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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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