET, DETROIT YELLOW BOOK SIGNING WAYNE 12.7 130
#3 usz24 SOUTH OF M153 TO NORTH OF PLYMOUTH ROAD DH MEDIAN CROSSOVERS WAYNE . 3.5 875
1
SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: SAFETY
TOTAL 116.8 8017
CATEGORY: TRAFFIC OFERATIONS
ROUTE LOCATIBN DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE COUNTY MILES EST. COST
{1000}
175 . PIQUETTE TO MIC2 (8 MILE ROAD) ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM WAYNE 5.8 2383
175 SOUTH LIMITS OUTER DRIVE TO 14TH STREET ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM WAYNE 7.6 5456
SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: TRAFFIC OPERATIONS
TOTAL 13.5 7839
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CATEGUORY: TSM

ROUTE

M4
us24s5e
M5
UsS131
SUMMARIES FOR

TOTAL

SUMMARIES FOR

TOTAL

Program Project listing -- FY85A 3/19/84
c4/25/84
LOCATTION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE

AT M52 {(GRAHAM ROAD)

AT CAPITOL, REDFORD TOWNSHIP

0.9 MILE SOUTHEAST OF EAST JUNCTIDN M37
13TH STREET TQ WORKS AVENUE

CATEGORY: TSM

FINAL

LEFT TURN LANE
RIGHT TURN LANE
RELIEF LANE
LEFT TURN LANE

COUNTY

SAGINAW
WAYNE

WEXFORD
WEXFORD

MILES

580.

cwoo

PAGE 9

EST. COST
{x1000)

54
29

630
196

909

266065
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Program Project listing -- FY8%A 3/19/84
0a4/25/84 Co

SUMMARY Of RECORDS IMPUT
AND SELECTED FROM INPUT

INPUT SECTION

MAIN-FILE

RECDRDS ACCESSED: 264
NULL RECORDS ADDED: o}
TOTAL RECORDS INPUT: 264
RECORDS SELECTED: 264

REPORT SECTION 1

LOGICAL RECORDS

INPUT : 264
SELECTED: 264
T+ NUMBER OF EXCEPTIONS: 0

- pL -
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Program Project tisting -- FY85B 3/23/84
04/25/84
CATEGORY : BRIDGE REMHABILITATION i
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE
196 BRIDGE #1 OVER GRAND RIVER '+ ERIDGE #2 PINS AND HANGERS

US3ITE BRIDGE #1 OVER PENTWATER RIVER
M24 EXT AT BRIDGE #5&#6 SOUTH OF UNIONVILLE

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: BRIDGE REHABILITATION

TaTAL

CATEGORY: BRIDGE REPLACEMENT
ROUTE  LOCATION DESCRIPTION
M216 BRIDGE #1 OVER FLOGWERFIELD CREEK

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

TGTAL

CATEGORY: ENVIRDNMENTALLY RELATED
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION

1496 AT US127 ALONG RED CEDAR RIVER
)

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: ENVIRONMENTALLY RELAYED

TOTAL

PINS AND HANGERS
APPRDACH AND STRUCTURES

WORK-TYPE

BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

WORK-TYPE

NON~MOTORIZED PATH

COUNTY

EATON
OCEANA
TUSCOLA

COUNTY

ST. JOSEPH

COUNTY

INGHAM

MILES

ooo
Q0

MILES

0.0

MILES

PAGE 1

EST. COST
(x1000)

250

150
481

881

EST. COST
(%1000}

99

29

EST. COST
{1000}
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Program Project listing -- FYBSBR 3/23/84
04/25/84
CATEGDRY : MAJOR WIDFNING
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE
Mag S OF M3 TO N CITY LIMITS EATDN RAPIDS +B2 WIDEN ROAD AND STRUCTURE
M121TBE EAST OF M54BR TO M54, BURTON WIDEN 5 LANES
194 Us12 T0 FEAST OF BRADLEY STREET WINDEN aND RECYCLE
us24 SOUTH 0OF VREELAND RGAD NORTH WIDEN § LANES, CURRBS AND GUTTERS
M153 SHELDON RGAD TO WEST OF HAGGERTY ROAD WIDEN S5 L ANES., CURES AND GUITERS
Us13t END OF DIVISION TO CURBED SECTION CADILLAC WIDEN 5 LANES

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY:

TOTAL

CATEGORY :

" ROUTE

.M29

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY:

TOTAL

CATEGORY :

ROUTE

1696
1696
1696
1696
1696

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY:

TOTAL

MAJDOR WIDENING

MINOR WIDENTNG

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

COX CREEK, ALGONAC TO CHARTIER

MINOR WIDENING

NEW ROUTE

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

EAST D} RIDGE ROAD TO EAST OF MAIN STREET
WEST OF MAPLEFIELD TO EAST OF RIDGE RCAD
EAST OF MAIN STREET TO WEST OF MOHAWK AVE
WEST OF LAHSER TO WEST OF EVERGREEN
ROSEWOGD TO MAPLEFIELD

NEW ROUTE

WORK-TYPE

WIDENING AND SHOULDERS

WORK-TYPE

FREEWAY CONSTRUCTIAON
FREEWAY CONSTRUCTION
FREEWAY CONSTRUCTION
FREEWAY AND STRUCTURES
FREEWAY AND STRUCTURES

COUNTY

EATON
GENESEE
WASHTENAW
WAYNE
WAYNE
WEXFORD

COUNTY

ST. CLAIR

COUNTY

OAKLAND
OAKLAND
OAKLAND
OAKLAND
OAKLAND

MILES

- =000
NN oW

MILES

MILES

Om00O0
[N | | - 41

PAGE 2

EST. COST
(%1000}

692
942
8636
&G0
1090
1200

13220

EST. COST
{x 1000}

1100

1100

EST. €0OS%1
(x1000)

21220
7070
9050
19570
2550
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Program Project listing ~- FY8SE 3/23/84
04/25/84
CATEGCRY ; RECONSTRUCTION
ROUTE - LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE COUNTY MILES EST. COST
. {(x 1000}
M29 WEST CTiY LIMIT ALGONAC TO COX CREEK RECONSTRUCTION © LANES ST. CLAIR 1.5 917
M24EXT M138 TGO UNIONVILLE RECONSTRUCTION TUSCOLA 6.0 2900
SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: RECONSTRUCTION
TOTAL 7.5 3817
CATEGORY ; RELOCATION
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK-TYPE COUNTY MILES EST. COST
(x1000)
M25 SOUTH OF ATLANTIC MINE TO QLD M26 RECDNSTRUCTION AND RELOCATION HOUGHTON A I | 128%
M3 M1 TO RANDOLPH, DETROIT RECONSTRUCTION AND RELOCATION WAYNE 0.2 1045
M3 CONGRESS TO BRUSH, DETROIT RECONSTRUCTION AND RELOCATION WAYNE 0.3 1227
1
SUMMARIES FOR CATEGUORY: RELOCATION
TOTAL ’ ’ ' 1.6 3557
. :
CATEGORY : RESTUORATION AND REHABILITATION
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK~TYPE COUNTY MILES £ST. COST
(% 1000)
Hs3 4 REST AREA SO0UTH OF US12 . REST AQEA BUILDING BERRIEN 0.C 1350
ME4RR NORT{ CITY LIMIT FLINT TO M54 (EXCL MT M} TURNBACK REHABILITATION GENESEE 4.4 1437
M35 LITTLE LAKE TQ COUNTY ROAD 553 UPGRADE 3R MARQUETTE 2.8 320
M35 COUNTY ROAD 553 TO LOBB STREET, GWINN UPGRADE 3R MARQUETTE 3.7 592
US1341NB REST AREA NORTH OF CUTLER ROAD REST AREA BUILDING MONTCALM 0.0 300
M2 1wWB REST AREA, WEST 0OF WADE ROAD, NEAR CAPAC GRADING AND. DRAINAGE STRUCTURES, PAVIN ST. CLAIR Q.0 800

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION

TOTAL : 10.9 4899




Program Project listing -- FY8B5B 3/23/84
Cc4/25/84
CATEGGRY: RESURFACING
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION WORK~TYPE
M54 SOUTH COUNTY LINE TD BALDWIN ROAD RESURFACE AND SHOULDERS

M54BR S CITY LIMIT 7O N CITY LIMIT MT MORRIS

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: RESURFACING

TOTAL

CATEGORY: SAFETY
ROUTE LOCATION DESCRIPTION

us10 Us27 TO EAST COUNTY LINE (18023)
usa? S COUNTY LINE TO SOUTH OF N COUNTY LINE

SUMMARIES FOR CATEGORY: SAFETY

TOTAL

- gyl -

SUMMARIES FOR FINAL

TOTAL

RESURFACING AND REPAIR

WORK-TYPE

YELLOW BOOK UPGRADE
YELLOW BOOK AND RATLINGS

COUNTY

GENESEE
GEMNESEE

COUNTY

ISABELLA
ISABELLA

MILES

oo

MILES

N
o1 o,
[ )]

34 .1

72.8

PAGE 4

EST. COST
(x1000)

70
215

EST. COST
{x1G0Q)

350
1331

1681

96119
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Program Project listing -- FY88B 3/23/84
04/25/84

SUMMARY OF RECORDS EINPUT
AND SELECTED FROM INPUT

- INPUT SECTION

MAIN-FILE

RECORDS ACCESSED: 32
NULL RECORDS ADDED: 8]
TOTAL RECORDS INPUT: 32
RECORDS SELECTED: 32

REPORT SECTION 1

LOGICAL RECORDS

INPUT: 32
SELECTED: 32
** NUMBER OF EXCEPTIONS: 0




A COMPARISON OF THE 1984-85 CONSTRUCTION PROJECT LIST TO THE TRUNKLINE
CONDITION INFORMATTON

In order to assess how well the construction program is addressing
segments of the highway system that are in poor condition, a comparison
of construction projects to the sufficiency condition ratings was made.
Figures H14 and H15 show the comparison of the A 1ist construction
program to the sufficiency ratings for surface and capacity conditions.
Resurfacing, reconstruction, restoration and rehabilitation (4R) projects
were compared to the surface condition; major widening projects were
compared to capacity ratings.

Widening projects on the A 1ist amount to $24 million on 25.1 miles. Of
the miTes being widened, 15.8 are on poor capacity rated miles at a cost
of $14.2 million. The remaining eight miles being widened are evenly
distributed among intermediate and good capacity ratings at a cost of
$9.8 million.

When projects are proposed, projections of traffic growth for 20 years

are required if federal aid urban matching funds are to be used.

Project locations where there are good or intermediate capacity but future
~traffic projections predict poor capacity conditions are shown in Figure
16 as dark bands. They are M-53 in Huron County, US-131 in Kent County,
M-52 in Lenawee County, US-24 in Monroe County and M-85 in Wayne County.
A1l of these projects have a poor surface rating or are continuous to

a poor capacity rated section.

Resurfacing, reconstruction, restoration and rehabilitation (4R) projects
Improve 144,56 miles at a cost of $6Y.8 million. OF this, 11o.6 miles
correct poor surface rated conditions at a cost of $63.1 million. There
are 24.1 miles of good rated surface conditions corrected which cost

$5.4 million. One project, I-75 in Roscommon County, accounts for the
24.1 miles. Improvements are being made on this segment because of the
pavement age and type. Much of the interstate system was constructed in
the early 1960's, so reconstruction of this portion is expected at this
time. Figure 17 shows these projects.

The projects on the B 1ist can be budgeted if all apportioned funds are
made available to the state. These projects amount to $96.1 million on
72.8 miles. The majority of the project costs (67 percent} are in the
.new route program category. Al1l of the new route projects are 1-696
compietion.

Widening projects on the B list are on 7.5 miles miles and cost $13.2
milifon. Of these miles, all but two miles have poor capacity ratings.
The two mile project on I-94 in Washtenaw County, currently has a good
capacity rating, but forecasted traffic will create capacity problems
that warrant widening. Plus, this segment is the only two lane section
of freeway at that location, which causes problems with traffic flow.
See Figure 18.

Resurfacing, reconstruction, restoration and rehabilitation (4R)
projects are on 20.4 miles and cost $9 miTTion. OFf these 4R projects,
seven miles correct poor surface conditions at a cost of $3 million. In
addition, 6.5 miles rated intermediate in surface also have had a poor
base which warrants reconstruction. See Fiqure 19.

- 150 -~




FIGURE H-1l6

1982 SUFFICIENCY CAPACITY CONDITION
COMPARED TO A LIST MAJOR WIDEN PROJECTS
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B CAPACITY RATING AND MAJOR WIDENING PROJECTS n

THE RED SEGMENTS REPRESENT STATE HIGHWAY
SECTIONS WITH A FIRST PRIORITY CAPACITY RATING.

THE WIDE BAND ¥WIDTHS REPRESENT MAJOR WIDENING
PROJECTS SCHEDULED TO BE LET N FISCAL YEAR 1985,

A L
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FIGURE H-17

1982 SUFFICIENCY SURFACE CONDITION COMPARED TO A LIST RESURFACE
RECONSTRUCTION,RESTORATION, REHABILITATION AND PROJECTS

®  SURFACE CONDITION AND 4 R PROJECTS =

THE RED SEGMENTS REPRESENT STATE HIGHHAY
SECTIONS WiTH A FIRST PRIORITY SURFACE RATING.

THE ¥WIDE BAND ¥1DTHS REPRESENT RESURFACING.
RECONSTRUCTION.RESTORAT I ON AND REMHABILITATION
PROJECTS SCHEDULED TO BE LET IN FY 1385,




FIGURE H-18
1982 SUFFICTENCY CAPACITY CONDITION
COMPARED TO B LIST MAJOR WIDEN PROJECTS

B CAPACITY RATING AND MAJOR WIDENING PROJECTS w

THE RED SEGMENTS REPRESENT STATE HIGHHEAY
SECTIONS WITH A FIRST PRIORITY CAPACITY RATING.

THE ¥IDE BAND ¥IDTHS REPRESENT MAJOR BIDENING
PROJECTS CONTAINED ON HDOT'S B-LIST PROGRAMMING FILE.

4



FIGURE H-19

1982 SUFFICIENCY SURFACE CONDITION COMPARED TO B LIST RESURFACE
RECONSTRUCTION, RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION PROJECTS
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5 SURFACE CONDITION AND 4 R PROJECTS =

THE RED SEGMENTS REPRESENT STATE HIGHWAY
SECTIONS W!TH A FIRST PRIORITY SURFACE RATING.

THE WIDE BAND WIDTHS REPRESENT RESURFACING.
" RECONSTRUCTION,RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION
PROJECTS ON MDOT'S B-LIST PROGRAMMING FILE.






