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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This market study evaluates the present and future supply and demand for construction aggregates in
Southeast Michigan, including the greater Metropolitan Detroit area.

The Southeast Michigan market draws on several sources of aggregate located in different areas of
Michigan. These sources include sand and gravel from west and northwest of Detroit, slag produced in
Dearborn and Ecorse, dock limestone from the upper and lower peninsulas and locally quarried limestone
in Monroe County.

Currently, the Southeast Michigan construction aggregate reserve base contains approximately 231
million tons of permitted sand and gravel reserves and 140 million tons of limestone reserves.

The Southeast Michigan construction aggregate market covered by this study consumed approximately
22.6 million tons of aggregate from a variety of sources including sand, gravel, limestone, and slag in
2014.

Similarly, in the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand,
gravel, limestone and slag) will be produced or imported into the market in 2015. This quantity includes
an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel.

In addition to the need for construction aggregates to serve the region, the resources also serve significant
internal need and demand from affiliates of AAOM and Levy. As set forth in the Community Impact
Statement, AAOM estimates that internal need may range from 1,500,000 tons to 2,000,000 tons per year
(subject to market conditions).

Based upon current aggregate consumption rates, by the end of the year 2024, the depletion of permitted
and existing mines will result in a reduction in industry wide annual aggregate production capacity for the
9 county study area of approximately 5.6 million tons, or 39% of current capacity.

In addition, the demand for construction aggregates is projected to increase in future years for multiple
reasons, including population growth, and increased federal and state road funding.

Several bi-partisan studies reveal that Michigan roads continue to fall into disrepair and that an additional
$1.2 billion in annual spending is necessary to bring 90% of the roads to a “good” condition. This amount
is for State trunk-lines and does little for local roads which will require additional funding as well. The
recent passage of a comprehensive road funding package by the State of Michigan will generate $600
million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion per year in
2021. This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of demand for
quality aggregates to support those projects.

Similarly, the Federal Government continues to work towards a long term source of funding for the
highway trust fund. Recently, the president sent a $302 billion, 4-year surface transportation
reauthorization proposal to Congress to address the issue. While the details of a comprehensive funding
package are uncertain, it is safe to assume the funding levels will not drop below current levels in the next
3-5 years and are likely to increase.



Population projections indicate a modest growth rate of 0.8% for southeastern Michigan through the next
25 years (2040). The projected growth will be in all areas other than Wayne County. Increased population
translates into increased demand for new housing, roads and related infrastructure. There is also a great
need for infrastructure repair and renewal as Wayne County re-emerges as a viable entity.

Oakland County is the second most populated county in Southeast Michigan and is projected to grow
approximately 3.7 percent over the next 30 years. Livingston County, although not heavily populated, is
projected to grow approximately 18.4 percent over the next 30 years. As suburban growth continues, both
counties will experience a greater demand for construction aggregate.

The additional demand for aggregate, coupled with the depletion of existing reserves, will necessitate
opening new aggregate operations in Southeast Michigan. Slag production is unlikely to increase
substantially because it is tied to local steel production. Domestic steel producers compete globally, and
it is highly improbable that the metro area will see an expansion or addition of new steel production, given
high relative labor costs and energy costs. Limestone imports should remain relatively constant, although
they will be less cost competitive because of increased transportation costs and dock utilization charges.
Therefore, the burden of replenishing reserves will fall primarily on local limestone quarries in the south
and sand and gravel resources north and west of Detroit. Permitting new limestone and sand and gravel
production facilities and extending permits of existing operations will allow the local capacity to cost
effectively meet the increased aggregate demand in the Southeast Michigan market area.

Urban and suburban growth combined with zoning and regulatory controls are displacing aggregate
production in the greater Detroit area. It is difficult to open new aggregate operations in areas close to the
population centers, which have the highest demand for aggregate. Construction aggregate is a low unit
value commodity; transportation costs can easily double or triple the cost of aggregate if transported a
long distance. The net result is higher costs to the consumers and taxpayers to offset the increased cost of
transportation. The future demands of aggregate will be greatest near the growing communities in the rural
and suburban regions surrounding Detroit. By extracting sand and gravel resources that are closest to a
market, the general public will experience lower aggregate price inflation versus importing substitute
deposits that are further away. These cost savings include lower overall aggregate prices (including
transportation) and less road wear caused by decreased truck traffic.

The proposed mining site contains an estimated 30 million tons of construction aggregate reserves that
will provide a greatly needed infusion of additional reserves into southeast Michigan.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an aggregate market study for Southeast Michigan including the counties
of Wayne, Oakland, Livingston, Washtenaw, Monroe, Genesee, St Clair, Lapeer and Macomb.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the supply and demand for construction aggregate in the 9
county market area and evaluate related public impacts. Emphasis was placed on the inter-relationships
between various types and origins of aggregates, transportation of aggregates to the market and most
common usage of each type of aggregate.

The study included a review of information on the aggregate industry, competitive data supplied by
personnel from Edw. C. Levy Co., mining data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Mineral
Survey, population data from Southeastern Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG), sales data



from “Engineering News - Record” (ENR), forecasted aggregate demand from FW Dodge/McGraw Hill
and data gathered from both MDOT and industry trade journals.

2.0 SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE RESOURCES

2.1 Construction Aggregate Types and Uses

Construction aggregate is a broad category of coarse particulate material used in construction, including
sand, gravel, crushed stone, slag and recycled concrete aggregates. Construction aggregates are the most
mined materials in the world. Construction aggregates are a component of composite materials such as
concrete and asphalt. They are also used as base material under foundations, roads, and railroads.

Listed below are common types of construction aggregates and their typical construction applications.

Sand & Gravel

e Natural sand (2NS) from sand and gravel deposits is the primary fine aggregate combined with
portland cement to produce concrete. This washed sand is sourced from sand and gravel operations
in Oakland, Lapeer, Washtenaw and Livingston Counties. It is the single highest volume natural
aggregate utilized in Southeast Michigan.

e OAssize (1 Y47 X '2”) gravel is used as the coarse aggregate component of concrete in applications
not exposed to the weather, such as footings and basement walls. 6A gravel is also used
extensively in septic fields.

e Pea Pebble size (3/8”) gravel, also known as “34R,” is used as the aggregate in the production of
concrete paver bricks and as pipe bedding and drainage course material.

e Dense graded “20 series” includes a variety of materials used in commercial asphalt and for gravel
roads, shoulders and base.

¢ Crushed stone, also known as ‘asphalt splits,” has excellent frictional properties and is utilized to
meet demanding MDOT specifications on high volume roads.

Limestone

e Locally mined 6A size limestone is used as the coarse aggregate component of concrete in
applications that are exposed to the weather and are not limited by MDOT specifications.

e Base materials, including 4G, 21AA, 22A and 23A are used to maintain gravel roads and beneath
concrete and asphalt pavements.

e Limestone is also used as an asphalt aggregate when specifications allow its use.

Dock Limestone

e Limestone from northern Michigan and throughout the Great Lakes (See Figure 1) is transported
to docks in the area. Limestone’s low absorption and good freeze thaw characteristics make it well-
suited to meet MDOT concrete specifications for high volume highways. The largest portion of
this material, 6A, is used as the coarse aggregate in concrete that is exposed to weather. Other
limestone materials brought to the docks include base materials, asphalt materials, and materials
for concrete block production.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Construction
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Composite_material
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Concrete
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Railroad

Blast Furnace Slag

e Blast furnace slag produced to the 6A size is a premium coarse aggregate in concrete, but it is
limited in supply by the amount of iron produced in Detroit.

e Other blast furnace slag applications include base material, asphalt material, chip seal, landscape,
and block production, all in limited supply.

Steel Furnace Slag

e Steel furnace slag is used extensively in the production of asphalt. Its superior frictional properties
and ability to resist rutting make it a valuable aggregate, but it is limited in supply by the amount
of steel produced in Detroit.

e Other steel furnace slag applications include road shoulders, un-constrained fill material and as a
component in the production of cement. Steel furnace slag has a high lime content and it has
recently been marketed as a fertilizer as well.

Crushed Concrete

e Base materials such as 3”X 1,7 4G, 21AA, 22A and 23A are the products produced out of broken
concrete. These recycled aggregates are used as base beneath concrete and asphalt in both MDOT
and commercial applications.

2.2 Construction Aggregate Specifications

Specifications for aggregates used in Michigan for construction purposes have been established by the
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) using the American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) and American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
guidelines.

Aggregates in Michigan are normally described as either natural aggregates or slag aggregates. Natural
aggregates are obtained from stone quarries, gravel deposits, or waste mine rock. Slag aggregates are co-
products formed during the manufacture of iron and steel.

According to MDOT, fine aggregates for Portland cement concrete and mortar shall be free from organic
impurities, clay lumps, soft or flaky materials, and shall be uniformly graded. Stone sand shall be
manufactured from stone meeting all the grading requirements of coarse aggregate 6A as shown in MDOT
specification, Table 1a. Coarse aggregates consist of gravel, stone or slag and must pass the physical
specifications presented in Table 1b. Coarse aggregates are used for Portland cement and bituminous
concretes, bituminous surface treatment and dense graded aggregate.

Granular materials for fill and sub-base consist of sand, gravel, crushed stone, foundry sand, blast furnace
slag, or any combination of the five materials. Table 1c lists the grading requirements for granular
materials.

Grading requirements for fine aggregates are listed in Table 1d.

Grading requirements for the Composition of Bituminous Mixtures are listed in Table 2. MDOT provides
specifications for final mix properties of Bituminous Mixes and not for component materials.



23 Construction Aggregate Sources
In the nine county study area, the primary sources of construction aggregates are as follows.

Limestone

Limestone is mined in both Wayne and Monroe County (see Figure 1). The deposits consist of Silurian
and Devonian sedimentary rock that dips gently to the northwest. The intervals mined in Monroe and
Wayne Counties are mainly dolomites and limestones. The aggregate quality varies between the different
formations, but generally is of acceptable quality for use in concrete, asphalt and base materials. Monroe
County is a prime location for aggregate rock quarries because of the thin overburden and good rock
quality.

Limestone is also quarried from the northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan in Rogers City and Presque
Isle and the Upper Peninsula in Cedarville and Port Inland (approximately 130 to 200 shipping miles from
southern Saginaw Bay and approximately 215 to 300 shipping miles from Detroit). The crushed limestone
aggregate is transported by ship to Bay City, Saginaw, Port Huron, Marine City and Detroit. The aggregate
is of excellent quality with little deleterious material and is used in both portland cement concrete and
asphalt. Crushed limestone mixed with natural sand is used in the ready mix concrete industry for most
public road construction.

Sand and Gravel

Glacial deposits cover most of the state of Michigan (see Figure 3). Materials laid down by the glaciers
range from poorly sorted to well sorted. Direct deposition by the ice resulted in poorly sorted deposits
composed of clay, silt, sand, gravel, cobbles and boulders. Till is the dominant form of direct deposition
by ice, commonly found as lodgment and ablation tills. These deposits are not mined for aggregate because
the clay adheres to the sand and gravel and cannot be economically removed.

Clean, sorted sand and gravel deposits in Michigan are the result of water laid deposition by glacial melt
water. The material is usually low in silt and clay sized fractions, thus making it ideal for aggregate mining.
The sand and gravel can be found in glacial landforms such as river channels, outwash plains, eskers and
kames. The sand and gravel found in these deposits are typically of good quality for use in both unexposed
portland cement and bituminous concretes.

Durable exterior concrete requires the removal, from the gravel, of deleterious material such as weathered
sandstone and chert. These deleterious stones are removed by mechanical means in a Vertical Shaft Impact
(VS]) crusher. The lightweight / softer material is pulverized and removed by a screening process, while
the good quality stones are separated and stockpiled separately. While this process produces acceptable
material there is a limited amount available as many deposits have significantly more sand than gravel.
This limited availability has forced many ready-mix producers to use limestone exclusively in exterior
applications.

Slag

The aggregate industry in southeastern Michigan has renewable sources of aggregates to supplement the
natural aggregate resources. The most common and widely used is slag, a co-product from the production
of iron and steel. There are two primary types of slag produced in the study area: blast furnace slag and
steel furnace slag. Blast furnace slag is used extensively as an aggregate in concrete, asphalt, and base.
The slag is a co-product of the smelting of iron ore with coked coal and limestone.
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Three types of blast furnace slag may be created: air-cooled slag, expanded slag, and granulated slag. Air-
cooled slag is angular to sub-angular in texture and has a vesicular pitted surface. It provides an excellent
bond with portland cement and high strength bituminous mixtures. Expanded slag is also angular to sub-
angular in texture, but has a more pronounced vesicular structure. The bulk density is very low, in the
range of 55 to 65 pounds per cubic foot, thus making expanded aggregate an excellent lightweight
aggregate. Granulated slag is a glossy granular product with excellent hydraulic properties, allowing its
use as a cement substitute.

Steel furnace slag is quite different from blast furnace slag. Molten Iron or scrap steel are charged with
lime in either an open hearth, a basic oxygen furnace (BOF) or an electric arc furnace (EAF). The lime
mixes with the impurities in the iron or scrap steel to form molten steel furnace slag. Steel furnace slag is
similar in texture to air-cooled blast furnace slag, although it is much heavier due to higher iron content.
The steel furnace slag also contains free lime resulting in a higher alkalinity of the product. These are
characteristics that may result in expansion and cementation when steel furnace slag is placed in contact
with moisture. Therefore, steel furnace slag is mainly used as an asphalt aggregate, fill material or base
material in unconfined base applications.

In 2014, 1.1 million tons of blast furnace slag and approximately 0.9 million tons of steel furnace slag
were produced in the market area. While slag is a renewable resource, its availability is directly related to
the amount of iron and steel produced in the market study area. The economics of the worldwide steel
industry dictates how much steel is produced in Michigan. Increased slag production is unlikely to occur
because the global economics of steel production favor low labor and low energy cost nations.

Recycled Ageregates

Recycling of pavements, both concrete and asphalt, is common in Southeast Michigan. It is estimated that
3,000,000 tons of crushed concrete and 1,000,000 tons of RAP (recycled asphalt pavement) are processed
each year.

Crushed concrete is used almost exclusively as an aggregate base under both concrete and asphalt. While
acceptable in most base applications, it is known to deteriorate in excessively wet conditions, and can only
be used in limited proportions to meet MDOT specifications.

RAP is used in the production of asphalt. RAP is crushed and introduced back into the asphalt plant with
other aggregates and bituminous cement. RAP contains both aggregates and bituminous cement that
combine with virgin aggregates and bituminous cement to produce new asphalt. The use of RAP reduces
the need for new aggregates and bituminous cement.

24 Geologic Limitations of Construction Aggregate Resources

Sand and gravel are crucial resources to economic development activities, such as road building and
concrete production. Construction of one mile of four-lane interstate highway requires approximately
85,000 tons of aggregate; the average six room house requires 90 tons.

Michigan is fortunate to have an abundance of sand and gravel well distributed throughout the state. As
previously stated, much of the sand and gravel reserves exist as glacial deposits, left behind by glacial
meltwater that carried away the clay and silt, leaving behind the heavier gravel and sand in deposits called
"glacial outwash" or "ice-contact stratified drift." Most of the sand and gravel in the state is located in
areas where the ice was melting rapidly and outwash was accumulating in constrained areas.
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Some of the largest gravel operations in the world have been located in the interlobate area of Oakland
and Livingston counties. However, many of these prime sources of sand and gravel have either been
exhausted, covered by housing developments, or underlie prime farmland. Therefore, our once-abundant
supply of sand and gravel is becoming more difficult to access.

2.5 Construction Aggregate Resource Availability

Currently, the Southeast Michigan area reserve base contains approximately 231 million tons of permitted
sand and gravel reserves and 140 million tons of permitted limestone reserves (see Table 3).

In the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand, gravel,
limestone and slag) will be produced or delivered to the market in 2015 (see Table 3). This quantity
includes an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel. Locations of primary construction aggregate
production facilities within the 9 county study area are illustrated in Figure 2.

For the reasons provided in subsequent sections, the demand for construction aggregates is projected to
increase. To meet this increased demand, addition construction aggregates may be delivered to the market
by increasing current production levels of existing operations, by increasing current levels of imports
and/or by the start-up of new operations and many existing operations cannot increase production because
limits on space, hours of operation or equipment capacity and many existing operations cannot increase
production because of limits in space, hours of operation, and equipment capacity.

In the short term, it may be possible to increase existing aggregate industry capacity to meet growing
market demands. However, an increase in existing plant capacities made possible through capital
expenditure or bolstering of plant production rates becomes only a temporary solution to growing market
demands since this measure inevitably reduces the life of any given mining operation.

Unless new operations are opened, annual production of sand and gravel will be reduced by approximately
5.6 million tons, or approximately 39% of production capacity, in 10 years because of depletion of
developed sand and gravel reserves. (See Table 3). By increasing existing plant capacity alone, a shortage
of competitively priced sand and gravel aggregate is likely to occur by 2024 unless new operations are
opened or existing operations are expanded to replenish depleting supplies (See Figure 6).

As shown in Table 3, fourteen operations may be depleted of reserves within the next 10 years, amounting
to the loss of approximately 5.6 million tons of annual construction aggregate production. All fourteen of
these operations are producers of natural sand and gravel.

Local zoning laws and suburban growth are key factors in limiting access to sand and gravel reserves.
Land use regulations continue to intensify in Southeast Michigan. The result of this increase is to force
aggregate production farther away from the market. This is evident in Oakland County. Although a
significant percentage of Oakland County's sand and gravel consumption is in the central portion of the
county, suburban development and regulations have caused the loss of many valuable sand and gravel
resources adjacent to this demand. In all probability, these resources are lost forever. Most of the
remaining sand and gravel resources in the area occur near the outer perimeter of Oakland County and in
the adjacent counties of Lapeer, Livingston, and Washtenaw. These locations are very important since
they are near the projected growth areas in Oakland, Macomb, Livingston and Washtenaw counties. In
addition, the high population districts in Wayne and Oakland counties can still be supplied by these
reserves.



Currently, approximately 4.1 million tons of limestone aggregates are imported into the Southeast
Michigan ports of Saginaw, Port Huron, Marine City and Detroit. Although imports could be increased to
meet greater coarse and fine aggregate demands, population studies indicate that the migration of people
is away from the urban areas of Detroit. The future demands for aggregate will be greatest near the growing
communities in the rural and suburban regions. The cost of limestone and sand imported into Southeast
Michigan would significantly increase because of longer haul distances from the ports to the growth areas
in the suburbs. These costs are in addition to the extra costs associated with water shipping and dock
handling.

Limestone that enters the market through docks in Saginaw carry a higher transportation cost because of
relatively long distance of truck hauling routes. These imports are necessary to offset an increasing gravel
shortage in the southeastern Michigan market area. The inability of sand and gravel deposits in Genesee
County and other counties to the north to fill the demand for gravel is shown by the fact that limestone
from the Saginaw area is trucked past Genesee County sand and gravel operations into Livingston and
Oakland counties.

2.6  Zoning Impacts on Construction Aggregate Resource Availability

Zoning is a critical variable in the development of new sand and gravel operations. Adverse zoning has
prevented access to well-located natural aggregate deposits. The recent passage of Public Act 113 by the
Michigan Legislature was implemented to increase access to this vital natural resource that is a universal
need in the region. Beyond challenging zoning regulations, much of the potential natural resources in the
region have been permanently eliminated because of urban and suburban growth. New homes are often
constructed on undeveloped sand and gravel deposits, forcing the importation of those resources from
distant locations, effectively increasing costs because of transportation premiums.

3.0 SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE MARKETS
3.1 Geographic Market

The aggregate resource market supplies aggregates to a variety of end users in Southeast Michigan.
Oakland, Livingston and Macomb Counties are areas of increasing population, partially driven by a
population shift from the urban areas in and around Detroit to the surrounding suburban and rural areas.
This generates demand for new housing, roads, and commercial buildings, and the aggregates to build
them.

The regional aggregate resources are located in three areas within Southeast Michigan and two areas of
Northern Michigan. Sand and gravel is produced from deposits located in an arc to the west, northwest
and north of Detroit. Slag aggregate is produced as a steel industry co-product at steel mills in Detroit.
Crushed limestone is produced in Monroe County, the northern lower peninsula at Rogers City and
Presque Isle, and in the upper peninsula at Cedarville and Port Inland (See Figures 1 and 2).

In Michigan, almost all processed sand and gravel is used for construction purposes, and approximately
65 percent of crushed stone is used for construction applications. The remaining 35 percent is used in
chemical and steel making. Slag is used mainly as a construction aggregate with some additional minor
specialty uses. (See Figure 3, and Tables 4, 5, and 6)
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3.2  Construction Aggregate Delivery to Market (Transportation Impacts)

Because construction aggregate is a low unit value commodity, the cost associated with the transportation
method used to move the aggregate from the producer to the market is of major significance. The three
major modes of aggregate transportation are truck, rail and water. Trucking is the predominant method of
transport in Michigan. The national average is approximately $0.10 per ton-mile with the range in cost
between $0.06 and $0.25 per ton-mile. A representative transportation price list for trucking aggregate in
Southeast Michigan is presented in Table 7. Economics normally preclude trucking of aggregates beyond
50 to 75 miles from the producer to the purchaser.

Rail is a more cost efficient form of bulk aggregate transportation, nationally averaging $0.05 per ton-
mile. However, rail is often inconvenient because of a limited track network, inflexible delivery schedules
and high storage and loading infrastructure costs. In addition, rail transportation of construction aggregates
still require trucking from the rail yards to the end use customer. Currently, rail is used very little to haul
aggregate in Southeast Michigan. Rail is limited to a few low volume, high value specialty products. The
only aggregate rail yards servicing the market area are in Flint and Lansing.

Water transportation is the least expensive form of aggregate transportation, nationally averaging
approximately $0.05 per ton-mile and ranging from less than $0.02 to $0.08 per ton-mile. Water transport
is limited to Lake Huron, the Detroit River and Lake Erie in Southeast Michigan. However, water
transportation still requires truck transportation from the dock to the end user. Currently, limestone is
being shipped into the Detroit market area from northern quarries located at Rogers City, Presque Isle,
Cedarville and Port Inland. The cost of delivery alone is approximately $4.50 to $5.00 per ton ($0.012 to
$0.013 per ton mile). Once the aggregate reaches the dock, the material needs to be offloaded onto the
dock and trucked to its final destination, which adds trucking transportation and handling fees on top of
the water transport fees. Handling fees range from $1.50 to $2.00 per ton depending on demurrage, storage
and labor costs.

The varying price of fuel has significantly impacted the cost of aggregate transportation. Fuel surcharges
are common on all modes of transportation. Since truck, rail and boat all rely on diesel fuel, they remain
in the same relative competitive position. However, as fuel prices increase the cost of transportation
exceeds the cost of the aggregate at much shorter distances and becomes a larger part of the total cost of
the material on the job site.

As was noted previously, various aggregates have different physical characteristics, which often results in
the use of multiple aggregate products on a single job. It is common for multiple materials from different
locations to be used in a single mix design of concrete or asphalt. Economics and specifications often
result in the “closest” material not being used for a particular project.

There are over 100 ready-mix concrete plants and over 25 asphalt plants located throughout the 9 county
study area. All of these plants require materials of specific physical characteristics delivered cost
effectively to remain viable.

Transportation is a key issue in the market. Trucks often pick up 2NS natural sand from the north or west
areas (where the deposits exist) and deliver it to a ready-mix concrete plants in or near Detroit. The truck
will then pick up slag, dock limestone or limestone in Monroe and deliver it to a ready-mix plant in the
north or west. This allows the north or west plant to make concrete that can be exposed to the weather
without failure and the Detroit plant to use a cost effective natural sand instead of expensive crushed stone
sand. This “round-trip” transportation allows materials to move effectively throughout the area. It also ties
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the entire 9 county area together. Because of this transportation network, the flow of aggregates to each
physical “sub-market” is coordinated in conjunction with other “sub-markets” in the region.

33 Construction Aggregate Current Market Demand

According to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey
approximately 33 million metric tons of sand and gravel and 21 million metric tons of crushed stone are
produced annually in Michigan, based upon the years of 2009 — 2011 (see Table 4). The Office of
Geological Survey breaks down the construction uses of sand and gravel produced in 2010, as presented
in Table 5. Similarly, the quantity of crushed stone produced in 2011 is broken down for each construction
use and is presented in Table 6.

In the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand, gravel,
limestone and slag) will be produced or delivered to the market in 2015 (see Table 3). This quantity
includes an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel. Locations of primary construction aggregate
production facilities within the 9 county study area are illustrated in Figure 2.

For comparison purposes, approximately 23.7 million tons of construction aggregate will be consumed
within Southeast Michigan in 2015, based upon the total estimated sales of sand and gravel, limestone and
slag as depicted in Figures 4 and 5. These charts are based on construction activity as reported by FW
Dodge / McGraw Hill. This consumption number is somewhat lower than the production number listed
in Table 3 because not all production serves the study market area; some of the products are exported into
areas such as Lansing and Jackson, which are not included in the study.

Attempts were made to determine construction aggregate production and sales figures from producers in
the study area. However, most companies consider this data proprietary, although valuable information
can be collected from publically available data including permit information. Table 3 lists the estimated
annual production and estimated remaining life of the major construction aggregate operations in
Southeast Michigan. Many of the operations have a remaining life of 10 years or less. There are additional
aggregate facilities in the market (beyond those listed) but their equipment and/or reserves are not
adequate to produce material that will meet the specifications required for MDOT or engineered projects.
Their materials are limited to low volume, low value fill and base applications.

In addition to the need for construction aggregates to serve the region, the resources also serve significant
internal need and demand from affiliates of AAOM and Levy involved in the production of asphalt and
ready-mix concrete. As set forth in the Community Impact Statement, AAOM estimates that internal need
may range from 1,500,000 tons to 2,000,000 tons per year (subject to market conditions).

3.4  Construction Aggregate Pricing

Sales prices of construction aggregate vary regionally. The pricing structure is dependent on several
factors, including availability of resources, specifications required for the aggregate (which drives
production costs), distance to market, competition, and demand. Table 8 shows published prices of
materials from various suppliers in the market area. Usually similar products are priced competitively
among the suppliers with higher prices closer to Metro Detroit because of transportation costs. The prices
can be considered indicative of the overall market price.

Table 9 lists average aggregate prices within the Michigan market area as reported to the Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey. The
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prices are indicative of anticipated revenues by product and market segment in the Southeastern Michigan
Market.

3.5 Road Construction Funding

The Highway trust fund has been running out of money for a number of years and has been supplemented
by cash infusions from the Federal Government’s General Fund. It is unlikely that Congress will allow
all federally funded transportation projects to stop for an extended period of time. Continuing short term
funding will no doubt occur until a longer term funding plan is passed by Congress. The president has sent
a $302 billion, 4-year surface transportation reauthorization proposal to Congress to address the issue.
While the details of a comprehensive funding package are uncertain, it would be safe to assume the
funding levels will not drop below current levels in the next 3-5 years and are likely to increase. Secretary
Foxx has been extremely vocal about the need to invest in our infrastructure, which has been neglected
for far too long. This national investment must be made and will at some future date substantially increase
the aggregate consumption throughout the country. Exhibit 1 outlines the Secretary of Transportation’s
view on the challenge of reinvigorating the Highway Trust Fund to rebuild America’s transportation
network.

In early 2015, the State Transportation Commission approved MDOT’s 2015-2019 Five Year
Transportation Program. As seen in Exhibit 2, there are massive financial requirements to meet the
increasing demand to repair and rebuild the State’s road and bridge network. The package outlines efforts
by MDOT to increase efficiencies, cut costs, and deliver the best value to the taxpayer. However, the
compelling conclusion is that our primary transportation infrastructure is failing and requires substantial
increases in long-term reliable funding to go beyond the “band-aid” approach that MDOT has utilized in
the past decade. The recent passage of a comprehensive road fund package by the State of Michigan will
generate $600 million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion
per year in 2021. This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of
demand for quality aggregates to support those projects.

In June of 2013, SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, published a report titled
“Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets; 2040 Regional Transportation Plan for Southeast
Michigan.” The report is attached as Exhibit 3. The study enumerates the many ways in which Southeast
Michigan’s transportation network is directly tied to our economic prosperity, fiscal sustainability, and
overall quality of life. The report lists many vital transportation projects envisioned by 2040 and
reinforces the need for continued expansion of the supply of aggregate resources necessary to build and
maintain our regional transportation system.

3.6 SE Michigan Population Projections

SEMCOG also published a comprehensive study in 2013 entitled “Southeast Michigan 2040 Forecast
Summary.” This long range forecast, attached as Exhibit 4, includes projections for population,
households and jobs in the region. The outlook for demographics and socioeconomics changes in
Southeast Michigan provides a foundation for planning the region’s transportation infrastructure, and
helps support the justification for increased natural aggregate resources to support this growth.

4.0 CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE PROJECTED FUTURE DEMAND AND SUPPLY

Market size is defined by the consumption and demand for aggregates in an area. Quantifying the market
size is accomplished by considering the total sales of aggregate to total market area. Approximately 23.7
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million tons of aggregate will be consumed within Southeast Michigan in 2015 based on the total estimated
sales of sand and gravel, limestone and slag as depicted in Figures 4 and 5. This chart is based on
construction activity as reported by FW Dodge / McGraw Hill. This consumption number is somewhat
lower than the production number listed in Table 3 because not all production serves the study market
area; some of the products are exported into areas such as Lansing and Jackson, which are not included in
the study.

The economic growth of a metropolitan area usually increases aggregate demand. Growth of the market
area can be closely related to growth in the population. Growing areas consume more aggregates because
of greater construction. In the study area, which includes Wayne, Oakland, Livingston, Washtenaw,
Monroe, Genesee, St Clair, Lapeer and Macomb counties, the average consumption of construction
aggregates per person is approximately 5.0 tons per year (23.7 million tons of aggregate, 4.7 million
people). The actual average tonnage consumed, per capita, tends to be much higher in high growth areas
than in low-growth areas. The 5.0 ton/person-year figure should be considered very conservative; 2011
per capita consumption of aggregate for the entire state of Michigan was approximately 5.76 tons per year
(57 million tons of aggregate including slag, 9.9 million people). The state average was determined from
information obtained through the USGS Mineral Survey and the U.S. Bureau of Census. Per capita
consumption in the growing counties in Southeast Michigan is certainly higher than the 5.0 ton figure and
is lower in Wayne County because of a high population density and negative growth. Actual per capita
consumption for growing counties, such as Oakland, Livingston and Macomb is greater than 5.0 tons per
capita per year.

As presented in the SEMCOG data, Oakland County is the second most populated county in Southeast
Michigan and is projected to grow approximately 3.7 percent over the next 30 years. Livingston County,
although not heavily populated, is projected to grow approximately 18.4 percent over the next 30 years.
As suburban growth continues, both counties will experience a greater demand for construction aggregate.

Construction aggregate consumption is also expected to increase in the future due to increased road
funding and an improving economy, by a minimum of 6% per year through 2025. With the recent passage
of a comprehensive road fund package by the State of Michigan the rate of increased demand will likely
be accelerated above the projected 6% annual increase. The new Michigan road funding package will
generate $600 million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion
per year in 2021. This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of
demand for quality aggregates to support those projects.

In 10 years, the annual production of sand and gravel is expected to be curtailed by approximately
5,600,000 tons, approximately 39% of current production capacity, because of anticipated depletion of
permitted and developed sand and gravel reserves serving the metro area (see Table 3). Based upon
current projections, by 2024, the annual production rate of the construction aggregate industry will be
unable to meet market demands without permitting new operations or increased production capacity of
the existing remaining operations (see Figure 6). Although plant capacities at existing operations may
sometimes be increased to temporarily meet growing market demands, this measure will result in the
premature depletion of additional mining operations.

These figures may be conservative since the growth projections do not fully account for the increase in
per capita aggregate consumption that is expected to occur with the funds available from the new state
road funding package. The additional demand for construction aggregate will be filled by increasing
current production levels of existing operations, by increasing current levels of imports and/or by the start-
up of new operations.
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5.0 CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE COST IMPACTS ON THE GENERAL PUBLIC

A major consequences of importing aggregate in lieu of developing aggregate deposits that are closest to
the market are significantly higher costs to the general public. The majority of these higher costs are
related to an increase in truck hauling distances. For example, aggregates from a site in Lapeer County
can be transported to the geographic center of Oakland County for a trucking cost of approximately $3.75-
$4.00 per ton. When comparing this transportation cost with crushed stone aggregate imported to Detroit
from northern Michigan, the imported limestone incurs a $6.00-$6.25 per ton trucking fee to be delivered
to central Oakland County. This represents an increase of approximately $2.25 per ton in trucking costs
alone. This does not take into consideration the additional costs for water shipment to Detroit and
additional material handling requirements and dock fees. If limestone imports were to make up the market
deficit, the additional costs to the end user would be significant. When locally available resources are not
permitted and developed the general public ultimately loses.

Another study was performed to examine the various costs of transporting aggregate to each of the
counties in the study area. One case includes the average total cost of trucking local sand and gravel
aggregate from several of the closest surrounding operations to the geographic centers of Livingston,
Oakland, Macomb, Wayne, and Washtenaw counties. An average price of $8.25 per ton (average of all
S&G sales at pit) was used to calculate local aggregate costs. These figures were then compared with
aggregate, water transportation and associated handling costs of imported limestone from Rogers City via
docks located in Port Huron, Saginaw and Detroit. Upon reaching the port, the material is transported by
truck to each county. In this study an average price of $17.45 has been calculated for the limestone
imports from Detroit and Port Huron. A price of $17.00 was determined for limestone imports from
Saginaw. Tables 11, 12 and 13 summarize the results of the study.

When the import with the lowest cost is considered for each county within the study area, the direct added
costs to consumers are considerable, often exceeding $20 million per year. This figure represents a very
conservative estimate of the annual cost that would be imposed on the general public if local aggregate
sources are not permitted for mining, and as a result, imports are increased to meet projected market
demands. This increased cost will be passed onto the residents and businesses within all the counties of
the market area.

In addition, there are associated road costs that correspond with an increase in haulage distance. An
increased distance of 20 miles to market would translate to 40 more road miles traveled per load. This
will increase overall truck traffic and wear on the existing transportation network.

Failure to develop sand and gravel resources in the market area will result in additional transportation
related costs. By extracting economically mineable sand and gravel resources prior to using the land for
development of residential and commercial properties, the general public experiences significant cost
saving benefits. There is little doubt that if local sand and gravel aggregate continues to be consumed at
current levels and new mines are not permitted, limestone and sand imports will increase dramatically. If
this were to occur, the Southeast Michigan general public will realize a significant increase in aggregate
transportation costs. As a portion of the sand and gravel reserves become exhausted, increased demands
will be placed on remaining active sites which will ultimately reduce the estimated life of these operations.
Local aggregate prices will steadily rise until they meet the price of limestone imports.
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6.0 CONCLUSION

Currently, the Southeast Michigan construction aggregate reserve base contains approximately 231
million tons of permitted sand and gravel reserves and 140 million tons of limestone reserves.

The Southeast Michigan construction aggregate market covered by this study consumed approximately
22.6 million tons of aggregate from a variety of sources including sand and gravel, limestone, and slag in
2014.

Similarly, in the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand,
gravel, limestone and slag) will be produced or imported into the market in 2015 (see Table 3). This
quantity includes an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel.

In addition to the need for construction aggregates to serve the region, the resources also serve significant
internal need and demand from affiliates of AAOM and Levy. As set forth in the Community Impact
Statement, AAOM estimates that internal need may range from 1,500,000 tons to 2,000,000 tons per year
(subject to market conditions).

Based upon current aggregate consumption rates, by the end of the year 2024, the depletion of permitted
and existing mines will result in a reduction in industry wide annual aggregate production capacity for the
9 county study area of approximately 5.6 million tons, or 39% of current capacity (See Table 3).

In addition, the demand for construction aggregates is projected to increase in future years for multiple
reasons, including population growth, and increased federal and state road funding.

Oakland County is the second most populated county in Southeast Michigan and is projected to grow
approximately 3.7 percent over the next 30 years. Livingston County, although not heavily populated, is
projected to grow approximately 18.4 percent over the next 30 years. As suburban growth continues, both
counties will experience a greater demand for construction aggregate.

In early 2015, the State Transportation Commission approved MDOT’s 2015-2019 Five Year
Transportation Program. As seen in Exhibit 2, there are massive financial requirements to meet the
increasing demand to repair and rebuild the State’s road and bridge network. The package outlines efforts
by MDOT to increase efficiencies, cut costs, and deliver the best value to the taxpayer. However, the
compelling conclusion is that our primary transportation infrastructure is failing and requires substantial
increases in long-term reliable funding to go beyond the “band-aid” approach that MDOT has utilized in
the past decade.

The recent passage of a comprehensive road fund package by the State of Michigan will generate $600
million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion per year in
2021. This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of demand for
quality aggregates to support those projects.

Similarly, the Federal Government continues to work towards a long term source of funding for the
highway trust fund. Recently, the president sent a $302 billion, 4-year surface transportation
reauthorization proposal to Congress to address the issue. While the details of a comprehensive funding
package are uncertain, it is safe to assume the funding levels will not drop below current levels in the next
3-5 years and are likely to increase.
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To meet this increased demand, addition construction aggregates may be delivered to the market by
increasing current production levels of existing operations, by increasing current levels of imports and/ or
through the start-up of new operations.

In the short term, it may be possible to increase existing aggregate industry capacity to meet growing
market demands. However, increasing plant capacities is limited by equipment constraints, mining
ordinances (limits of hours of operation) and other factors. Any increase in existing plant capacities made
possible through capital expenditure or bolstering of plant production rates only results in a temporary
solution, since this measure inevitably reduces the life of any given mining operation.

Therefore, new aggregate resources need to be permitted and opened in rural and suburban areas
of southeast Michigan in the near future to meet current and future demands.
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7.1 Figures
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Figure 4 - Does not include impact of increase State and Federal Road Funding.
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Figure 5
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Table 1d

MDOT 2012 Standard Specification for Construction
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Table 2

Table 501-2 Composition of Bituminous Mixtures

Mixture No. 2B 2C 38" 3C 4B
Mixture Type : . R
Binder % 4.0-60 | 4.0-6.0 4.5-7.G6 4.5-7.0 5.0-8.0
Percent Passing Indicated Sieve
37.5 mm 100 . 100 ‘
25.0 mm 99--100 . 99-100 . | - 100 100
19.0 mm 90 max. 90 max. 99-100 99-100 100
125 mm 78 max. 78 max. 90 max. 90 max. 99-100
9.5 mm 70 max. 70 max. 77 max. 77 max. 90 max.
" 4.75 mm~ 52 max. 52 max. | 57 max. 57 max. 67 max.
2.36 mm 15-40 1540 - 1545 15-45 15-52
1.18 mm 30 max. | 30 max. 33 max. 33 max. 37 max.
600 Ltm 22 max. 22 max. 25 max. 25 max. 27 max.
300 Lm 17 max. 17 max. 19 max. 19 max. 20 max.
150 ftm 15 max. 15 max. 15 max. 15 max. 15 max.
75 4m 3-6 3-6 3-6 36 3-6
Crushed Min. %
(MTM 117) 50 90 50 S0 50
Mixture No. ac 13 13A 11A 36A
Mixture Type : .
Binder % 5.0-8.0 | 5.0-8.0 5.0-8.0 4.0-60 5.5-8.0
Percent Passing Indicated Sieve
37.5 mm 100
25.0 mm " 90—-100
19.0 mm 100 100 100 7095
12.5 mm 99-100 7595 75—95 55-85 100
9.5 mm 90 max. 60—90 60-90 40-80 92-100
4.75 mm 67 max. 45—-80 45—-80 25—-65 65—90
2.36 mm 15-52 30-65 30-65 15-50 55-75
1.18 mm 37 max. 20-50 20-50 10-40 ) ;
600 ptm 27 max. 15-40 1540 7-32 25—45
300 p4m 20 max. 10-25 1025 5-20
150 ym 15 max. 5-15 5-15 4-12
75 pm 3-6 3-6 3-6 3-6 3-10
Crushed Min %
(MTM 117) 90 0 25 25 60

Note: No more than 50% of the material passing the 4.75 mm sieve is
allowed to pass the 600 um sieve for mixtures 13A, 11A and 36A.
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Table 3

2015 - Southeast Michigan - Major Aggregate Sources

Blue Water Agg

: Estimated |
: Annual ' Estimated
| Aggregate Production : Reserve Estimated Reserve
Operation County ! Type (Tons / Year)  Life (Years) Life (Tons)
Edw C. Levy Co. : '
Plant #1 & Plant #2 Wayne | BF Slag 1,100,000 ' NA
Plant #3 Wayne |  SF Shg 450,000 1 NA
Plant # 6 Wayne | SF Slag 350,000 T NA
! Total 1,900,000 |

Marysville St. Clair : Dock Limestone 350,000 ! NA

Port Huron St. Clair | Dock Limestone 1,000,000 1 NA
EdwC.LevyCo._ _______________ o [ I I
| SCA-ConcreteMix | Wayne | DockLimestone, 300000, NA__} .

SCA - Brennen | Wayne | Dock Limestone 350,000 NA

SCA - Miller Road Wayne | Dock Limestone - ! NA

SCA - Marine City St. Clair | Dock Limestone 1,000,000 ' NA

Saginaw Saginaw | Dock Limestone 500,000 ' NA
| 6th Street __________________ | _Saginaw_ | Dock Limestone | __ 100000 NA
| Crowlsland | Saginaw_! DockLimestone, - . NA |
GM | _St.Clair ' Dock Limestone | -, NA |}
DBS (Detroit Bulk Storage) : '

Marysville St. Clair | Dock Limestone 200,000 I NA

DBS Dock Wayne | Dock Limestone 300,000 . NA

! Total 4,100,000 |
GLA (Great Lakes Aggregates) I !

Sylvania Quarry Monroe : Limestone 2,000,000 ! 21 42,000,000
Old Castle/Stoneco_______________ T [ I B
| Newport | Monroe | Limestone , 3,000,000, 10 ______ 31,000,000
| Dennison Farms | Monroe ' Limestone | 1,500,000, 18 | 27,000,000

Stoneco Maybee | Monroe | Limestone 1,500,000 4 5,500,000

Stoneco Ottawa Lake Monroe : Limestone 1,700,000 ! 14 24,300,000

| Total 9,700,000 ' 13.38 129,800,000

Aggregate Industries L [ N
| Chelsea | Washtenaw | Sand & Gravel | 650,000, 11} 7,350,000
Barrett 4 o o [
_Manchester (Temp Shut Down) __ ____ | Washtenaw | Sand & Gravel | ________ P S 13,000,000 |
Paul Bechtell | :

Burnside ] Lapeer_ , Sand & Gravel | ____ 5000000 15 __| ______7.500.000]
J&D Aggregates ! :

Howell Twp. Livingston | Sand & Gravel 350,000 , 10 3,650,000
Fyke S & G (*Fill Sand Pit- Commercia) | o S [

Pickney Livingston : Sand & Gravel 500,000 1 36 18,000,000
EdwC.LevwyCo.  _______________ _______ ______________________ T T
|American Aggregates of Michigan ) ______ L R I

Buno | _Oakland | Sand & Gravel 700,000 7 4,800,000

Highland Oakland : Sand & Gravel 700,000 ! 8 5,100,000

Ray Road Oakland | Sand & Gravel 1,000,000 4 4,300,000

Freedom Twp (Temp Shut Down) Washtenaw | Sand & Gravel - 0 13,600,000
| GrangeHallRd_________________ | Oakland | Sand & Gravel | _ 3000000 8 1 2,350,000
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2015 - Southeast Michigan - Major Aggregate Sources
: Estimated
| Annual Estimated
Aggregate | Production Reserve Estimated Reserve
Operation County Type | (Tons / Year) |Life (Years) Life (Tons)
_______________________________________________ e
Burroughs Materials o e o A
Holly QOakland | Sand & Gravel : 700,000 7 4,500,000
Groveland QOakland | Sand & Gravel : 300,000 4 1,200,000
Deanville Road Lapeer Sand & Gravel | 300,000 1 400,000
—r—r—L—Lﬁ***ﬁﬁﬁi—
Hartland Livingston | Sand & Gravel ! 200,000 4 820,000
Ashley Development |
| Brighton (Fill Sand Only) | Livingston | Sand & Gravel | _____ 100,000 10 . _______ 1,000,000

_______________________________________________ B ]

Measel |
Burnside Lapeer Sand & Gravel ! 300,000 17 5,200,000

Mid-Michigan Sand & Gravel I o A S
Jeddo Twp. St. Clair | Sand & Gravel | 700,000 13 9,300,000

Natural Aggregates Corp i

Brighton (Fill Sand Only) | Livingston | Sand & Gravel I 1,000,000 6 6,000,000
______________________________________________ e .

Gerken Materials/Stansley [

Clinton Washtenaw| Sand & Gravel | 200,000 15 3,000,000
_Round Lake S&G | Lenawee | Sand & Gravel | 750,000 12| ______ 9250000
Glacial S&G Hillsdale | Sand & Gravel | 400,000 30 12,000,000
Tecumseh Ives Rd Lenawee | Sand & Gravel | 150,000 46 7,000,000

|

Stoneco (Mi Paviing & Mtrls - Oldcastle) [

Jerome ________________ Hilsdale | Sand & Gravel | 1000000 _ 42 |} ____ 42,000,000 |
Burmeister Washtenaw | Sand & Gravel ! 700,000 16 11,000,000
Drake Washtenaw | Sand & Gravel | 500,000 12 6,000,000

T

Weber '

Burnside, Lapeer Co. 1] Lapeer | Sand & Gravel | 100000 _ 29 | ______ 2,900,000
Goodland Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel | 150,000 4 550,000

South FlintS&G F_______ o I R
(Holy | Oakland_| Sand & Gravel | 300,000 _ A 2,100,000

Newark S&G |

Lapeer Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel | 200,000 7 1,400,000
______________________________________________ T —_—— e e e e e e e e e e - —
John R S&G i r l
____________________________ (R S Y E

Metamora Twp. Lapeer | Sand & Gravel | 350,000 9 3,000,000
175 Aggregates . [ A
| Groveland Twp. | Oakland_| Sand & Gravel | 150,000 63 . _______ 9,500,000

Getner Woodstock Aggregatess | | 7 T T T

| Round LakeHwy _______________ | Lenawee | Sand & Gravel | 750,000 25 i ______19250,000

_______________________________________________ i A

Aggregate Resources '

Waterloo Jackson Sand & Gravel | 300,000 2 600,000

Total | 14,300,000 16.62 237,620,000

Total Sand & Gravel | 14,300,000 16.62 237,620,000

Total ] Dock Limestone | 4100000} _NA | _

Total Limestone | 9,700,000 13.38 129,800,000

Total Slag ! 1,900,000 NA -
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Table 4

Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey

NONFUEL MINERAL PRODUCTION IN MICHIGAN'-*

(2010-2011)

(Thousand metric tons and thousand dollars)

2009 2010 2011
Mineral Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value

_Ce;me;&: ______________________________________________________________________________

Masonry 80 9,800 © 83 10,200 © 61 8,300 ©

Portland 3,550 350,000 © 3,480 350,000 © 3,480 353,000 ©
Clays, common 318 1,310 312 1,280 312 1,280
Gemstones, natural NA 2 NA 2 NA 2
Gypsum, crude 345 2,440 T 302 2,080 345 2,670
Iron ore, usable shipped 8,870 w 11,900 w 13,200 w
Peat w w 4 w 3 27
Sand and gravel:

Construction 34,100 174,000 33,300 190,000 31,900 178,000

Industrial 1410 32,000 1,350 31,700 1,830 67,500
STon_e, c_ru;he_d __________ 20,400 116,000 * 21,500 100,000 20,700 99,000
Combined values of lime, magnesium compounds,

potash, salt, stone (dimension dolomite sandstone),

and values indicated by symbol W XX 1,080,000 XX 1,490,000 XX 1,700,000

Total XX 1,760,000 XX 2,170,000 XX 2,410,000

“Estimated. "Revised. NA Not available. W Withheld to avoid disclosing company proprietary data. Withheld values included in “Combined values” data.
XX Not applicable.

Tud

"Production as measured by mine shipments, sales, or marketable production (i ption by producers).

?Data are rounded to no more than three significant digits; may not add to totals shown.
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Table 5

Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey

(2010-2011)

MICHIGAN: CONSTRUCTION SAND AND GRA VEL SOLD OR USED IN 2010,

BY MAJOR USE CATEGORY'
Quantity
(thousand Value Unit
Use metric tons) (thousands) value

Concrete aggregate (including concrete sand) 4,940 $28,800 $5.83
Plaster and gunite sands 25 240 9.60
_Co;cr_ete_ pr;d;cts_(ﬁoc_ks,_br;:ks_, p_ipe_, d;co:at;/e,_et;.)_ o 71 899 12.66
Asphaltic concrete aggregates and other bituminous mixtures 3,580 24,700 6.90
m 4,830 26,600 5.51
Road and other stabilization (cement) 164 1,190 7.26
Road and other stabilization (lime) 139 1,250 8.99
Fill 3,480 9,880 2.84
Snow and ice control 151 607 4.02
Railroad ballast 61 545 8.93
Filtration 109 1,090 10.00
Other miscellaneous uses’ 71 755 10.63
Unspecified” ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____

Reported 4,110 28,000 6.81

Estimated 11,900 67,000 5.63

Total or average 33,300 190,000 571

"Data are rounded to no more than three significant digits, except unit value; may not add to totals shown.

ZIncludes roofing granules and golf course.

3Reported and estimated production without a breakdown by end use.
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Table 6

Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey
(2010-2011)

MICHIGAN: CRUSHED STONE SOLD OR USED BY PRODUCERS
IN 2011, BY USE!

(Thousand metric tons and thousand dollars)

Use Quantity Value

Construction:

Coarse aggregate (+1% inch):

Macadam w w
Riprap and jetty stone 145 2,050
Filter stone 49 322
Coarse aggregate, graded:
Concrete aggregate, coarse 2,110 11,000
Bituminous aggregate, coarse 164 695
Bituminous surface-treatment aggregate W W
Railroad ballast W W
Fine aggregate (-3% inch):
Stone sand, concrete W W
Stone sand, bituminous mix or seal W W
Screening, undesignated 256 1,310
© Coarseand fine aggregates:
Graded road base or subbase 2,020 8,560
Unpaved road surface 957 4,610
Terrazzo and exposed aggregate W A%
o C_rus_he:m; o_r ﬁﬁ o:w;st; _______ W w
Unspecified coarse and fine aggregates 274 2,120
Unspecified and other construction materials 2 17
Agricultural:
Agricultural, limestone 159 736
Unspecified and other agricultural uses w W
Chemical and metallurgical:
Cement manufacture 4,080 9,560
Fluxstone 167 1,100
Glass manufacture W W
Special, other fillers or extenders W W
Unspecified:?
Reported 54 414
UBstmated 070 _ _ _ _ _ ________ 500
Total 20,700 99,000

W Withheld to avoid disclosing company proprietary data; included in “Total.”

"Data are rounded to no more than three significant digits; may not add to totals shown.

ZReported and estimated production without a breakdown by end use.
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Table 7

State Trucking Company
9300 Dix Ave
Dearborn, MI 48120
(313) 843-7200

One Way| Straight Haul One Way |Straight Haul One Way | Straight Haul
(Miles) Charge Rate (Miles) | Charge Rate (Miles) Charge Rate

1 $2.32 51 $7.74 101 $11.82
2 $2.44 52 $7.83 102 $11.89
3 $2.56 53 $7.92 103 $11.96
4 $2.68 54 $8.01 104 $12.03
5 $2.80 55 $8.10 105 $12.10
6 $2.92 56 $8.19 106 $12.17
7 $3.04 57 $8.28 107 $12.24
8 $3.16 58 $8.37 108 $12.31
9 $3.28 59 $8.46 109 $12.38
10 $3.40 60 $8.55 110 $12.45
11 $3.52 61 $8.63 111 $12.52
12 $3.64 62 $8.71 112 $12.59
13 $3.76 63 $8.79 113 $12.66
14 $3.88 64 $8.87 114 $12.73
15 $4.00 65 $8.95 115 $12.80
16 $4.11 66 $9.03 116 $12.87
17 $4.22 67 $9.11 117 $12.94
18 $4.33 68 $9.19 118 $13.01
19 $4.44 69 $9.27 119 $13.08
20 $4.55 70 $9.35 120 $13.15
21 $4.66 71 $9.43

22 $4.77 72 $9.51

23 $4.88 73 $9.59

24 $4.99 74 $9.67

25 $5.10 75 $9.75

26 $5.21 76 $9.83

27 $5.32 77 $9.91

28 $5.43 78 $9.99

29 $5.54 79 $10.07

30 $5.65 80 $10.15

31 $5.75 81 $10.23

32 $5.85 82 $10.31

33 $5.95 83 $10.39

34 $6.05 84 $10.47

35 $6.15 85 $10.55

36 $6.25 86 $10.63

37 $6.35 87 $10.71

38 $6.45 88 $10.79

39 $6.55 89 $10.87

40 $6.65 90 $10.95

41 $6.75 91 $11.03

42 $6.85 92 $11.11

43 $6.95 93 $11.19

44 $7.05 94 $11.27

45 $7.15 95 $11.35

46 $7.25 96 $11.43

47 $7.35 97 $11.51

48 $7.45 98 $11.59

49 $7.55 99 $11.67

50 $7.65 100 $11.75

Minimum Load Requirement — 50 Tons. Loads less than minimum will be priced at a 50 ton load.
Possession of this price list does not guarantee the ability to purchase transportation.
All prices are subject to change without notice.
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Table 8

2015 List Prices
6A INS | 21AA Dense | Class II
Aggregate Concrete | Concrete :Graded Base| Fill
Operation County Type Stone $/ton| Sand $/ton,  $/ton $/ton
Plant #1 & Plant #2 Wayne BF Slag $  10.65 'S 106518 695
| Marysville | St.Clir___ | DockLimestone | | _____ )
Port Huron St. Clair Dock Limestone :
SCA - Concrete Mix Wayne Dock Limestone !
| SCA-Bremnen ) Wayne | | Dock Limestone | § 1745| N
SCA - Miller Road Wayne Dock Limestone :
| SCA-Marine City____| St.Clair___ | DockLimestone | | [
Saginaw Saginaw Dock Limestone | $§  17.00 : $ 13.95
6th Street Saginaw Dock Limestone !
| CrowIsland | . Saginaw | | Dock Limestone | A [
GM St. Clair Dock Limestone :
Marysville | St.Clair | DockLimestone | | L]
DBS Dock Wayne Dock Limestone i
| Sylvamia Quarry | ___ Monroe | _ Limestone _|§ 1250} S __1000]S_650
Newport Monroe Limestone $ 1350 '$ 855,8 325
Dennison Farms Monroe Limestone $ 1350 s 955§ 325
Stoneco Maybee | Momre | Limestone ) | LS 881
Stoneco Ottawa Lake Monroe Limestone $  16.00 T' $ 85518 325
Chelsea | _Washtenaw | Sand&Gravel |§ 995)§ 4958 12758 3.00]
| Manchester | _ | __ Washtenaw __ | _Sand & Gravel | ___ __ S R
Burnside Lapeer Sand & Gravel !
| Howell Twp. )} Livingston __ | Sand& Gravel | | SR
Pickney Livingston Sand & Gravel :
Buwmo P Oakland | ¢ Sand & Gravel | § 1135)§ 745'§ 11358 265
| Highland | Oakland | Sand&Gravel |§_ 1135|§ 7458 _1135!
Ray Road Oakland Sand& Gravel |§ 1135]$ 745!§ 1135
FreedomTwp | Washtenaw | Sand& Gravel | | I N
Grange Hall Rd Qakland Sand & Gravel $ 745 -.r $ 11.35
Moy Oakland | " Sand& Gravel |S  1135]S 745! 1135) |
Groveland Qakland Sand & Gravel I
Deanville Road Lapeer Sand & Gravel $ 745§ 113518 2.65
MHartland | | Livingston ) Sand& Gravel | | I
Brighton Livingston Sand & Gravel I
Bunside | Lapeer | | Sand& Gravel | ) ]
Jeddo Twp. St. Clair Sand & Gravel |
Brighton Livingston Sand & Gravel T.
Clinton | _ Washtenaw _ | Sand& Gravel | | R I
Round Lake S&G Lenawee Sand & Gravel I
Glacial S&G Hillsdale Sand & Gravel :
Tecumseh Ives Rd Lenawee Sand & Gravel !
Jerome Hillsdale Sand & Gravel 1
Burmeister | _ Washtenaw _ | Sand&Gravel |$ _ 750)§ 675, 1 ____|
Drake Washtenaw Sand & Gravel !
| Burnside, Lapeer Co. | Lapeer | Sand& Gravel | | Lo __ls 260
Goodland Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel ! $§ 275
Holly QOakland Sand & Gravel i
Lapeer Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel :
Metamora Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel !
| GrovelandTwp. | Oakland | Sand& Gravel | | |
Round Lake Hwy Lenawee Sand & Gravel :
Waterloo Jackson Sand & Gravel !
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Table 9

Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey

(2010-2011)
MICHIGAN: CONSTRUCTION SAND AND GRAVEL SOLD OR USED IN 2011,
BY MA JOR USE CATEGORY'
Quantity
(thousand Value Unit
Use metric tons) (thousands) valne

Concrete aggregate (including concrete sand) 4.860 $28,500 5586
Plaster and gunite sands 74 348 470
Concrete products (blocks, bricks, pipe, decorative, etc.) 36 560 10.00
Asphaltic concrete aggregates and other bituminous mixtures 2950 19,700 668
Road base and coverings 4620 26,900 582
Road and other stabilization (cement) 87 644 740
Road and other stabilization (lime) 279 1,160 416
Fill 3490 10,600 304
Snow and ice control 166 736 443
Railroad ballast 38 349 9.18
Filtration 134 1,340 10.00
Other miscellancous uses” 121 947 783
Un sq.:reciflecl:3

Reported 4,150 25,700 6.19

Estimated 10,900 60.200 552

Total or average 31.900 178,000 558

1 .. . .

Data are rounded to no more than three significant digits, except unit value; may not add to totals shown.
“Includes golf course and roofing granule.
3 . . .

Reported and estimated production without a breakdown by end use.

36 11/11/2015



TTEVISLT 7901 YI'LL 6L'S SETI 8LLT 8L°01 00°LT T6L Ve MBUNSBA\
081°861°0ST 0011 89°L1 €€°9 SETI 89°8¢C 89°11 00°L1 ¥85°0T81 oukem
9€9°6€L°09 £9°6 ov'81 SO'L SETI €0°8¢ €011 00°LI 8L6°018 qUIOSBIN
T68°9LS 1 YL Ol €ICl 8L°¢ SETI L8'ST L8'8 00°L1 L96°081 UoISSUIAT]
9S6°LLIS6 19°01 [{n4! LS'E SETI £€6°6C €58 00°L1 79€°70T°1 PUBPEO
&) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 1od ¢) (uoy 12d §) (uoy 12d §) uonemndod Auno)
010C 189X uruondwmsuo)  OOUSISPI( [9ARID 29 PUBS 150D AIOAI[Q(  1SOD) [9ARID) Quojsawr] 150D 150D 0102
eyde) 104 suo) G'/ uo paseq 150D [BO0T] POAISAIR[ [9ARID) 29 PUBS 29 PuBS V9  pallodwi] parsAljeog  A1oArpg suosawr]
Q0URIdY I IS0 [BI0], [BNUUY J0 150D 98eI0Ay DS pueySIH J0 150D d8eIoAy Quo)sawr] 3yo0d V9
Jpood
MRBUISES BIA du0)sdwl | pajiodu] SA [9ARID) 29 pues
[8207] JO $350)) d5eIIAY Jo uostiedwo)
€1 dlqe L
€8€°8€T 8T 7601 PI'LT 6L'S SETL 90°8¢ 19°01 Sy L1 T6LV¥E MBUINSBAN
€70°CSH 101 €L 89°L1 €€9 SETI 11°6¢C 99°'L StLI ¥85°0T8°1 oukepmy
619°60£°0C e 0v'81 SO'L SETI 29'1¢C LTV St LT 8L6°0V8 quIoSBIN
68€°961°L1 L9°CI €ISl 8L°¢ SETI 08°LC SE0l SYL1 L96°081 UoISSUIAT]
Y0€10C°L8 L9°6 [4n4! LS'E eI 65T vi'L SYLL 79€°T0T1 pPuepreQO
() (uoy 1od ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 1od ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 1od ¢) (uoy 1od §) (uoy 12d §) uonemdod Auno)
010C 189 uruondwmsuo)  9OUSIOPI [9ARID 29 PUBS 150D AIOAI[Q(  1SOD) [9ARID) Quo)sawr] 150D 150D 0102
eyde) 104 suo) G'/ uo paseq 150D [BO0] PAISAI([ [9ARID 29 PUuBS 29 PueS V9  payiodw paroaljog  AIBAI_Q Quolsawr]
Q0UQIAY I 3SOD) [€J0, [enuUy JO 150D afer0Ay  D29S pueySIH JO 150D afeIroAy Quojsawry 300 V9
pood
UOINH 3104 ®IA du0)sdwr| pajrodul] SA [9ARIN) 29 puBS
[€207T JO $3S0)) 93eI3AY Jo uostedwo)
(A8 CLAR
T8LTE09T 0C'9 YI'LL 6L°S SETI yeee 68°S SYLL T6L Ve MBUNSBA
VT rEL'6E 16'C 89°L1 €€9 SETI 65°0C y1'¢ StLI ¥785°0T8°1 oukepmy
S69°€€8°6C €LY ov'81 SO'L SETI €1°¢ee 89°¢ St LI 8L6°018 qQUIOSBIN
8ST€08°ET L1OL ersl 8L'¢ SETI 0€°s¢C S8°L St LI L96°081 uoISSUIAT]
900°S06°8L SL'8 [{n4! LS'E SETI L9°€EC 9 SYL1 79€°70T°1 PUBPEO
(%) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 12d ¢) (uoy 1od ¢) (uoy 12d §) (uoy 12d §) uonemndod Auno)
010C 189X uruondwmsuo)  9OUSIOPI [OARID 29 PUBS 150D AIOAI[O(  1SOD) [9ARID) Quo)sawr ] 150D 150D 0102
eyde) 104 suo) G'/ uo paseq 150D [BOOT] PAISAIR[  [9ARID) 29 PUBS 29 PuBS V9  paltodw] parsArjeog  A1oArpg suosawr
QOURIdY I 1SOD [BI0], [BnUUY J0 150D a8eI0Ay DS pue[ySIH J0 150D d8eIoAy Quo)saWI] 3y00d V9
pood

J01)I( BIA dU0)SIUN] pIjiodur] sA [9ARID) 29 pUBS
[€2077 JO $350)) 33eadAY Jo uosrieduio)

11 3lqeL

11/11/2015

37



7.3 Exhibits

Exhibit 1

r 1 United States

"4 Department of Transportation

National Press Club - Infrastructure Funding Panel

Secretary Anthony Foxx
Remarks as Prepared for Delivery
National Press Club — Infrastructure Funding Panel
Washington, D.C.
September 9, 2015

Thank you, David. It is great to be here today with President Hoffa and Governor Barbour. And I want
to thank all the members of the National Press Club for convening this discussion.

Friends, we have been lulled into sleep by the boldness and sacrifices of past generations. America is not
exceptional just because of what previous generations did. We are exceptional because every generation
picks up from where the last generation left off and carries it forward.

That generational ethic is under assault right now. Transportation is the one thing we all must do
together. We can’t imagine it by ourselves. We can’t pay for it by ourselves. We can’t build it by
ourselves. But look at what is done for us generation after generation.

Are we the same country that built the Erie Canal and Transcontinental Railroad? Are we the same
country that built the Golden Gate Bridge, iconic train stations, and completed the Eisenhower Interstate
Highway System? Are we same the country that led the way in moving freight and building mass
transit?

The answer is “yes” — we are the same country. But if you were to ask me if we were holding up that
legacy for your kids and my kids, the answer is “no.” As evidence of that, let’s just focus for a second on
what counts for success in transportation right now. What yardstick are we using to measure success?

There are a ton of bills over in Congress that are in one way or another designed to bring the Highway
Trust Fund back into solvency. Is that our goal — solvency of the Highway Trust Fund?

You could argue that back in 1956 making the Highway Trust Fund solvent was tantamount to
addressing the nation’s transportation needs. Back then we were building a new system. But today has
anybody in Congress or any commentators helped you to understand what plugging the hole in the
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Highway Trust Fund actually does in terms of filling potholes or fixing broken bridges or building the
new projects that are needed for a growing country or even reducing traffic?

We are not thinking clearly about what the Highway Trust Fund is supposed to do. And that, my friends,
is the greatest threat because it has so much to do with what we do now. This is about what do we want
transportation to do for us in the 21* century?

The Highway Trust Fund is not an outcome. It is not a result. It is a tool. If your dishwasher is broken,
you are not fixing the problem by finding the wrench. The wrench may help you but only if you focus
on what’s wrong with the dishwasher.

The Highway Trust Fund is one of our wrenches, one of our tools, to address our transportation needs.

What do we want for the future? Do we want commutes tomorrow to be longer? Do we want roads to
be in such disrepair that we can’t even keep up with maintenance? Do we want our bridges to fall into
such a state of disrepair that they are impassable?

That is not how we got here. That is not how we are going to move this country forward.

So where are we right now? We’re on our 34th short-term funding extension. It’s gotten to a point where
I feel like an auctioneer. Except instead of saying going once, going twice, I am now saying, going 33,
going 34.

We saw the Senate pass a bipartisan bill before August recess. The House is anticipated to move a bill
out of Committee this month.

Meanwhile, Americans want their transportation problems solved. I have been to quite a few community
roundtables over the last couple of years — more than 100, in fact, all over the country. And the
American people are talking about this. They’re tired of the traffic. They’re tired of the projects that
keep getting promised and either get shelved or take forever to happen.

They’re talking about the cost of transportation, which for many families is the second biggest expense
they have.

And as much as the American people want a better transportation system, they know the political system
is failing them. It is not delivering them the benefits they need and want today.

That’s their reality. Then you come to Washington — and what’s the reality in Washington?

In Washington, it’s not a question of how much we need; it’s a question of how much money do we
have. And then the talk goes into “offsets,” “pay-fors” and “pension smoothing.”

Well, guess what? The American people know we need a better transportation system. They know we
need to pay for it. They want it. Let’s give it to them.

Now I want to be clear about this. When I say let’s give it to them I don’t just mean a solvent Highway
Trust Fund. I mean, give them a better transportation system. Use the Highway Trust Fund as the tool it
was intended to be to drive outcomes in America.

Let me give you an example. In many parts of the country people get stuck in traffic for an hour or more
on a single trip.

A lot of commuters wake up every morning and know that if they get on the road even 10 or 15 minutes
late, that means they’ll be spending an additional 60 minutes or 90 minutes inching along through rush-
hour traffic. And when you add in the extra cost of fuel to the cost of lost time, it’s a lot. Americans are
now paying a price of close to a thousand dollars annually to endure all these delays. Americans are now
spending a total of close to 7 billion extra hours stuck in traffic.
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Maybe one goal of a new transportation bill should be to reduce traffic.

Now I have asked our experts at DOT to do an analysis so we could understand how much we need to
invest to reduce traffic and improve commuting times.

The GROW AMERICA Act, which we put forward, twice now, makes substantial investments beyond
just making the Highway Trust Fund solvent. And in fact when we apply our traffic test to the GROW
AMERICA Act, travel times actually go down.

What if we applied that test to investing just enough to make the Highway Trust Fund solvent? What
would happen?

Travel times go up. So here we are spending months and months wrangling over extension after
extension to get a status quo bill done. And it gets us longer commutes.

The DRIVE Act, a bill that passed the Senate just this summer, increases investment in the surface
transportation system by 5 percent.

I’ve applauded this step by the Senate as a move towards progress. But if we can only achieve a modest
increase in funding, we will still get more traffic.

I don’t know about you, but if I am going to pay more, I want to get more. If we are going to invest
more in infrastructure and get the same crummy results, what’s the point? Let’s move the country
forward.

I am really worried that we are spending more time trying to find the wrench and not actually fixing the
dishwasher.

Our experts at DOT found that the absolute minimum level of investment to prevent traffic from getting
worse was $400 billion over six years.

The bill we put forward, the GROW AMERICA Act, puts us $78 billion above that mark. The
discussion is not even in that ballpark yet.

So Congress has a lot of work to do to get closer to the levels of funding we need to reduce traffic.
That is one of the reasons why we continue to urge Congress towards more funding growth.

But, you say, Mr. Secretary, you are being unrealistic — we can’t possibly afford what you’re talking
about.

I have to smile at this. Unrealistic? It’s unrealistic to think our country can keep our transportation edge
by running on fumes.

And if you’re looking at offsets, try factoring in the economic impact of a strong, long-term
transportation bill.

We really don’t have time for this. The studies we have done as a department, including Beyond Traffic,
outline a massive set of trends and choices we face over the next 30 years, including that we’re going to
have 70 million more people competing for use of our roads, transit, & rail networks, putting even more
pressure on an already constrained system.

Our economy depends on the efficient movement of freight. That is hanging in the balance.

Much of this growth will occur in megaregions in the South and West. This includes cities like Los
Angeles and Atlanta that are already choking on congestion. But it also includes other fast-growing
metros where it is indisputable that the infrastructure we have today won’t cut it.
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Unless we change course, we are going to have longer travel times and more headaches. Instead of being
an asset, our surface transportation system will be a drag on our economy and quality of life.

So as Congress returns this week after a long summer recess, I urge them to look at the needs of their
constituents — to focus on results, and not just the tool to drive those results. Businesses want their
freight moving faster. Families don’t want to be stuck on the way to school and work.

We should remember that the future is a choice, and transportation will always be about one generation
working on behalf of the next. And I do believe we can pass a bill that allows us to carry this work
forward. I still believe that.

Thank you all very much.
Hit
Updated: Tuesday, September 22, 2015
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"4 Department of Transportation

Highway Trust Fund Ticker

The Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41)
authorized General Fund transfers to the Highway Account and Mass Transit of the Highway Trust
Fund.

The current chart shows:

that the Highway Account will drop below safe levels on November 20, 2015 (see the monthly FHWA
view below).
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Highway Account - By Month

FY 2015 & FY 2016 Projected Estimates for End-of-Month Cash Balances (as of 9/4/15) ¥/ %/3/4/
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1/ Graph reflects actual data through 9/4/15 and end-of-month projections through FY 2016.

2/ Total receipt and outlay projections are based on FY 2016 Mid-Session Review assumptions. Projected monthly receipt and outlay rates are
based on historic averages.

3/ The shaded area represents when the Highway Account balance drops below $4 billion, at which point cash management procedures may
become necessary.

4/ Range of anticipated shortfall: Green brackets denote the estimated window of when the anticipated shortfall will occur.
Source: FHWA

However, it is important to note that most programs funded through the Highway Trust Fund are only
authorized to spend money through October 29, 2015. An October 29 lapse in authorization prevents
new obligations in the Highway and Transit accounts and impacts reimbursements to the States and

other entities.

Mass Transit Account - By Month

Understanding the Projections of the Highway Trust Fund: A tutorial
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https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/pictures/End-of-Month-MTA-Ticker-August-28-thru-FY2016.png
https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/pictures/HTF-Ticker-Monthly-Aug-28-2015-thru-FY2016.png

The Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41)
authorized General Fund transfers to the Highway Account and Mass Transit Account of the Highway
Trust Fund. Based on the most recent monthly estimate of future Highway Trust Fund balances, this
general fund transfer will maintain the balance for the highway account above the prudent cash balance
level of $4 billion until November 2015. At that time the Department of Transportation may be required
to take additional steps to better manage the flow of federal dollars, including slowing the rate of

reimbursements to states, in order to maintain a cash balance in the Trust Fund.

Trust fund balances are currently estimated to remain just at or below the prudent balance levels through
May 2016, the beginning of the 2016 construction season, whereupon the balances will rapidly decline
to the point where the fund will become fully insolvent and DOT will be unable to meet its financial

obligations during the heart of the construction season.

It is important to note that new future Trust Fund balance estimates are generated monthly and routinely
fluctuate based on updated data on receipts and expenditures. Also, importantly programs funded
through the Highway Trust Fund are only authorized through October 29, 2015. Although Trust Fund
balances are currently expected to be sufficient to avoid the potential of cash management until that
time, should the authorization for these programs lapse on October 30, the Department will be unable to
obligate new expenditures from the Highway and Transit programs, impacting reimbursements to States

other entities.

Updated: Wednesday, September 16, 2015
- See more at: https://www.transportation.gov/highway-trust-fund-ticker#sthash. mQpGsjN1.dpufl5
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Exhibit 2

2015-2019 FIVE-YEAR
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Approved by State Transportation Commission on January 22, 2015
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2015 - 2019 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Dear Reader:

I present to you the 2015-2019 Five-Year Transportation Program, a detailed

accounting of the Michigan Depariment of Transportfations (MDOT) stewardship

of the highway, bridge, public transit, rail, aviation, marine, and nonmotorized

programs. This transportation program represents $8.3 billion in multi-modal

fransportafion investments over the next five-year timeframe. MDOT is

defermined to provide the highest quality infegrated transporiation services for

economic benefit and improved quality of life in the safest and most efficient

way possible.

As you may know, additional funding for fransportation improve-

menis continues o be an issue af the national and state levels MDOTS

role is not fo dictate how transportation should be funded, but rather fo

raise awareness of the needs and consequences of our infrastructures defe-

riorating condition. It is our responsibility to provide the greatest return on investment fo Michigans taxpayers
and businesses. In order o accomplish this, MDOT annually updates its Five-Year Transportation
Program, which provides information on multi-modal revenues available, expected investments, performance
measures, and a list of planned road and bridge projects.

MDOT consistently works to deliver the program in the most effective and efficient way possible. The department
has worked hard to become better, faster, cheaper, safer, and smarter. From 1997 fo today, MDOTs workforce is
26 percent smaller. Some of MDOT’s other recent efficiency achievements include:

Closing eight facilities and reducing staff
Cutting debt by refinancing bonds and accelerating contractor paymenis by improving financing processes

Reducing costs and speeding communication with fechnologies:

+ Pioneering “paperless” construction contracts and project designs, or “e-Construction”
» Conducting training through webinars and virtual meetings

« Improving data collection and automating construcfion manuals

* Increasing social media communications, including sharing traffic and construction news via Facebook,
Twitter, YouTube, and the Mi Drive traffic information website and smariphone app.

Read more about MDOT efficiencies on the depariment’s website at www michigan.gov/roadfunding.

Thank you for your interest in the Five-Year Transportation Program.

Sincerely,

7 7 s

g Kirk T. Steudle
Director
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2015 - 2019 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

REINVENTING INFRASTRUCTURE FOR TOMORROW:
MAJOR PROJECTS AND INITIATIVES

Today’s global economy requires a safe and efficient global
transportation network to move people and goods. The net-
work includes a variety of transportation modes: aviation,
rail, marine, highways, transit and pathways for bicyclists and
pedestrians. The Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT) is working to improve the states portion of the
global transportation network to further bolster Michigan's
position as a major player in the world economy. This effort
aligns with Gov. Rick Snyder’s strategy to reinvent Michigan
by stimulating economic growth and job creation.

MDOT strives to promote and build a highly integrated
transportation network that will produce efficiencies and
maximize the investment of public funds. There are large
infrastructure needs for all transportation modes, and
funding these needs will continue to be challenging.

Moving Goods

Michigan is a prominent exporter, ranking eighth in the
United States. In 2013, Michigan exports totaled more than
$58 billion. Almost half of Michigans economy depends on
foreign trade.

In addition to producing and exporting goods, Michigan
plays an important role in moving them. In 2012, more
than 34.8 percent of total US.-Canada trade passed through
Michigan, and more than 51 percent of total Canada-
Mexico trade. Another $20.3 billion in trade between the
United States and the rest of the world moved through
Michigan.

Several bridge, highway, rail and airport projects in this
five-year program will enhance Michigan’s capabilities as a
key link in the global economy. By improving Michigan’s
infrastructure and the interfaces between transportation
modes, the state will become increasingly attractive as a site
for logistics and supply chain assets. These assets are vital
to helping businesses move goods effectively, efficiently and
on time.

A linchpin is the New International Trade Crossing (NITC)
connecting Detroit and Windsor, Ontario. The bridge will
feature freeway-to-freeway connections between the United
States and Canada, and provide needed redundancy at a
critical link in the cross-border logistical chain for goods
hauled by truck. On the U.S. side, NITC will connect to
1-75, which, along with I-94, has the highest truck volumes
in the state. Major improvements planned for [-75 and 1-94
will ease the flow of traffic through these two corridors.

Rail also is crucial to Michigan. The state has the
12th-largest rail network in the country, with almost
3,600 miles of track, and is part of freight corridors that
pass through Canada, Ohio and Chicago. The proposed
Continental Rail Gateway would provide a new rail tunnel
underneath the Detroit River to handle modern rail cars
that cannot pass through the existing underground rail
tunnel. This project would help solidify Michigan's role as
a logistics hub when new ships designed to take advantage
of the Panama Canals recent enlargement begin deliver-
ing cargo to Halifax, Nova Scotia, and Montreal, Canada.
Another project, the Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal
(DIFT), will consolidate several intermodal freight termi-
nals in southeast Michigan and improve the efficiency of
shifting cargo from one rail line to another, and from rail
to truck.

Airports are important links in the global transporta-
tion network. In 2013, Michigan airports moved about
40 million pounds of cargo. This is accomplished by both
dedicated carriers (FedEx, UPS5) and commercial airlines
moving cargo in the “belly” of aircraft (known as belly
cargo). MDVOT is working with airports to improve cargo
facilities and identify supply chain/logistics opportunities
that aviation can support.

Michigan has about 90 port facilities, 40 of which primarily
move freight. Most of these facilities are privately owned
and operated, but MDOT ensures that highway access to
them is maintained and efficient.

As Michigan continues to reinvent itself to create new jobs
and economic growth, a key component remains a medern
and well-maintained transportation network that moves
both people and goods dependably and efficiently. Follow-
ing is an update on ongoing and future projects to achieve
this network for moving goods.

New International Trade Crossing (NITC)

The NITC project is a new freeway-to-freeway border
crossing system between Detroit, Michigan, and Windsor,
Ontario. This system will improve the flow of international
trade between the United States and Canada at the busiest
border crossing between the two countries.

The project has three primary elements: a new Detroit River
crossing (bridge), new state-of-the-art border inspection
areas on each side of the river for the U.S. and Canadian
border services agencies (plazas), and direct connections to
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REINVENTING INFRASTRUCTURE FOR TOMORROW

highway systems in each country (I-75 in the United States
and Highway 401 in Canada via the new $1.4 billion Rt
Hon. Herb Gray Parkway).

Canada has agreed to finance Michigans NITC project
components. This investment will be used for real estate
purchases, utility work, construction of an I-75 interchange
and local road improvements. The agreement ensures that
at least $550 million is spent in Michigan and that the
funds are eligible to help match federal aid for other critical
highway projects across the state that are part of MDOT
2015-2019 Five-Year Transportation Program. The funds
will be repaid from toll revenue generated after the new
bridge opens.

On June 15, 2012, an interlocal Crossing Agreement was
signed by Gov. Rick Snyder and Canadian officials to
provide a framework for a Canadian Crossing Authority
(now known as the Windsor-Detroit Bridge Authority,
or WDBA) to finance the new crossing under the over-
sight of a jointly established International Authority. The
International Authority will have three members ap-
pointed by Canada and the Crossing Authority, and three
members appointed by Michigan. Design, construction,
operation and maintenance of the NITC will be performed
by a private entity through a public-private partnership
(P3) agreement.

All environmental clearances in the United States and
Canada have been secured. A presidential permit for the
proposed bridge was applied for in June 2012 and issued
by the State Department on April 12, 2013. The US. Coast
Guard permit was issued on May 30, 2014.

On July 30, 2014, Gov. Rick Snyder and Lisa Raitt, Canada’s
Minister of Transport, announced appointments to the In-
ternational Authority that will oversee construction of the
NITC, as well as oversee and approve key steps in the P3
procurement process for the new Windsor-Detroit bridge
crossing. [t also will monitor compliance of the WDBA with
the Crossing Agreement signed by Canada and Michigan.

Also on July 30, 2014, Minister Raitt of Transport Canada
announced appeintments to the Board of the WDBA
for the positions of president and chief executive officer,
chairperson of the board of directors, and two directors.
WDBA, created in 2012 and Canada’s newest Crown Cor-
poration, will manage the procurement process for the
design, construction, operation and maintenance of the
new bridge through a P3. It also will oversee the work of
the P'3, manage the concession agreement and payments,
and set and collect tolls.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) authorized right-
of-way and design activities for the NITC project in 2013.
Implementation of this project will be complex. lengthy,
and must comply with the Crossing Agreement. Procure-
ment for the '3 concessionaire will take approximately two
years, with construction taking another four to five years.
The NITC is anticipated to be open to traffic in 2020.

Detroit Intermodal Freight Terminal (DIFT)

Intermodal capacity in southeast Michigan is inadequate
and rail freight movement is inefficient. Freight destined for
Detroit sometimes passes through the city by rail and then is
trucked back to Detroit from other cities like Chicago. The
DIFT project in southwest Detroit will help correct this situ-
ation by enhancing truck-to-rail and rail-to-truck intermo-
dal freight operations at the Livernois-Junction Rail Yard.
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REINVENTING INFRASTRUCTURE FOR TOMORROW

The DIFT project comprises many individual projects that
will be constructed over a 10 to 15-year time frame. Design
for the Delray Project and design and construction on the
West Detroit project are ongoing. Preliminary plans for
the Delray interlocking improvement project, which is the
railroad’s top priority, have been prepared and design of the
West Detroit connection project is complete with construc-
tion under way. These two projects will greatly improve rail
transportation in Michigan.

Modernizing the 1-94 and I-75 Corridors

The [-94 and 1-75 corridors are crucial segments of
Michigan’s portion of the global transportation network.
1-94 carries more than 20 million tons of freight annually
valued at $28.7 billion, while 1-75 carries 18.5 million tons
of freight annually valued at more than 26 billion. The cor-
ridors are major trade routes for goods moving across the
Ambassador Bridge in Detroit and the Blue Water Bridge
in Port Huron. The flow of commodities through these cor-
ridors is expected to increase with the completion of the
NITC, DIFT, and Continental Rail Gateway tunnel projects.

The section of [-94 through midtown Detroit needs to
be reconstructed to improve safety, traffic flow, pavement
and bridge condition, freight mobility, and local access to
the freeway.

The project will modernize a 6.7-mile section of critical
infrastructure that was built in segments more than 55 years
ago. It will add continuous service drives linking the com-
munity with sidewalks along the service drives and across
bridges. The 2015-201% Five-Year Transportation Program
invests $390 million to begin program manager contracts,
utility easements, opportunity right-of-way purchases,
design of nine modernized bridges, and construction of
eight of these bridges within the corridor. Design, utility
relocation and right-of-way purchases also will begin on the
roadwork from Conner Avenue to Chene Street. Eighty
percent of the project cost is for preservation, including
reconstructing existing freeway, overpasses and utilities.
Bridge construction is planned in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017
for six bridges over [-94 (Gratiot Avenue, Cadillac Avenue,
Chene Street, Cass Street, Second Street and Mt. Elliott).
In 2019, repairs are planned for the Dequindre Bridge,
along with new structures and ramps to eastbound and
westbound I-75 and construction of frontage roads.

Similarly, I-75 in Oakland County has an 18-mile section
that was built in segments 40 to 56 years ago. These sections

of freeway have never been reconstructed and need drain-
age, geometric and modernization upgrades to improve
safety. In the 2015-2019 Five-Year Transportation Program,
%208 million will begin program manager contracts, right-
of-way purchases and reconstruction. Ninety percent of
the project costs are for road and bridge preservation. In
2016, construction is planned for the 1-75 interchanges with
Square Lake Road and Adams Road In 2018, construc-
tion is planned for the I-75 segments from Wattles Road to
Coolidge Road.

Willow Run Airport

Willow Run Airport is located in Wayne County and,
like Detroit Metropolitan Airport, is governed by the
Detroit'Wayne County Airport Authority. Long neglected,
it is now being recognized as a valuable complement to
Detroit Metro. Willow Bun has a good location, on 1-94
west of Metro Airport, and the concept of an Aerotropolis
has been identified as a key component in accelerating
growth in southeast Michigan. The goal is to develop the
area between and surrounding Detroit Metro and Willow
Run airports into a global logistics hub for the movement of
people, products and information. Over the long term, the
Aerotropolis (now known as VantagePort) is projected to
attract more than 60,000 jobs to the region and more than
%10 billion of additional annual economic activity with an
aggressive business attraction effort. Making Willow Fun
of greater value to the Aerotropolis requires modernizing
and repairing its runways, taxiways and aprons, plus other
airport capital improvements.
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In 2014, Willow Run received approximately $23.5 million
in federal, state and local Airport Improvement Program
(AIP) funding to repair the airports primary runway. An
additional $20 million in AIP funding will be requested in
FY 2014-2016 to build a new parallel taxiway for the re-
paired 5R/23L runway.

Starting in FY 2015, the airport received support from both
MDOT and the Michigan Economic Development Corp. to
begin an environmental assessment for the repair of runway
9/27. Once completed, these projects will elevate the han-
dling of air freight in southeast Michigan to new heights,
creating new job opportunities and making Michigan a
leader in air freight to Furope and east Asia.

Future Initiatives: Continental Rail Gateway

The Continental Rail Gateway project is a public/private
partnership that would build a new rail tunnel under the
Detroit River, between Detroit and Windsor, to handle
modern rail cars that existing tunnels cannot. This project
would help solidify Michigan’s role as a logistics hub when
new ships designed to take advantage of the Panama Canal’s
recent enlargement begin delivering cargos to Halifax, Nova
Scotia, and Montreal, Canada. Together, the Gateway and
DIFT projects will enhance freight movement in the Detroit
area. These two projects also have the potential to reduce
road congestion by minimizing delays at grade crossings,
and improving the efficiency of shifting cargo from one
rail line to another, and from rail to truck. MDOT plans
to invest $10 million in the tunnel project. Construction is
estimated to start in FY 2015.

Moving People

Giving people more transportation options is a high priority
for MDOT. Increased connectivity between modes provides
more choices and a more effective transportation network.

MDOT continues to partner with Amtrak on the
Wolverine, Blue Water and Pere Marguette passenger
rail lines that connect to 22 Michigan communities and
Amitrak’s national network. Nearly 800,000 passengers trav-
eled on Amirak trains in Michigan in 2014. MDOT recently
began the process of updating 135 miles of state-owned
track that will enable Amtrak trains to travel at higher speeds
between Detroit and Chicago. Other improvements will
provide connections for rail, intercity bus and local transit,
including installing a connection track to provide direct
service between Dearborn and Detroit; completing new

facilities at Troy/Birmingham, Grand Rapids, Dearborn
and East Lansing; and planning new intermodal facilities in
Ann Arbor and Detroit.

Many people rely on buses for transportation. MDOT works
with 117 public transit providers across the state who served
more than 97 million passengers in 2012. To move people
more quickly, Grand Rapids recently began operation of the
state’s first bus rapid transit (BRT) system, the Silver Line,
which will mature over the course of this five-year program.
Analysis has begun on their second proposed BRT project,
the Laker Line. A BRT also is under development in the
Lansing-East Lansing area. The Regional Transit Authority
(RTA) of Southeast Michigan recently adopted BRT as the
locally preferred regional transit alternative for Woodward
Avenue from Detroit to Pontiac, which has cleared the path
for environmental analysis to begin. The ETA has also be-
gun analysis of regional rapid transit alternatives for Gratiot
and Michigan avenues and will be focusing on coordination
of existing bus transit services in Wayne, Oakland, Macomb
and Washtenaw counties.

The M-1 streetcar project along Woodward Avenue in
downtown Detroit is under construction and streetcar op-
erations are expected to begin in early 2016.

Improvements will continue for Michigans commercial
airports, which served more than 37 million passengers
in 2013. For Ann Arbor and Lansing-area residents plan-
ning to fly out of Detroit Metropolitan Airport, an option
for getting to the airport is the Michigan Flyer: Air Ride.
A continued focus on access and linkages with ground
transportation providers will enhance both options and
efficiency for air travelers.

The Complete Streets initiative is aimed at making
Michigan’s transportation network work for everyone, with
an emphasis on increasing opportunities and safety for
those who travel by bike or foot. This reguires being sensi-
tive to removing obstacles to travel, as well as making simple
improvements that improve safety for all users. The types of
facilities that may be needed are dependent on context but
may include things like better access to transit stops, bike
parking, pedestrian signals and crosswalk markings, bike
lanes, and connected networks for travel between places
and within a community. MDOT has been proactively sup-
porting this concept and already has more than 3,000 miles
of wide, paved shoulders and 40 miles of marked bicycle
lanes on state highways. MDOT also partners with local

52

11/11/2015



REINVENTING INFRASTRUCTURE FOR TOMORROW

agencies and other state agencies to expand the shared-use
path network across the state.

Following are some of the projects that will create a more in-
tegrated and modernized transportation system to enhance
connectivity and mobility.

M-1 Rail Streetcar

Working with the state and community partners, M-1
Rail — a 501c3 nonprofit - is developing a streetcar line that
will become the centerpiece for economic development
and future connectivity in the Detroit region. The project
is an unprecedented public-private partnership, funded by
$110 million from private philanthropic investments,
$10 million from MDOT, and $25 million in Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) funds.

M-1 Rail will be a 3.3-mile, 11-station light rail/street-
car system connecting key points and destinations along
Woodward Avenue in Detroits Central Business District to
the New Center/MNorth End district. The Woodward Avenue
corridor provides a direct link to 125,000 jobs and 275,000
residents. The streetcar will improve mobility and be a cata-
lyst for continued economic growth and job creation. It will
connect to multiple modes of transportation, including the
Amtrak station, and become the first piece of a more robust,
coordinated transit strategy for Detroit and the region.

Construction has begun and is proceeding consistent
with its schedule. Costs are estimated at $135 million
to 5145 million. MDOTS investment in M-1 Rail
includes technical assistance and coordinating design
and engineering with the department’s reconstruction of
Woodward Avenue from Chandler Street to Sibley Street
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in 2014. Streetcar operations are expected to begin in
early 2016.

M-1 Rail supports initiatives and strategic investments in
infrastructure and transit-related economic development,
including enabling support for mass transit through a
well-funded RTA. In addition, prior legislative support
has enabled M-1 Rail to maximize and leverage private
investment in the streetcar line for other connected and co-
ordinated transit projects. M-1 Rail is working with federal,
state, regional and city partners to identify transportation
projects that can receive up to $60 million federal match,
and fully supports efforts to develop a coordinated regional
transit system.

Grand Rapids-Area BRT

The Rapid’s Silver Line connects Grand Rapids, Kentwood
and Wyoming, mainly servicing the Division Avenue
corridor with 33 stations along 9.6 miles. The Silver Line
is expected to reduce travel times by up to 40 percent by
using a dedicated bus-only lane and signal priority during
peak travel times. It is operated by the Interurban Transit
Partnership, also known as the “The Rapid.” which oper-
ates transit services in Grand Rapids and five adjacent
communities. The Rapid expects an increase in ridership of
40 percent.

The project is Michigan’s first BRT line. The Silver Line
operates as an express service, with minimal stops and
traffic signal priority. It coordinates with local buses and
intercity buses at the Rapid Central Station. Electronic signs
in shelters provide riders with real-time information. Traffic
signals hold green so that the BRT can move through the
signal if the light is changing.

Future Initiatives: RTA

An RTA was recently established for southeast Michigan,
organized under Public Act 387 of 2012. The RTA compris-
es Wayne, Oakland, Macomb and Washtenaw counties. It is
governed by a 10-member board with two representatives
from each of the participating counties, one representa-
tive from the city of Detroit, and one non-voting member
appointed by the governor who acts as chairperson. The
RTA is charged with coordinating public transit services in
the four counties. This includes developing a single master
transit plan and coordinating the operating and capital
plans of all transportation agencies and authorities in the
southeast Michigan region.
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2015 - 2019 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

TRANSPORTATION FUNDING CHALLENGES

January 2015 Update:

After the release of the preliminary draft of the 2015-2019 Five-Year Transportation Program on Dec. 5, 2014,
the Michigan Legislature worked toward a solution to the projected state shorifall of transportation funds.
The agreement struck in the early moming of Dec. 19 involves a multi-faceted plan to improve transportation
funding, as well as funding for schools and local municipalities. The intention behind the ballot measure and
linked bills is to address the growing need for road and bridge funding, protection for school and community
funding, and tax relief for lower-income Michigan residents. The ballot measure also would mean that taxes
recovered from transportation-related activities would go to transportation purposes.

The agreement calls for the Michigan voters to decide in a spedal election on May 5, 2015.

If approved by a vote of the people, the ballot proposal would: le 'l' H E
ROADS

* Remove the sales tax on gasoline, which currently goes

predominantly to schools and local municipalities. DHEY Save Lives,

Increase the sales tax from the current 6 percent to 7 percent.

+ Dedicate a portion of the additional sales tax revenue to
the School Aid Fund (to be used exclusively for school
districts and community colleges)

+ Dedicate a portion of the additional sales tax revenue to
revenue sharing with townships, cties, and villages

If this ballot proposal is passed by voters in May, a package of
approved bills would change the tax structure on both gasoline
and diesel fuel that are tied to the ballot outcome. The fuel tax and
registration changes in the bill package would only go into effect if
the ballot measure passes. If the ballot measure fails, these changes would not happen.

As part of this bill package, fuel taxes would cease on a per gallon basis and instead be based on the wholesale
price of the fuel, beginning in October 2015. A new rate would be announced every year on Oct. 1. Again,
sales taxes on fuel would be dropped as part of the sale tax ballot measure. The new rates on October 2015,
if the ballot measure passes, are estimated to be about 41 cents for gasoline and 46 cents for diesel. The real
per gallon rate would be tightly controlled by limits on the annual rate of change. After the initial switch in
October 2015, the rate would go up by the same percentage as the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for Detroit. In
times of high fuel prices, the tax would not go up by more than 5 cents. Over the long term, the fuel tax rate
would not go up faster than the CPI, no matter what the fuel price does.

Other bills tied to the success of the ballot measure include:

* Vehicle registration changes for regular vehicles and for heavy trucks. An additional registration
fee also would be added to electric and hybrid vehicles. These registration increases would fund road
and transit improvements.

* Reforms for competitive bidding and warranty requirements that would expand those already in use
at MDOT to be used in local municipalities as well.

* Restore the 20 percent Eamed Income Tax Credit for low-income individ uals.

54 11/11/2015



TRANSPORTATION FUNDING CHALLENGES

Federal and State Funding Uncertainties

Michigan faces many challenges in delivering sustainable
transportation infrastructure improvements and services
over the next five years. Two of the most important chal-
lenges are declining state transportation revenue and uncer-
tainty in long-term federal funding.

Transportation agencies throughout the nation continue to
struggle with the uncertainty surrounding federal invest-
ments in surface transportation. Legisla-
tion enacted reauthorizing federal highway
and transit programs and funding, called
the Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century Act (MAP-21), expired at the
end of FY 2014. History suggests that federal
surface transportation programs could be
operated for the foreseeable future through
a series of short-term extensions of MAP-21.
Following the expiration of the previous
two long-term  reauthorization bills that
preceded MAP-21, federal programs and
funding were authorized through a total of
23 short-term extensions that covered 56
months. The first short-term extension of
MAP-21 was approved by Congress to con-
tinue federal programs and funding through
the first eight months of FY 2015.

§

Program Level {in millions)
B

The federal Highway Trust Fund (HTE),
which supports investments in highways and
transit, continues to experience a significant
structural deficit. Current federal highway
and transit funding levels are projected to ex-
ceed available transportation revenue by an
average of $15 billion per year for the next five
vears. This structural imbalance in the HTF
has been a source of considerable uncertainty
over the past several years. On five different
occasions since 2008, Congress has either
tapped the federal General Fund or relied on
other one-time funding sources to transfer a
combined total of $65 billion into the HTF in
order to prevent cuts in highway and transit
funding. Despite an §11 billion transfer into
the HTF in August 2014, the fund balance
is once again expected to be exhausted in
May 2015. Agreement among policymakers

is uncertain?
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2009

How can we plan
fior road and bridge
projects when
futwre funding

in Congress on a long-term solution to the HTF structural
imbalance remains elusive. In addition, there is general
agreement among policymakers at all levels of government
that current investment levels fall far short of what is neces-
sary to meet the needs of the nation’s transportation system.
Uncertainty in the future path of federal funding caused by
the HTF structural imbalance and the prospect of operat-
ing under short-term extensions of MAP-21 will remain big
challenges to transportation agencies.

STABILITY NEEDED FOR

TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

MDOT Trunkline Highway Program Investment

2010

Every year, gaps in the transportation budget
have been filled through the budgeting process.

Alonger-term fix for funding is needed. Major road
and bridge projects take about five years from the
planning stage to construction. In order to plan for
fixes now, MDOT needs to know funding will be
available in future years. MDOT uses its Five-Year
Transportation Program to plan what projects can
be funded throughout the state. Instability of
transportation funds year to year makes planning
these projects difficult.

20m 012 013 4 2015
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TRANSPORTATION FUNDING CHALLENGES
KEY MESSAGES

Highway Program

* The Highway Program has not had suffident funds
from gas taxes and vehicle registration fees to match
federal aid for several years. Thesa shortfalls have bean
addressed through a variety of efficiencies, budget
adjustments, program reductions, Transportation
Economic Development Fund shifts, toll credits, sales
tax redirection, and general fund redirections.

Federal transportation authorization uncertainty:
MAP-21, the federal highway and transit legislation,
expired on Sept. 30, 2014, although it has been
extended through May 2015.

The HTF, which is the main source of federal highway
and transit funding, is still reliant on infusions of funds
because outlays continue to outpace revenues.

Michigan will experience substantial dedine in road
and bridge system condition, service level, and
reliability if funding is not increased at the federal
and state levels.

Aviation Program

* Agronautics programs are being negatively impacted
by the continued dedine in aviation fuel tax revenues.

The current 5.03 per gallon excise tax rate has not
been adjusted since its inception in 1929,

Ower the five-year program, a widening gap between
projected revenues and identified need will reach
580 million annually.

Dedlining systemn condition will lead to increasing
costs over the five-year program and beyond.

Lack of state revenue will continue to place an increasing
burden on local communities for maintaining airport
infrastructure.

Passenger Transportation Program

* Projected state revenues over the five-year time frame
are not adequate to maintain even the current level
of support to local agendes. FY 2015 is dependent
on General Funds to access all available federal funds.
Without supplemental General Funds in the out-years
of the program, federal funds may be left on the table.

Programs already have been cut and reduced to divert
available revenues to maintain essential services. Capital
investments have been deferred to maintain operating
programs.

In this Five-Year Transportation Program, two somewhat
conflicting scenarios exist:

+ Federal formula funds are lower under MAP-21
and tha Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF)
is not keeping up with the cost of maintaining
sarvice, which will result in a continued slow
dedline of sarvice levels and infrastructure state of
good rapair in many areas of the state.

In some areas of the state, there is likely to be
commitments of federal discretionary funds and/
or increased local funds to maintain or even
expand service, but the CTF is not able to respond,
so the opportunity to reverse the slow dedine in
these areas may be lost.

Rail Program

* The bulk of federal and state funds will be invested to
preserve and enhance intercity passenger rail services
in Michigan.

A significant portion of the mil investments in this
five-year time frame will be funded with federal
grants received previously under the Passenger Rail
Inwestment and Improvement Act (PRILA) of 2008.

Beyond PRIIA funding, MDOT has very little ability to
fund additional passenger rail capital improvements.
In addition, it is uncertain if MDOT's revenues will be
able to maintain the current operating contract for
intercity passenger rail services or continue to fund
rail freight programs.
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Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Arkansas, New Hampshire,
Wirginia, and Wyoming are among several states to enact
transportation funding initiatives to generate more trans-
portation funding. These states are opting to increase
revenues for transportation through taxes, tolls and other
measures. These states are acting not just because of uncer-
tainties in federal funding but also growing infrastructure
needs nationwide. MDOT% Highway Program is predicated
on the availability of federal funds. If there were to be a
shortage of federal funds, it would certainly create a great
detriment to Michigan highway and transit programs.

Michigan state transportation revenues have been relatively
flat for the past several years. Many policymakers at the
federal and state levels have acknowledged the need for ad-
ditional revenues to invest in maintaining and improving
transportation infrastructure. Long-term funding solutions
and stability are needed to plan for capital investments for
all transportation modes. Short-term budget solutions in
recent years have filled the gap between the revenues gener-
ated through gasoline and vehicle registration fees, and the
funding levels needed to match federal aid.

Current revenues are insufficient to meet program needs,
such as preservation of roads and bridges and continuation
of transit services and bus replacement. Many transporta-
tion projects require multiple years of planning to complete
design and construction. Therefore, more stable funding is
needed to adequately plan improvements. Increased fund-
ing and stability in funding are needed for all transportation
modes to reinvent and modernize Michigan’s infrastructure.

Highway Program investment levels are based on the
assumption that all federal aid will be matched. For
FY 2016-2019, there is a state revenue shortfall of approxi-
mately $117 million to $133 million per year. This equates
to a possible annual loss of $665 million to $750 million in
federal revenues.

FY 2016-2019 Annual Shortfall

£117 million -

State Revenue Shortfall $133 million per year

Federal Aid Lost to MDOT
Highway Capital Program

%665 million -
4750 million per year

ROAD REPAIR COSTS
INCREASE WITH INFLATION...

The last time Michigan's per gallon
gasoline tax was raised was 1997.

Michigan's gas tax does not
increase wilh inflation,
The purchasing power
of 19% is now 13%,

MDOT costs to rebulld
1 mile of highway
Cost are increasing
but gas tax
revenues have
not kept pace.

2002 congy
1997 $TREK
0K

B®VDOT
#(|nflation) + A (Road Costs) = J/Road Rebuilding

..but the gas tax revenue does not!

The infographic above depicts the decline in purchasing
power of the state gasoline tax, due to the lack of indexing
to inflation. More fuel-efficient vehicles also contributed to
declines in state revenues. Federal gasoline and diesel taxes
also are suffering from similar declines in purchasing power.
Costs continue to drive upward, while gasoline revenues in
particular have not kept pace.

Transit funding also is suffering from the same declines
since federal and state funding for transit also is allocated
from the same federal and state gas taxes. Federal fund-
ing to transit agencies in Michigan has dropped con-
siderably under MAP-21. Michigan received more than
%50 million in discretionary bus and bus facility funding in
2012, while in 2013 that funding was reduced to less than
%5 million. Funding for state assistance for passenger rail
through the Federal Railroad Administration comes from
the General Fund, and is even more uncertain in the near
future given the intense focus by policymakers to reduce the
federal deficit.
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State funding for transit, allocated through the

CTE also is projected over the five-year time frame PAVEMENT REPAIR COST INCREASE
to have inadequate state revenues to maintain THE LONGER WE WAIT

even the current level of support to local agencies.

On the aviation side, the Federal Aviation
Administration Modernization and Reform Act, ; The longer we wait
signed into law in February 2012, is a four-year ' - the more $ needed
reauthorization providing stable and predict- — to bring pavement
able funding through FY 2015, Funding for the c;::l;t;nns
largest capital program, the AIP, was reduced by 2

5 percent under the legislation. Another notable
change is that the new authorization bill did not
continue the 95 percent federal share for most
airports, so the federal share for projects at
these airports has dropped back to 90 percent.
Lack of state revenue will continue to place an
increasing burden on local communities for
maintaining the airport infrastructure.

Deteriorating
pavement
costs more in the
long run.

¢ @VIDOT

Percent Cond/Fair Pavement Condition

Transportation Needs Keep Growing

MDOT continues to focus on improved safety,
reliability, efficiency, and innovation as good
stewards of the funding entrusted to the de-
partment by Michigan taxpayers. However, it
will take more than that to overcome the chal-
lenges Michigan’s transportation system faces.
Without additional investment, Michigan’s
roads and bridges will fall further into disrepair,
dragging down Michigan’s economy and quality
of life. Transit and rail investments, approved
by Michigan taxpayers to improve local econo-
mies, will need to be balanced with the rest of
the state’s transit commitments. There is no
easy solution, but Michigan faces a choice of
Paying more now or a lot more in the future.
To learn more about Michigan transportation
funding and needs, go to the MDOT website:
http:/fwww.michigan.gov/mdot/0,4616,7-151-
68212 64050 64074 64091, 00.himl .

The MDOT Highway Program is based on

implementation of the goals and policies outlined by the program are prioritized based on approved asset manage-
State Transportation Commission (STC), emphasizing an ment strategies, with a specific focus on doing the right
asset management approach to preserving the transporta-  repair at the right time to extend the life of Michigan roads
tion system and providing safe mobility to travelers. Road  and bridges and keep them in good condition.

and bridge preservation projects included in the five-year
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MDOT pavement programs include a combination of long-
term fixes (reconstruction), intermediate fixes (resurfac-
ing/repair), an aggressive Capital Preventive Maintenance
(CPM) Program, and routine maintenance of the system.
Using a mix of fixes and a mix of preventive maintenance,
resurfacing and reconstruction optimizes the preservation,
and timely replacement of assets for available highway
funding is the most cost-effective practice. It’s more cost-
effective to keep a pavement in good or fair condition
rather than repairing it when it becomes poor. Despite these
efficient approaches for pavement repair, over the last three
years, the percent of pavements in good or fair condition
has declined by 1.2 percent per year. At its peak in 2008,
trunkline pavement condition was 92 percent good or fair.
In 2014, it is 85 percent good or fair

What these estimates don’t fully depict is that the number
of pavements in fair condition declining to poor condition
will markedly increase in the coming years. The most recent
estimate forecasts the rate of pavement deterioration on the
trunkline to rise significantly, to nearly 7 percent annually
over the next six years. This equates to about 2,000 lane miles
deteriorating into poor pavement per year. This decline is de-
picted on the graphic on the next page. As these pavements
decline quickly, there are fewer opportunities to invest in
lower-cost preventive maintenance-type fixes, and only more
costly reconstruction options will be
effective. Reconstruction work costs
approximately three times the amount
of rehabilitation work and 17 times the
cost of preventive maintenance.

Current Investment vs. Investment Needed
to Maintain Pavement Condition Goals

Road Repair

The Highway Program uses a pavement forecasting tool that
forecasts pavement conditions for the trunkline network
based on funding scenarios. The scenarios presented in the
graph below represent two possibilities for funding into
the future, featuring two very different paths. The blue line
represents forecasted pavement conditions based on state
investment levels that are only enough to match expected
federal aid. MDOTs Highway Program and maintenance
needs will outpace funding levels at this investment level,
and pavement condition levels will fall to approximately 40
percent good or fair. The red line represents an additional
$1.13 billion annually in state transportation revenue invest-
ed in the trunkline system, and would allow the pavement
condition to meet and sustain pavement condition goals
{90 percent good or fair) by 2027.

As the rate of deterioration increases in the coming years,
so does the rate of cost increases associated with necessary
pavement repairs. The graph on the next page shows the
rise in the average annual investment needed to meet pave-
ment condition goals. It estimates the portion of increased
cost due to inflation, as well as the portion due to continued
decline in pavement condition. Pavement condition contin-
ues to decline due to insufficient funding to keep good/fair
pavement in a state of good repair, resulting in the use of

MDOT STATE TRUNKLINE
PAVEMENT CONDITION FORECAST

100%
80%

0%

- Cument

- Meet and
Sustain

Percent Good or Fair
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TRUNKLINE PAVEMENT CONDITION

V5. FUNDING NEED

Transit/Rail

The public is asking for increased local
transit services to help improve their
quality of life. There are efforts under

way at the local level to expand and
enhance local transit options in antici-

== ot In bllons

it 05T INTERSE Dased on
£%, nfiation per year only

—#— Peroent CoodFair Condiion

pation of federal and local investment.
MDOT is supporting these efforts as
much as possible with staff resources,
planning funds, Act 51-required
match, and local bus operating assis-
tance. However, the first priority is to
continue the current transit services,
which leaves very little CTF available
for expansion projects.

Special circumstances have allowed
MDOT to support some new projects,

B0 Ry ) P e e L

such as:

Addiforal dollar irvesatmend nesded o kesp paesrmend in good condifon §r Bllicrs)

Grand Rapids - The Rapids Silver
Line BRT: The Rapids Silver Line

connects Grand Rapids, Kentwood
and Wyoming and mainly services the

lower-cost repairs and preventive maintenance fixes. Soon,
only the higher-cost replacement projects will be an option.

Michigan is facing a critical decision, similar to a home-
owner with a balloon mortgage. While the interest rate may
have been modest at first, in time it will increase signifi-
cantly. The problem can either be resolved now or delayed
- resulting in paying far more later.

Each year that funding these pavement improvements has
been delayed has equated to approximately $60 million in
additional costs per year (prior to 2013) due to inflation
and pavement deterioration (see graphic above). However,
as costs and deterioration rates increase, those costs double
to an additional $120 million per year.

Division Avenue corridor with 33 sta-
tions along 9.6 miles. Construction of the Silver Line cost
approximately $40 million, with the state providing 20 per-
cent, or approximately $8 million. Operating costs will be
about $2.2 million annually and will be covered with fares,
a millage and state operating assistance. A local millage
increase was approved by voters to support the operation
of this project. The Rapid received a special federal grant
that the CTF was able to match only because of a 2002 bond
issue.

Detroit - Detroit Department of Transportation’s
(DDOT) efforts to get its bus fleet in a state of good re-
pair (5GR) resulted in successfully bringing 25 percent
of a nationwide FTA grant program back to Michigan
for replacement buses at DDOT. There are insufficient
funds in the CTF to provide the entire required match.
General Funds appropriated for rail and transit use in
FY 2015 will be used for the majority of the match. The
competitive grant FTA will award DDOT in FY 2015 is
illustrative of the special grant opportunities that will be-
come available throughout this Five-Year Transportation
Program, and in particular with MAP-21% focus on SGR.
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In the absence of increased CTF revenues (or annual
General Fund appropriations), MDOT will not be able to
bring these funds back to Michigan as in FY 2015.

The ETA - Established the institutional capacity to plan
and deliver effective regional transit services in southeast
Michigan. MDOT provided temporary staff, as well as ad-
ministrative funds, but the CTF could only cover a portion
of the funds needed to administer the RTA. To fill the gap,
the Legislature appropriated general funds to cover the rest
of the start-up needs. As these are one-time funds, the RTA
still needs a long-term funding solution.

However, there are several important projects in differing
stages of development that either have received federal
planning or construction funds and anticipate local funding
that MDOT will not be able to financially support unless
state funding increases:

Under Construction

Detroit — M-1 Rail Streetcar: This project is an unprec-
edented public-private partnership, funded by $110 million
from private philanthropic investments, $10 million from
MDOT, and $25 million in FTA funds. Costs are estimated
at $135 million-$145 million. MDOT's investment in M-1
Rail includes technical assistance and coordinating design
and engineering with the department’s reconstruction of
M-1 (Woodward Avenue) from Chandler Street to Sibley
Street in 2014, Streetcar operations are expected to begin in
early 2016, Currently, there are no CTF funds available to
support operational costs.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Phase
Lansing - ‘The Capital Area Transportation Authority
{CATA) proposes to build an 8.5-mile BET line from the
State Capitol in downtown Lansing, linking Michigan
State University (M5U) and downtown East Lansing to the
Meridian Mall in Meridian Township. The project would
replace CATAS highest ridership line and would include
28 stations, park and ride spaces, off-board fare collection,
transit signal priority, and the procurement of 17 new ar-
ticulated buses. The projected capital costs for the project
are $215 million, and the annual forecast for operating costs
is $8.7 million. The FTA provided CATA with approval to
proceed with the NEPA phase for this project.

Alternative Analysis (AA) Phase
The FTA funded the following AA projects, which is a pre-
cursor to receiving FTA construction funds.

» Grand Rapids — The Rapids Laker Line: The purpose
of the Laker Line Study is to identify and implement
the transit enhancement strategy that will improve
connectivity between downtown Grand Rapids and
Grand Valley State University.

RTA — Woodward Avenue: The purpose of the study
is to examine various options to improve and enhance
public transit along the Woodward Avenue corridor
from the Detroit riverfront to the city of Pontiac.

Ann Arbor — The Connector: The purpose of the study
is to examine various options to improve and enhance
public transit from northeast of Ann Arbor to south of
Ann Arbor, connecting the campuses of the University
of Michigan, downtown, the medical center, the train
station, and commercial areas.

RTA - Michigan Avenue, Gratiot Avenue and M-59:
Michigan Avenue and Gratiot Avenue will begin AA in
late 2014 or early 2015, The start date for M-59 has not
been determined.

The CTF's inability to respond to local financial support
of operating cost increases is best demonstrated by recent
events at the Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional
Transportation (SMART). In order to maintain service,
residents passed an increase of nearly double the current
millage rate to cover the increased cost of providing ser-
vice. Local Bus Operating (LBO) assistance is a line item
within the CTF that is distributed by formula to reimburse
a percentage of operating expenses. Because the voters in
SMART’s service area agreed to increase the level of local
investment in transit, their share of LBO assistance will
increase. However, without an increase in the CTF avail-
able for the LBO program, this assistance must come at the
expense of other transit agencies.
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FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROCESS

The Five-Year Transportation Program is an essential part
of the governors plan for economic growth for Michigan,
and includes planned investments for highways, bridges,
public transit, rail, aviation, marine, and nonmotorized
transportation. Investments in all of these transportation
maodes provide important jobs to the Michigan economy,
accessibility to urban and rural development, improved
safety and efficiency of the transportation network, and
enhanced quality of life for Michigan citizens.

The highway portion is a rolling program; each year, the
first year is implemented, a new fifth year is added, and pro-
gram/project adjustments are made to the other years. This
document only pertains to that portion of the programs that
MDOT delivers. It does not account for programs delivered
locally with state and federal funds that are directly con-
trolled by local agencies, such as transit agencies or county
road commissions.

The Highway Program development process is a yearlong,
multi-stage process as shown in the following flowchart.

MDOT strives to continually involve the public and stake-
holders in development of its programs and projects. The
Five-Year Transportation Program process is an important
opportunity to implement the vision that citizens and busi-
nesses have for Michigan. Transportation projects are often
many years in the making, so itis important to engage stake-

holders early so that public participation can help shape
mutually desired outcomes. The Five-Year Transportation
Program creates a continuous, interactive dialogue with the
users of the state transportation system to anchor MDOT's
project development and delivery systems. MDOT's seven
region offices, 22 Transportation Service Centers (T5Cs)
and statewide planning staff work throughout the year to
share project lists with local agencies, stakeholders and
the public. Information is presented at rural elected of-
ficials’ meetings, TSC transportation summits, Rural Task
Force meetings, and meetings with legislators. In addition
to formal presentations, MDOT staff members informally
discuss individual projects within the plan with economic
development and tourism agencies, rural planning agen-
cies, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), road
commissions, local officials, tribal governments, businesses,
local nonprofit groups and the general public.

Public participation in MDOT’s Five-Year Transportation
Program feeds into the State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP). The Five-Year Transportation Program
serves as an opportunity for the public to be notified and
provide local input to the upcoming STIP The road and
bridge projects proposed in the Five-Year Transportation
Program are incorporated into MDOT's STIP. Michigan is
required to complete this planning process to receive fed-
eral transportation funding.
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Public Involvement

MDOT strives to continually involve the public and stake-
holders in the development of its programs and projects.
The Five-Year Transportation Program process is an impor-
tant opportunity to implement the vision that citizens and
businesses have for Michigan. Transportation projects are
often many years in the making, so it is important to engage
stakeholders early so that public participation can help shape
mutually desired outcomes. The Five-Year Transportation
Program creates a continuous, interactive dialogue with the
users of the state transportation system to anchor MDOTs
project development and delivery systems. MDOT’s seven
region offices, 22 Transportation Service Centers (T5C) and
statewide planning staff work throughout the year to share
project lists with local agencies, stakeholders and the public.
Information is presented at rural elected officials meetings,
TSC meetings, Rural Task Force meetings, and meetings
with legislators. In addition to formal presentations, MDOT
staff members informally discuss individual projects within
the plan with economic development and tourism agencies,
rural planning agencies, metropolitan planning organiza-
tions, road commissions, local officials, tribal governments,
businesses, local nonprofit groups and the general public.

Public participation in MDOT% Five-Year Transportation
Program feeds into the biennial State Transportation Im-
provement Program (STIP). The Five-Year Transportation
Program also serves as an opportunity for the public to be
notified and provide local input to the upcoming STIE. The
road and bridge projects proposed in years one through four
of the Five-Year Program are incorporated into MDOTS
STIE. Michigan is required to complete this planning pro-
cess to receive federal transportation funding. MDOT will
work with urban Metropolitan Planning Organizations
{MPOs), rural transportation agencies and the public over
the next several months to arrive at a list of projects to guide
investment decisions.

The public review and comment period for the Preliminary
Draft of the MDOT 2015-2019 Five-Year Transportation
Program was Dec. 5, 2014, through Jan. 5, 2015. On Dec. 5,
MDOT placed the document on the MDOT website and
issued a news release and e-mail notification to invite com-
ments. The e-mail notice went to state transportation advo-
cacy groups, regional planning agencies, Rural Task Force
members and other interested groups. Also available on the
MDOT website wasan interactive state map feature, which en-
couraged users to view the Five-Year Transportation Program

project list geographically and quickly locate projects by
year. The interactive state map website containing the docu-
ment and the interactive maps received more than 2,700
visits, and the document was downloaded 780 times within
the comment period.

MDOT received a total of 20 submitted public comments
on the draft program:

+ Five comments were directed at poor road conditions
and the need for improvement at a variety of trunkline
locations.

Three comments specifically mentioned the poor
conditions on ramps and/or poor ramp alignments.
Two comments suggested that programmed projects in
2017 and 2019 needed to be moved up to current year
due to their poor ride quality.
Two comments suggested the need for funding for ferry
service in Chippewa County.
One comment complained about the complete
shutdown of freeways for reconstruction, specifically
I-%6 in Livonia, being detrimental to the business
community and commuters.
One comment suggested MDOT should advocate more
on behalf of commuters through upgrading US-23, the
Barton Road interchange, and completing US-127 and
US-31 in Berrien County.
One comment discussed the possibility of using sand
instead of salt for winter road treatments.
One comment focused on possible improvements for
the online interactive map of projects.
One comment asked for more emphasis on MDOT
efficiencies.
One comment suggested the need for a new interchange.
One comment was focused on gas prices and the
“Reality Check” series.

+ One comment mentioned a local
suggestion.

Information and comments received were directed to ap-
propriate MDOT project areas or MDOT region planners.
Response letters to individuals were generated to address
their area of concern or recognize a comment. Local road
comments were forwarded to the appropriate local offices.

road network

MDOT appreciates receiving feedback and looks forward
to providing more avenues for public involvement through
MDOT’s website and social media outlets.
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REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS AND INVESTMENT STRATEGIES
OVERVIEW

Enhancing economic development by preserving and
maintaining a safe transportation system remains MDOTs
highest priority. This Five-Year Transportation Program
invests nearly $8.3 billion in MDOT%: transportation
system. This includes investments in the Highway, Aviation,
Bus, Rail, and Marine programs. A total of $5.8 billion
(including routine maintenance) will be invested in the
2015-2019 Highway Program. Ower these five years
$850 million will be invested in the Aviation Program and
$1.6 billion will be invested in Bus, Rail, and Marine/Port

programs (see the following pie chart).

The Highway Program focuseson system preservation through

the repair and maintenance of Michigar’s roads and bridges. |
The majority of the Multi-Modal Program concentrates on |
systemn preservation as well. Investments in Michigan’s trans-
portation system focus on a comprehensive safety program
and increased emphasis on mobility and expanded work zone
safety efforts. The Five-Year Transportation Program docu-
ments that MDOT’s investments in the state transportation

systemn directly benefit Michigan citizens by providing them
with expanded options, mobility, and access.

M-1 (Woodward Averme) in Detroit,

MDOT in poor condition
FIVE-YEARTRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Total = $8.3 Billion

Aviation
$850 M

Highway
$5.833M

B Highway O Aviation @ Bus, Marine, Rail
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Highway Program Revenue Assumptions

MAP-21, as mentioned earlier in this document, is the
federal authorization for federal highway funding. This
legislation expired in September 2014, but was extended
through May 2015. The FY 2015-2019 federal-aid revenue
estimate is based on MAP-21 estimates of federal funding
available for Michigan. Federal funding is assumed to re-
main flat for FY 2015-2016 and then increase at a 2.5 per-
cent rate in FY 2017-2019. It is projected that $3.9 billion
in federal funding will be made available to the Highway
Program for this Five-Year Transportation Program.

Public Act 51 of 1951 (Act 51) mandates how transportation
funds are distributed and spent between MDOT and local
entities. The intent of Act 51 in regard to federal highway
aid is to distribute approximately 25 percent of federal aid to
local jurisdictions for use on federal-aid-eligible local roads.
The remainder is to be used by MDOT. The funds collected
from state fuel tax and vehicle registration revenues are
deposited into the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF),
the distribution fund for transportation revenues. MDOT
receives approximately 39 percent of this fund (known as
the State Trunkline Fund, or STF), county road commis-
sions receive 39 percent, and cities receive about 22 percent.

The state revenue estimate is based on MDOT's share of the
MTE, as estimated by the Department of Treasury, Economic
and Revenue Forecasting Division. Future state revenue is
forecast using a long-range forecasting model managed by
MDOT? Statewide Transportation Planning Division. It is
estimated that $2.4 billion in state revenue will be available
for MDOT's Highway Program. This includes $127 mil-
lion in one-time General Fund redirection to the STF in
FY 2015 in order to match all available federal aid. It also
includes $46.5 million, which also is a portion of a one-time
redirection from the General Fund. This five-year program
assumes that state revenues in 2016 through 2020 become
available to match federal aid.

Highwa}' Program Investment Strategy

The STC establishes policies, goals, and objectives that
provide the basis for highway funding allocation deci-
sions. MDOT developed an investment strategy process
to accomplish the effective use of financial resources
on the state trunkline Highway Program. The process
allocates an investment amount to various program catego-
ries (bridge, road, safety, etc.) annually, based on program
improvement strategy, goals, and statewide priorities. It sets
the level of funding to achieve highway improvement pri-
orities and provides a tool to constrain the overall statewide
program against available revenues.

MDOT adopted a pavement preservation formula that
allocates funding to its seven regions. The formula weighs
four overall factors: pavement condition, eligible lane miles
for pavement reconstruction and repair work, usage (aver-
age daily traffic volumes), and regional cost. These factors
form the basis for how pavement preservation funds are
distributed to each region. The formula is updated annually
with current pavement condition, traffic, cost, and eligible
lane miles.

Bridge funding is distributed to MDOT regions using the
bridge preservation allocation formula. It uses the deck area
of bridges in each National Bridge Inventory condition to
allocate funds to each MDOT region. Funding is split into
investment targets for replacement, repair, and preventive
maintenance work.

The following table provides the Highway Program in-
vestments strategy for FY 2015-2019, assuming funds are
available to match federal aid.
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Highway Investment Program FY 2015-2019
(in millions)
FY 2015-2019 Five-Year
Annual Average Total

REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS AND BRIDGES

REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS

Repair and Reconstruction $260 $1.300

Capital Preventive Maintenance S464

Operations £109

Freeway Lighting $39

Trunkline Modernization S598

TOTAL - Repair and Rebuild Roads

REPAIR AND RERUILD BRID'GES

Repair and Reconstruction

Capital and Scheduled Preventive Maintenance

Big Bridges
Special Needs
Blue Water Bridge- Appropriated Capital Qutlay Projects

TOTAL - Bridges

State Road and Bridges Program

Routine Maintenance

TOTAL REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS AND BRIDGES

CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT

SAFETY AND SYSTEM OPERATIONS

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES

ROADSIDE FACILITES

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

NON-FEDERALLY FUNDED PROGRAMS

TOTAL - Five-Year Trunkline Program
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The FY 2015-2019 Five-Year Transportation Program
estimates that investments for the Highway Program total
approximately $5.8 billion. This total reflects investments for
pre-construction (scoping, design, environmental clearance
and right-of-way acquisition) and construction activities.
This Highway Program investment will provide Michigan
travelers with approximately 120 miles of improved roads
per year over the next five years, and repairs to 108 bridges
per year. MIDMOT also will manage its road system by extend-
ing the life of approximately 1,000 miles of pavement each
year through the CPM Program. Trunkline modernization
includes design and construction for the [-75 corridor in
Oakland County, and design and construction for the 1-94
corridor in Detroit. This document includes a project listing
by region for additional projects in major work categories.
These projects also can be viewed on a state map and re-
gional maps on the MDOT wehsite at hitp:/‘mdotnetpublic.
state.mi.us/fyp/.

The following graph illustrates the annual Highway Program
investments by program categories over the five-year time
frame. The annual investments range from a high of
$1.22 billion in FY 2016 to a low of $1.1 billion in FY 2017,

HIGHWAY PROGRAM INVESTMENT
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY

FY 2015-2019

Multi-Modal Programs

MDOTs FY 2015-2019 Multi-Modal Program includes
two main areas: public transportation and aviation. Public
transportation programs are administered by two offices.
The Office of Passenger Transportation (OPT) adminis-
ters the Bus and Marine programs while the Office of Rail
administers the Rail and Port Programs. The Office of
Aeronautics administers the Aviation Program. These
offices provide capital and operating assistance, technical
support, and safety oversight.

The Multi-Modal Program focuses largely on continued
safe and secure operation of the existing transportation
system through routine maintenance, capital replacement/
repair, and preservation of existing service levels. MDOTs
approach to the Multi-Modal Program differs significantly
from the Highway Program for two main reasons. First,
the majority of the infrastructure is owned, managed, and
operated by entities other than MDOT. Secondly, state and
federal funding that MDOT programs for these modes is
only a portion of the total investments made.

The multi-modal portion of the five-year program contains
overview information where
the modes or programs have
similar conditions, and mode-
specific  information  when
appropriate due to unique con-
siderations or funding issues.

| oRoutine Maintenance  m Preserve o Capacity Improvement

#1223 $1.103

1,182

Program Level (% in Millions)
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Public Transportation Revenue Assumptions
(Bus, Rail, Marine, Port)

Public Transportation CTF Revenue Issues

The Public Transportation Program receives most of its
state funding through the CTE Approximately two-thirds
of CTF revenues are from the MTE, which is funded by the
state motor fuel tax and vehicle registration fees. Therefore,
revenue declines that affect the MTF also are felt by the CTE
The CTF also receives revenues from auto-related sales tax
revenue, which varies from year to year. Neither the distri-
bution of the MTF to the CTF nor sales taxes to the CTF are
constitutionally protected. Appropriation levels vary from
year to year.

For CTF revenues, this five-year program is based on the
FY 2015 CTF appropriation in Public Act 252 of 2014, and
the Michigan Department of Treasurys May 2014 CTF
revenue estimate for FY 2016. Based on current FY 2016
revenue estimates, CTF funding available for appropriation
in FY 2016 is $11.6 million below the CTF appropriated
in FY 2015. The amount available for programming can
include the fund balance from prior years. In FY 2015, there
was a one-time allocation of $11.1 million in general funds;
that amount has not been carried forward into the projec-
tion for FY 2016 - 2019. This level of funding going forward
is neither sufficient to maintain the current level of service
for all CTF-funded programs, nor will it match the federal
transportation funds the state expects to receive during this
five-year period.

Office of Passenger Transportation (OPT)

Program Development

In many ways, development of a five-year program for
OPT’s Bus and Marine programs is not feasible. The pro-
grams cover local transit (bus), marine, and intercity bus,
and the vast majority of the projects are selected at the local
level, not by MDOT. MDOT makes funding decisions at
the “program level” For the most part, these programs are
either prescribed by Act 51, restricted due to funding levels,
or a response to federal funds awarded to MDOT or local
agencies each year. There is very little opportunity for the
programming of funds once statutory obligations are met.

The CTF supports the Bus, Marine, Rail and Port programs,
placing a high degree of financial pressure on this funding
source. Decisions on how to make use of the discretion-
ary funds to support each of these modes are made on an
annual basis in reaction to the most pressing need. Because
of the funding pressures, it is rare that MDOT makes a
multi-year funding commitment from the CTE, other than
continuation of the annual programs mandated in Act 51.
Therefore, what is presented in this document is MDOTs
annual program for FY 2015, the estimated funding avail-
able for the remaining years of the program, and a descrip-
tion of the factors anticipated to influence both the funding
availability and the annual decisions that will be made over
the life of this program.

Local Transit Revenue Assumptions

The programs in this category provide funding for operat-
ing and capital support, training, and special projects to
local bus operators that service the general public. Assis-
tance also is provided to support transportation services
focused on the needs of senior citizens and persons with
disabilities, and help meet the transportation-to-work needs
of low income individuals. A total of 117 transit providers
(78 local agencies and 39 specialized services agencies) in
all 83 Michigan counties are provided support under these
Programs.

Federal funds for these programs include formula and
special program funds awarded to MDOT and its sub-
recipients that are generally rural transit agencies. In the
past, these special programs funds were discretionary funds
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awarded via congressional earmarks; however, that practice
has been replaced by competitive special grant programs
through FTA, and on occasion, the FHWA. Although
nationwide transit funding levels remain about the same,
Michigan’s Transit Program could receive substantially less
federal funding under MAP-21 due to the uncertainty of
being awarded nationally competitive grants. Unless tran-
sit systems are able to raise local funds to compensate for
declining available federal revenues, the condition of the
transit infrastructure will decline.

It is important to note that more than 80 percent of the FTA
revenues for local bus systems go directly to transit agencies
and are not reflected in MDOTs program. Therefore, when
state funds are not available to match federal funds, the full
impact is not detailed in this five-year program document.
The impact is largely on local programs that are dependent
on state revenues to access federal funds. The magnitude
and direct link between a shortfall in state revenues and loss
of federal funds may not be reflected in this program, but it
must be clearly understood that the impacts are significant.

Also part of local transit is the MichiVan Program. MDOT
contracts with a private service provider to help organize
and sustain vanpools as a commuting alternative. Federal
funds for MichiVan come from the FHWAS Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program and are
programmed under the Highway Program. A small amount
of the CTF also is used each year for MichiVan.

70

Marine Revenue Assumptions

Under MAP-21, the FHWA Ferryboat Discretionary
Program, which in the past supported major capital im-
provements for Michigan’s two rural ferry systems, was
replaced with a formula program. While the new FHWA
program provides a guaranteed annual allotment to eligible
ferry systems in Michigan, the annual funding level for each
system is small and inadequate for major capital improve-
ments, such as replacing ferry vessels, expanding terminals
or docks, or upgrades. MDOT is working on determining
the most effective way to utilize the limited funds to ensure
maximum benefit. The federal funds that will come to
Michigan under the FHWA program are not shown in the
Bus and Marine programs, but are included in the highway
portion of this five-year program.

A new FTA ferryboat discretionary program was added
under MAP-21; however, the FTA program is aimed
at urban systems only and will not meet the needs of
Michigans two rural systems. It is not reflected in this
five-year program since there is no way to ascertain if any
Michigan system will receive funding under the program.

Intercity Bus Revenue Assumptions

The Intercity Bus Program provides both operating and
capital assistance for the intercity network in the state,
with a goal to allow residents access to the national trans-
portation network. The Terminal Development Program
pays for small projects using only state funds, while the
Intercity Services Program is a combination of federal and
state funds used for operating expenses and bus purchases
in the essential intercity network. Under MAP-21, federal
funds should remain at about the same level for the duration
of this five-year program. MDOT anticipates state funds to
be adequate to support the continuation of the current level
of service.

Office of Rail Program Development

Like OPT, the Office of Rail cannot develop a compre-
hensive five-year program. Much of the Office of Rails
ongoing expenditures will be for operating support, which is
calculated annually. Projects funded under most other
Office of Rail programs are developed annually as well; many
are application-based. Therefore, the Office of Rail scales
its efforts to fit available funding. This five-year program
details projects that have been funded by prior federal grants
and programs, assuming funding will permit continuation
to some degree.
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Rail Revenue Assumptions

MDOT?% rail programs are funded by dedicated federal aid
and MTF and CTF dollars. Dedicated federal aid and MTEF
money support motorist safety at railroad crossings on local
roads. CTF revenue supports the other freight and passen-
ger rail activities.

MDOT will continue to compete for federal funding to
assist with rail capital enhancements iffwhen it is made
available. Federal funding generally requires 20 percent
matching funds at a minimum. If state revenues are not suf-
ficient to meet the match requirements, these opportunities
would be lost.

NOTE: 5TF dollars and corresponding dedicated federal funds
support a trunkline crossing program that also is invested as a
part of the Rail Program, but those funds are accounted for as
a part of the Highway Program.

Port Revenue Assumptions

The pass-through assistance provided to the Detroit-Wayne
County Port Authority is expected to continue at FY 2015
levels over the next five years. FY 2015-appropriated
revenue for ports is nearly $470,000.

Aviation Revenue Assumptions

In FY 2015, federal funding for the AIP is expected to re-
main at present levels. That authorization provides for $3.35
billion in federal funds through FY 2015 for the airport
capital improvement program nationwide. AIP funding is
expected to be approximately $91.98 million in 2015, and
it is likely similar levels will continuwe for the next five years
either through Continuing Resolutions (CRs) or with a new
authorization bill.

Michigan’s aviation fuel excise tax is the primary funding
source for the State Aeronautics Fund (SAF). Over the last
decade, aviation fuel tax revenues have continued to signifi-
cantly decline. Revenues from aviation fuel have decreased
from $8.62 million in 2000 to $5.61 million in 2013, and
are continuing to fall. When adjusted for inflation, the
projected aviation fuel tax revenues are less than half of
those available in FY 1998,

Other sources of revenue include aircraft registration,
airport licensing, tall structures permits, and aircraft dealer
licensing. Additional revenue for FY 2015 includes a one-
time $2 million allocation from the General Fund to match

federal aid. MDOT anticipates continued budget challenges
for its Aeronautics Program in the five-year period due
primarily to the uncertainty of state revenues.

Since 2009, certain statewide programs funded directly
from SAF were suspended or reduced. Those programs
include statewide pavement maintenance, statewide paint
marking, all weather access, and the Air Service Program.
In the case of the pavement maintenance, paint marking,
and all weather programs, these projects are now done on
the same cost basis as the Airport Capital Improvement
Plan {ACIP). The Air Service Program that supports the
governor's dashboard is funded in FY 2015 at $§300,000 but
is anticipated to be eliminated if additional revenues are not
identified.

In summary, the aviation program revenue assumptions are:

¢ Federal Revenues

+ Uncertain through 2018 but estimated at
present levels

« Continued formula apportionments, congressional
earmarks, and discretionary grants

« In partnership with locals competing for federal
discretionary funds

» State Revenues
» Committed to match all available federal funding
« Excize fuel tax revenue in decline

« Increase in bond debt service
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Public Transportation Investment Strategy

MDOTs Public Transportation Program includes local
transit, intercity bus, marine passenger, the MichiVan
vanpool program, port, freight rail, and passenger rail. The
program provides for some combination of capital and
operating assistance, technical support, safety oversight,
and compliance monitoring for each of the modes. This
Five-Year Transportation Program represents the con-
tinuation of a program that has been steadily reduced owver
a number of years. These reductions are most notable in
capital investment and state share of total operating cost.

The total Public Transportation Program (federal, state
and local funds) for FY 2015 is $335.41 million, while the
anticipated FY 2016 program will be $324.31 millicn due to
the one-time General Fund allocation in FY 2015. Based on
the FY 2015 program with a four-year continuation of the
FY 2016 program, the five-year program would be approxi-
mately $1.6 billion. The investment of CTF revenues in the
public transportation system is determined by the detailed
requirements currently set forth in Act 51, as well as the
annual appropriations process. Act 51 requires the majority
of CTF revenues to be used for local transit. Based on the
current structure of Act 51 and current revenue stream, the
investments called for in this five-year program are focused
heavily on the preservation of the existing passenger trans-
portation system. However, preservation is not possible
without additional funds.

Local Transit Investment Strategy

State funds are combined with federal and local dollars,
including farebox revenue and local millages, to support
the operation and maintenance of the local transit network.
The state’s annual investment strategy for the local transit
program is largely determined by detailed requirements
set forth in Act 51 of 1951 for annual distribution/use of
CTF revenues and the eligible uses of federal formula ap-
portionments or competitive grant awards. The budgeted
funds for FY 2015 are sufficient for continuation and pro-
viding match for anticipated federal formula funds; how-
ever, the appropriated General Funds will need to be used
to match any special grants received by MDOT or transit
agencies. Without continued General Fund support or in-
creased CTFE, the estimated CTF funds are not sufficient to
maintain the current level of support for the local transit
programs. Unless replacement funding is found, there will
likely be federal funds left on the table over the course of the

five-year program, which will likely result in a reduced level
of transit services to the public and a further deterioration
of the infrastructure (e.g., buses will not be replaced, facili-
ties will not be repaired).

The MichiVan Program will be maintained with state,
federal, and local funds. Demand for new vanpools increas-
es as fuel prices go up. Due to an increase in federal CMAQ
funds, there is potential to expand the program.

MDOTs local transit investments will focus on:

» Preservation of existing services in all 83 counties via
operating assistance to local transit, intercity bus, and
public marine service providers.

o Preservation and maintenance of the existing
infrastructure (largely locally owned) via state
investment and match to federal funds for routine
vehicle replacement.

» Support of local capital strategies established by
individual transit agencies via matching federal capital
grants for infrastructure replacement and repairs, and
in very limited situations, some very minor capacity
expansion.

Unfortunately, based on this model, there is no funding
anticipated in the program for wrban growth with proj-
ects such as M-1 Rail, CATAs Michigan Avenue/Grand
River Avenue BRT, Ann Arbor-to-Detroit regional rail, the
Washtenaw and Livingston Line (WALLY), or expanded
transit in the new KTA in the southeast Michigan service
area. Furthermore, the cost to operate these projects, if they
are implemented, will further deteriorate the operating
support available for all transit services.

Intercity Bus Investment Strategy

MDOT will continue to use state and federal funds to
contract with intercity bus carriers to provide route service
that would not otherwise exist; ie., service that would not
be provided by the carrier absent a state subsidy. MDOT
also will use state and/or federal funds to enhance the inter-
city passenger infrastructure. The Terminal Development
Program is used to maintain intermodal/intercity terminals
and infrastructure so the public can safely and conveniently
access intercity services. There are no major construction
projects planned in the next five years, so a minimal amount
of funding has been requested to maintain the current
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facilities and pathfinder signs. If a carrier or community
requests a new facility in the future, MDOT will assess the
need and benefit to the state to determine if funding will be
allocated to the project. Both state and federal funds may be
allocated for a new construction project, but generally the
federal funds received under the Section 5311f Program are
used to maintain the service on the essential state network
via operating grants and bus replacement.

Every three years, MDOT bids out the five routes in north-
ern Michigan that private carriers have abandoned due to
lack of profitability. Based on MAP-21 and anticipated CTF
funding levels, the current level of service will be main-
tained for the life of this five-year program. This service
includes a partnership with the Wisconsin Department
of Transportation to co-fund two routes that benefit both
states and provide meaningful connections to the national
network. Vehicles used on these routes and routes in the
southern portion of the state deemed essential to national
connectivity also are funded with a combination of state
and federal funds. The number of vehicles provided was re-
cently reduced based on the level of service being provided.

The Intercity Program also includes regulating the commer-
cial business activities of both intercity bus and limousine
services. These activities are funded through the depart-
ments operating budget and fee collections.

Marine Passenger Investment Strategy

The two state-subsidized marine passenger systems will
continue to receive operating assistance under the Local
Bus Operating Assistance Program in Act 51 to preserve the
service they provide. Any state marine capital funds avail-
able over the life of this program will be used for routine
infrastructure maintenance and improvements to ensure
the integrity of the system. As with the other passenger
programs, the funding for the Marine Passenger Program
is not keeping up with inflation, which makes it difficult
to preserve the system and impossible to meet increased
demand. MDOT has not established any performance
metrics for marine passenger infrastructure. However,
with changes in how federal funds are distributed under
MAP-21, deterioration of the locally owned infrastructure
over the life of this five-year program is possible.
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Rail

MDOT rail investments will utilize state and federal funds
to preserve and enhance Michigans freight and passenger
rail systems, ensure railroad crossing safety and promote
economic development.

The bulk of the state and federal funds will be invested to
preserve and enhance intercity passenger rail services in
Michigan. This five-year program will use existing funding
to continue to enhance state-owned track to accommodate
speeds up to 110 mph between Kalamazoo and Dearborn.
In addition, MDOT will construct a new connection track
at the West Detroit junction for intercity passenger rail
services, eliminating existing conflicts with passenger/
freight congestion. Several station projects also will be un-
dertaken, including completing work at Troy/Birmingham,
Grand Rapids, Dearborn and East Lansing, and planning
projects at Ann Arbor and Detroit.

MDOT will replace existing intercity passenger train equip-
ment on all three Michigan services through a federal
grant. Michigan is participating in a joint procurement, led
by the Illinois Department of Transportation, to obtain
%268 million in next generation train equipment for the
Midwest. The new equipment is expected to be delivered
from FY 2016 through FY 2017,

State and federal dollars also will be invested in state-owned
line preservation, freight economic development loans, rail
infrastructure loans, and safety enhancements at railroad
crossings. Specific projects will be identified annually based
on available funding, but generally will include:

» Preservation of freight service on 665 miles of state-
owned track through capital rehabilitation that supports
economic development.

» Low-interest loans through the Freight Economic
Development Program to assist new or expanding
businesses with access to the rail system.

« Mo-interest loans to railroads for maintenance or repair
projects that preserve track infrastructure.

e Crossing safety projects to reduce motorist risk
at railroad crossings, including warning device
enhancement and crossing elimination projects.
Projects on the state trunkline system are accounted for
under the Highway Program.
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Through the Highway Program, MDOT also plans to invest
$10 million in the Continental Rail Gateway. The project
is expected to begin construction in FY 2015. This public-
private partnership will replace the existing rail tunnel
between Detroit and Windsor with a higher-clearance tun-
nel to accommeodate today’s largest rail cars.

MDOT also will continue to plan and support other pas-
senger rail projects, including leading the multi-state effort
to develop a Corridor Investment Plan for the Chicago-
Detroit/Pontiac High Speed Rail Corridor and providing
assistance to commuter and light rail in southeast Michigan.

Beyond federal funding programs, MDOT has very little
ability to fund additional rail capital improvements in
FY 2015-2019. In addition, it is uncertain if MDOT rev-
enues will be able to maintain an operating contract for
intercity passenger rail services over the next five years. The
PRITA-related requirement that shified operating costs of
the Wolverine Service {Pontiac/Detroit-Chicago) to MDOT
in FY 2014 puts the service of this line at risk, as well as
the service of the Blue Water (Port Huron-Chicago) and

Pere Marquette (Grand Rapids-Chicago) lines. These routes
serve 22 station communities, connecting Michigan to
Amtrak’s national rail network.

Port

For each of the next five years, MDOT anticipates
providing $468,200 in legislatively appropriated funding
to the Detroit-Wayne County Port Authority to assist with
operating costs and marketing activities.

Aviation Investments

AIP (Capital Outlay and Maintenance Program)

The AIP provides funding for approximately 236
public use airports for capital improvement projects
and pavement maintenance. Of the 236 eligible air-
poris, 94 receive federal entitlement funding as part
of the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems.
As the majority of Michigans public use airports that
receive federal entitlement funds are owned and operated by
local governments, projects using these funds are selected
by the airports themselves, not MDOT. However, projects
are ranked according to a priority system and encouraged
to provide not only benefit to the airport but the system
as well.
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In addition, MDOT can and does provide supplemental
funding for projects and makes the decision on which
projects receive these funds through the state block grant
program. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) also
provides supplemental funding for projects at airports they
select. All project funding decisions using supplemental dol-
lars are selected on the basis of the Michigan Airport System
Plan (MASP) as approved by the Michigan Aeronautics
Commission or published FAA priorities, as appropriate.

Priorities are a significant part of the funding decisions
that support the organizational mission and represent the
overall vision driving the airport infrastructure investment
strategy. While constrained, these include:

» Address MASP goals (asset management) by reducing
system and facility deficiencies.

» Preservation of critical infrastructure, particularly
pavements, navigational aids and airspace.

» Maximize federal funds and leverage state, local and
private funding.

« Support job growth and economic development
through projects related to freight/logistics, aircraft
maintenance and other emerging opportunities.

To the extent possible over the next five years, efforts will
continue to focus on integration with other modes of
transportation, addressing environmental issues, public
awareness/outreach, and education.

In 2014, the ACIP showed a gap between the needs
identified by airports and anticipated funding of ap-
proximately $60 million per year, or $300 million
over five years. Today, only one year later, that gap is
nearly $80 million annually, or $400 million over the
five-year period. This growing shorifall is due to the
increased cost of delaying and phasing projects versus being
able to accomplish them in a single effort. This difference can
be narrowed somewhat by discretionary funding, which is
distributed by FAA on a regional basis among various states.
Michigan has competed well for these funds and, given the
identified needs, will continue to aggressively pursue these
opportunities. Additional state and other funding options
will continue to be explored to impact the shortfall.
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MDOT’s Multi-Modal Investment Strategy

(Subject to appropriation of state, federal and local funds)

Annual Average Five-Year Total

AVIATION

Airport Improvement Program (AIF) £170 million £850 million

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

{Local Transit, Intercity Bus, Passenger Rail,
Rail Freight, and Ports)**

TOTAL $2.5 billion

‘Includes comprehensive program of needed investments for primary airports and general aviation airports as
identified in the MDOT ACIP

1.6 billion

“*Includes federal, local and sub-fund expenditure authority, which is often overstated to account for potential revenue.
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STATE TRUNKLINE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT
AND SYSTEM CONDITION

MDOT Performance Measurement

Maintaining and growing Michigan’s economy depends on
the preservation, modernization, and efficient operation
of its transportation system. To achieve the goals that have
been set forth, it is necessary to benchmark and monitor
the performance of the system. As a part of MAP-21, a
national system for measuring performance is focusing on
addressing national goals in many areas, including safety,
infrastructure condition, congestion, and system reliability.
A performance-driven approach to investment decisions
represents a significant shift in the focus of the federal pro-
gram. MAP-21 will likely lead to additional measures linked
to federal funding.

MDOT formalized its approach to improving, measuring,
and reporting the condition of its transportation networks
with the 5TC's 1997 adoption of pavement condition goals.
Since then, MDOT has developed performance measures
to reflect a broader range of the transportation system. The
following sections reflect a representative sample of the
performance measures that MDOT is using to track the
highway, aviation, and passenger transportation modes of
travel. A broader suite of measures can be found online
at www.michigan.gov/'mdotperformance, including the
document Driven by Excellence: A Report on Transportation
Performance Measurement at MDOT.

MDOT HISTORIC AND PROJECTED RSL

PAVEMENT CONDITION

Highway Pavement Condition Goal

Highway Program information in this document only
pertains to the state trunkline routes that MDOT has juris-
diction over - I, M, and US routes - which carry 51 percent
of passenger traffic and 64 percent of commercial traffic in
the state. These routes are important trade routes, business
corridors, and keys to economic development.

As discussed earlier in this document, MDOT% pavement
condition peaked in 2008. However, funding is not keep-
ing pace with system deterioration and needs. Projections
reveal 50 percent of the trunkline system, Michigan’s most
traveled roads, will be in poor condition by 2018 at the cur-
rent funding level.

MDOT continues to make program development and
project selection decisions based on the pavement’s
Remaining Service Life (R5L), a measure of the pavement’s
overall health. It is defined as the estimated remaining time
in years until a pavement’s most cost-effective treatment re-
quires either reconstruction or major repair. Pavements with
an RSL of two years or less are considered to be in the “poor”
pavement category. MDOT uses an asset management ap-
proach of short, medium, and long-term improvements
to maintain overall pavement health. Once pavements
deteriorate into the “poor” category, it is more costly to
bring them back into “good™ condition.

The graph on the left shows the state
trunkline system condition based on RSL.
MDOT was able to maintain its goal of
90 percent of pavement in good or fair

condition from 2008 to 2011. Trunkline
conditions are 85 percent good or fair in

2014. As the graphic shows, the dete-
rioration rate increases in the coming

years, with the average deterioration rate
in recent years at about 1.2 percent. The

most recent estimate projects the rate of

pavement deterioration on the trunkline

system to rise to nearly 7 percent per

year over the next six years, equating to
approximately 2,000 lane miles deteriorating

into poor pavement per year.
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Possible Revisions to Pavement Condition Goal

Faced with the reality that it would be structurally impossible
to achieve existing pavement condition goals assuming the
current funding, an analysis was done to explore the possi-
bility of creating new pavement condition goals that would
be more in line with existing funding. However, this analy-
gis went much farther than simply scaling back MDOT’s
existing goal to match likely funding levels. Rather, an entire
re-imagining of the pavement condition goal structure is un-
der exploration in an effort to use MDOT’s limited resources
to more specifically target areas of strategic importance to
both the driving public and Michigan’s economy.

This was accomplished by first referring to a series of
networks that were identified in the 2005-2030 MI
Transportation Plan, lmown as the Corridors of Highest
Significance (COHS). COHS separates the trunkline system
into four distinct corridor designations based on their im-
portance to Michigan's citizens and economy: Internationalf
Mational, Statewide, Regional, and Local Trunkline.

The Road Quality Forecasting System (RQFS) was used
to forecast a variety of pavement condition outcomes un-
der the concept of providing more resources to the most
important corridors to maintain them at a higher level
of overall condition. These options have been presented
to the STC. The options included different goal scenarios of

BRIDGE CONDITION FORECAST -

STATEWIDE

-

various funding levels. The options ranged from requiring an
additional $465 million per year in funding to needing
$775 million more per year to achieve and maintain individual
corridors at stratified levels of pavement condition, ranging

between 90 percent good/fair and 60 percent good/fair

While these hypothetical condition goals are significantly
lower than MDOT's current goals, they do represent goals
that might actually be achievable given the current funding
climate. The hope is that these new pavement goals will pro-
vide MDOT with the means to make the best investment
choices in a time of limited resources.

Bridge Condition Goal

MDOT’s Bridge Management System (BMS) is an impor-
tant part of the overall asset management process. BMS isa
strategic approach to linking data, strategies, programs, and
projects into a systematic process to ensure achievement of
the desired results.

An important BMS tool used by MDOT to develop preser-
vation policies is the Bridge Condition Forecasting System
(BCFS). Working from current bridge conditions, bridge
deterioration rates, project costs, expected inflation, and fix
strategies, BCFS estimates the future condition of the state

trunkline bridge system.

As shown in the chart at left, MDOT
has met and is projecting to sus-
tain the non-freeway bridge goal of
85 percent good or fair condition.

Go - 55% of Frowwsy Bndgen n ConsFar Candiion

Projections show that Michigan
peaked with a bridge condition close
to 95 percent good or fair at the end of

Gl - 35% of Non-Fresway Sad0es in GoodFar Condimon

2013. MDOT has made steady prog-
ress toward its freeway bridge goal
However projections indicate that,
without additional funding, freeway

bridge condition will continue to de-
cline, falling short of maintaining the

freeway bridge goal of 95 percent in

6L | S S S S T A =

Percent Bridges Good/Fair Condition

Yoar

—&— Fragway Measurad .
-~ Fresway Projecta

A O R

NaonFraeyay Mexs ored
Nan Fresw sy Projecied

good or fair condition.
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Safety Goals — . Below are statewide and trunkline graphs that compare the
TZB CEIO ARV R LGS ociual values of fatalities and serious injuries compared to

MD(.” s safety — Natiorel Strrkagy o HIgiway Sahty the 2016 interim goals.
goal is to reduce
fatalities and serious injuries on the state trunkline system

in support of the Michigan Strategic Highway Safety Plan STATEWIDE FATALITIES
(SH5P) and the department’s efforts of achieving the vision
of Toward fero Deaths (TZD).

To meet the department’s safety goal, the strategy of the
Safety Program is to select cost-effective safety improve-
ments, as identified in the SHSE to address trunkline
locations with correctable fatality (K) and serious injury
{A) crashes. Locations identified will support the key focus apy P
areas of the SHSP. The purpose of the SH5P is to identify TEAR
key safety needs in the state and guide investment decisions
that achieve significant rEduﬂEms in highway fatalities STATEWIDE SERIOUS INJURIES
and serious injuries. SHSP identifies four broad emphasis 18,000

areas: high-risk behaviors, at-risk road users, engineering #,000

infrastructure, and system administration. OF these areas, E =0

7,000
engineering infrastructure is predominately addressed by | 2 eo00
the Safety Program through intersection safety and lane de- fﬂﬂﬂ
parture projects. In addition, pedestrian and bicycle safety 2,000
improvements are the department’s emphasis for at-risk o

1,000
road users.

FATALIMES

Iz 2013
TEAR

Michigan’s SHSP was adopted in December 2004 by the
Governor’s Traffic Safety Advisory Commission and en- TRUNKLINE FATHI_ITIES
dorsed by the governor in 2006. In 2013, the SHSP was
. 418 =

revised to reflect current safety needs and goals. An em- 400
phasis on goals established an incremental reduction of the [2a4] 62
frequency of fatalities and serious injuries. The 2013 SHSP
goals are to reduce traffic fatalities and serious injuries on
all roadways from 889 and 5,706, respectively, in 2011 to
750 and 4,800, respectively, in 2016. In 2013, there were
951 fatalities and 5,283 serious injuries reported statewide.

FATALITIES

e

On the state trunkline system, the department’s goal is to TEAR

reduce fatalities and serious injuries from 419 and 2,286,

respectively, in 2011 to no more than 333 and 1,700, re- TRUNKLINE SERIOUS INJURIES
spectively, in 2016. This equates to a 4.5 and 58 percent
reduction per year, respectively. While this is the goal for
2016 on the state trunkline, MDOTs vision is TZD with
the ultimate goal to reduce fatalities to zero and minimize
serious injuries. The 2016 goal is an interim goal of that
vision. In 2013, there were 427 fatalities and 2,262 serious
injuries reported on the state trunkline system. Compared
to 2012, fatalities increased from 384, while serious injuries
decreased from 2,295,

i Aohzl
e Z0E ol

201E
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To ach th , MDOT has
et 83 et mroects for e PERCENT OF RURAL AND SPECIALIZED

p@ LRI ERrgensrergval  TRANSIT VEHICLES PAST THEIR USEFUL LIFE
intersection, lane departure, and pe-
destrian safety-related improvements,
all specific action areas in the SHSE
Included in the safety improvements
are the installation of cable median
barrier along 26 miles of freeways,
safety improvements to address
wrong-way crashes on freeway ramps,
seven roundabouts and two pedes-
trian projects. Overall, the 82 safety
projects will address 71 fatalities and
230 serious injuries during FY 2015-
2019, for an annual average of 14 and
60, respectively.

Multi-Modal Performance
Measures

. 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 A 2mM2 23
Local Transit Performance FISCAL YEAR

Measures
The OPT considers many factors

when planning the investment strat- LOCAL TRANSIT LEVEL OF SERVICE
egy for local transit. Two primary FY 2008 - 2012

performance measures considered are
the condition of the rural transit fleet
and the local transit level of service.

120,000,000

» The condition of the rural transit 100,000,000
fleet is based on the percent of
vehicles past their useful life. The
goal is to have less than 20 percent
ofthe rural fleet beyond useful life.
Although Michigan made great 60,000,000
strides toward this goal in FY 2013
due to a large federal SGR grant, 40,000,000
these transit programs did not
reach the goal. Unfortunately, this | l
program is no longer available, 20,000,000 1 | B
nor is any discretionary funding, R l'—-[-r"i E]_ &
making Michigan very likely to LE] Al

2008 2008 200 | 20m amz2

80,000,000

fall further from this goal over the | ™ Paseger T Tou [M01A@EST | 17334 | 0752205 | BB2IEGE4 | BO.051,688 |
course of this five-year program. e o g TS| 4o 000701 | 13,267,532 | 12809367 | 1ZE3TITE | 13264147
=Ml o S | Mozszier | 1mmeses | wsi0zzes | 101387088 | 100781001

——Hows o' Sawee 881,328 | BE73887 | GSA547 | BIEIEEI | 6,186,671
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Rt INTERCITY BUS SYSTEM OF MICHIGAN

total annual hours and
miles of service and total
annual passenger trips
(considering elderly/
disabled passenger trips
as a subset of the total).
The goal is to preserve
service levels and continue
providing service in all 83
counties. Service levels
peaked in 2008 when gas Detroit Area Inset
prices soared, then started

to return to lower levels as “\,"_"":“\-\r l
\

gas prices stabilized. For
ad n-.fit'“"'-

the last two years, service

levels have increased i
slightly, and service is still
available in all 83 counties
of the state. However, with
the anticipated funding
reduction in FY 2015
and beyond, there will
likely be cuts to service at
the local level either due
to  decreased operating
assistance or the inability
to replace buses that are no
longer safe to operate.

INTERCITY BUS SERVICES

LAKE Micw,,
AN

Intercity Bus

Performance Measure

The factor used to determine
the investment strategy for in-
tercity bus service is to provide
reasonable access to intercity
bus service in rural areas where
connectivity to the national MDOT does not own or control local transit service levels, nor does it own or
transportation network is of- control the entire intercity bus network in Michigan. In addition, the state and
ten difficult to attain. MDOTs federal funding that MDOT wuses to support local transit and intercity bus is
goal is to preserve the existing only a portion of the total cost of operating and maintaining the service. While
level of service, which has 81 MDOT has established performance measures for these modes to help guide its
percent of the rural population investment decisions, MDOT cannot - on its own - ensure that the performance
within 25 miles of an intercity meastires are met.

bus stop. The national average
is 78 percent.
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f,"‘f“ P_*;”T“;“j"j """“‘_"‘“fjj . PASSENGER RAIL RIDERSHIP TRENDS
et MICHIGAN ROUTES AND AMTRAK

in MDOTs performance measuire-

ment efforts. NRTIONWI DE

MDOT tracks the number of daily Mationwide
train miles and total number of 18,000,000
passengers using state-supported
passenger rail services, with a goal
of maintaining ridership consistent ) T "pon000
with (within 10 percent) or bet- | [
ter than national trends. MDOT is
meeting its goal.

+ 1E, DO0U000

1 10,000,000
<+ E.000,000
MDOT also tracks the railroad
crossing surface condition on the . T &ooo.00g
state trunkline system, with a goal | [pp——
of at least 90 percent in good or fair
condition. The percentage of the
railroad crossing surfaces on the
state trunkline system in at least
fair condition has been increasing.
As of FY 2013, 91.2 percent of the
crossing surfaces were in good or

fakr condition TRUNKLINE HIGHWAY-RAILROAD GRADE
CROSSING SURFACE CONDITIONS

T Z.000,000

O
FYMOE FYXE FY2NR FYXE Frasd  Frano Feam FY 2O0LE FY 2003

Bl Walar Ridership Pore Mamuals Pdorship s Woherne Bidorship Kational Ridership |

mm Good or Fair ||
= Poor
— (50l
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Aviation Performance TIER 1 AIRPORTS’ PRIMARY
RUNWAY PAVEMENT CONDITION

Measures

The Office of Aeronautics has made
significant progress toward meet-
ing its system planning goals related
to providing access to air travel for 86% 84% gpe,
Michigan residents. The primary T
performance measurement goal is to
keep the pavement conditions at the
Tier 1 airports’ primary runways at a
rating of good or better according to
Pavement Condition Index inspec-
tions. The goal is to have 100 percent
of these pavements in good or bet-
ter condition. The latest inspections
show the system is at 82 percent
This is a reduction compared to prior
years and it is anticipated the rate will
continue to decline based on increas-
ing and accelerating deterioration of
pavements.

B Good
Condition
or Better

2000 2001-. 2008 2009 2010 Moz 23

Peliston Airport runway in
Emmet County
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2015 - 2019 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

HicHwAy EcoNoMIC BENEFITS

Highway Economic Impacts

Highway infrastructure investments are a vital part of the
state’s overall economic development strategy. An efficient
highway system in good condition plays an integral role in
supporting the economy of a state. In order to assess the
economic impacts of the 2015-2019 Highway Program, the
Michigan Benefits Estimation System for Transportation
Tool (MI BEST Tool) was used.

The MI BEST Tool is designed to estimate economic im-
pacts for transportation investments like the Five-Year

Transportation Program down to individual transportation
projects. The economic model chosen to use for this analy-
sis is the Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI) Policy
Insight model.

The table and charts below show the employment impact of
the 2015-2019 Highway Program for the state of Michigan.
The resulting analysis is the total statewide economic im-
pacts on the Highway Program.

Employment impacts of the current 2015-2019 Highway Program

INVESTMENT (in millions)

EMPLOYMENT IMPACT (jobs)

EFFECT ON EMPLOYMENT OF THE
FIVE-YEAR HIGHWAY PROGRAM 2015-2019

[ = . rremirrmed il I_

11,001 10,952

I T

lions)

mi

Investmeant |
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Murti-MobpAL EcoNoMICc BENEFITS

Public Transportation Benefits

Local Transit

Transportation investments are a vital part of the state’s over-
all economic development strategy. More than 97 million
trips are made annually on local public transit in Michigan.
While the direct benefits of transit to its users are clear, it
can be shown that the overall benefits of these trips extend
beyond transit riders. Through improved mobility, safety,
air quality, and economic development, public transit also
benefits users of the roadway network and the community
at large. Many of these trips satisfy the mobility needs of nu-
merous households for whom owning and driving a vehicle
is not an effective or affordable transportation option. Asa
result, there are social benefits that result from providing
essential mobility.

In order to assess the economic impacts of the 2015-2019
Public Transportation Program, MDOT staff used the REMI
and the MI BEST Tool. The resulting economic impacts reflect
the statewide impacts of $§1.3 billion in transit capital and op-
erational spending called for in this Five-Year Transportation
Program. This would support 5,053 jobs in 2015 and an
average of 4,781 jobs annually for 2015-2019, add £1.908 bil-
lion in real personal income over the five-year period. and
add $1.764 billion in Gross State Product of the five-year
period. In this particular analysis, the spending impacts of
capital investment and operations in public transportation
in Michigan were considered, but the data was not available
to estimate the economic benefits of travel efficiencies as is
currently done for the MDOT highway and bridge program.

Although this analysis attempts to assess the benefits of tran-
sit in a comprehensive manner, it does not account for the
considerable additional benefits that can arise from rapid
transit investments in urban areas. Therefore, the results of
the model can be considered conservative. National models
have shown that a dollar invested in light rail or rapid tran-
sit can return up to $6 in economic benefits, including local
economic development around transit stops.

Rail Program Benefits

Michigan’s rail system has approximately 3.600 miles of
track, operated by 24 railroads. It carries about 19 percent of
the state’s freight tonnage. These commaodities totaled more
than §161 billion in 2012. Rail is particularly important for
the movement of heavy and bulky commaodities, as well as
hazardous materials.

Growing healthy rail corridors is good for Michigan's
economy, whether a corridor is specifically freight, passen-
ger, or both. For the federally designated Chicago-Detroit/
Pontiac accelerated rail corridor, MDOT will continue
to improve the 135 miles of state-owned track between
Kalamazoo and Dearborn. MDOT will have an opportunity
to encourage and expand economic development along this
corridor for both passenger and freight rail interests. In
addition, MDOT will work with the Michigan Economic
Development Corp., as well as the Michigan Department
of Agriculture and Rural Development, to provide support
to rail-reliant businesses throughout the state, most directly
by helping provide access to the system through the Freight
Economic Development Program.

Aviation Program Benefits

In order to maintain a competitive advantage in a global
economic environment, access to convenient and efficient
air travel is essential. While commercial airline services
are often the most recognizable facet of aviation, the fact is
that general aviation accounts for 97 percent of the nation’s
airports. These airports support a variety of aviation activi-
ties that employ thousands of people and create millions of
dollars in economic impact and benefit.

Aviation, both commercial and general, is big business in
Michigan.
« Aviation contributes more than $20 billion annually to
Michigan’s economy.

» Michigan airports serve more than 37 million passengers
each year.

« Michigan airports move more than 400 million pounds
of air cargo each year.

« Michigan is in the top 10 nationwide for the number of
registered business aircraft.
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MULTI-MODAL ECONOMIC BENEFITS

Businesses throughout the state
depend on airports for the
movement of goods and person-
nel. Benefits associated with air-
ports include direct and indirect
jobs, wages, and expenditures.
They also include the economic
ripple effects in the community,
enhancing economic activity far
from the airport itself. In a state
like Michigan, airports serve
a vital role in supporting rural
communities, particularly in the
Upper Peninsula.

Jf[

Economic benefits also include
expenditures made by those
transient passengers that use
the airport but spend money
throughout the region. Airports
also provide savings in time and
money as a result of the travel
efficiencies they create. In addi-
tion, economic benefits include
the intangible effect an airport
has on business decisions to
locate or remain in a specific
area. Finally, and somewhat
less tangible, are quality of life
benefits provided by an airport.
Examples include police and
firefighting support, search and
rescue, recreation, emergency
medical flights, on-demand
charter services, and flight in-
struction for future pilots.
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methods, efficiencies and inno-
vations will compliment efforts
to create jobs and align with Gov. Rick Snyder’s Regional
Prosperity Initiative (RPI) to support economic develop-
ment. This map shows a breakdown of investments based
on the new RPI Regions.

Whether through serving airline passengers at commercial
service airports, accommodating corporate aviation at

general aviation airports, or enhancing quality of life for
residents and businesses in Michigan, aviation remains one
of the key links to continued and future prosperity. Airports
are proven economic engines that promote growth and
vitality through the fostering of opportunities for future
economic development and the creation of jobs.
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2015 - 2019 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

RoAD AND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS

Regional Prosperity
Initiative

MDOT REGIONS AND STATE OF MICHIGAN

PROSPERITY REGIONS

In FY 2014, Gov. Snyders
Executive Budget recom-
mendations included the
Regional Prosperity Ini-
tiative (RPI}). a voluntary
competitive grant process
to encourage local, pri-
vate, public and nonprofit
partners a framework for
creating vibrant regional
economies. Michigan’s
existing state, regional
and local boundaries of-
ten had overlapping goals
and competing priorities.
RPI establishes a common
set of 10 RPI geographic
boundaries that all state
agencies will recognize
and use. This initiative is
intended to be a catalyst for
the development of a local
“economic vision” in the
10 RPI areas. All state
agencies can contribute
to implementing a vision
that is created locally, but
transportation infrastruc-
ture provides the core for
economic  opportunities
- making MDOT a signifi-
cant part of this initiative.

SUPERIOR REGION
& Vit UF Prospechy Msges
b Cantl LT Promparty Nagin
£ Luem P Promperly fagicn

NORTH REGION
D 2. Northwest Prosperity Risgion

D 1. Mortheast Prosperity Region

GRAND REGION

. Wimet Catral Prompecty Hegon
b W bbchega oty legon

EAY REGION

I:l B. Exst Michigan Prosperity Reglon

SOUTHWEST REGION
. B. Sowthwest Srospersy Region

UNIVERSITY REGION
I:l 7. Sowth Ceniral Frospersy Region

As part of the 2015-2019
Five-Year Transportation
Program, MDOT is tak-

METRD REGION
. 1L Defroit Metro Prospesity Reglon

1. Upper Fennisula Prosperity Alllance

4. West Michigan Frosperty Allance

|:| E. East Cantral Michigan Prosperty Region

I:l B. Sowrheast Michigan Prosperity Sagion

GRAND |

A£EEE-

SOUTHWEST UNIVERSITY

ing its first steps toward
implementing RPL. While
MDOT has operated with a seven-region system for many
years, these region boundaries have been realigned to better
incorporate the 10 RPI boundary structure. To find your
local RPL refer to the included map.

The MDOT Road and Bridge Project List, containing
planned projects for the 2015-2019 time frame, also are

89

subdivided by RPI boundaries. The chosen projects reflect
MDOT efforts to coordinate road and bridge work, pre-
serve the existing system, address safety needs and make
the most of anticipated revenues. For more information
about the RPL, go to www.michigan.gov/regionalprosperity.
To view MDOT project lists online on an interactive map go
to http{mdotnetpublic.state.mi.us/fyp/.
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2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BER PROJECT L

BAY REGION - EAST CENTRAL MICHIGAN FROSPERITY REGION
BRIDGE - REPLACEMENT AND REHABILATION

COUNTY ROILTE (D0 NAME] LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 5 | W6 | 2007 | D& | 019

ARENALC US-23 [E Huron Boad) WUE-23 ower AL GRES RIVER Owesrlzy - Desp niaz oM
BAY I-T5 US-10EB over I-75 Brickge Resplacerment nos
BAY I-75 US-10'WE and M-25 NB over |73 Brickge Replacerment
US-10 MIME MILE ROAD owver U510 Bridkge Replacerment
Us-10 U510 ower CHIPFEWA CREEK Brickge Replacerment
US-10 US-T0WE over US-127 Oweray - Desp
Us-10 US5-10'WE over M-115 Owesrlzy - Desp
Us-10 US-10EB over M-115 Owerlzy - Desp
U527 US-127 ME over TOWMLINE (REEK Owesrizy - Desp
Us-27 WU5-137 5B ower TOWNLIKE CREEK Owerlay - Desp
GLADWVIN M-10 M-20 over Mo Mame Drain Cuivert Replicement
GRATIOT M-57 [West Oeseland Road) W57 owver BRADLD DRAIN Cuivert Replcement
GRATIOT U5-137 U5-137 BR over L5127 Superstructure Repalr, Stesd
ISABELLA Us-137 BASELINE ROAD ower UIS-127 Owerlay - Desp

ABELLA Us-137 BEAL OOTY ROAD over US-127 Owerlay - Desp

EARHLA US-137 ROGEBUEH ROAD over U5-137 Oweslay - Epoxy

MIDLAND M- (East sabedl Road) W20 over TITABAWASSEE RIVER and CSX AR (Abandoned) | Bricoe Replacerment
SAGIMAN L5 75 M8 over KOCHMILLE DRAIN Deck Raplacement
SAGIAN 5 |75 5B ower KDCHVILLE DRAM Dieck Replacement
SAGBAN F% KNG ROAD ower 75 Bricige Replacerment
SAGIAN ] HESE ROAD ower 15 Brickge Replacemment
SAGBAN F% BAKER ROAD over 75 Bricge Replacerment
SAGIMAN ] M54 and M-23 ower |75 Substructure Bepalr
SAGIAN M-13 (East Road) W13 over FLINT RIVER Bricige Replacement
SAGBRAW M-13 (East Road) W13 ower BIRCH BUN DUTLET DRAIN Bricioe Replacement
SAGIMAW M-13 East Road) M-113 over KOEPRE DRAIN Bridge Remoral
SAGIMAN M-13 East Road) W13 over MILKS DRAIN Bricioe Replacement
SAGINAW M-13 Easl Road) M-13 over MESSNER DRAIN Culvert Replcement
SAGIMAN M-46 (Gratiot Road) M-46 BB over SWAN CREEK Owerlay - Desp 0334
SAGIRAW M-46 (Gratiot Road) M- WE over SINAN CREEK Owerlay - Shallow
SAGIRAW M-57 [East Broad Street) M-5T over SIAWASSEE RIVER Bricige Resplacement a1z [
SAGIMAN M-57 (West Broad Street) M-5T over BRANCH OF DEER CREEK Culvert Replcement nizi UK ]
SAGINAW M-81 [Easl Washingbon Road) M-E1 over WEAVER DRAIN Culvert Replacement 0ET CON
SAGIMANY M-33 (5 Main Strest) M-53 over CASS RVER Superstructure Repalr, Stesd 0271 COM
16636

REFAIR AND REBLNLD ROADS

COUNTY ROILITE (CDMMON NAME] LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LEMGTH | 2015 | 2006 | 2007 | 208
BAY L] COTTAGE GROVE ROAD TO LIWADOD ROAD Restoration and Rerabilitation 1801 CON
BA&Y LTS M-13 COMNECTOR TO BEAVER ROAD Restoration and Behabilitztion 4541
BAY M-13 [Bay Oty Foad) TIMWALKEE BRIDGE TO BAY CITY SOUTH OTY LIMITS Resuniace 6268 CON
BAY M-13 [Huron Road| MORTH STREET TO BAY/ARENAC COL Rasunizce 3335
CLARE Us-10 UE-127 TO LEATON ROAD Restoration and Rehabilitztion i
GRATIOT U5-137 'WASHINGTOM ROAD TOWAN BUIREN ROAD Resuniace 54092
GRATIOT Us-137 WAN BUREN ROAD TD BEGOLE BOAD Restoration and Behabliitztion El
ISABELLA Us-10 LEATON ROAD BRIDGE TO MIDLANDY Restoration and Refabilitation 5805
IEASELLA COUNTY LINE

2888

21g|22|212|22 2|22

EPE=~ Study/Envi | PE=Preliminary Engineering’Design ~ PE-B=Preliminary Engineering/Tesign for Bridges
UTL=Uhility work ~ ROW=Right of way'Real Estate  CON=Construction
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2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BRID PROJECT LISTS

BAY REGION - EAST CENTRAL MICHIGAN PROSPERITY REGION

COUMNTY

LOCATION

TYFE OF WORK

LENGTH

SAGINAW

H6 75 NORTH JURCTION TO SAGINARBAY COUNTY LINE

Recorstnuction

0538

SAGINAW

DIXE HIGHWAY TO HESS

Major Widening

765

W86 (Gratiot Road)

'WEST LIMITS OF MERRILL TD ERENNAN ROAD

Resurface

4T85

SACINAW

M-8 [Gratiot Road)

BREMMAN ROAD TO M-52

Besurface

5875

CON

SAGINAN

W57 W Brady Road)

AGINAKIGRATIOT COUNTY LIME TO M-52

Restoration and Renzbilltation

10054

(oW

US-127, 169 to

ITHACA

5904

COUMNTY

ROUTE pCOMMON NAME)

LOCATION

TYFE OF WORK

LENGTH

25

Wé

m7

HNE

119

GRATIOT

U5-137

GRATIOT COUMTY LINE MORTH TO BAGLEY ROAD

MEW ROUITES

355

=0

0
103

CDUNTY

BAY REGION - EAST MICHKGAN PROSPERITY REG

- REPLACEMENT AND REHABILATION

ROUTE (COMMON NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

LEWGTH

7

IGENESEE

475 ower ATHERTON ROAD

Overlay - Epaxy

DN

\GENESEE

A TS over LEFT-TURM LANE NO. 3

Substnicture Repsr

(0N

IGENESEE

LAPEER ROAD over H58

Dk Replacement

CON

GEMESEE

L0 ER ower HAAMMERSERG BOAD

‘Wiiden - Maint | anes

IGEMESEE

H9'WE over HAMMERBERG ROAD

‘iWiden - Malnk Lanes

GEMESEE

W15 (Slate Road)

M-15 ower PADDISON 00 DRAIN

Cutvert Replacement

LAPEER

&9

LAKE NEFESSING BOWD oer &9

Dk Replarement

SAMILAC

W25 (Lakeshore Road)

M-25 over MILL CREEK

Eridge Replacement

SAMILAC

M-85 (West Sainilac Boad)

M-A6 over MIDDLE BRANCH OF CASS RIVER

Cuhwert R plaesment

SAMILAC

and M-13

M-53 oves S0UTH BRARCH CASS RIVER

Crverlay - Deep

SAMILAC

and M-15

M-19 owes SOUTH FORK CASS RIVER

Orierlay - Shaliow

SAMILAC

in
Ko |1 | 2

un [in

and #-12

M-53 over Gresnman Creek

Crverlay - Shaliow

SAMILAC

L
ot
L
ot

&

0 (East Peck Road)

M-50 over POTTS DRAN

Dieck Replarement

CON

ST.OLAR

L5 EB ower PINE RIVER

Crvarlay - Deap

CON

ST.OAR

HE5 over RILE'Y-WALES DRAIN

Cutvert Replacement

CON

ST.OLAR

HE5 BB over BURT DRAIN

Cuivert Replacement

CON

ST.OLAR

HES WE ower BURT DRAIN

Culvert Replacement

CON

ST.OLAR

BARTH ROAD (TAYLOS) over HS

Superstnucture Replcement

CON

ST.CLAR

]
&3
&9
&9
&9

=
o)

M-25 over HOWE DRAIN

Sperstnucture Replacement

I:.' E-l

CON

CDUMNTY

ROUTE pCOMBION MAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

LENGTH

m7

REFAIR AND REBUILD ROADS

\GENESEE

475

SAGIMAN STREET TD CLIOD ROAD

Restoration and Renahillation

IGENESEE

475

CARPENTER ROAD TO SAGINAW STREET

1400

O

Restorztion and Rehail lation

.78

GENESEE

7]

BALLENGER HIGEMWEY TO FENTON ROAD

Recorstnucion

1 556

\GEMESEE

W15 (Slate Road)

LEMINGTON STREET TO FLINT STREET

Recorstnuction

GEMESEE

W54 [Dort Highway)

CDLDWATER ROAD TD MT. MORRIS ROAD

Resurface

SAMILAC

WHS6 and M-25

W46, WHITHEY DRIVE TO M-25, M-25,
CARWDOD BOLLEVARD TO HURDN STREET

ReConsinuction

SLOAR

)

TAYLOR ROAD TOWALES CENTER - EB ONLY

ReConstnuction

STOAR

58

'WALES CENTER BOAD TO M-19 [EB ONLY)

Recorstnuction

SLOAR

M-20

GREEN STREET/MAIN STREET TO PALMS ROAD

Reconstnuction

TUSCOLA

W25 (Bay Oty Forestile Boad)

BAY PARK ROAD TO THE HURDH COUNTY LINE

Resurface

TUSCOLA

W46 (Sanilac Boad)

VASSAR ROAD TO SHERIDWHN ROAD

Resurface

BLUE WATER BRIDGE PLAZA AND 1-94 /169 AT THE BLACK RIVER BRIDGE, PORT HUROW

CDUMNTY

ROUTE pCOMMON MAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

M5

STOAR

Fa41ED

3465 FREEWRY

WELCOME CENTER O
RELOCATED ROUTE

oM

STOAR Fa41ED ALONG'WE F34H69, NEW PORT HURON WELCOME CENTER | | WENGH STATION ON o CON

RELOCATED ROUTE

FPE= Study'Environmental PE=Preliminary EngineeringTesign PE-B=Preliminary Enginesring/Tresagn for Bridges
UTL=Utilitywork — ROW=Right of way/Real Estale  CON=Construction
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GRAND REGION
e~ =

ROUTE (COMMON NAME)

LIOCATHON

H%6

196'WE ower GRAND BIVER, U5-131, LOCAL STREETS

(Overtay - Deep

ROUTE (COMMON NAME)

BRIDGE - REPLACEMENT AND REHABILATION
COUNTY

LIOCATHON

TYPE OF WORK

EENT

H15%6

F196 M-21 WS over PLYMOUTH ROAD

Eridge Replacement

H%6

196 WE RAMP TO M-11 over 196 EB

(Overlay - Deep

H156 [Gerald R Ford Freeway)

F196 EB over M43 WE RAMPTO 156 WE

Oweriay - Shallow

196 ANDUS-31 M8

196 zind U5-31 NE over OLD ALLEGAN ROAD

Civertay - Despy

156 ANDUS-31 5B

F196 aind U5-31 58 oer OLD ALLEGAN ROAD

Civeriay - Deep

196 AND UE-31 5B

F196AUE-31 58 over KUIPERS DRAIN

‘Culvert Replacement

HIS%GEL

F196 BL BB over BRANCH OF BLACK RWVER

(Crverlzy - Deepy

HIS6EL

156 BL W ower BRAMCH OF ELACK RIVER

Cverlay - Deep

HIS%GER

F196 B8 over M-AS

(Crerlay - Shaliow

=]

CUTLER ROAD orver |96

Eridge Replacement

36

W56 ME over |86

(Crerlay - Shaliow

=]

M-66 58 over 96

Crwerlzy - Shaliow

=]

CHENE' AVENUE oner 96

Deck Replamement

(=

CASCADE ROAD ower 196

36

MORSE LAKE AVENLE over |-56

Brid et
(Orwerlzy - Shaliow

=21

M-21 over GTW RE

|Superstructure Replacement

| -6

M6 ower QUAKER BROCK

Erid Emenit

M-BY

M-B9 over EALAMAZOO RIVER OWVERFLOW

Superstructure Replacement

U5-131

M-227 ower U5-131

Bridge Replecement

U5-131

F156 BS [FRANKLIM) over LIS-131, 156 B5 and CSX AR

Substruciure Repiacement

Us-131

L5-131 BAMP B M-21 ower WACANT LANID

U5-131

substruciure Patching

U5-131 RAMP A M-21 over VACANT LAND

Substruciure Fabching

US-131HE

US-131 ME over WHITE CREEK AVENLE

Owerlay - Deep

U5-131 58

W5-131 5B ower WHITE (REEK AVEMLUIE

[Drvertzy - Deen

us-31

PONTALUNA BOAD owver US-31

Craeerlzy - Shallow

U5-31

U5-31 ower BARRMAN DRAIN

Cuivert Replacement

us-31

US-31 M2 over BLATK RIVER

Dvestay -Deeo

Us5-31

W5-31 5B over BLACK RVER

[rverzy - Deen

U5-31

Wr5-31 ovwer 196 BL

Oreerizy - Deen

U5-31 BR [Poili Road)

Ur5-31 BR POLK ROAD] owesr RUSSELL CREEK

Cuvert Replacement

EPE= Study/Envi | PE=Preli

F anary Engineering
UTL-Utility work ~ ROW=Right of

way Real Estate  CON=Construction

{Desizn  PE-B=Prelimimary Engineering Tesign for Bridges
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2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS

GRAND REGION - WEST MICHIGAN PROSPERITY ALLIANCE

COUNTY

ROUTE (CDMS0N NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

ALLEGAN

58 DMLY, 130TH AVENUE BOETH TO UE-31

Recorstniction

KENT

-196 (Gerald B Ford Freeway)

FULLER AWENLE TO |-56

Recorstniction

KENT

-196 (Gerald B Ford Freeway)

F196 [E2) over Pymouth Avenue

OTTAWA

HIBEWE

Eridge Replamement

AIND AVEMLE EAST TO OTTAWASENT COUNTY LINE

Raistnicion

OTTAWA

196 WE

AIND AVEMLIE EAST TO OTTAWAKENT COUMNTY LINE

Malntenance of Tramc

KENT

)

'WEST RIVER DRIVE TO THE GRAND RVER

Reconstnection

KENT

B

HAYES STREET TO'WILSDN AVENLIE

Rsuniae

MUSEEGON

M1210 [Hofion Boad)

'WHITEHALL ROAD EAST T MID-MICHIGAN RR

Restoration and Rerablitztion

MLUSSEGON

M-120 (Holton Road)

MID-MICHIGAN REEAST TO GETTY STREET

Ristoration and Renabilitztion

KENT

21 [Malin Strest)

WALLEY VISTA DRIVE EAST TO KENTAONIA COUNTY LINE

Resurize

NEWAYGD

W37 [Mapie Strest)

COMMERCE STREET TO STATE STREET

REsunaE

NEWAYGD

WH-B2 (5 JUNCTION] MOBTH TO THE MUSKEGON RIVER

Resuriace

ALLEGAN

FROM 134TH AVENLIE TO REMINK ROAD

Reconstnuction

ALLEGAN

N0

FROM CABLL DAIVE TO WORTH OF 33ND STREET

Tiraific Dperations of Salety Work

KENT

W4 [Beiding Road]

'WOLVERME BOULEVARD EAST TO BLARELY DRIVE

Reconstruction

MONTCALM

M-AE
(aowzrd CIty - Edmare Road)

W66 TID SECDMID STREET

Restoration and Refabilitation

IOHIA

WHiG [State Road

BARRYICMIA COUNTY LINE HORTH TO PORTLAND ROAD

Restoration and Rerabilitation

KENT

Us-131

10 MILE FDAD TID M-46 [5 JUBCTION)

Malntenzance of TaMc

KENT

Us-131

KEMT SOUTH COUNTY LINETO 76TH STREET

Malntenance of TraMc

OSCEQLA

Us-131

SOUTH OF US-10 INTERCHANGE T HORTH OF US-10

Rastoration and Rernabilitation

OSCEOLA

Us-131

SOUTH COUNTY LIME TOWSOUTH OF LIS-10

Rastoration and Renabilitation

ALLEGAN

US-131NE

FROM! G RIVER BRIDGE [BOZ) MOATH TO 110TH AVENLE

Restaration and Rerabilitation

KENT

US-131 NE

10 MILE RIDAD) TID M-46 [5 JUBICTIOM)

Recorstnection

MECDSTA

US-131 NE

& MILE ROAD MORTH TO 13 MILE ROAD

Rstoration and Renabilitation

KENT

US-13158

10 MILE ROAD TO M-AE

Raronstnicion

MASON

Us-31

LE-10TO 0.6 MILES N OF NOATH MASON COUNTY LIKE

Rstoration and Rernabilitztion

OCEANA

Us-31

FRUIMVALE ROAD NOATHTOWINSTON ROAD

RasunizE

OTTAWA

us-31

ETH STREET TO LAXEWNDOD BOULEVARD

Reronstuction

OTTAWA

us-31

LAKEWDOD BOULEVARD TD QUINCY STREET

Major ‘Widening

MLUSEEGON

US-31 BR [Colby Sireat)

HALL STREET TO THE WHITE BIVER

Resurize

MUSEEGON

US-31 BR [Seaway Dive)

UE-31 NORTH TO SHORELINE DRIVE

Rsuriace

MUSEEGON

US-31 BR [Seaway Dinve)

UE-11 BR over LITTLE BLACK CREEX

Oraerlay - Epouy

CAPACITY IM

US-31, HOLLAND TO GRAND HAVEN

COUNTY

ROUTE (CDNIION NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WiDRK

OTTAMA

us-a1

LAKEWOOD BOULEVARD MORTH TO QUINCY STREET

RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LAMNE(S)
OMER QL5-MILE LONG

OTTAMA

us-a1

LAKEWOOD BOULEVARD MORTH TO QUINCY STREET

RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S)
ONER 0.5-MILE LOMG

OTTA#A

us-31

LAKEWDOD BOULEVARD MORTH TO QUINCY STREET

MAINTEMANCE OF TRAFFIC

5796

US-31, HOLLAND TO GRAND HAVEN

COUNTY

ROUTE (CDMS0N NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WiDRK

OTTAMA

o6

CWER ABANDONED GTW RR

BRIDGE REMICWAL

OTTAMA

96

ATM-231

NEW STRUCTURE - EXISTIMG
ROUTE

OTTAMA

104 [Clevelana Street)

124TH AVENUE TO 196 (EB]

RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LAMNE(S]
ONER L5-MILE LOMG

OTTAMA

M-S TO LITTLE ROBINGON (REEK

NEW ROUTES

OTTAMA

M-S TO LITTLE ROBINGON (REEK

NEW ROUTES

OTTA#A

OVER THE GRAND RIVER (RIVER SPAN)

NEW STRUCTURE ON NEW ROUTE

OTTAMA

OVER THE GRAND RIVER (APPROACH SPANS)

NEW STRUCTLRE OH NEW ROUTE

OTTAWA

THE GRAKD RIVER MORTH TD M-104

NEW ROUTES

OTTAWA

ThE GRAWD RIVER MORTH TO M-104

NEW BOUTES

OTTAWA

OVER LEONARD STREET

NEW STRUCTURE DN NEW ROUTE

OTTAWA

OWER RICH STREET

NEW STRUCTURE DN NEW ROUTE

OTTAWA

CWER BLICHAMAN STREET

NEW STRUCTUEE DN NEW ROUTE

OTTAWA

OVER SLEEFER STREET

NEW STRUCTURE OH NEW ROUTE

EPE= Study/Emrironmental

PE=Preliminary Engineering Tesign
ROW = Right of way/Real Estate

UTL=Lrility work
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PE-B=Preliminary Engineering Thesign fior Bridges
CON=Construction
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2015 - 2019 RO

METRO REGION

AND BR

PROJECT LISTS

TYPE OF WORK

PLATA OWER 656, SOUTHFELD

Dwzln System Oean'Renalr

PLAZA OWER HE96, IN DAK PARK

Dain System OeanReqair

PLAZA & COHURCH STREET OVER 656 IN DAK PARK

Diain System Ceansemair

FT5

175 over ROUGE RIVER, DEARBORN STREET and RR

Dt Beplacement

0N

2]

175 NE OFF RAMP Ower ROUGE BIVER, RE, MAINT ROAD

Deect Repiarement

0N

(2]

1-75 5B D RAMIP over ROUGE RIVER and PLEASANT STREET

Dk Replacement

o, |

75

|75 owerr FORT STREET

Dieck Repilacement

(0N

=]

EVERGREEM ROAD over |06 and C5X B2

Overiay - Deap

CON

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

LENGTH

5

é

BRIDGE - REPLACEMENT AND REHABILATION

M7

e

MACDMB M-53

M-53 3B over CLINTON RVER

Overiay - Deep

MACDME M52

M-53 BB over CLINTON BEVER

Overlay - Shallow

QAKLAND Hi%

LG9 over |96 and 275

Crvertay - Deep

DAKLAND 75

JOHM R 5B TURNARCUND RAMF over |-75

Supersmucie Repar, steel

DAKLAND |WA-5

196 BL (GRAND RIVER) over M5

Cverky -Dep

QAKLAND M5

DRASE ROAD over M-5

Deeck Palching

DAKLAND TROAWBRIDGE ROAD

TROWBRIDGE ROAD over GTW RAILROAD

Superstructure Repelr, Coneebs

WATNE 175

275 58 over (S RR

Substructure Repar

WAYNE LITS

F2T558 over M-14

Substructure Replacement

WATNE 5

75 East-Horth RAMP oer M-10

Dieck Repilacement

WATNE (23

94 Wiest-50u th Ramp over |-75 and Ramip

WATNE 75

Superstnucture Repar, Sheal

75 SOUTH-WEST RAMP over MOBTH SERVICE ROAD

Supersmuctuse Aepalr, steal

WATNE 5

75 NB owar ALLEN ROAD

SupersinCiure Aepar, steel

(23

75 5B over ALLEN ROAD

Superstncture REpar, Sheal

75 [U5-24 Connecion)

175 5B over US-24 (COMMECTOR

Deec RepiaEment

75 [UE-24 Connedcion)

75 NB ower EUREKA ROAD

Deck Replamesment

75 [UE-24 Connecion

75 58 over EURECA ROAD

Deck Replacement

E75 [L5-24 Connecton

75 WB owes BIOETH LINE ROAD

Drack Bl acement

75 [LE-24 Connecion

75 58 ower MIORTH LINE ROAD

Deck Replacement

C5 B oweer |54

Substructure Repalr

COMWRAIL BR over |-04

Substructure Regalr

GI'W and COMARIL RE over |54

Painting Compiete

F34 W ower WAYNE ROAD

Substructure Regair

04 WE ower ECORSE ROAD

Eridge Replacerment

54 ES RAMP TO M-10 oer 204 WE and M-10 58

Orgeerlay - Shallow

TRUMELILL AWENUE ower 34, Wizyne Counky

Bridge Replacement

(CHEREYL AWM PECESTRIAN STRUCTUIRE oves 56

Dok Rapl e ent

EAILROAD FEDESTRIAN WALE over M-10

Bricge Remaoval

Superstructure REplcement

Eridge Replacement

Bricge Aeplacement

1] ure Repalr, Stesd

0 -3 [Gratiot Avenu -3 ME Connector over |75 and F3T5
3 M-1 [Gratiot Awenue) M3 5B Connechor ower 73 and 375

Superstructure Rear, Stesl

SAWNER AVENUE WALKDOVER over M-30

Eridge Aeplacerment

M-19
M-39

TOURNIER AVENUE WALKOWER ower M-39

Bridge Replacement

(CATHEDAAL AVENILIE WALKDVER ower M-35

Eridge Replacement

M-19
M-19

WASSAR AVENLIEWALEOWER over M-19

Bricige Aeplacement

J-3%

GLEMDALE WAL KOVER Crver W39

Brickge Replacement

EPE= Study/Environmental ~ PE=Preliminary Engincering/Design =~ PE-B=Preliminary Engineering Tesign for Bridges
UTL=Utility work ~ ROW=Right of way'Real Estate  CON=Construction
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2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS

BRIDGE - REFLACEMENT AND REHABILATION continued

EOIUTE [COWAAON NANE]

LOCATION

TYPE OF WOEK

W39

(C5X BR owver M-39

Fainting Complete

ME

SB OAKLAND AVENUE orver M-8, D#VISOM FREEWAY

Dk Replatement

M

ME DARLAND AVENLE ower M-8, DAVISON FREEWAY

Painting Complete

M-E EAST-SDLITH RAND

MA-B E251-South Ramp over GTW BB

Orveriay - Desp

M-E5

MBS ower Michioan Central BR (Abandoned)

Eridge Remawal

M-E5

MBS NB over MARSH CREEK

Eridge Replacement

M-E5

MBS 5B over MUARSH CREEK

Crieriay - Shallow

M-E5

MBS NB ower FRANE and POET DRAIN

Oweriay - Shallow

M-E5

MBS 58 over FRANK and POET DRAIN

Oweriay - Shallow

5 FTSWARREN RAMP

-75 58 EXIT RAME ower |75 B and WE TO 58 TURN
ROADWHY

Deck Replacement

o

WATHE U5-24 (Tedeqraph Road)

W5-24 HE over FRANK 2nd POET DRARN

Ericige Replcement

REFAIR AND REBUILD ROADS
COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON MANE]

LOCATION

006

TYPE OF WDRK

18.124

LEMGTH | 20015 | 2006

0E | W9

MACOME W53 [Wan Dyke Road)

15 MILE ROAD TO 15 MILE ROAD

Reconstruction

A344) CON

MACOME M55 [Hall Road)

W53 TOHAYES ROAD

Feconstruction

1807

OAELAND H6

FROM NOATH OF 5 MILE ROAD TO H5961-56 INTERCHANGE

Resuniace

12954

O] ANID M-24

HARMON ROAD TO GOLDENGATE AVENUE

Resuriace

4589

WATHE |-T5 (Waiter P Chirysler Freeway)

M OF CANRELD STREET TS OF PAQUETTE STREET

Resuniace

0599

WAYNE M-14 01D

MEWEURGH ROAD TD MARKET STREET

Reronstruction

(ELH

24426

NEW INTERNATIONAL TRADE CROSSING (NITC)

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMOMN NAME]

LOCATION

TYPEOF WORK

LENGTH

m7

WAYHE 5 (NITC)

AT 75 ANID TO THE NITC

NEW ROUTES

L¥55

WATHE 5 (NITC)

AT 75 ANIDTO THE NITC

NEW ROUTES

OH

WAYHE 3 (NITC)

AT 75 ANIDTO THE NITC

NEW ROUTES

FiOW

WAYNE 5 (NITC)

AT 75 ANIDTO THE NITC

NEW ROUTES

PE

WAYHE 3 (NITC)

AT 75 ANIDTO THE NITC

NEW ROUTES

LUmL

TRUNKLINE MODERNIZATION
I-75, FROM M-59 TO 8 MILE ROAD

COUNTY ROUTE [COMMOMN NAME]

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

CRELAND -T5

FROM! NOATH OF COOLIDGE ROADTD S0UTH BOULEVARD

RECOIMETRUMCT AND ADD LANE{S)
OWVER 0.5-MILE LOMG

CAELAND

FROM NOATH OF COOLIDGE ROADTOS0UTH BOULEVARD

RECOIMETRUCT AND) ADD LANE(S)
OVER 0.5-MILE LOMG

ORI AND

FROM B MILE TO M55, QAKLAND COLMTY

PROJECT MAMAGEMENT
CONTRACT

O] ANID

FROM B MILE TO M55 QAKLAND COLMTY

REAL ESTATE ACTIVITIES

CRELAND

FROM NOATH OF WATTLES ROAD TO RORTH OF COOLIDGE
ROAD

MAJCR REHABILITATION

CAELAND

FROM NOATH OF WATTLES ROAD TO RORTH OF CDOLIDGE
ROAD

MAJOR REHABILITATION

PE

OVl ANID -T5

FROM NORTH OF 146596 TO SOUTH OF 12 MILE

MAJOR REHABILITATION

PE

TRUNKLINE MODERNIZATION

194, 1-96 TO EAST OF CONNER AVENUE IN DE TRONT

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMOMN NAME]

LOCATION

WATHE -3 (Ford Freeway]

'WAN DYKE (W-53) OVER 34 IN THE OTY OF DETROIMT

WATNE (Ford Freeway]

'WAN DYKE (M-53) OVER |-34 IN THE OTY OF DETROM

FEPLACEMBNT

WAYHE (Fond Freewsy

M3 OVER H34, WAYNE COUNTY

EEPLACEMENT

WAYHE (Ford Freeway

-3 OVER o4, WEYNE COUNTY

REPLACEMENT

WAYHE

(CHEME STREET OWER -84, WAYNE COUNTY

EEPLACEMENT

WAYNE

(CHEME STREET OWER 04, WAYNE COUNTY

EEPLACEMENT

WAYHE 154

(CHEME STREET OWER 94 WAYNE COUNTY

EEPLACEMENT

WAYHE 134 [Ford Freesway)

SECOND AVENLIE OVER 34, WRYNE COUNTY

REPLACEMENT

SECOND AVENLIE OVER 94 WAYNE COUNTY

EEPLACEMENT

154 [Ford Freeway]
134 [Ford Fresway]

SECOND AVENLIE OVER 34, WRYNE COUNTY

FEPLACEMENT

SECOND AVENLIE OVER 54, WAYNE COUNTY

BRIDGCE FEPLACEMENT

154 (Fond Fressway|
1-54 (Fond Freeway]

SECOND AVENLIE OVER o4 WAYNE COLINTY

BRIDGE BEPLACEMENT

(CADILLAC AVEMUE, DETRONT, WAYHE COUNTY

FEPLACEMENT

1-94 (Ford Fresway]

(CADILLAC AVEMLIE, DETRONT, WAYHE COUNTY

BRIDGE BEPLACEMENT

EPE= Study Emvironmental

PE=Preliminary Engineering Tesign
UTL=tifity wark

ROW-Right of way/Real Estate

PE-B=Preliminary Engineering/[esign for Bridges

CON=Construction
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2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJE LISTS

TRUNKLINE MODERNIZATION - confinued
104, |96 TOEAST OF COMNER AVENUE IN DETROIT

(COUNTY ROUTE [COMBMON MAME) LOCATION TYPE OF WORK
'WATHE Had [Ford Freeway) CADILLAC AVENLE, DETROIT, WAYKE COUMNTY ERIDGE REPLACEMENT
WHNE a4 Ford Fresway) CADILLAC AVENLE DVER |94, WAYME COUMTY ERIDGE REPLACE!
'WATHE H3 [Ford Freeway) CADILLAC AVENLE, DETROIT, WAYKE COUMNTY ERIDGE REPLACEM!
WHNE =] FRENCH RD OWER 04 WAFNE COUNTY BRIDGE REPLACE!
'WATHE (s FRENCH RD OWER 54, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REPLACH
WHTHE (=2} FEENCH D OWER F84, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REPLACH
'WATHE s FRENCH ROAD OVER H4 BRIDGE REFLACH
WATHE (=2} FEENCH D OWER F84, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACEW
WATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) CONCORD AVENLE OVER 154, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACH
WATHE F34 [Ford Freeway) CDONCORD AVENLE OVER |54, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACH
WENE H4 [Foed Fresway) CONODED AVENLE DIVER |54, WAYME COLMTY BRIDGE REFLACEM,
WATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) CONCORD AVENLE OVER |54, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACH
WENE (=] MOUNT ELLIOT STREET OVER, 54, WAYNE COUMTY BRIDGE REFLACE!
WATHE (s MOUNT ELLIOT STREET OVER |54, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACH
WEYNE =] MOUNT ELLIOT STREET OWER |04 WAYNE COUMTY BRIDGE REPLACE!
WATHE (s MOUNT ELLIOT STREET OWER |-54, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACEMENT
WATHE (=2} MOUNT ELLIOT STREET OWER |54, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACH
WATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) CASS AVENUE. DETROIT, WAYNE 0O BRIDGE REFLACH
WATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) CASS AVENLE, DETROIT, WAYNE 00U BRIDGE REFLACEMENT
HATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) CASS AVENUE. DETROIT WAYNE 00
WATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) CASS AVENUE OWVER 194, WRYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACEMENT

WENE H54 [Foed Fresway) CASS AVEMLIE, DETRONT, WAYNE COUNTY BRIDGE REFLACEMENT

WATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) BRUISH STREET OVER 94, WAYNE COUMTY BRIDGE REFLACEMENT

WENE 4 [Foed Freeway) BRLISH STREET OWER |54, WIRYME COUMTY BRIDGE REFLACEMENT

WATHE H34 [Ford Freeway) BRUISH STREET OVER 94, WAYNE COUMTY BRIDGE REFLACEMENT

WEYNE -4 [Ford Ereeway! BRLISH STREET OVER |94 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

HATHE -84 [Ford Freeway) BALISH STREET OVER |94, WAYNE COUMTY BRIDGE REFLACEMENT

WEYNE -04 [Ford Freeway) NORTHEAST QUADRANT OF 1-04 AND |75 REAL ESTATE ACTIVITES

HATHE -84 [Ford Fresway) NOATHEAST DUADRANT OF I1-94 AND |75 REAL ESTATE ACTIVITEES

WATHE -84 [Ford Fresway) F26 TOCONNER AVENLIE, WAYNE COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT
CONTRACT

HATHE -84 [Ford Fresway) FROM |96 TO EAST OF COMMNER AVENUE REAL ESTATE ACTIVITIES

WATNE -84 [Ford Fresway) FROM OONNER AVEMLUE TO CHENE STREET RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S)
ONER 0.5-MILE LONG

WATNE -84 [Ford Freeway) FROM OONNER AVEMLUE TO CHENE STREET RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S)
ONER 0.5-MILE LONG

WEYNE 24 [Ford Freeway) FROM COMMER AVENUE T CHEME STREET RECOMSTRUCT AMD} ADD LANETS
ONER O.5-MILE LONG

WATHE W1 (Winodward Avenue] M-1 (WODDWARD AVENUIE) OVER -4 BRIDGE REFLACEMENT

EPE= Study/Environmental ~ PE=Preliminary Engineering/Design =~ PE-B=Prediminary Engineering Tesign for Rridges
UTL=Uhility work ~ ROW=Right of way'Real Estate  CON=-Construction
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2015 -2019 R

ND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS

NORTH REGION - RORTHEAST PROSPERITY REGION

BRIDGE - Bia BRIDGE
COUNTY

ROUTE [OOMMON NAME)

LEMGTH

N5 2017

CHEBCWGAN U523

| US-23 crver CHEROYGAN RIVER

| Superstructure Begalr, Stesd

noar

[ cow |

BRIDGE - REFLACEMENT AND REHABILATION

COUNTY

ROUTE [COMMON NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

o7

LEMGTH

CHEBOWGAN k5

75 58 ower M-37

Bringe Bzier Aailing Repiace

0369

CHEBOWGAN ]

75 N8 owver M-27

Briige Bamier Rzlling Replace

CHEBOWGAN U523

US-23 ower LITTLE BLATK RIVIR

Bringe AEnbcemant

naze

CRAWEORD M-

75 BL M-T2 ower ALl SABLE RIVER

Briige Barmier Rzlling Replace

013z

ROSCOMMON 5

M-12 over |75

Owerlay - Desp

036

ROSCOMMON M-18

W18 over BACKLIS CREEK

CQuivert Replacement

1145

REPAIR AND R
COUMTY

UILD ROADS

ROUTE [OOMMON NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

3381

LEMGTH

CHEBOWGAN M-33

FROM M-27 TD LOMG LAKE ROAD

FRestoration and Reha bilitatkon

6258

CRAWFORD M-12

EALEASKA COLINTY LINE TO M-93 INTERSECTION

Restoration and Rehabiitztion

G048

10500

WU5-23 Hunon Road)

THMAS BEACH ROAD TO KIRELAND DRIVE

Reconstruction

5626

MONTMORENCY | M-12

JEROME STREET TO HAMAS ROAD

Restoration and Behabiittion

1381

DGEMAW 15 KB

FROM DGEMAW COUNTY LINE NOATHERLY TO CDOK ROAD

Restoration and Rehabilitation

6487

OSCO0A M-13

ROPES ROAD T EAST OF THE M-T3M-72 JICT

Restoration and Behabiitation

£719

ROSCOMMON 5137

W55 TO MUSKEGON RIVER BRIDGE

Restoration and Rehabilitation

5191

202

NORTH REGION - NORTHWEST PROSPERITY REGION

EBRIDGE - BiG BRIDGE
COUNTY

ROUTE [OOMMON NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

LEMGTH

N5 | 2006 | 2007

2018

e

CHARLEWDIK  [us-3n

| US-31 cower [SLAND LAKE OUTLET

| superstructure Remalr, Stest

no7z

| cow |

ERIDGE - REPLACEMENT AND REHABILATION

COUMTY

ROUTE [COMMON MAME)

LOCATION

007z

LEMGTH

GRAND: TRAVERSE | U5-31

US-31 ower BOARDMAN RIVER

0an

REPAIR AND R
COUNTY

UILD ROADS

ROUTE [OOMMON NAME)

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

0Ln

LEMGTH

ANTRIM L5131

ROBTH JUNCTION OF M-32 TO THUME LAKE ROAD

Feconstrsction

TE47

BEMZE M-115

FROM US-31 WEST APPRON. 2.4 MILES

Reconstruction

1381

BEMTE M-115

RO BRIDGE STREET EAST 4 MILES

Restoration and Reha biltation

4109

EMIMET U531

ROM DOUGLAS LAKE ROAD TO E LEVERING ROAD

Restoration and Rehabilitation

419

EMIMET U531

FROM LIBERTY STREET TO ROSEDALE AVENLIE

Reconstruction

1333

EMMET

U5-31 [Crareyoly Avenue)

CAMP DAGGETT ROADTOUS-13

Restoration and Rehabiitztion

4189

GRAND THAVERSE [M-113

M OF M-186 SOUTHTO LI5-131

Restoration and Rehabilitatkon

50BE

GRANMD TRAVERSE | LIS-31

3 MILE ROAD TD HOLIDAY HILLS ROAD

Reconstrsction

1555

KALKASKA M-

GRAND TRAVERSE COUMTY LINE EAST TD KALKASKA ROAD

Restoration and Rehabilitation

1731

MESALIKEE M-GE/SE

JENMIMGS BOADTD 15T STREET

Reconstrction

LGER

'WEXFDRD U5-131 OLD

M OF US-131 5 CROSSMNG TO M2

Reconstruction

5463

SLER

EPE= Study/ Emvironmental

UTL=Urikity work

PE=Preliminary Engineering Tesign
ROW=Right of way/Real Estate

PE-B=Preliminary Engineering/esign for Bridges

CON=Construction
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SOUTHWEST REGION

ROUTE [(COMMON NAME]

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

196

WHED over 1196

Bricige Aeplacement

134

\COUMNTY LINE FOAD over 5

Dverlay - Shal low

7]

CARMODY BOAD ovwer H94

Overlay - Shallow

134

EMPIRE ROAD over |-54

Dverlay - Shal low

]

LARCETE ROAD over 104

Overlay - Desp

£

KRUGER ROAD over 54

Dverlay - Desp

]

LARESIDE ROAD ower |04

Overlay - Desp

154 EB AND'WE

1-54 EB ower PLIETZ ROAD

Dverlay - Desp

54 EB AND'WS

1-54WS over PLIETZ ROAD

Suistructhure Repale

154 EB AND'WE

1-94 EB ower C5X AR Spur [Abandoned)

Dverlay - Desp

154 EB AND'WE

1-54 WE ower TS RR Spur (Abandoned)

Dveriay - Desp

Us13

U5-12 over MICHIGAN SOUTHERN RR

Dringe Begiacement

Us-12

US-12 over SWAN (REEK

Bricige Replacement

69

L DRIVE MIOETH ower B3

Dveriay -Desp

]

COR% STREET ower |-04

Hridige Bemoval

154

54 oer EAST MICHIGAN AWENLUIE [40TH STREET]

Bridoe Bepiacement

us-131

U5-131 B over AMTRAK 2nd KL AVENLE

Deck Replacement

U5-131

U5-131 58 over AMTRAK and KL AVENLE

Deck Replacement

M-86

M-56 ower PRAJIRIE RIVER

Dridge Beplacement

BLUIE STAR HIGHWAY

BLUE STAR HIGHWAY over BLACK RIVER

a4

Supersinycture Replacement

G4TH 5T [CREET) over H3d

Overlay - Srallow

a4

62ND STREET owver Had

Overlay - Shallow

a4

SN0 STREET [CR 365 over |-54

Overlay - Shallow

a4

SOTH STREET ower |54

Overlay - Srallow

a4

154 EB oar EAST BRAMCH OF PAW PAW RIVER

Supersinuchre Replacement

Fad

|54 WE ower EAST BRANCH OF PAW FAW RIVER

Superstruchre Replacement

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

54 TO MORTH OF M-63 [EXIT 7)

Resurtace

FED) ARRIOW HIGHMWAY (EXIT 16) TO 54 BL (EXIT 33)

Resurface

FED) ARRIOM HEGEMAY (EXIT 16 TO 54 BL (EXIT 33)

Resurface

ST, JOSEFH COUNTY LINE TO CALHOUS COUNTY LINE

Resurface

17 1/2T0 21 172 MILE ROAD

Resurface

1-54 EB ower RICE CREEK

Healer Saaiar

1-54 W2 over RICE CREEK

Healer Saaler

29 MILE ROADVC]L ARK STREET T 94

Resurface

WEST OF H58 TO EAST OF SYCAMORE STREET

Resstoration and Rehabiltation

M-311 (11 Wil Boad)

M0 TO 54 BL

Resstoration and Rehabiltation

M-59 [Superion Street)

ASH STREET T WIKE STREETALBION

Reconstruction

M40

1 MILE SOUTH OF M-50

Reconstruction

o4

UNDER SPEINKLE FDAD [N KALAMAZOD

Intercrange RBconstuct

134

SPRINELE ROAD ower H3d

Intercange Reconstruct

154

AT E MICHIGAN AVEMUE [40TH STREET)

Intercrangs Reconstruct

EPE~ Study/Environmental ~ PE=Preliminary Enginesring/
ROW=Right of way'Real Estate  CON=Construction

Desizn
UTL-Utility work
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PE.R-Preliminary Engineering Design for Dridges
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REPAIR AND REBUNLD ROADS - confinued
COUNTY ROUTE [COMMON NAME]

19 ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

KALAMAIOD 194 BL

EAST OF SENECA LANE TD MICHIGAN AVEMUE

Reconstruction

KALAMATOD U5-138

FROM 94 TO SHAVER ROAD

Resurface

ST JOSEPH M-ED

M THE VILLAGE OF MENDON

Reconstruction

S JOSEPH U5-138

FROM BROADWAY ROAD TO COON HOLLOW ROAD

Reconstruction

VAN BUREN 1-S4AWE

0.7 MILES EAST OF {1 £27 T0 0.5 MILES WEST OF M-51

Resurfare

VAN BUREN -4 WE

-3 over HOG (REEK

Joinit Riepalr

VAN BUREN M-140

CITY OF WATERVLIET TO R 378

Resurface

CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT
94 IN KALAMAZOO

COUNTY ROUTE [COMMION HAME]

LDCATION

TYPE OF WORK

o
v

KALAMAIOD 154

EAST OF OARLAND DRNVE TOWEST OF SPRINKLE ROAD

RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LAKE[S]
OVER D3-MILE LOMG

g

KALAMAIOD 154

EAST OF LOVERS LANE TO EAST OF PORTAGE ROAD

RECOINSTRUCT AND ADD LAME[S]
CWER 0.5-MILE LOMG

g

g

KALAMAZDD -

-4 OVER PORTAGE ROAD

REPLAE BRIDGE, ADD LANES

5]
5]

]
L]

KALAMATOD 154

KILGOSE ROAD OVER |94

REFLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES

KALAMATOD 154

PORTAGE ROADTD SPRIMELE ROAD

5]
5]

A sl L)

=
m
La)

RECOIMETRLICT AND ADD LAKE[S)
OVER D.5-MILE LOMG

g
g

=
(=]

KALAMATOD 1-54

-5 OVER OLMSTEAD CREEK

REFLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES

KALAMAZDD 154

Ho4 OVER NORFOLE SOUTHERN

5]
5]

REPLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES

o
o

KALAMATOD 1-54

-54 EB OVER GTW RAILROAD

REFLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES

KALAMAIOD 1-54

H34 WE OVER GTW RAILROAD

5]
5]

REFLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES

0 | | o Joa

o oo | oo oo

5]
5]

.
7|77
TIE|E|E

NEW ROADS
US-31 RELOCATED, BERRIEN COUNTY

COUNTY ROUTE [COMMION NAME]

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

BEFRIEN 154

ERITAIN AVENLIE TO 196

RELOCATION OF EXISTING ROUTE

EPE= Study Environmental

PE=Preliminary Engineering Design
UTL=Ukifity wark

ROW-Right of wary/Real Estate

PE-B=Preliminary Engineering/Design for Bridges

CON=Construction
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SUPERIOR REGIIN - UPPER PENINSULA PROSPERITY REGION
JCEMIENT AND REHABILATION

BRIDGE - REF
COUNTY

ROUTE [COMMON NAME]

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

MACKINAC

H5

E75 BL ower 75

Dveslay - Desp

MARQUETTE

M-35

W35 over BRANCH WARNER CREEK

Culvert Replacement

HOUGHTON

M-18

M3 over SILVER ANER

Bricge Replacement

OHTOMAGON

MG

W4 over FLOODW 0D RIVER

Deck Replacement

DETA

Us-2

U5-2, U5-41 ower ESCANARA RIVER

Bricige Repiacement

DELTA

Us-2

E&LS RR over LIS-2

Brioge Regiacement

DETA

U&-2

US-2 ower DLONTE RVER

Brioge AEmacemant

MACKINAC

Us-2

US5-2 ower BREWDET RIVER

Deck Replacement

MENCMINEE

Us-2

US-2 over BIG CEDAR BIVER

Deck Aeplacement

U585

US-45 ower EAST BRANCH BALTIMIORE RIVER

Us-B

US5-8 ower MENOMINEE RNWVER

Culvert Replacament

verlay - Desp

MEBLILID ROADS

ROUTE (COMMON NAME]

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

HISEL

MAACKINAC TRAR TO THE MOATH END OF 75 BL

Remnstruction

IS BL

FROM GRONDEN ROAD TD MACKINAC TRAL

Reconstruction

TSRS

EASTERDAY AWENLE TD THE POWER CANAL

Reconstruction

7% BS (Ashmun Streat)

FROM 7573 MILE ROADY RAMPS TO M-119

Reconstruction

M-123

M-JE2TD SDUTH OF TRUMAN STREET, NEWEEREY

Restoration and Behabiitation

M-35

THE HORTH MENOMINEE OITY LIMIT NORTH 6 MILES

Resurface

M-553

M-553, SANDS TOWNSHIE MARCUETTE COUNTY

Reconstruction

M5

FROM CHIFFEWA AVENLE TO LI5-2

Reconstruction

M-55

FROM CHANNING NOATH T MARQUETTE COUNTY LINE

Resstoration and Rehabiltation

us-2

FROM DAWN'S LAKE ROAD TO BALER ROAD

Reconstruction

Us-2

FROM URBAN STREET TO COUNTY ROAD 424

Resstoration and Rehabiitation

Us-2

FROM 055 ROAD EAST TO CHYSTAL FALLS

Ressurtace

Us-2

BATES-AMASA ROAD TO EAST LAKE EMILY ROAD

Resurface

Us-2

EAST LIMITS OF MALBINWAY TD BORCSTROM ROAD

Restoration and Rehabitation

U5-2 (Coveriand Drive)

FROM CLRRY STREET TO ROOSEVELT ROAD

Reconstruction

Us-41

FROM DILD UE-41 MOBTH TO THE HOUGHTON COUNTY LINE

Resioration and Rehabiitation

us-81

THE LIFT BRIDWGE TO LINCOLM DANVE HANCDCK

Reconstruction

Us-81

IRCQUDIS STREET IN NEGALINEE TO ISHPEMING

Reconstruction

us-81

O H T WEST OF BRICKYARD ROAD, MARQUETTE

Reconstruction

U5-81/M-28

FROM THE CARP RIVER MORTH 0.6 MILES

Ressurface

EPE- Study/Envi I PE-Preliminary Engineering/Design
UTL-Utility work ~ ROW-Right of way/Real Estate  CON=Construction

PE.B-Preliminary Engineering Design for Bridges
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2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS

UNIVERSITY REGION - SOUTH CENTRAL PROSPERITY REGION
BRIDGE - REFLACEMENT AND REHABILATION

COUNTY

BOUTE (COMMAON NANE]

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

g

AINGER ROAD over H63

Oweslay - Deep

M-100

100 ower COUNTY DRAIN

Erfidge Replacement

M-100

M-100 ower SHARF DRAIN

Cuvert Replacement

M-100

[W-1280 ower GTW R

Erfidge Replacement

INGHAM

1496

456 WE over 96 EB RAMP TO 36 BB

Painting Complete

INGHAM

1456

496 anid L5127 58 over |96 EB

Terizy - Epay

INGEAM

156

545 B2 over |06 B RAMPS

Dvestzy - Deep

INGHAM

156

36 WE over H36 BL RAMIPS

Overizy - Deen

INGHAM

156

56 EB ower CEDAR STREET

Superstructure Renalr, Stesd

INGHAM

1-56

36 WH oes CEDAR STREET

Superstructurs Regalr, Stesl

INGHAM

156

56 EB ower SYCAMIORE (REEK

Substruciure Patching

INGHAM

1-56

36 WH over SYCAMORE (REEX

Substructure Fatching

INGHAM

156

56 EB ower CONRAL AR

Deck Faiching

INGHAM

156

36 WH over CONRAIL RR

Substructure Fatcring

INGHAM

56

ALRELIIS ROAD ower 96

Dok ReplaEment

REFAIR AND R
COUNTY

EEUILD ROADS
ROUTE (COMMOM NAME]

LOCATION

EATON

222

VERMONTVILLE HIGHWWAY T 36

INGHAM

M-43 [Grand Rives Avenue)

PARE LAKE ROAD TD DOBIE ROAD

CAPACITY IMP

ROVEMENT

U5-127, H59 TO ITHACA

COUNTY

ROUTE (COMMOM NAME]

LOCATION

CLINTON

U5-1327

MORTH OF ST. JOHKS TO THE CLIMTON COUNTY LINE

COUNTY

BOUTE (COWMON NANE]

UNIVERSITY REGION - SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN PROSPERITY REGION
BRIDGE - REFLACEMENT AND REHABILATION

LOCATION

TYPE OF WORK

JACKSON

3

34 over FARMA ROAD

EBriidge Rehabiltation

154

(GIBBS ROAD orer 104

Bridge Rehabilltation

134

ELACKMAN ROAD over |34

Eridge Rehadlitation

(]

34 over CONRAIL RR AND GRAKD RWER

Bridge Repacement

134

M-106 NB over 54

Brickge Replacement

154

106 58 over |94

Bricge Replacement

MONRDE

175

75 ovar SANDY CREEK

Bricige Replicerment

MONROE

115

TS over GTW and CR AR

Bricge Replacement

MONROE

115

TS over CH, GTW and NS BR

Bricige REplcement

MONROE

I-15

TS over SANDY CREEK ROAD

Bricge Replacement

MONRDE

115

TS N8 ower STOMY CREEK

Bricige REplcement

MONRDE

115

TS5 58 ower STONY CREEK

Brige Replacement

MONRDE

U523

SUMMERFIELD ROAD cer LUE-13

Bricge Replcement

[a]

WASHTENAW

U5-23

MOETH TERRITORIAL ROAD ower US-13

Bricige Replacement

CoM

WASHTENAW

Us-23

& MILE ROAD oiver U523

Bricge Replacement

COM

iegiiliilpngn FITE-Brdroiimion i nkmpseaid dben ol irinde o
umum} nmuﬂmp IR stmirtiotion
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2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BRID PROJECT LISTS

UNIVERSITY REGION - SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN PROSPERITY REGIOM
JCEMIENT AND REHABILATION - continued

COUNTY ROUTE [COMMON RAME) LOCATION TYPE OF WORK
WASHTENAN 8 MILE ROAD ower LIS-33 Bridie Replacement
'WASHTENAN U5-23 NE oer MDOT RR ‘Widen - Maint Lanes
'WASHTENAIN LIS-33 5B over MDOT BR Wilden - Maint Lanes
'WASHTENAN U5-23 NB over BARSER ROAD ‘Widen - Maint Lanes
'WASHTENAN L U5-23 58 over BARKER ROAD ‘Widen - Maint Lanes

UNIVERSITY REGION - SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN PROSPERITY REGION

REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS

COUNTY ROUTE [COMMON NAME) LOCATION THPE OF WORK LENGTH
JACKSON 54 M50 TO SARGENT ROAD Reconstruction 8025
JACKSON -84 BL (Wichigan Avenie) BROWN TD LOUIS GLICK Reconstruction

JACKSON M-51 M-50, U5-127 TO NAPOLEON ROAD Resurface

JACKSON M50 (iviest Avenue) GAMNSON STREET TO WOSTH STREET Reconstruction

JACKSON M0 EMERSON ROAD TD EENFREW ROAD Restoration 2nd Rehabiltatbon
JACKSON M0 CHAPEL ROAD TOD EMERSON ROAD Resurface

MIONROE 5 DHXIE HIGHWAY TO 275 Reconstruction

MONROE L5 75 FROM OHIO STATE LINE TO ERIE BOAD Reconstruction

WASHTENAN M-17/U5-12 BR [Crnoss Street) NORMAL STREET TO MICHIGAN AVENUE, 94 TO MICHIGAN | Resurface

AVENUE, HAMILTCM STREET TO ECORSE ROAD
WASHTENAN U512 [East Michigan Avenue] | US-12 FROM BO1 TO MAPLE ROAD Reconstruction

EPE= Study'Envirommental ~ PE=Preliminary Engineering/Design =~ PE-B=Preliminary Engineering/Thesign for Bridges
UTL=Ttilitywork ~ ROW=Right of way/Real Estate  CON=Construction

102 11/11/2015



2015 - 2019 ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS

MDOT REGION CONTACT INFORMATION

Bay REG1oN OFFICE NorTH REG1ON OFFICE UNIVERSITY REGION OFFICE
5859 Sherman Road 1088 M-32 East 4701 W. Michigan Ave.
Saginaw, MI 48604 Gaylord, MI 49735 Jackson, MI 49201
Phone: 989-754-7443 Phone: 989-731-50%0 Phone: 517-750-0401
Fax: 989-754-8122 Toll-free: 885-304-6368 Fax: 517-750-4397
Robert Ranck, Region Engineer Fax: 989-731-0536 Paul Ajegha, Region Engineer
Scott Thayer, Region Engineer

GrAND REGion OFFICE
1420 Front Ave., N.W. SouTHwWEST REG1oN OFFICE
Grand Rapids, MI 49504 1501 Kilgore Road
Phone: 616-451-3091 Kalamazoo, MI 49001
Toll-free: 888-815-6368 Phone: 269-337-3900
Fax: 616-451-0707 Toll-free: 866-535-6368
Roger Safford, Region Engineer Fax: 269-337-3916
Roberta 5. Welke, Region Engineer

MeTrRO REGION OFFICE
18101 W. Nine Mile Road SupeRrIOR REGION OFFICE

Southfield, MI 48075 1818 Third Ave. North
Phone: 248-483-5100 Escanaba, MI 49829
Fax: 248-569-3103 Phone: 906-786-1800
Tony Kratofil, Region Engineer Toll-free: 888-414-6368
Fax: 906-789-9775
Randy VanPortfliet, Region Engineer
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Exhibit 3

Creating Success with Our
Transportation Assets

2040 Regional Transportation Plan
for Southeast Michigan

Executive Summary

June 20, 2013

SEMGOG. .. Shaping the future of Southeast Michigan

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
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SEMCOG ... Shaping the futnre of Southeast Michigan

Mission

SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, 15 the only crganization in Southeast Michigan
that brings together all of the region’s governments to solve regional challenges.

SEMCOG strengthens local governments and regional decision making by:

« Prowviding data and vnbiased analysis for informed decision making affecting Southeast Michigan and
its local governments;

« Promoting the efficient use of tax dellars for both long-term infrastmcture imvestment and shorter-term
governmental efficiency;

« Delivering direct assistance to member governments in the areas of transportation. environments, and
community and economic development;

« Solving regional issues that go beyond the boundaries of individual local governments; and

« Advocating on behalf of Southeast Michigan in Lansing and Washington.
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Creating Success with Our Transportation
Assets

June 20, 2013

@ SEMCOG 2013

Abstract

Creating Success with Owr Transportation Azsets: 2040 Regional Tramsportation Plan for Southeaszt Michigan
describes how owver 350 bilbon in revenues will be mvested to support our fransportation system, including the
approximately $36 billion directed by this plan. It is responsive to the many new realities in the region, the country,
and the world. Actions needed to improve the gquality and reliability of the transportation system, increase our
economic prospenty, reach a hugher level of fiscal sustainability, broaden our access to vital destinations, make our
communities more desirzble, and protect owr environment are deseribed. Implementation of this plan will help
improve Southeast Michizan's quahty of hfe. The plan includes transportation projects anticipated during the Life of
the plan. Crearing Success with Our Transportation Aszets can be viewed online at www.semeog.org.

Preparation of this document may be financed in part through grants from and in cooperation with the Michizan Depariment of
Transportation with the assistance of the U.S. Deparment of Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration snd Federal
Transit Administration; U5, Deparment of Howsing and Urban Development; the Michigan Deparmment of Mamral Resources
with the assistance of the U5 Environmental Protection Agency; and local membership contributions.

Parmission iz granted fo cite portions of thiz publication, with proper attribution. The first source arribution must be
"SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governmenis. ™ Subsequently, “SEMCOG™ iz syfficient. Reprinting in any form
must inchude the publication s full title page. SEMCOG documents and information are available in a variety af formas. Confact
SEMCOG Information Services fo dizcuss your format neads.

SEWICOG

Southeast Michigan Counecil of Governments
Information Center

1001 Woodward Avenme, Suite 1400

Detroit, MI 48226-1904

3139614266 « fax 313-961-4369
WWW.semeog ofg « infoservices@semcog.org
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Executive Summary

Southeast Michigan’s Transportation Assets

Southeast Michigan has a wealth of transportation assets that are vital fo the economy and quality of life,
and that are essential to the well-being of owr residents and business community.

Southeast Michigan Transportation Assets

Southenst Michigan has a « 23400 miles of major roads
saphisticated  fransportation + More than 2,900 bridges
network that includes 23,400 + More than 2,300 miles of
miles of reads and supports fized-route bus service
over 100 million miles of travel + at least 600 miles of walking or
each and every day. biling paths

+  4.000 miles of all-season truck
It connects people to work, romtes

school, shepping, hospitals, e  S00 miles of main line rail
social  events, and other - .
businesses. 35 airports
+ Eight international border
crossings
Five commercial marine ports
Seven rail/truck terminals

Chur transportation system connects residents with their individual conmmmnity, the region, and to areas
beyend. A variety of travel choices gives people who have differing transportation needs access to jobs,
health care, shopping, educational and recreational opportunities, and the everyday necessities of life. Cur
transportation assets also provide for movement of freight throughout the region, and connect us to
markets around the globe Clearly, an effective transportation system is wvital to economic vitality,
business attraction and expansion, trade, tourism, and quality of life.

Southeast Michigan’s transportation assets are key drivers of our economy
and can be major contributors to the desirable compminities that attract and
retain a talented workforce.

Char transportation system supports and attracts private sector investment by
linking businesses with customers, markets, supply chains/distribution
networks, and employees.

v - Creating Sueccess with Cur Transportation Assets
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Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets

Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets, Southeast Michigan's 2040 Regional Transportation

Plan, is designed to reflect Sﬂl@DGsadﬂptedmItmm&s and performance measures. It emphasizes
effectively vsing our finite resources to meet the needs of residents, businesses, and visitors in a manner
that fits with the realities of the 21% Century and contributes to:

Economic Prosperity

Desirable Commmmnities

Fiscally Sustainable Public Services

Beliable. Quality Infrastmcture

Healthy, Attractive Environmental Assets

Access to Services, Jobs, Markets, and Amenities

The fcllamng Creating Success in Southeast Michigan framework highlights the performance measures
SEMCOG will be tracking to monitor how our region’s progress in achieving owr desired outcomes. As a
result of undertalang this more holistic, comprehensive approach to the Regional Transportation Plan,
several lessons were learned. These lessons are described in many of the findings and culminated in the
creation of a new framework for setting targets and mainuzing our rate of refum on ow transportation
investments. This framework 1s described in Chapter 4: Investing in Transportation

U L

v1 - Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets
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Figure 1

Creating
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Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets: Key points in the plan
Specifically, Creating Success with Our Transperfation Assefs, Southeast Michigan's 2040 Begional
Transportation Plan:
« promotes an infrastmctore management approach, and the strategic investment of limited financial
resources, in ways that prioritize needs and leverage owr resources;
« provides information to the public to aid in decision-making;
« sets forth policies, actions, and recommendations to maintain and maxinuze the integrity of our
transportation system;
« guides efforts to enhance transportation connections across various types of travel, with residents,
within commmunities, and across the globe;
« provides for the flexibility needed to be respomsive and adaptable in an increasingly dynamuc
envirconment;
« provides a framework for, and relies upon, collaboration and alignment ameong numerous
organizations to implement its recommended actions;
« summarizes how over $350 billion in total revemme will be invested through 2040, including the
approximately $36 billion directed by this plan;
» specifically identifies $3.8 billion in near-term projects programmed between 2014 and 2017; and
« is interwoven with other omtually remnforcing SEMCOG plans and programs such as the
comprehensive economic development strategy, sustaimability framework housing strategy,
environmental programs, green infrastmucture, and complete streets, to name a few.

Key Findings Impacting Actions and Recommendations in
Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets

The complete version of Creafing Success with Our Transportation Assets contains an extensive set of
findings and data developed to inform the plan. The collection of data and analysis was drnven by the
adopted measwres in SEMCOG’s Creating Success program (Figure 1).

Following is a consolidated list of findings developed to commmmnicate the breadth of issnes addressed in
this plan Netably, duning SEMCOG s ongeing outreach efforts as this plan was being developed, a few
comments referenced the approach as a “360 degree™ look at a complicated topic.

Forecasts and their Implications for this Transportation Plan
« From 2000 to 2009, the Southeast Michigan region lost an astounding 351,000 jobs. Ironically, the
region gained a similar number, almost 357,000 jobs, in the robust growth era between 1990 and
2000. Almost 198,000 of the job losses — over half of them — ocowred in a single year, during the
devastating crash of 2000, Some of those losses are likely permanent.

« After a deep recession, all three domestic auto companies are now making a profit, but with a
smaller work force.

« Cantions optimism is reflected in SEMCOG s forecast for the region. We are recovering from a
very deep recession induced by a financial cnsis where recovery is slow. Therefore, SEMCOG
predicts lower levels of growth for the region

viil - Creating Success with Our Transportafion Assets
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Figure 2
Past and Expected Future Change in Population and Employment
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Source: SEMCOG 2040 Regional Development Forecast

« This demographic forecast confributes to a similarly modest forecast for growth in daily levels of
travel.

Figure 3
Forecasted Growth in Regional Travel Is Modest
Including Impact of Projects in 2040 ETP
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Feedback and Insight from Southeast Michigan Residents
An extensive regiomal swrvey oo resident’s kmowledge and opinions on Southeast Michigan’s
infrastrocture system' found the following:
« Owerall, the vast majority of residents feel that the region’s infrastructure condition is deteriorating.
Roads are only rated good'excellent by one-gquarter of residents. Most people predict road condition
will stay the same or get even worse in the fufure.

« Most residents rate the current transit system as fair/poor and nearly half expect the transit system
condition to stay the same.

« Nearly half believe the curent ways of funding infrastructure won't work in the future (49 percent).

« While 70 percent indicate more funding is needed, 73 percent also say the amount of funding is not
the problem; it’s how efficiently we’re using it.

« There is a great deal of confusion about how our infrastructure is funded. For example, over 50
percent of the region’s residents incomrectly believe that most funding for roads is derived from
property taxes.

« In general the majority of residents prefer to personally engage in actions to reduce costs rather
than pay more for services.

« The vast majority of residents (80 percent) believe “we nmst reinvest in the region’s infrastructure
50 We can prosper economically.”™

Pavement Condition
SEMCOG and the Michigan Department of Transportation have some of the more comprehensive data on
pavement condition anywhere.

! SEMCOG; Infrastracture Public Opinion Survey, Movember 2012.

% - Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets
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Figure 4
Pavement Condition, 2011

Source: SEMCOG
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« These asset management data, collected to guide decision-naking, are consistently sending the
same message: curent levels of investment are not strategic, they are inadequate. This is most

evident in the continmed deterioration in pavement condition.

x1 - Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets
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Figure 5
Road Condition is Deteriorating and Taxpayer Costs are Escalating
Changing Pavement Condition and Resulting Escalation in Maintenance Costs

Costs have more than doubled
ROM 2004 > 2012
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« Investment levels for other parts of the transportation system are heawvily impacted by road-
condition decisions. To illustrate, myproving the regional average read condition from its current 70
percent good’ fair condition to 90 percent good' fair condition would require that over three-fourths
of all finds be dedicated to pavement management. Therefore, performance measure targets mmst
be viewed holistically.

Figure §
Impact of Different Pavement Performance Targets on Funding for Other
Needs

70% Good/Fair 0% Good,Fair
30% Poor
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| Congestion, ek,

Bridge Condition
« Overall, the condition of bridges has improved each year since 2008,

xil - Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets
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Table 1
Condition of Bridges in Southeast Michigan

Trunkline Non-Trunkline Total
Percent Percent Percent
Good | Fair | Poor Good Good Fair Poor Good Good Fair Poor
. . CGood or
. or Fair or Fair \
Year Fair
2008 508 812 179 88.1% [1:3] 478 232 B3.4% 1195 1280 411 B5.8%
2009 552 789 162 892% 681 452 231 B3.5% 1233 1281 393 B6.5%
2010 536 825 143 90.5% 677 515 217 B4.6% 1213 1340 360 B7.6%
2011 577 324 103 932% 678 523 211 B5.1% 1255 1347 314 B9.2%

Sowrce: Michigan Department of Transportation

Levels of Congestion in the Region

« A SEMCOG analysis wsing traffic counts and travel model data shows that sustained periods of

Tren

-

-

congestion in the region are farrly limated.
— Using the 0.9 percent V/C threshold, only six percent of roadways in the region are congested
throughout either the 3-hour moming peak period or the 3-hour evening pealk

— Two percent of all roadways are congested throughout both the moming and evening peak
periods.

— And cnly 0.4 percent is persistently congested from 7am to 6pm.

On the other hand, over 600 miles of roadway in the region may have more traffic lanes than are
needed to accommodate current and expected futere travel. One or more lanes on these roadways
could potentially be removed or repwrposed (e.g., allow for green infrastmucture to reduce
stormwater runoff, provide bike lanes, etc.). Policy is needed to address this excess capacity in
order to reduce long-term costs and advance other Creating Success outcomes.

ds in Safety

Orver 300 people are killed and approximately 2,000 are severely injured in traffic crashes every
year on the roads in owr region.

In addition to the tragic loss of life, traffic fatalities cost owr economy billions of dollars annually.

xnl - Creating Success with Our Transpertation Assets
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Figure 7
Fatalities, 2007-2012
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Figure 8
Severe Injuries, 2007-2012
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Transit and Access

« One of the guiding principles of SEMCOG 2040 Regional Transportation Plan is that transit service
in the region nmst be significantly improved in order to attract the same levels of ridershup that
exists in thriving metropolitan areas across the country. There are several reasons for this principle
including: the need to attract and retain voung professionals, the need to connect people to jobs, and
the need to address the challenges presented by a rapidly increasing elderly population. To provide
some context as to how Southeast Michigan's transit service competes at present, our region
currently ranks below Pittsburgh, 5t Lowis and Cleveland in both the amount of service and
funding it provides, as well as the amount of ridership it attracts.

x1v - Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets

121 11/11/2015



Figure 9

No Matter How it is Measured, Southeast Michigan Transit Ranks Poorly
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« Southeast Michigan also rates poorly when compared with many other major metropolitan areas.
Data from the National Transit Administration’ shows that, of the 25 largest metropolitan areas in

the country, Southeast Michigan ranbs:
— 27 in transit ridership,
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— 23 in hours and miles of transit service per capita, and

— 27 in total transit operating funds per capita.

A Regional Look at Freight Movement and Economic Vitality

« The present-day regional freight system is an extensive network of interstate highways, arterial

roads, international border crossings, railroads, conunercial marine ports, airports, and pipelines.

« Southeast Michigan is home to the United States’ most valuable collection of international land
border crossings, hosting over one-third (34.5 percent in 2012) of trade with Canada, our largest

trading partner.

« The freight system is important to the growth and health of Souwtheast Michigan’s regional
economy. It delivers materials for core utility and manufacturing activity, carmes goods produced
here to North American and world markets, and supplies consumers with finished products for

purchase at stores or delivery.

? Federal Transit Administration; Mational Transit Database Profiles, 2010.
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« Plans to address crifical link deficiencies have led to project proposals for a new international
bridge and rail tunnel connecting Detroit and Windsor, Ontanie; improvements to the wban rail and
intermodal terminal network in Detredt; and a new customs plaza for the Blue Water Bridge in Port
Huren
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Figure 10
Southeast Michigan's Freight System is Extensive and Complex
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Economic Vitality and its Connections with Housing, Land Use, Safety, and
Nonmotorized Travel

« There i3 currently an over-supply of commercial and industrial properties in the region.

« Bedevelopment can take many forms, ranging from repurposing buildings and parcels of property
to viilizing green infrastructure, creating public spaces and greenway connecticns, and mixed use
development.

« Connecting transportation cornidors with surrounding neighborhoods can contribute to economic
development along the corridor, belp create a sense of conwmmnity, make a comnmnity more
livable, and forther individual access to employment and needed services.

« Whether single fanuly, nmlti-family, or vacant, housing is the single largest land use in the region,
comprising 45 percent of the land in Southeast Michigan.

« There is a serious nisalipnment of housing supply and demand in the region resulting from the loss
of 125,000 residents since 2000 and the aging of the region’s population.

« Maintaining and prometing housing and neighborhoods that are diverse and equitable is vital for a
sustainable and thriving region.

« Land use diversity, site design, and density play an integral component in creating walkable and
bikeable comnmnities, whether within a small or a large commumity.

« Bike lanes have become one of the most popular facilities for increasing mobility and access of
bicycle travel Comnmmnities are asking for more facilities that promote complete streets in an effort
to ncrease commmumnity attractiveness, value, and economic vitality.

« Walking and biling are more than recreation; they are legitimate modes of transportation,
especially in urban areas. Residents are relying on an interconnected nonmotorized system to help
them reach employment, tramsit service, retail, educational, medical entertainment, cultural or
recreational activity centers.

« Coupled with education and traffic enforcement programs, walling and biking facilities can
decrease crash rates between automobiles, pedestrians, and cyclists. Such facilities provide added
safety benefits to all roadway users by creating a predictable travel path for nonmotorized users.

Transportation and Environmental Sustainability

« Southeast Michigan has 680 square miles of impervious surfaces. Approximately 245 square nules
of impervious swfaces are designated as roadways.

« These roadways contribute approximately 100 billion gallons anmually of stornmwater muncff that is
mostly unmanaged.

« Typically, stormrwater management is an eligible cost under the federal system, but is often viewed
as an “add on” by rcad agencies. When having to choose spending limited road funding on
resurfacing  additional roads or adding stormwater management to thewr projects, mnoff
management is often not included.

« The shortage of revenue to even maintain the existing transportation system is causing the
perpetnation of actions that increase long-term costs associated with the enfire system Omne
example is that incorporating stornywater management in design is far cheaper than retrofitting.

« Federal air quality standards continue to be more stringent, making compliance increasmngly
complicated and expensive. This plan conforms to the State Implementation Plan for air quality as
required under the federal Clean Air Act.
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« Air pollutant enussions from wvehicles have been steadily declining due fo tightened wehicle
enussions standards for both cars and trucks. Even accounting for future growth m regional travel,
these emission reductions will continue to decline through 2035 as the fleet trns over and older,
more polluting vehicles are replaced by newer, cleaner cnes.

What We Know About Transportation Funding and Transportation Cosis

» Cumrent methods of funding transportation mfrastructure are largely outdated and mostly out of
alignment with current realities.

« While important, improving efficiency and reducing costs will be completely insufficient to
compensate for revenme losses resulting from this structural obsolescence.

« Until both formmlas for funding and levels of funding change, costs to the public will continue to
escalate.

« It is essential that we shift to infrastructre funding mechamsms that are more sustainable and
equitable. A possible option for transportation is to shift from a tax on the gallons of fuel used to a
charge per vehicle mile traveled (VMT).

Figure 11
New Fuel Economy Standards Will Significantly Reduce Transportation
Revenue

Projected Impact of New Fuel Economy Standards on State Gas Tax Eevenue Generated in Southeast
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Figure 12
Funding Transportation Through Fuel Tax is Fiscally Unsustainable

Annual Eevenue Generated in Southeazt Michizan from Different Funding Mechanizms
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« Low-cost tools are available that could significantly reduce congestion. For examgple, small
adjustments in travel decistons can have a significant impact on reducing congestion at virtually no
out of pocket cost and often with benefits of increased conventence. A combination of ridesharing,
imcreased use of transit, expanded use of flexible work hours to allow employees to travel during
non-peak hours, and providing real-tume data to advise travelers of less-congested altermative routes
will help increase use of cur existing infrastrocture and reduce costs.

« Additionally, technological innovations are making real-time management of traffic less costly and
more readily available to drivers. Some of these innovations in commmmnications can be used to
make some travel nnnecessary.

(i mill

Positioning Southeast Michigan for Greater Success

« A business-as-usual approach will continue to be a limiting factor in reaching the region’s potential
economic vitality, even if the most strategic distribution of current revenues is achieved. This is
because available revenues are drastically insufficient in comparison to needs. A primary basis of
current funding (a flat tax on fiuel conswmption) has little to do with the real cost of creating and
meintaining a quality transportation system.

» Maximizing the benefits of our transportation system and positioning the region for success
requires a nmch higher degree of investment in public transit.

» We all have a stake in improving transit in the region. A quality transit system plays a key role in
providing access to jobs, services, and amenities; mmproving income; and creating desirable

commmnities. A recent swvey by SEMCOG shows that a significant portion of the public
understands this; 62 percent of respondents agreed that transit affects each one of us.

« A quality transit system that i3 competitive with other major metropolitan areas nmst include core
bus service as well as rapid transit comidors that are supported by integrated feeder bus service. The
system mmst also inclode demand responsive service to accommodate those with special needs.
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« The responsibilities and auwthorities provided to the newly formed Regional Transit Awthority
address the oversight and governance issue consistent with SEMCOG's Regional Transportation
Plan The new law also gives the BTA the nmch needed ability to seek voter-approved local
funding for additional transit service. These changes represent a major step forward in positioning
the region for success.

« Several other positive developments in the area of public transit are positioning the region to move
forward in improving and expanding service:

— Commuter rail service between Downtown Detroit and Ann Arbor will begin with event service,
scheduled to start in 2013,

— Besults of SEMCOG's recently completed public opinion swrvey showed significant support for
transit and a strong conviction by residents that the uality of the region’s transit service impacts
each one of us.

— The advancement of the M-1 Streetcar project, which will begin construction in 2013 and provide
service on a three-mile segment of Woodward Avenue, between Downtown Detroit and the New
Center area.

— A transit alternatives analysis is currently underway to review higher-level transit options for the
27-mile Woodward Avemme corrider from the Detroit River to the City of Pontiac. The analysis
will be completed in early 2014.

— A federal government commitment to the RTA for an additional $6.5 million to study transit
development in other high-priority transit comidors including express bus, rail. and bus rapid
transit (e.g., Gratiot Ave_ (M-3) from Detroit to Mt. Clemens; M-59 corridor between Pontiac and
Mt Clemens; and Michigan Ave. (M-12) from Downtown Detroit to Ann Arbor, including
service to Detroit Metropolitan Adrport). The ETA will be responsible for priontizing these
corridors and securing local matching fonds for these studies.

— Funding has been received to comtinue developmng stations for commuter rail service between
Ann Arbor and Howell, which will begin in 2013

« Significant and competing infrastmucture needs in the region, coupled with limited resources to meet
these needs, necessifates a reduction in service costs. Adopting different levels of service offer an
opportunity to realize some of this cost reduction and improve fiscal sustainability.

« Lowenng infrastructure costs will require both a change in policies related to managing these
services and willingness on the part of the public to accept and embrace this new approach To
make this happen, more detailed information on the costs associated with differing levels of service
mmst be developed and shared with policy makers and the public.

« A comprehensive approach is required to integrate corndor transporfation planning and
implementation activities in a manner that supports economic development, considers commmnity
desires, creates cuality of place, and promotes environmental and fiscal sustainability. A
comprehensive approach recogmizes that different cormidors and vanous locations along a single
transportation cormidor have different and nmique characteristics.

« Some limited investment in capacity expansion may be needed to support commerce and the
economy. In particular, strategic investments that may facilitate movement of freight and on-tune
delivery of products and parts may be needed.

« More strategic investment is likely when there 13 consistency of purpose in the actions taken by one
or more of the three levels of government: federal, state, and local. Some refer to this as vertical
alignment in government decision-making.
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« Strategic investment is also more likely when there is consistency of purpose in actions taken by
any particular level of government across infrastructore services (transportation, water, sewer,
energy, etc.). Some refer to this as honizontal alignment within and between service providers.

« Focusing on a commeoen set of cutcomes and measures provides a means for achieving the needed
consistency of purpose. It results in more aligned actions at all levels of government (vertical) and
across all sectors (horizontal).

Figure 13
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« Positioning Southeast Michigan for greater success requires a continued transitioning to a more
holistic, strategic approach where transportation performance targets are agreed upon based on a
combination of three factors:

— How nmch achieving the target contributes to performance relative to a specific issue area within
the transportation system (e_g., road condition);

— How nch achieving the target contributes to performance of the overall transportation system
(e.g., mobility, access, condition, etc.); and

— How much achieving the target contributes to achieving other outcomes and performance targets
also valued by the region (e g., fiscal sustainability, healthy environmental assets, etc.).
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Figure 14
Strategic Investment That Encompasses All Outcomes
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Advancing Outcomes through Actions in this Regional
Transportation Plan

The findings in Creating Success with Our Transportation Asseis were drven by the high-level
performance measwres chosen for Creating Success. Fecognizing that we manage what we measure, the
actions in this Plan are driven by lessons learned contained in these findings. The actions are focused on
the six outcomes for a thriving Scutheast Michigan (Figure 1). Several are highlighted below in this
Executive Summary.

Note that most of the actions below could have been listed under any oumiber of other outcomes.
Consistent with SEMCOG’s desire to make a transformation from siloed, single-topic approaches to
decision making, the plan deemphasizes categorncal thinking in favor of holistic thinking. Nonetheless,
for illustrative purposes, key actions are summarized by owtcome with complete understanding that
different stakeholders have varying perspectives and would probably orgamize them differently. The
degree to which different stakeholders interested in this plan associate an action with others of the six
outcomes 15 a measwre of our suecess toward more comprehensiveness.

Economic Prosperity

« The intemational border crossing that Southeast Michigan shares with Ontario, Canada, is essential
to the operations of existing industry and to the value propesition for expanding supply chain and
logistics actvity. SEMCOG will continue to support and advecate for border infrastrocture
improvements, such as the New International Trade Crossing and the Blue Water Bridge customs
plaza, which will enable increases in the efficiency, reliability, safety, and security of cross border
travel. In addition, SEMCOG will continue to work collaboratively with bi-national stakeholders to
improve the operational reliability and security of the existing border crossings.

« The regional freight system is an important economic asset. SEMCOG will continue to partner with
initiatives to promote growth in supply chamn and logistics activity and gather information on
freight industry needs. Examples of these initiatives inchude, but are not exclusive to:

— Michigan Economic Development Corporation’s Logistics and Supply Chain Strategic Plan
implementation,

— Detroit Regicnal Chamber’s Translinked initiative, and

— VenturePort and I-69 Corridor Next Michigan Development Corporation activities.

« SEMCOG will also continme facilitating collaboration between various infrastrocture service
providers focusing on reducing costs and providing more efficient service. Examyples include:

— programuning and scheduling of projects

— reducing project delivery time

— ensuring consistency in local wtility pernutting requirements

— coordinating long-term plans

— setting service level targets

— more specifically quantifying the costs of diffening levels of service
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« SEMCOG will work with appropriate stakeholders to develop and implement a more refined and
comprehensive Strategic Investment Process as generically illustrated in Figure 14, Details will be
added to ensure the process design accomplishes the following:

— generation of information cn the incremental and total costs of differing targets;
— sefting of targets for measures based partly on the cost effectiveness of different lewels of
investment as they relate to the transportation system;

— sefting of targets for measures based partly on the cost effectiveness of different lewels of
investment as they relate to all six of the region’s outcomes;

— accountability to continpe to assure the public that investments made are aligned with adopted
targets;
— use of asset management in evaluation and implementation of projects;
— transparency in all parts of the process; and
— collaboration and opportunity for input by other infrastructure service providers mcluding water,
sewer, and energy.
Reliable, Quality Infrastructure

« SEMCOG will advocate for and purspe determining infrastructure revenne needs based on the long-
term, real costs of service including:

— maintenance,

~ capital,

— financing,

— replacement, and

— costs associated with achieving environmental protection.

« SEMCOG will promote and support a framework for paying transportation infrastructure costs
nsing a two-part formmla:

— Part 1: A variable cost based on extent of nse.

— Part 2: Some costs for all based on principle that everyone benefits regardless of use (e.g., fixed
fee).

— Each of these parts would include some portion of investing in replacement of infrastructore.

« SEMCOG will identify options for mere fully incorporating asset management for roads and
bridges into project selection.

« SEMCOG will allocate resources to assisting operating agencies in using its tools for maxinmzing
the benefit of varying distributions of available revenmes.

« SEMCOG will allocate resources to refining these tocls based on updated data or improved
Imowledge.

« SEMCOG will work with implementing agencies to set targets based o
— incremental costs of achieving differing targets,
— total costs of achieving differing targets, and
— other transportation needs.
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Desirable Communities

« SEMCOG will work with local governments to prioritize repurposing of areas with excess capacity
nsing some combination of:
— nonmotorized travel and
— green infrastmcture.

« SEMCOG will create a comprehensive toclkit that will allow comnmmnities, and others, with a
vested interest in comidor redevelopment. to easily find information on appropriate tools that
address the umiqpe characteristics of a location and mest commminity needs.

« SEMCOG will engage in technical support activities in the prionity corridors for higher levels of
transit to help identify systematic opportunities. This includes applying some of the tocls included
i the corridor toolkit.

« SEMCOG will support financially incentivizing housing development in mature areas — especially
mfill development near or along transit cormidors and locations near employment centers and
SETVICES.

« SEMCOG will nse its Sustainable Comnmnity Recognition Program to assist in, and to encourage;
higher density, Transit Orented Development (TOD), and the LEED-ND Smart Location and
Linkage rating system to increase housing development in areas that already have existing
mfrastructure.

« SEMCOG will assist communities interested in maximizing walkability and bikeability through its
Sustainable Commminities program and anditing activities.

« SEMCOG will seek opportunities to fiwther connect and integrate nonmotonzed facilities in the
broader transportation network, especially when repaving, restoring, and reconstructing existing
roadways.

« SEMCOG will continme to pursue opportonities to include or expand nonmotorized facilities and
bicycle parking on all fixed-route bus lines, at activity centers, and in future rapid transit cormdors
in the Nenmotorized Plan

« SEMCOG will continue to advocate for inwvestment in safety and collaborate with partners to
leverage resources.

Access to Services, Jobs, Markets, and Amenities

To help position the region for the needed expansion of transit service, SEMCOG recommends that the
ETA’s initial steps mclude the following:

« Quckly begin working with transit operators to idenfify and mmplement additional service
coordination and consolidation, and to adopt a common set of service standards and performance
measures. These actions mmst be clearly commmmicated to the public so they understand the
progress being made.

« Work with transit operators to identify actions that resolve the likely confusion that would result
from several votes on “funding transit” at different times and in different parts of the region

« When estimating the amount of revenue needed to fund a proposed transit system, SEMCOG
recommends this be based on the real cost of that system The real cost includes capital needs,
operations, maintenance, and leng-term replacement of both regional and local service.

« Begin its planning wsing the Fegional Transit Coordinating Committee (RTCC) and Ann Arbor
Transit Awthornity (AATA) transit plans, but subsequently conduct a high-level review of these
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plans to identify and, if necessary, adopt updates at the level of specificity needed to align local bus
service with rapid transit service in the four priority corndors: Woodward, Gratiot, M-59, and
Michigan Averme. SEMCOG offers to assist with this vpdate with the understanding that the
purpose is narrowly focused on proposing modifications as described above, not revisiting the basic
direction already established in these plans.

« SEMCOG will promote actions that the RTA can take to improve public transit with an emphasis
on linking housing to jobs and services.

Fiscally Sustainable Public Services

« In order to improve the quality and fiscal sustainability of our infrastructure services, we must seize
the opportumty presented by the public’s willingness to take personal actions that help more cost-
effectively deliver services. Examples include carpooling, use altemative routes, using public
transit, and traveling at non-peak times.

« Advocate that construction and mamntenance technigques be reviewed by Michigan's Asset
Management Council and implemented based on consideration of both short- and long-term costs.

« SEMCOG will continue collaborating with the large service providers to advocate for a transition
from higher-cost infrastructure designs aimed at addressing short-dwration peak demand, to less
expensive infrastrocture designs aimed at providing quality service a majornty of the day.

« SEMCOGs analytical tools for maxinizing pavement and bridge condition benefits from available
revenue should be used by operating agencies as part of project progranuming.

Healthy, Attractive Environmental Assets

« SEMCOG will advocate that a revised structure for transportation funding inchude the design
constmction, maintenance, and replacement of necessary stornrwater management infrastructure.

« SEMCOG will continue to work with the state and local stakeholders to monitor local air quality
and use its holistic approach to ensure that the region attains and maintains all national ambient air
guality standards in a manner most consistent with supporting the region’s six adopted outcomes.

« SEMCOG will promote using various funding sources, including the new Transportation
Alternatives Program to implement projects that address both transportation and enwvironmental
outcomes.

« SEMCOG will complete and promote implementation of the Regional Green Infrastructure Vision.
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Overview of Projects in the 2040 Regional Transportation
Plan

Federal law requires that SEMCOG maintain two project lists. The first list represents projects
programmed to date for the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan. Projects in the plan will be implemented
via the region’s short-range 2014-2017 Transportation Inprovement Program (TIP), which represents the
list of projects programmed for funding over the next four years. Both of these lists nmst be financially
constrained; meaning that the cost of planned projects cannot exceed the amount of funding reasonably

expected to be available over respective periods.

SEMCOG maintains detailed data sources used to track the condition of the region’s transportation
system. SEMICOG has received national recognition for its work in safety, asset management using
pavement data and for facilitating collaboration on managing operations.

In preparation for the Regional Transpertation Plan and the Tramsportation Improvement Program,
SEMCOG and road and transit implementing agencies all vsed the data in various ways to support
decision-making Examples include:

« Condition of roads;

« Condition of bridges;

« Vehicle coumnts;

« Current and future demographic data by traffic analysis zome on population, age of population,
households, and jobs;

« Forecasted travel by read segment;

« Safety data by road segment;

« Transit user survey data;

« Representative public perspective on infrastructure;
« Location of sensitive environmental resources; and
« Intermodal connectivity.

Several other sections of this plan include varions analyses undertaken using these data. These analyses
were designed and used to guide decision-making for policies, actions and project selection.

Based on these analyses, a series of policies and principles to guide plan development were proposed and
adopted by the elected officials representing the region. These policies and principles were used to
structure a formal call for submittal of projects in fall 2012

Specifically, the call for projects was based on all of the following, each of which is described in
considerable detail in other parts of this plan:

« Consistency with the national goals set forth in the new federal transportation program Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21 Century (MAP-21),
« SEMCOG’s Creating Success Cutcomes and Performance Measures,

« Guiding Principles and Policies adopted by SEMCOG,
« Recogmiticn of key societal changes impacting the provision of transportation services and,
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« ldentification of congested cormdors through the Congestion Management Process.

Investment Prioritization

SEMCOG s various needs analyses demonstrated that smch of the existing system continned to decline
despite the heavy emphasis already placed on maintaining it. SEMCOG recommended retaining priorities
in the 2035 Plan, stressing continued emphasis on care of the cwrent system by focusing on the
following:

« Road and bridge condition;

« Household access to jobs, services, and amenities;
« Safety;

« Transit ridership; and

« The infrastructore utilization rate.

Performance Measures

SEMCOG noted its expectation that in the future, increasing emphasis would be placed on setting targets
for performance measures to guide investment and distribution of transportation funding. SEMCOG noted
the need for a process where decisions on distribution of funds would be increasingly weighted by their
rate of retum on investment and valie in moving the region toward achieving the adopted targets. In fact,
that structure has now been framed and is described m Figure 16.

Summary of Projects and Investment in the Region’s Transportation System
There are over a 1,000 projects in the Regional Transportation Plan The following table is a sample of
projects found in the Regional Transportation Plan.

Table 2
Example Projects from the Regional Transportation Plan
Transzit
Ann Arbor - Detroit From Ann Arbor to Detroit Construct and operate Wavne County

commuter rail service:
Tlustrative

commter rail service

Washtenaw County

Huron and Jackson Eeal | Along Huron/Tackson Fidershup enhancement Washtenaw County
Time Transit Traveler Comdor
Information
Prevenfive maintenance | Reglomwide Maintain vehicles or Regiomwide
equpment
Bridze
Grand River At West Branch of Cedar Eeplace Brndge Livingston County
Raver
Mew International From Southwest Detroit to Mew Bridge Wavne County
Trade Crossing Windsor Ontano
Essex County, Ontano
Pavement
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I-96

From Newburgh to Telegraph
(U5-24)

Feconstruct

Wayne County

Lewis Avenue

From Todd to Luh

Mall and fill, edge, repair

Monroe County

11 Mile Road

From Inkster to 2200 East

Fehalahtate

Oakland County

Capacity

Jefferson Avenue

From Crocker to

Widen from 2 to 5 lanes

Macomb County

Metropolitan Parkway
I-94 From I-96 to Connor Widen from 6 to & lanes, Wayne County
reconstruct interchanges
Safety
I-94EB Mear Kalmbach Foad Install de-cmg system Washtenaw County
Erafft Road From Campbell to State Add center twm lane 5t Clar County
M-24 (Lapeer Fd) At Harmon Upgrade traffic signal and Oakland County
mdirect left
Traffic Operations
M-10 (Lodge Freeway) | AtM-39 (Southfield Foad Weather Information Oakland County
Freeway) system
SEMCOG MI Feglomwide Continue operafing Fegional
Fideshare SEMCOG s regional
MiFideshare program
MITS Center operations | Reglonwide Continue control room Fegional
operations activities
Optimize signals Aleng M-1 (Woodward Awve) | Optmuze signals Oakland County

Nonmot

orized

Detroit Rrverfront Walk

Along the Detroit River from
Meldrum and Belle Isle

Construct nonmotonzed
path

Wayne County

Border to Border Trail

Traul hinking communities
and destnations along the
Huron Biver

Construct nonmotonzed
path

Washtenaw County

Studies

Ann Arbor Connector
Study

From Plymouth at US-23 to

State at [-94

NEPA and PE for outcomes
of feasibility study

Washtenaw County
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Vanous Roads

Throughout Walled Lake

Stady

Oakland County

Collectively, projects in the transportation plan will vield mumerous benefits such as:
« Better bridges and fewer detowrs reducing travel costs;
+ Decreased air pollution;
« Increased safety and economic productivity;
« More pedestrian and bicycle travel;
« Improved perscnal health and commmnity vitality
« Better connections for different modes such as transit;

« Better transit, which will attract development, business, and tourism, and comnect people to the
places they want to go;

« Better pavement for less wear and tear on wehicles;
« Improved traffic flow;
« Safer roads saving lives, and

« Decreased congestion.

There are mumerous federal and state laws, mules, and policies that impact both the level of funding
available and how that funding can be used. The table below i1s a lugh level summary of the varions
sources of funding to support the Region’s Transportation System. Each source is guided by a separate
and very specific set of requirements.

Table 3
Transportation Funding Sources
Federal State Local Other
Highway Trust Fund Michigan Transportation Local distnbution of MTF | Transfers from Canada for
Fund funds Mew International Brd
« Federal gas tax QATE) o e ze
fEvenne = State gas taxes General funds‘millages
« General find « Vehicle Private fiunds
transfers registration fees Downtown Development
Authorities (DDA)
« Aunto-related sales
Periodic special funding taxes and driver’'s | Local Development
from other federal license fees Finance Authorities
agencies (LDFA)
Generzl Fund transfers Local it Farebox
revenue

The table below represents SEMCOGs current best estimate of total investment from all these fonding
sources by category throngh 2040, It alzo shows the near term investment programmed in the 2014-2017
Transportation Improvement Program.
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Table 4

Summary of Investment in Southeast Michigan's Transportation System

through 2040

Projected | Programmed
Investment in the
Funding Category Included in | 2014-2017 Uses Bﬁlﬁd SF - of
2040 RTP TIP £
(in millions) | (in millions)
Operation & Operations
Maintenance of £5.844 MNA and minor Mo State
Federal-Aid Roads capital
Operation & Operations
Maintenance of £8.731 MNA and minor Mo State
Other Foads capital
Federal Transit Funds §3,521 $287 | Capital® Yes Federal
. - Capital and 4
State Transit Funds $3,713 $466 ; Yes State
' Operating .
. Capital and Yes
Local Transit Funds $4.940 $403 . Local
_ _ ' Operating .
MDOT Capital — repair $12.752 $990 | Capital YeS' | Federal and State
and improvement
Local Road Agencies — Yes®
repair and §4.446 $866 | Capital Federal and State
impmvemmlj
e Yes™ Federal, State,
PDOT Capacity $5.905° $504° | Capital Canada and
Improvemen Private’
Local Road ity - Yes™
[oca Soa ?;P‘“"“? $925 $106 | Capital " | Federal and State
Total $33.777 $3.802

'Federal-aid roads are those that are pam of the

Collectorn/Fural Major Collector or higher.
‘Some preventstive maintensnce costs are also allowed.
*mcludes reconstmuction, rebabilitation, safety, bridge, and Congestion Mitization and Air CQuality (CMMAQ) projects

“Exceptions apply if project is not federally finded snd not considered regionally significant

ational Highway System (WHS5) or have a functional classification of Urban

udes major Seeway projects on I-75 and I-94 that inwolve both widening and reconstruction; the Blue Water Bridze Flaza;
the Mew International Bridge Crossing (NITC); constmuction of 2 new loop ramp at I-75/5ashabaw Fd ; and, the reconfisuration

of the I-96T1.5. 23 interchange.
“Includes work associated with the Blus Water Bridge Plaza snd access road improvements for the NITC
"Canadian and private fands are associated with the Mew International Bridge Crossing

Below is a map depicting the projects thus far in the Regional Transportation Plan There are mumerous
projects of various types in each of the region’s seven counties.
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Figure 15
Projects Included in the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan

T

m— Traffic OpemEtions and Safety
— Eiige

— Dayement

= Capacity

s Trarest

= Enhancament

—— Road

Bofe: Mot all projects ans repressnied on tis map. Projecs ied
&3 Various Roads or Bridges”, & nonmotorized path that does
ok fodio & sireet, or bus purchases are exampies of projects
frat may not be mapped. Where posshbie, sub-projects

were mapped.

e

Source: SEEMCOG
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The projects reflect the recommended priority of maintaining the existing system.

The plan’s emphasis on uwse of the existing system and a different approach to congestion is
reflected in the funding allocation The wast majonity of the mimimal funding targeted for
congestion management projects that include some capacity expansion results from the need to
rehabilitate, repair, and replace porticns of two aging Interstates. Only a small portion of the
funding for each of these large-scale projects will be used for capacity expansion. Project costs are
domunated by the need for repair and replacement of existing roadway, bridges and safety
mprovements.

Based on federal requirements, the New International Trade Crossing (NITC) is included. However,
Canada is financing the New International Trade Crossing.

For the most part, road funds cannot be used to pay for erther transit capital or operations.
With few exceptions, federal transit funds cannot be used to pay for transit operations.
Over $250 million in the plan and $435 million in the TIP is programmed for projects that help

expand transportation choices and enhance the transportation experience. These include pedestrian
and bicycle mfrastructure and safety programs, lustoric preservation and rehabilitation of

transportation facilities, environmental mitigation activities, and safe routes to school programs.

Expected Changes in Performance

« Table 3 summarizes key needs identified in this plan by category and the expected change in

performance that will result.
« Consistent with forecasts in SEMCOG's recent transportation plans, performance improvements
contimie to be hampered by inadequate funding.
Table 5
Expected Changes in Performance at Current Funding Levels
3 :
Conponent Key Needs [P erfmmanreg =
Transit Capital ¢ Dedicated’ Adequate Source of Eevenue QZD
Transit Operating * Dedicated'Adequate Source of Reverne @
¢ Service Expansion: frequency and coverage
Pavement ¢ Reverse trend of deteriorating condition and
increased taxpayver costs
Bridges ¢ Sustam level of investment that prevents cost
escalation
Safety * Confinue steady improvement ?
Congestion/Capacity | # Minimize need for expansion/maximize use of
existing system
Major Improvement | * Move forward with the projects persistently ?
Projects 1dentified as lngh pnonty
F.oad Operations ¢ Increase emphasis as a cost effective means of ?
addressing multiple system needs
Hommotorized * Increase emphasis on expandmg as a viable ﬁ}
fransportation choice
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In summary, available fonding for beth the 2040 Repional Transportation Plan and the 2014-2017
Transportation Improvement Program is properly focused on canmg for the existing system But, the
msufficient amount of funding is impeding our ability to develop and improve the transportation system
needed to advance ow economic prosperity.
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Exhibit 4

Southeast Michigan
2040 Forecast Summary

Revised, April 2012

SEMCOG . . Creating Success in Southeast Michigan

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
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m ... Creating Success in Southeast Michigan

Mission
SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, is the only crgamization in Southeast
Michigan that brings together all of the region’s governments to solve regional challenges.

SEMCOG 15 creating success in Sowtheast Michigan by:

¢ Promoting informed decision making to mnprove Southeast Michigan and its local governments
by providing insightful data analysis;

¢« Promoting the efficient use of tax dollars for both long-term infrastructure investment and
shorter-term governmental efficiency;
Selving regional issues that go bevond the boundaries of individual local governments
Delivering direct assistance to member governments in the areas of transportation, environment,
and conmmnity and economic development; and

¢ Advocating on behalf of Southeast Michigan in Lansing and Washington.
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Executive Summary

SEMCOG has completed a new long-range forecast of population, households, and jobs for the Scutheast
Michigan region and its connfies and commmmities. Its overarching goal 15 to provide an understanding of
the region’s fuhwe economic and demographic outlook

The 2040 Forecast provides the base data for SEMCOG's long-range planning and is also used
extensively in local government and private sector planming efforts. The 30-year outlook for future
demographic and sociceconomic changes in commmunities across the region provides the best base for the
transportation, water, sewer, and other infrastructure planning vital to our region’s future success.

The overall forecast from 2010 to 2040 shows the region emerging from the recent recession with
moderate growth in honseholds and jobs, but Little population growth. Owerall population growth will be
just 0.8%, while households will grow by 6.0% and jobs by 12.1% over the next 30 years.

Southeast Michigan experienced a significant decline in both population and jobs during the recent nmlti-
vear recession. After reaching a peak of 4.83 million persons in 2000, the region lost 128,625 persons
duning the last decade, a decline of 2.7%, to 4.7 million persons in 2010. The region will continue to lose
population through 2022, dropping to 4.64 million durning that time, and then begin to grow on an annnal
basis. Ower the next 30 years total, the 2040 Forecast is projecting a total gain over 2010 of just 37,430
persons, to 4.74 million in 2040,

Population dynamics will continue to change. The region will become nmch older by 2040, driven by the
aging of the large baby boom generation. Though total households in the region will slowly increase
throughout the entire forecast period (6.0% over 30 years), the aging population means a continmed
decline in household size, dropping from 2.51 persons per household in 2010 to 2.39 persons per
household in 2040. Currently 13% of the population is age 65 or older; this total will increase to 24% of
the population in 2040. While the prime working age population will drop more than 10% by 2040, the
senior population will grow by 86%, posing a challenge to local governments i providing services to
seniors. Southeast Michigan will also become more diverse, as foreign immigration becomes the main
driver of population in the region. The Hispanic and Asian populations will nearly double, from 4 and 6
percent of total population in 2010 to 8 and 11 percent in 2040 respectively. Black population will remain
largely unchanged at 21 percent of total population in 2040, while Whites will drop from 68 to 60 percent.

Southeast Michigan will gain back most of the jobs lost during the last decade,, adding 300,000 jobs to
reach 2 78 million in 2040. Nearly half of the job growth will occur in the next five years. as we climb out
of the recession on small gains in mamifacturing jobs, the result of a restructured auto industry responding
to increased consumer demand for automobiles. Job growth beyond 2015 will be slower, as losses in
manufactring and retail jobs due to increased productivity are more than compensated by gains in
kmowledge-based jobs and in ambulatory health care jobs that serve the growing senior population. The
nmted growth rate in jobs is also due to laber force constraints in the later years of the forecast, as the
population ages and we struggle to attract young workers to the region.
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Introduction

SEMCOG produces a new long-range forecast of the region’s demographic and sociceconcmic future
every four years. Included in SEMCOG's 2040 Forecast are total population, households, and jobs for the
Southeast Michigan region, its seven counties, and 234 conmmmnities. Forecast data is provided in five-
vear increments, for the 30-year period 2010 through 2040, and is based on the best available local data,
as well as data from the 2010 Census, American Commmnity Survey, and the Michigan Burean of Labor
Market Information. The 2040 Forecast 1s especially useful to SEMCOG s member commumnities becanse
of the view it provides of future change following an extended period of decline in population and jobs
due to the recent economic recession.

Methods

Any forecast of fisture demographic and socioecononuc change for small areas, inchiding commmumnities,
requires a detailed understanding of the growth trends for the larger Southeast Michigan region The first
step in the process of producing the 2040 Forecast began with work on a new regional forecast for the
years 2010 to 2040, This regional forecast relies upon fiture population and employment trends
developed by the Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations at the University of Michigan using the
EEMI (Regional Economic Models, Inc) model. REMI is a computer mode] that considers all counties in
the United States as economic units competing for labor, income, and fisture population growth with all
other parts of the conntry. SEMCOG then convened a Forecast Technical Advisory Conumittes composed
of regional experts to review and improve the regional forecast produced by the University of Michigan
The Southeast Michigan trends developed by BEEMI are further detailed in the SEMCOG document
Retrenchment and Renewal: The Economic Cutlook for Southeast Michigan Through 2040.

The second step in producing SEMCOG s 2040 Forecast 1s to understand how individual households and
emyployers in the region will interact based on the regional and county population and employment trends
from the REMI model. In order to produce the small-area forecasts, SEMCOG is again using the
UrbanSim computer model, a conyputer simmlation model for planning and analysis of wrban development
that replicates the inferaction between land use, transportation, and public policy such as commmmnity
master plans and sewer service districts. The UrbanSim model sinmlates the decision making processes of
different types of households and businesses in relation to a varety of potential location choices, by
clearly representing the location preferences of the different types of househelds and employers available
to locate there. This allows SEMCOG to predict both changes in land wuwse, and household and
employment location, all by land parcel. Future households and jobs are placed into the most desirable
land parcel for their characteristics, and new residential and non-residential developments created, based
on the demand to locate and the land available to develop in a particular geographic location

The final step is to sum the land parcel forecast to provide forecast numbers for each city, village, and

township in the region These aggregated forecast numbers were also firther reviewed by SEMCOG staff,
the Forecast Technical Advisory Comnuttes, and commmmnities in the region.

Local Input and Review

Data developed by the region’s 234 local governments was instrumental in producing the 2040 Forecast.
SEMCOG collected from each of the region’s commmumnities their most cwrent naster plan, which
provided the future planned land nse and development density of each land parcel. In addition, recent data
on both residential and non-residential development projects was also obtained from each comnmnity.
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SEMCOG relied heavily on land parcel files and tax assessment data for these parcels as the base for
SEMCOG's small area forecasting. This data, in particular, provides the parcel-level information
(presence and age of buildings. improvement and land values, and non-residential square footage) that a
real estate driven model such as UrbanSim needs to comrectly model foture development.

Additional conmmuuty input was collected in a series of commmnity review meetings held during
November and December, 2011. SEMCOG presented a draft of the commmmnity forecast at these meetings,
held in different counties throughowt the region and hosted by local elected officials. The draft commmnity
forecast to the year 2020 was shared, along with a detailed presentation on the regional and county level
demographic and sociceconomic changes that guided production of the commmnity forecast. Officials
present at the meetings discussed the mplications of the draft forecast and how they could best respond to
the changes in their conmnunities. SEMCOG asked local officials to review the draft forecast numbers
provided at the meetings and forward comments by the end of January 2012, SEMCOG received more
than 20 written comments from local governments as well as additional information on recent housing
and non-residential developments in their comnmmities, leading to adjustments to the draft forecast
numbers where appropriate.

SEMCOG s committees reviewed and commented on the forecast as follows:

s  June 6, 2011 Forecast Technical Advisory Committee
(reviewed draft regional forecast totals)

* September 15, 2011 Forecast Technical Advisory Committee
(reviewed adjusted regional forecast totals)

+ Febmary 15, 2012 Forecast Technical Advisory Committee
(resolution recommending Executive Comnuttes adoption)

+ Febmary 24, 2012 Executive Committee
(resolution recommending General Assembly adoption)

SEMCOG will continue to refine the conmmmity forecast to produce a more detailed forecast for each
comnmnity, including pepulation by age cohert, group quarters population, households by presence of
children and by age of householder, and jobs by employment sector. These detailed 2040 Forecast tables
will be made available on SEMCOG s Web site, wanw semcog org, as the forecast is finalized in the near
future.
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Southeast Michigan 2040 Forecast Summary

Population and Households
Change 2010-40

[Forecast Period)
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 MNumber Percent
Population 4,833,368 4,704,743 4,645,938 4,678,718 4,742,083 37,340 0.8%
Households 1,845,218 1844758 1885802 1931495 1954953 110,195 65.0%
Household Size 258 2.51 243 2.3% 2.39 -0.12 -4.9%
Population by Year Employment by Year
4,650,000 2,850,000
Forecast Period 1 Forecast Period
2,800,000
4,E00,000 1
\ 2,750,000 \
4,750,000 2,700,000 "l /
/'/r 2,650,000 ,'q,
4,700,000 2,600,000 \
2,550,000
4,650,000
2,500,000
4 600,000 T T T T T T T 1 2,450,000 T T T T T T T 1
2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Employment by Sector
Change 2010-40
[Forecast Period)
Sector 2000 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 151,247 103,132 121512 18,380 17.8%
Manufacturing 443,191 209 698 178,823 -30,875 -14.7%
Wholesale Trade, Trans, Warehousing, & Utilities 195,461 171,672 181,837 10,165 5.9%
Retail Trade 304,321 244 842 215939 -28,203 -11.8%
Enowledge-Based Services 557,135 549, 460 636,475 87,015 15.8%
Services to Households & Firms 338,573 319,810 381,527 61,717 19.3%
Private Education and Health Care 305,373 370,416 519,939 149,523 40.4%
Leisure & Hospitality 217,896 223,852 243,472 19,620 B.8%
Government 320,973 291 369 306,558 15,189 52%
Total Employment 2,835,170 2484251 2,786,082 301,831 12.1%
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2040 Forecast by County for Southeast Michigan

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber  Percent
Southeast Michigan
Fopulation 4,704,743 4,667,111 4,646,938 4648713 4,678,718 4,708,371 4,742,083 37,340 0.8%
Households 1844758 1,863,648 1,88580Z 1905850 1031495 1048137 10540953 110,195 6.0%
Employment 2484251 2,601,122 2,635,153 2,672,708 2,713,955 2,756,878 2,786,082 301,831 12.1%
Livingston County
Fopulation 180,967 186,015 1932 115 198,021 204,704 210,664 214,323 33,356 18.4%
Households 67,380 70,558 73,620 75,950 78,514 80,706 B2,223 14,843 22.0%
Employment 63,057 74,482 77,468 80,337 83,506 85,820 89,727 20,670 29.0%
Macomb County
Fopulation 840,978 855,374 863,378 B72,74D B84, 865 896,423 905,390 64,412 7.7%
Households 331,668 341,557 349,242 356,597 363,519 368,160 370,604 38,036 11.7%
Employment 362,517 377,116 379,981 387,217 395,230 403,398 409,836 47,369 13.1%
Monroe County
Fopulation 152,021 155,600 156,502 158,332 160,841 163,180 164,720 12 539 8.4%
Households 58,230 60,815 62,539 64,305 66,071 67,189 67,823 9,593 16.5%
Employment 53,761 56,262 56,028 57,537 58,5660 50,081 61,382 7,621 14.2%
Dakland County
Fopulation 1,202,362 1,215,321 1,218,440 1221349 1,230,755 1,232,672 1245863 44,501 3.7%
Households 483 608 496,555 504,731 506,548 509,286 511,137 510,257 26,559 5.5%
Employment BA42 323 001,219 921,533 936,923 051,622 064,450 970,797 128,575 15.3%
5t, Clair County
Fopulation 163,040 161,671 161,508 162,553 164,656 166,559 167,621 4,581 2.8%
Households 63,841 64,680 55,402 56,586 57,887 58,634 68,060 5,119 3.0%
Employment 62,614 65,243 66,061 67,045 68,350 70,038 71,480 B,B66 14.2%
washtenaw County
Fopulation 344,701 350,781 354,115 360,371 368,262 377,183 386,235 41,444 12.0%
Households 137,193 141 483 146,870 151,822 156,324 160,591 164,447 27,254 19.0%
Employment 236,676 245,721 252,598 260,024 268,528 277,576  2B5,655 48,979 20.7%
Wayne County
Population 1,820,584 1,742,250 1,700,770 1,675,347 1,664,535 1,661,590 16560931  -163,653 -9.0%
Househalds 702,749 GEE, 000 683, 308 634,032 635,894 691,611 690,639 -12.110 -1.7%
Employment B57 404 880,079 830,584 883 525 833,041 894,506 B97,155 39,751 4.6%
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Population Change, 2010-2040
Southeast Michigan
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Population Change, 2000-2010

Southeast Michigan

. More than 3,000 loss
[] Loss, 501 to 3,000
|:| Little change, 500 loss to 500 gain
] Gain, 501 to 3,000

. More than 3,000 gain

LLBCAS | e b i Lirof

14520,000
L] B 12
SEMCOG p—— e
‘Southeast Mchigan Council of Governmenls a 10 20
535 Griswold Sarcot, Suite 300, Dotroit, Michigan 48226.3602 | L =
Phone (313) 9614266, Fax (313) 0614069 Staln Flane NADES HARN H
WAL S2ITICO. O Copyright SEMCOG, 2012 February 2012 Tsemoogomis ac AP GIS:

9 - Southeast Michigan 2040 Forecast Summary

154 11/11/2015




10 - Southeast Michizan 2040 Forecast Summary

155 11/11/2015



Population Change, 2010-2020

Southeast Michigan
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Population Change, 2000-2040

Southeast Michigan
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Household Change, 2010-2040

Southeast Michigan
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Southeast Michigan

Employment Change, 2070-2040
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Livingston County 2040 Forecast Summary

Population and Households

Change 2010-40

2010 2020 2030 2040 Mumber Percent

Population 180,967 192 116 204,704 214,323 33,356 18.4%

Households 67,380 73,620 78,514 82,223 14,843 22.0%

Household Size 267 254 2.58 2.58 -0.08 -2.9%
Population by Year Employment by Year

220,000 95,000
30,000
210,000
£5,000
200,000 / £0,000
190,000 75,000 /
/ 70,000 g
180,000

65,000
170, 000 T T T T T T 1 60,000 T T T T T T 1
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Employment by Sector
Change 2010-40
Sector 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 5,502 B,454 2,992 54.4%
Manufacturing 6,698 5,862 -836 -12.5%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 3,889 4,663 774 19.9%
Retail Trade 9,160 9,365 705 7.7%
Knowledgze-Based Services 15,213 21,154 5,941 39.1%
Services to Households & Firms 9,279 12,837 3,558 3B.3%
Private Education and Health Care 6,503 11,039 4,536 69.8%
Leisure & Hospitality 5,595 B389 1,794 27.2%
Government 5,218 7,424 1,206 19.4%
Total Employment 69,057 89,727 20,670 29.9%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Livingston County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 MNumber  Percent
Brighton
Fopulation 7,444 7,910 8,135 8,528 8,794 9,133 9,628 2,184 29.3%
Households 3,603 3,665 3,726 3,795 3,892 3,982 4,098 495 13.7%
Employment 10,812 11,750 12,362 13,008 13,390 14,090 14,927 4,115 38.1%
Brighton Twp.
Fopulation 17,791 18, BO7 19,208 20,274 21,306 21,490 21,498 3,707 20.8%
Households 5,415 6,862 7,138 7,510 7,817 7,891 7,937 1,522 23.7%
Employment 9,597 10,858 11,910 12,434 13,045 13,678 14 368 4771 49.7%
cohoctah Twp.
Population 3,317 3,508 3,544 3,445 3,486 3,417 3,394 77 2.3%
Households 1,176 1,285 1,292 1,290 1,290 1,292 1,295 119 10.1%
Employment 104 119 132 147 137 150 174 70 67.3%
Conway Twp.
Fopulation 3,545 3,542 3,380 3,361 3,320 3,296 3,356 -190 -5.4%
Households 1,199 1,248 1,275 1,275 1,282 1,285 1,293 94 7.8%
Employment 15 15 15 14 13 13 17 1 65.2%
Deerfield Twp.
Fopulation 4,170 4,548 4,558 4,481 4,441 4,440 4,485 315 7.6%
Households 1,481 1,651 1,666 1,686 1,680 1,692 1,694 213 14.4%
Employment 305 292 2E6 316 317 363 353 43 15.7%
Fenton (Livingston)
Population o o o 10 10 10 1o o 0.0%
Households 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 o 0.0%
Employment o o o o o o o o 0.0%
Fowlerville
Population 2,886 2,911 3,086 3,088 3,146 3,256 3,236 350 12.1%
Households 1,198 1,239 1,308 1,322 1,365 1,389 1,408 210 17.5%
Employment 1,578 1,648 1,656 1,767 1,815 1,884 1,004 326 20.7%
Genoa Twp.
Fopulation 19, E21 20,171 20,9609 21,486 22,293 22,797 23,061 3,240 16.3%
Households 7,807 g,019 £,333 8,567 8,788 8,988 9,133 1,326 17.0%
Employment 11,430 12,269 12,580 13,045 13,528 13,921 14,029 2,509 22.7%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Livingston County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber  Percent
Green Oak Twp.
Fopulation 17,476 18,090 18,354 18,388 18,586 18,736 18,873 1,397 2.0%
Households 6,450 6,800 6,954 7,026 7,110 7,199 7,278 B28 12 8%
Employment B,343 8,732 B,B4E 9,167 9,516 9,816 9,062 1,619 19.4%
Hamburg Twp.
Population 21,165 22,713 23,060 23,554 23,585 23,835 23,987 2,822 13.3%
Households 7,860 §,437 8,837 8,085 9,055 9,141 9,196 1,336 17.0%
Employment 2,656 2,834 2,867 2,931 3,016 3,237 3,364 708 26.7%
Handy Twp.
Population 5,120 5,028 5,122 5,376 5,673 5,939 6,052 932 18.2%
Households 1,793 1,877 1,964 2,074 2,216 2,308 2,375 582 32.5%
Employment B18 o0 938 942 1,078 1,053 1,050 232 28.4%
Hartland Twp.
Fopulation 14,663 15,017 15,238 15,431 15,654 16,128 16,040 1,377 9.4%
Households 5,154 5,408 5,544 5,650 5,795 5,955 5,066 B12 15.8%
Employment 4,784 5,264 5,542 5,818 5,920 6,026 6,206 1,422 29.7%
Howell
Population 9,480 9,408 9,816 10,196 10,376 10,825 11 448 1,959 20.6%
Households 4,028 4,000 4,148 4,298 4,378 4,523 4741 713 17.7%
Employment 11,330 11,957 12,331 12,533 13,126 13,530 14,040 2,710 23.0%
Howell Twp.
Population 6,702 7,286 £,200 9,239 9,725 11,079 11 B66 5,164 77.1%
Households 2,531 2,765 3,147 3,430 3,643 4,073 4,380 1,849 73.1%
Employment 4,136 4,375 4,402 4,408 4521 4,781 4,053 B17 19.8%
losco Twp.
Fopulation 3,801 3,826 3,718 3,605 3,545 3,507 3,455 -346 -9.1%
Households 1278 1,353 1,351 1,355 1,358 1,358 1,358 80 6.3%
Employment 119 120 121 124 124 130 132 13 10.9%
Marion Twp.
Fopulation 9,995 9,451 10,083 10,453 11,359 11,921 12,339 2,343 23.4%
Households 3,499 3,439 3,722 3,857 4,155 4,394 4,570 1,071 30.6%
Employment 790 BED 877 935 1,059 1,120 1,109 319 40.4%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 MNumber  Percent
oOceola Twp.
Fopulation 11,936 12, 007 12,135 12,714 13,717 14,254 14,154 2,218 18.6%
Households 4,057 4,245 4,414 4,543 5,046 5,206 5,235 1,178 29.0%
Employment 564 612 642 654 748 786 804 240 42 6%
Pinckney
Population 2,437 2,236 2,343 2,408 2,544 2,624 2,768 341 14.1%
Households BEGo B53 904 938 9E5 1,027 1062 193 22.2%
Employment 559 545 5589 565 580 550 558 -1 -0.2%
Putnam Twp.
Population 5,821 6,297 6,704 6,938 7,178 7,347 7,516 1,695 29.1%
Households 2,166 2,343 2,498 2,564 2,639 2,729 2,780 614 28.3%
Employment 577 716 747 799 839 831 909 332 57.6%
Tyrone Twp.
Fopulation 10,020 9,B88 10,423 10,934 11,821 12,218 12,522 2,502 25.0%
Households 3,528 3,577 3,848 4,095 4,398 4,587 4,696 1,168 33.1%
Employment 355 398 431 475 496 531 579 224 63.1%
Unadilla Twp.
Population 3,366 3,850 3,530 4,052 4,135 4,413 4,635 1,269 37.7%
Households 1,285 1,481 1,548 1,578 1,611 1,685 1,726 440 34.2%
Employment 134 205 212 225 259 280 289 105 57.1%
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Macomb County 2040 Forecast Summary

Population and Households

Change 2010-40

2010 2020 2030 2040 Number Percent
Population B40,978 863,378 B84,865 005,390 64,412 7.7%
Households 331,667 340,247 363,519 370,604 38,937 11.7%
Household 5Size 251 245 2a 242 -0.09 -3.7%

Population by Year Employment by Year

910,000 420,000
900,000 //. 410,000
890,000 /

/ 400,000
BEO,000 /

/ 390,000
B70,000
- / 380,000
850,000 / 370,000 /
BA0, 00D _/I T T T T T 1 360,000 T T T T T T 1
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Employment by Sector
Change 2010-40

Sector 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 19,121 24,726 5,605 29.3%
Manufacturing 49,440 43,603 -5,837 -11.8%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 19,679 22,155 2,476 12.6%
Retail Trade 42,709 3E,987 -3,722 -BT%
Knowledge-Based Services 65,060 75,4593 10,433 16.0%
Services to Households & Firms 51,051 63,043 11,992 23.5%
Private Education and Health Care 45,595 67,111 21,516 47.2%
Leisure & Hospitality 32,679 35,855 3,176 5.TH
Government 37,183 38,913 1,730 4.7%
Total Employment 362,517 400,886 47,369 13.1%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Macomb County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 MNumber  Percent
Armada
Fopulation 1,730 1,794 1,779 1,771 1,758 1,733 1,731 1 0.1%
Households 607 657 671 674 678 877 677 70 11.5%
Employment 770 770 748 747 733 750 B30 60 7.8%
Armada Twp.
Fopulation 3,640 3,585 3,654 3,666 3,645 3,541 3,575 -74 -2.0%
Households 1,287 1,310 1,383 1,392 1,380 1,392 1,393 106 8.2%
Employment 897 836 8595 927 973 1,006 1045 149 16.6%
Bruce Twp.
Population 6,947 7,515 7,813 7,779 7,872 7,996 7,085 1,038 14.0%
Households 2,345 2,619 2,787 2,822 2,890 2,985 3,023 677 28.0%
Employment 1,405 1,507 1,513 1532 1,597 1,560 1,620 215 15.3%
Center Line
Fopulation 8,257 8,150 8,178 8,255 8,333 8,406 8,579 322 3.0%
Households 3,632 3,620 3,633 3,661 3,691 3,681 3,706 74 2.0%
Employment 5,047 7,043 7,144 7,230 7,317 7,434 7,544 597 8.6%
chesterfield Twp.
Fopulation 43,381 44,895 47,275 49,984 51,417 53,314 54,074 10,633 24.6%
Households 16,243 17,521 19,023 20,173 20,861 21,220 21,289 5,046 31.1%
Employment 12 6502 13,205 13,207 13,337 13,560 13,870 14,125 1,523 12.1%
clinton Twp.
Population 96,7965 101,055 102,826 102,486 102,049 103,094 103,823 7,027 7.3%
Households 42,036 43,800 44 418 44,793 44,941 45,096 45,232 3,196 7.6%
Employment 43,322 44,721 44,920 45,752 47,220 48,369 49,476 6,154 14.2%
Eastpointe
Population 32,442 30,948 31,556 32,779 33,650 34,213 34,467 2,025 6.2%
Households 12,557 12 170 12,631 13,073 13,444 13,660 13,687 1,130 9.0%
Employment 7,803 7,844 7,856 7,861 8,080 8,067 B,274 471 6.0%
Fraser
Fopulation 14,480 14, BE5 14,710 14,741 14,623 14,971 14 896 415 2.9%
Households 6,105 6,261 6,300 6,354 6,425 6,520 6,560 455 7.5%
Employment 7,654 7,834 7,897 8,061 8,212 8,284 B,233 579 7.6%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Macomb County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
Grosse Pointe Shores (Macomb)
Population 78 Bl BS T Bl 82 81 2 2.5%
Households 38 4z 45 42 44 45 45 ] 15.4%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
Harrison Twp.
Population 24,587 25,703 26,623 26,286 26,907 27,758 28,111 3,524 14.3%
Households 11,128 11,533 11, 798 12,080 12,395 12,577 12,683 1,555 14.0%
Employment 5,476 5,565 5,690 5,890 6,000 6,071 6,143 667 12.2%
Lenox Twp.
Population 5,828 6,135 6,312 6,668 6,870 6,991 6,048 1,120 19.2%
Households 1,676 1,824 1,973 2,057 2,136 2,187 2,189 513 30.6%
Employment 874 834 8EQ 870 872 903 o904 30 3.4%
Macomb Twp.
Fopulation 79,580 £4,991 87,234 90,066 91,008 92,402 95,067 15,487 19.5%
Households 26,581 28,BED 30,158 30,745 31,137 32,076 33,015 6,424 24.2%
Employment 10,111 10,594 10,824 11,132 11,202 11,655 11,922 1,811 17.0%
Memphis (Macomb)
Population B23 669 636 642 7od 800 770 -53 -6.4%
Households 328 278 252 261 2E6 325 332 4 1.2%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
Mount Clemens
Population 16,314 16,395 16,126 15,817 15,587 15,629 15,461 -B53 -5.2%
Households 6,714 6,777 6,773 6,772 6,763 6,780 6,775 61 0.9%
Employment 16,601 17,162 17,272 17,823 18,123 18,566 18,752 2,151 13.0%
New Baltimore
Fopulation 12, 084 12, 581 13,340 13,681 13,913 13,977 13,848 1,764 14.6%
Households 4,434 4,650 4,977 5,159 5,260 5,311 5,324 B0 20.1%
Employment 2,415 2,475 2,477 2,576 2,702 2,810 2,896 481 19.0%
MNew Haven
Fopulation 4,642 4,855 5,292 5,424 5,467 5,483 5,535 893 19.2%
Households 1,552 1,667 1,814 1,845 1,857 1,855 1,854 302 19.5%
Employment 631 635 715 750 758 751 754 123 19.5%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber Percent
Ray Twp.
Fopulation 3,739 3,732 3,663 3,678 3,627 3,588 3,644 -95 -2.5%
Households 1,404 1,421 1,426 1,451 1,463 1,454 1,493 89 6.3%
Employment 367 410 441 445 476 497 530 163 44.4%
Richmond
Population 5,733 6,027 6,206 6,181 6,166 6,182 6,181 448 7.8%
Households 2,239 2,369 2,487 2,521 2,546 2,548 2,549 310 13.8%
Employment 1,097 2,078 2,154 2,242 2,286 2,397 2,436 439 22.0%
Richmond Twp.
Population 3,665 3,734 3,642 3,587 3,540 3,497 3,405 -260 -7.1%
Households 1,208 1,259 1,270 1,291 1,300 1,300 1,309 100 8.3%
Employment 695 780 812 860 859 872 851 165 23.7%
Romeo
Fopulation 3,505 3,608 3,798 3,799 3,738 3,705 3,664 68 1.9%
Households 1,501 1,542 1,616 1,620 1,656 1,671 1,676 175 11.7%
Employment 4,062 5,183 5,113 5,108 5,239 5,311 5,364 402 8.1%
Roseville
Population 47,294 45,542 46,293 45,613 45,149 44,995 45,263 -2,036 -4.3%
Households 19,553 19,470 19,712 19,798 19,708 19,730 19,780 227 1.2%
Employment 22,241 22,572 22,034 22,378 22,813 23,243 23,634 1,393 6.3%
Shelby Twp.
Population 73,804 TE,507 78,833 77,980 79,254 80,495 B2,358 8,554 11.6%
Households 28,299 30,821 31,234 31,350 31,918 32,411 32,814 4515 16.0%
Employment 25,748 26,807 27,256 27,800 28,236 28,762 29,041 3,293 12 8%
5t Clair shores
Fopulation 59,715 59,791 58,727 58,583 50,986 61,478 61,416 1,701 2.8%
Households 26,585 27,085 27,408 27,656 28,685 29,177 29,245 2,660 10.0%
Employment 17,516 18,543 10,030 10,660 20,067 20,308 20,512 2,906 17.1%
sterling Heights
Fopulation 120,699 129 535 131,058 131,907 134,666 135,944 136,527 6,828 5.3%
Households 49,451 49 BEG 50,654 51,647 52,826 53,745 54,116 4 665 9.4%
Employment 58,338 61,546 61,635 62,662 54,045 65,364 65,872 7,534 12.0%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber  Percent
Utica
Fopulation 4,757 4,862 5,006 5,020 4,995 5,024 5,070 313 6.6%
Households 2,218 2,298 2,433 2,503 2,537 2,577 2,596 378 17.0%
Employment 5398 5,478 5,519 5,595 5,594 5,795 5,861 453 8.6%
Warren
Population 134,056 129 60 126,344 128,357 130,987 132,615 134 268 212 0.2%
Households 53,442 52,448 52,557 54,265 55,771 56,088 56,139 2,697 5.0%
Employment 101,825 106,165 107,600 109,559 111,638 114,056 115451 14 626 14.4%
washington Twp.
Population 23,296 24,866 25,368 26,902 27,873 28,510 28,643 5,347 23.0%
Households B,A492 9,339 9,800 10,583 10,903 11,062 11,103 2,611 30.7%
Employment 5,520 5,846 5,902 5,977 6,105 6,268 6,389 BED 15.7%
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Monroe County 2040 Forecast Summary

Population and Households

Change 2010-40
2010 2020 2030 2040 Number Percent
Population 152,021 156,502 160,841 164,720 12 6539 8.4%
Households 58,230 62,530 66,071 67,823 9,593 16.5%
Household 5Size 2.50 248 2a 2.40 -0.18 -7.0%
Population by Year Employment by Year
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Employment by Sector
Change 2010-40

Sector 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 5,515 5,865 350 6.3%
Manufacturing 5,171 3,738 -1,433 -27.7%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 4,853 5,204 351 T2%
Retail Trade 6,548 6,259 -25% -4.0%
Knowledge-Based Services 8,679 11,315 2,636 30.4%
Services to Households & Firms 5,253 6,683 1,430 27.2%
Private Education and Health Care 6,182 5,544 3,362 54.4%
Leisure & Hospitality 5,643 6,537 594 15.8%
Government 5,917 6,207 290 4.9%
Total Employment 53,761 61,382 7,621 14.2%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Monroe County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
Ash Twp.
Fopulation 5,438 5,905 5,975 5,838 5,956 6,033 5,002 454 8.5%
Households 2,050 2,218 2,287 2,323 2,349 2,340 2,337 287 14.0%
Employment 2,137 2,133 2,026 2,035 2,022 2,037 2,000 -137 -6.4%
Badford Twp.
Fopulation 31,085 32,383 33,078 33,961 34,800 35,752 36,181 5,006 16.4%
Households 11 BES 12 685 13,245 13,885 14,463 14,874 14,097 3,112 26.2%
Employment 6,387 6,668 6,839 6,954 7,150 7,259 7,543 1,156 18.1%
Berfin Twp.
Population 7,206 7,408 7,740 8,227 8,388 8,495 8,624 1,418 19.7%
Households 2,575 2,744 2,800 2,991 3,075 3,134 3,193 618 24.0%
Employment 1,235 1,188 1,262 1,334 1,371 1,366 1,339 104 8.4%
Carleton
Fopulation 2,345 2,432 2,545 2,670 2,713 2,500 2,580 235 10.0%
Households 953 BT 1,037 1,102 1,127 1,112 1,108 155 16.3%
Employment 583 593 575 578 598 635 598 1o 1.7%
Dundee
Fopulation 3,957 4,337 4,304 4,295 4,470 4,576 4,696 739 18.7%
Households 1,539 1,714 1,745 1,7E4 1,885 1,951 2,021 482 31.3%
Employment 2,488 2,590 2,602 2,576 2,615 2,655 2,725 237 9.5%
Dundee Twp.
Population 2,802 3,003 2,924 2,930 2,997 3,108 3,003 291 10.4%
Households 1,026 1,121 1,118 1,140 1,166 1,207 1,221 195 19.0%
Employment 397 450 412 415 404 408 415 i3 4.5%
Erie Twp.
Population 4,517 4,920 4,765 4,652 4,545 4,544 4,635 118 2.6%
Households 1,781 1,961 1,964 1,966 1,966 1,965 1,961 180 10.1%
Employment 804 so2 865 858 915 930 o959 155 19.3%
Estral Beach
Population 418 520 4585 484 456 444 445 28 5.7%
Households 183 230 224 224 222 222 221 38 20.8%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
Exeter Twp.
Fopulation 3,406 3,426 3,323 3,249 3,172 3,153 3,159 -247 -7.3%
Households 1,272 1,249 1,253 1,255 1,254 1,257 1,251 29 2.4%
Employment 300 359 371 392 417 417 414 114 38.0%
Frenchtown Twp.
Population 20,428 21,171 21,310 21,832 22,266 22,803 23,633 3,205 15.7%
Households 7,958 §,343 8,679 8,985 9,293 9,506 9,720 1,771 22.3%
Employment 12 616 13,380 13,460 13,518 13,668 13,969 14176 1,560 12 4%
Ida Twp.
Population 4,964 5,024 4,763 4,751 4,808 4,834 4857 -107 -2.2%
Households 1,751 1,813 1,827 1,860 1,390 1,913 1,925 174 9.0%
Employment 585 641 653 6ES 662 666 730 145 24 8%
LaSalle Twp.
Fopulation 4,894 5,130 5,115 4,943 4,873 4,888 4851 -43 -0.9%
Households 1,832 1,941 1,956 1,960 1,962 1,967 1,953 171 6.6%
Employment 286 303 2E9 2EB 297 329 irnz 85 30.1%
London Twp.
Population 3,048 3,171 3,080 3,130 3,090 3,042 3,049 1 0.0%
Households 1,102 1,174 1,184 1,185 1,184 1,185 1,185 83 7.5%
Employment 83 14 109 L 9B 123 122 34 38.6%
Luna Pier
Population 1,435 1,586 1,603 1,590 1,500 1,599 1,594 158 11.0%
Households 608 657 6E4 693 [ 695 707 a9 16.3%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
Mayhbea
Population 562 556 562 633 671 737 734 172 30.6%
Households 205 210 214 249 268 274 279 74 36.1%
Employment 66 &7 65 65 63 66 658 2 3.0%
Milan [Monroe)
Fopulation 2,066 2,183 2,194 2,253 2,295 2,402 2,400 334 16.2%
Households BOE BE9 856 919 942 992 994 136 23.0%
Employment 629 644 651 641 631 644 673 44 7.0%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Monroe County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber  Percent
Milan Twp.
Fopulation 1,601 1,727 1,668 1,630 1,681 1,692 1,669 68 42%
Households 613 646 &50 548 651 857 6359 45 7.5%
Employment 244 257 244 240 244 252 250 ] 2.5%
Monroe
Population 20,733 19, E18 19, 590 19,300 19,995 20,352 20,154 -569 -2.7%
Households B238 8,051 £,245 8,311 8,500 8,638 8,595 357 43%
Employment 15,192 15,740 15,950 16,116 16,460 16,956 17,381 2,189 14.4%
Monroe Twp.
Population 14,568 14,241 14,513 14,893 15,233 15,280 15,515 947 6.5%
Households 5,719 5,764 5,973 6,194 6,416 6,512 6,624 ag5 15.8%
Employment 7,017 7,482 7,720 7,952 8,171 8,421 B,695 1,678 23.0%
Petersburg
Fopulation 1,145 1,088 1,145 1,158 1,202 1,305 1,426 280 24.4%
Households 440 446 486 SO0 520 544 571 122 27.2%
Employment 271 294 2B5 278 277 288 264 -7 -2.6%
Raisinville Twp.
Population 5,816 6,077 5,922 5,855 5,882 5,830 5,790 -26 -0.4%
Households 2,004 2,236 2,240 2,251 2,281 2,285 2,303 209 10.0%
Employment 507 571 376 641 622 653 658 151 29.8%
South Rockwood
Population 1,675 1,734 1,741 1,783 1,836 1,911 1,053 278 16.6%
Households 687 Tia 724 756 7o0 797 814 127 18.5%
Employment 124 135 143 156 132 171 170 45 37.1%
summerfield Twp.
Fopulation 3,308 3,215 3,274 3,228 3,247 3,160 3,115 -193 -5.8%
Households 1,195 1,202 1,355 1,258 1,266 1,260 1,269 74 6.2%
Employment 696 673 651 639 696 698 702 ] 0.9%
whiteford Twp.
Fopulation 4,602 4,676 4,639 4,547 4,556 4,570 4654 52 11%
Households 1,757 1,840 1,841 1,365 1,885 1,893 1,906 149 8.5%
Employment 810 837 899 895 837 2927 926 116 14.3%
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Change 2010-40
2010 2020 2030 2040 Number Percent
Population 1,202,362 1,218, 440 1,230,755 1,246,863 44,501 3.7%
Households 483,608 504,731 500,286 510,257 26,559 5.5%
Household Size 2.46 239 2.39 2.42 -0.04 -1.7%
Population by Year Employment by Year
1,260,000 990,000
1,250,000 970,000 A
1,240,000 950,000 /_
1,230,000 930,000 f
1,220,000 910,000 /!
1,210,000 00,000 f
1,200,000 —‘/ £70,000 /
/
1,190,000 B50,000 ‘
1,180,000 T T T T T T . B30,000 T T T T T 1
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Employment by Sector

Change 2010-40
Sector 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 33,768 40,333 6,565 19.4%
Manufacturing 57,437 51,983 -5,454 -9.5%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 50,447 50,348 -99 0.2%
Retail Trade 83,349 73,446 -3,903 -11.8%
Enowledge-Based Services 252,852 302,885 50,033 10 8%
Services to Households & Firms 115,432 142,557 26,165 22.5%
Private Education and Health Care 122,712 173,549 50,837 41.4%
Leisure & Hospitality 69,717 75,622 5,905 B.5%
Government 55,508 50,034 4526 B.2%
Total Employment BA2,227 970,797 128,575 15.3%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Oakland County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
Addison Twp.
Fopulation 5,048 6,108 6,011 5,871 5,848 5,784 5,770 -178 -3.0%
Households 2,161 2,288 2,285 2,280 2,280 2,289 2,290 129 6.0%
Employment 252 292 311 309 316 327 325 73 29.0%
Auburn Hills
Fopulation 21,412 22,503 22,578 22,827 22,993 23,514 24,248 2,836 13.2%
Households B,B44 9,362 9,486 9,595 9,653 9,725 8,772 oz2g 10.5%
Employment 63,674 76,471 77,807 78,950 80,971 82,330 B2,749 13,075 18.8%
Barkley
Population 14,970 14,9325 14, BET 14,934 15,176 15,322 15,345 375 2.5%
Households 6,504 6,639 6,663 6,664 6,683 6,622 6,606 12 0.2%
Employment 4,713 5,157 5,425 5,562 5,701 5,832 6,004 1,291 27.4%
Bawerly Hills
Fopulation 10,267 10,214 10,231 10,272 10,288 10,309 10,338 71 0.7%
Households 4,038 4,011 4,087 4,078 4,080 4,094 4,081 43 11%
Employment 3,414 3,702 3,808 3,785 3,795 3,800 3,866 452 13.2%
Bingham Farms
Fopulation 1,111 1,170 1,165 1,137 1,130 1,123 1,136 25 2.3%
Households 527 340 553 544 546 548 551 24 4.6%
Employment B, 782 9,428 9,681 10,140 10,0985 10,327 10,138 1,356 15.4%
Birmingham
Population 20,103 20,398 20,539 21,022 21,285 21,540 21,800 1,697 8.4%
Households 9,039 9,203 9,303 9,280 9,292 9,323 9,300 270 3.0%
Employment 16,094 17,417 17,808 18,179 18,694 18,651 19,171 3,027 18.8%
Bloomfield Hills
Population 3,860 4,005 4,076 4124 4,180 4,134 4179 310 2.0%
Households 1,489 1,548 1,568 1,568 1,572 1,566 1,545 56 3.8%
Employment B,183 8,772 9,005 9,322 9,613 10,047 10,144 1,961 24.0%
Bloomfield Twp.
Fopulation 41,070 42 A48 42 AGB 42,926 43,183 43,649 44,338 3,268 2.0%
Households 16,466 17,051 17,152 17,176 17,246 17,321 17,233 767 4.7%
Employment 23,822 25,707 26,402 26,860 27,350 27,804 28,476 4,654 19.5%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 MNumber  Percent
Brandon Twp.
Fopulation 13,733 13,885 13,828 13,776 13,799 13,6508 13,548 -185 -1.3%
Households 4,794 4,945 5,047 5,062 5,125 5,120 5,129 330 6.9%
Employment 1,212 1,291 1,348 1,367 1,385 1,394 1,388 176 14.5%
Clarkston
Population BB2 09 902 926 a57 964 980 a8 11.1%
Households 402 413 413 422 430 428 424 22 5.5%
Employment 592 621 648 649 634 678 631 B9 15.0%
Clawson
Population 11 B35 11,552 11 878 12,041 12,111 12,213 12,373 548 4.5%
Households 5,460 5,274 5,340 5,280 5,264 5,272 5,276 -184 -3.4%
Employment 4,154 4,489 4,467 4,585 4,735 4,757 4,853 699 16.8%
Commerce Twp.
Fopulation 35,874 39,B18 39,770 40,006 40,980 40,933 41,628 5,754 16.0%
Households 13,220 14,793 15,283 15,516 15,916 16,110 16,306 3,086 23.3%
Employment 15,403 16,504 16,714 16,917 17,329 17,414 17,375 1,572 12 8%
Farmington
Population 10,372 10,545 10,640 10,306 10,719 10,803 10,979 6507 5.9%
Households 4,624 4,700 4,713 4,678 4,650 4,656 4,633 g 0.2%
Employment 4 676 4,996 5,081 5,094 5,156 5,233 5,306 630 13.5%
Farmington Hills
Population 79,740 77,482 78,545 79,817 81,034 81,687 B1,B97 2,157 2.7%
Households 33,550 34,163 34,744 34,657 34,661 34,565 34,383 B24 2.5%
Employment B2,650 87,070 89,275 91,027 91,824 92,945 04,405 11,755 14.2%
Ferndale
Fopulation 19,900 19,910 20,442 20,697 20,702 20,849 20,082 1,082 5.4%
Households G,550 9,453 9,466 9,543 9,627 9,707 9,539 130 1.4%
Employment 9,243 9,810 9,923 9,980 10,088 10,087 10,075 832 9.0%
Franklin
Fopulation 3,150 3,244 3,200 3,207 3,255 3,316 3,406 256 8.1%
Households 1,118 1,159 1,161 1,161 1,175 1,175 1,171 53 4.7%
Employment 545 610 650 642 636 896 690 145 26.6%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 MNumber  Percent
Groveland Twp.
Fopulation 5,476 5,619 5,598 5,665 5,715 5,737 5,815 339 6.2%
Households 1,943 2,038 2,088 2,138 2,188 2,238 2,288 345 17.8%
Employment B9l o83 983 1,001 1,029 1,028 1,045 154 17.3%
Hazel Park
Population 16,422 15,908 15,920 16,153 16,223 16,308 16,359 -63 -0.4%
Households 6,641 6,415 6,511 6,560 6,540 6,548 6,591 -50 -0.8%
Employment 3,029 3,109 3,124 3,205 3,200 3,220 3,132 103 3.4%
Highland Twp.
Population 19,202 19,217 18,674 18,427 18,382 18,172 18,427 -775 -4.0%
Households 7,125 7,391 7,487 7,543 7,584 7,620 7,623 498 7.0%
Employment 3,476 3,617 3,621 3,680 3,735 3,760 3,715 239 6.9%
Holly
Fopulation 6,085 5,993 5,801 5,865 5,997 5,919 6,132 a5 0.8%
Households 2,453 2,508 2,519 2,595 2,649 2,608 2,644 131 7.8%
Employment 1,438 1,508 1,512 1,480 1,548 1,542 1,536 og 6.8%
Holly Twp.
Population 5,276 5,545 5,418 5,403 5,267 5,340 5,440 164 3.1%
Households 1,977 2,169 2,177 2,181 2,179 2,185 2,187 210 10.6%
Employment 459 475 525 368 579 594 594 125 26.7%
Huntington Woods
Population 6,238 6,290 6,273 6,417 6,383 6,345 6,430 201 3.2%
Households 2,354 2,393 2,424 2,444 2,426 2,413 2,400 S5 2.3%
Employment 1,442 1,588 1,573 1,661 1,635 1,650 1,587 145 10.1%
Independence Twp.
Fopulation 34,681 34, B16 35,004 33,671 35,358 33,914 36,329 1,648 48%
Households 12 B35 13,486 13,644 13,722 13,821 13,880 13,905 1,080 8.4%
Employment 7,798 8,346 8,636 8,961 9,347 9,419 9,652 1,854 23.8%
Keego Harbor
Fopulation 2,570 3,028 3,060 3,154 3,127 3,153 3,169 139 6.7%
Households 1,282 1,336 1,371 1,388 1,387 1,404 1,394 102 7.8%
Employment 955 1,026 1,079 1,139 1,120 1,078 1,103 148 15.5%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber Percent
Lake Angelus
Population 280 291 291 307 336 336 354 64 22.1%
Households 130 132 131 135 142 138 13% 9 5.9%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
Lake Orion
Population 2,973 3,025 3,223 3,390 3,633 3,822 3,881 008 30.5%
Households 1,304 1,306 1,392 1,448 1,505 1,589 1,611 307 23.5%
Employment 1,350 1,389 1,454 1,480 1,450 1,455 1,550 200 14.8%
Lathrup village
Population 4,075 3,703 3,824 3,727 3,675 3,661 3,588 -487 -12.0%
Households 1,610 1,504 1,536 1,497 1,493 1,511 1,471 -139 -8.6%
Employment 2,063 3,176 3,275 3,340 3,367 3,430 3,434 471 15.0%
Lecnard
Population 403 423 456 426 401 396 381 -22 -5.5%
Households 153 169 1E6 175 168 170 165 12 7.8%
Employment 74 a0 91 97 96 101 100 26 35.1%
Lyon Twp.
Population 14,545 17,070 17,898 18,714 19,221 19,378 19,621 5,076 349%
Households 5,226 6,148 6,547 6,832 7,010 7,090 7,142 1,916 36.7%
Employment 5,681 6,163 6,281 6,346 &,401 6,457 6,472 7e1 13.9%
Madison Heights
Population 29,604 29,065 29,338 29,108 29,513 30,068 30,542 B4R 2.9%
Households 12 712 12 428 12 620 12,639 12,677 12,709 12,695 -17 -0.1%
Employment 28,444 30,176 30,462 30,387 30,628 30,451 30,240 1,796 6.3%
Milford
Fopulation 6,175 6,508 6,545 6,580 6,446 6,402 6,550 375 6.1%
Households 2,580 2,780 2,832 2,833 2,831 2,854 2,833 2a4 9.4%
Employment 2,654 2,799 2,804 2,826 2,919 3,120 3,139 485 18.3%
Milford Twp.
Fopulation 9,561 9,752 9,747 9,711 9,728 9,581 9,807 245 2.6%
Households 3,422 3,531 3,641 3,678 3,732 3,740 3,748 326 9.5%
Employment 5,086 6,598 7,047 7,400 7,473 7,758 7,775 1,789 29.0%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
Northville {Dakland)
Fopulation 3,231 3,312 3,164 3,224 3,190 3,282 3,259 28 0.9%
Households 13211 1,340 1,303 1,311 1,299 1,317 1,304 -17 -1.3%
Employment 560 560 S5E1 SEOD 612 649 651 91 16.2%
Nowvi
Population 55,224 58,164 57,805 57,932 57,761 57,344 57,897 2,673 48%
Households 22,258 23,759 24,042 24,112 24,158 24,195 24,234 1,976 8.9%
Employment 37,928 40,902 41 410 41,940 42,483 43,381 44,227 6,209 16.6%
Nowi Twp.
Population 150 152 140 146 144 139 139 -11 -7.3%
Households 58 63 59 61 61 55 5B -1 -1.7%
Employment o o o o o o o o 0.0%
Dak Park
Fopulation 29,319 28,232 27,560 27,128 26,996 26,811 26,981 -2,338 -8.0%
Households 11,719 11,733 11 812 11,6965 11,684 11,680 11,623 -35 -0.8%
Employment 10,175 10,781 11,015 11,172 11,243 11,267 11 182 1,007 9.0%
oakland Twp.
Population 16,779 18,614 18,425 19,864 19,625 20,237 20,400 3,621 21.6%
Households 5,777 6,441 6,871 7,057 7,142 7,278 7,345 1,568 27.1%
Employment 1,844 1,918 1,955 1,955 2,032 2,053 2,031 187 10.1%
orchard Lake
Population 2,375 2,597 2,557 2,556 2,534 2,501 2,499 124 5.2%
Households BOZ BET9 8EQ 901 902 899 893 91 11.3%
Employment 674 705 71a 742 752 790 B0z 128 19.0%
orion Twp.
Fopulation 32,421 33,452 33,966 34,527 34,630 34,633 35,040 2,619 8.1%
Households 11,673 12,718 12,538 12,662 12,703 12,753 12,789 1,116 9.5%
Employment 0,467 11,176 11,7216 11 1809 11,204 11,018 10,905 1,438 15.2%
ortonville
Fopulation 1,442 1,548 1,533 1,562 1,560 1,573 1,620 178 12 3%
Households 511 559 565 SE3 SE5 594 599 83 17.2%
Employment 496 561 350 636 653 630 647 151 30.4%

37 - Southeast Michigan 2040 Forecast Summary

182 11/11/2015



m . . . Creating Success in Southeast Michigan

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments = 535 Griswold 5meet = Suite 300 = Detroit, Michigan 48226 = (313) 96142646 - Fax (313) 26148469
WWW_SEMONE. 0T

2040 Forecast by Community for Oakland County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 MNumber  Percent
oxford
Fopulation 3,436 3,676 3,797 3,846 3,928 3,937 3,088 552 16.1%
Households 1,335 1,435 1,500 1,508 1,536 1,543 1,550 215 16.1%
Employment 1,682 1,701 1,738 1,745 1,774 1,770 1,737 55 3.3%
oxford Twp.
Population 17,080 17,843 18,256 18,673 18,846 18,865 19,167 2,077 12.2%
Households 6,063 6,399 6,641 6,760 6,842 6,884 §,052 B89 14.7%
Employment 4,293 4,404 4,379 4,381 4,517 4,642 4,661 368 8.6%
Pleasant Ridge
Population 2,526 2,448 2,390 2,429 2,378 2,415 2,370 -156 -6.2%
Households 1,115 1,080 1,074 1,077 1,070 1,085 1,066 -4g -4.4%
Employment 485 546 356 645 635 612 615 130 26.8%
Pontiac
Fopulation 58,515 56,081 57,180 55,626 56,063 56,430 55,870 -3,545 -6.1%
Households 22,220 21,463 22,578 22,174 22,621 23,118 22,418 198 0.9%
Employment 36,836 39,003 39,792 40,135 40,816 41,271 41,631 4,795 13.0%
Rochester
Population 12,711 13,650 13,586 13,752 13,715 13,734 13,760 1,049 8.3%
Households 5,514 5,678 5,734 5,810 5,803 5,844 5,815 301 5.5%
Employment 7,028 7,523 7,772 8077 8,131 8,330 B,566 1,538 21.0%
Rochester Hills
Population 70,995 72,638 72,067 71,930 72,072 72,036 73,528 2,533 3.6%
Households 27,578 28,753 29,0365 29,180 29,316 29,392 29,420 1,842 6.7%
Employment 35,756 38,298 38,B18 39,347 40,127 40,828 41,179 5,423 15.2%
Rose Twp
Fopulation 6,250 6,301 6,154 6,032 6,016 6,076 6,039 -211 -3.4%
Households 2,272 2,351 2,372 2,371 2,373 2,366 2,358 36 3.8%
Employment 365 367 3B8 439 425 398 411 45 12 6%
Royal Oak
Fopulation 57,236 56,700 57,704 57,743 58,000 58,348 59,105 1,869 3.3%
Households 28,063 28,268 28,604 2E,498 28,566 28,642 28,480 417 15%
Employment 35,755 38,413 39,163 39,541 40,123 40,270 40,523 4,768 13.3%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber Percent
Royal Oak Twp.
Fopulation 2,418 2,545 2,581 2,661 2,73 2,802 2,908 439 20.2%
Households 1,024 1,102 1,124 1,120 1,136 1,135 1,137 113 11.0%
Employment 1,363 1,400 1,405 1,367 1,288 1,258 1,203 -160 -11.7%
South Lyon
Population 11,327 11,902 11 905 12,174 12,216 12,269 12 433 1,106 9.8%
Households 4,645 4,935 5,008 5,038 5,044 5,060 5,046 400 8.6%
Employment 2,064 2,193 2,188 2,233 2,287 2,324 2,338 274 13.3%
Southfield
Population 71,739 72,115 71,420 70,958 71,892 72,238 72,418 679 0.9%
Households 31,778 31,928 32,166 32,031 32,031 31,972 31,796 18 0.1%
Employment 138,475 145,053 150,068 153,052 155,350 157,841 158,408 10,933 14.4%
Southfield Twp.
Population 19 25 23 22 19 19 22 3 15.8%
Households 8 o o 10 9 9 10 2 25.0%
Employment C C C C C C C C
Springfield Twp.
Population 13,940 13,688 13,461 13,450 13,306 13,058 12,963 877 -7.0%
Households 5,005 5,044 5,007 5,142 5,166 5,165 5,166 161 3.2%
Employment 3,093 3,342 3,414 3,407 3,507 3,636 3,706 613 19.8%
Sylvan Lake
Population 1,720 1,814 1,845 1,863 1,360 1,876 1,835 115 6.7%
Households BO9 B3g 854 862 864 870 842 33 4.1%
Employment 1,303 1,350 1,391 1,390 1,421 1,446 1,534 231 17.7%
Troy
Population BD, 380 EB1,261 81 362 81,590 81,577 81,837 82,062 1,032 1.3%
Households 30,703 31,261 31,907 32,395 32,558 32,621 32,721 2,018 6.6%
Employment 139,361 140,638 143,840 146,406 148,900 151,723 152,129 22,768 17.6%
Walled Lake
Fopulation 6,999 7,363 7,331 7,306 7,531 7,561 7,678 679 9.7%
Households 3,347 3,545 3,576 3,558 3,585 3,566 3,542 195 5.8%
Employment 2,353 2,433 2,467 2,520 2,548 2,566 2,596 243 10.3%

39 - Southeast Michigan 2040 Forecast Summary

184 11/11/2015



m . . . Creating Success in Southeast Michigan

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments = 535 Griswold Smeet = Suite 300 = Detmoit, Michigan 48226 = (313) 961-42646 - Fax (313) 2614249
WWW_SEINONE. OTZ

2040 Forecast by Community for Oakland County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
waterford Twp.
Population 71,707 71,060 70,928 70,210 71,148 71,113 71,462 -245 -0.3%
Households 29,612 20,988 30,248 30,356 30,492 30,597 30,584 o972 3.3%
Employment 26,118 27,747 28,162 28,588 28,884 29,267 29,224 3,106 11.9%
West Bloomfield Twp.
Population 64,620 64,988 65,023 65,136 65,730 64,897 66,056 1,366 2.1%
Households 24,111 25,115 25,302 25,220 25,258 25,244 25,122 1,011 42%
Employment 18,3434 19,726 20,445 21,201 21,344 21,849 22,189 3,845 21.0%
White Lake Twp.
Population 30,010 30,500 30,441 20,962 20,041 20,581 30,320 310 1.0%
Households 11,762 11 B64 12,142 12,253 12,375 12,453 12,516 1,254 11.1%
Employment 4,841 4,943 4,962 5,056 5,072 5,086 5,062 271 4.5%
Wixom
Population 13,498 12, 871 13,117 13,640 14,045 14,381 14047 1,444 10.7%
Households 5,725 5,370 5,504 5,630 5,713 5,753 5,824 aa 1.7%
Employment 11 198 11,730 11,769 11,794 11,608 11,701 11 620 422 3.8%
Waolverine Lake
Population 4,312 4,391 4,280 4,240 4,237 4,290 4312 0 0.0%
Households 1,733 1,814 1,805 1,811 1,813 1,798 1,804 71 41%
Employment 265 290 329 358 362 369 326 61 23.0%
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5t. Clair County 2040 Forecast Summary

Population and Households

Change 2010-40

2010 2020 2030 2040 Number Percent
Population 163,040 161,506 164,655 167,624 4,584 2.8%
Households 63,841 65,402 67,887 68,960 5,119 8.0%
Household Size 252 244 239 2.40 -0.12 -1.8%

Population by Year Employment by Year
170,000 72,000
163,000 /— 70,000
166,000
/ 68,000

164,000

/ 665,000
162,000
160,000 ’./ 4,000 /
158,000 T T T T T T 1 62,000 T T T T T T 1

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Employment by Sector
Change 2010-40

Sector 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 4,181 4,754 573 13.7%
Manufacturing 7,043 6,620 -414 -5.9%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 4,312 4,419 107 2.5%
Retail Trade 8,245 7,623 522 -7.5%
Knowledgze-Based Services 8,288 10,005 1,717 20.7%
Services to Households & Firms 7,787 0,707 1,920 24.7%
Private Education and Health Care 9,667 14,404 4,737 49.0%
Leisure & Hospitality 5,745 6,334 589 10.3%
Government 7,346 7,605 159 3.5%
Total Employment 62,614 71,480 8,866 14.2%
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2040 Forecast by Community for 5t. Clair County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
Algonac
Fopulation 4,110 4,474 4,315 4,297 4,528 4,534 4,497 387 9.4%
Households 1,756 1,891 1,877 1,899 2,007 2,020 2,016 260 14.8%
Employment 634 654 637 641 594 711 775 141 22.2%
Berfin Twp.
Fopulation 3,285 3,185 3,173 3,137 3,145 3,101 3,074 -211 -6.4%
Households 1,152 1,169 1,169 1,150 1,134 1,134 1134 32 2.8%
Employment 106 a7 104 110 110 119 135 29 27.4%
Brockway Twp.
Population 2,022 1,975 1,987 1,980 1,941 1,877 1,837 -185 -9.1%
Households TO5 717 737 750 745 733 732 27 3.8%
Employment 235 278 2B3 309 313 344 317 82 34.9%
Burtchville Twp.
Fopulation 4,008 4,145 4,181 4,492 4,627 4,768 4773 765 19.1%
Households 1,646 1,705 1,745 1,885 1,971 2,025 2,055 409 24 8%
Employment 657 781 823 834 858 903 906 249 37.9%
Ccapac
Fopulation 1,890 1,839 1,801 1,808 1,817 1,786 1,834 -56 -3.0%
Households To4 To9 726 734 758 769 771 &7 9.5%
Employment 1,020 1,049 1,077 1,099 1,160 1,191 1,241 271 21.7%
Cason Twp.
Population 4,105 3,593 4,008 3,940 3,915 3,925 3,950 -155 -3.8%
Households 1,502 1,532 1,552 1,552 1,574 1,579 1,578 76 5.1%
Employment 6393 859 220 955 966 940 972 279 40.3%
china Twp.
Population 3,551 3,308 3,329 3,327 3,583 3,720 3,798 247 7.0%
Households 1371 1,371 1,305 1,307 1,422 1,494 1,506 235 18.5%
Employment 1,012 1,104 1,114 1,093 1,085 1,131 1,159 147 14.5%
Clay Twp.
Fopulation 9,066 8,856 8,747 8,663 8,383 8,828 8,885 -181 -2.0%
Households 3,947 3,B85 3,903 3,952 4,074 4,097 4123 176 45%
Employment 1,337 1,443 1,454 1,464 1,504 1,580 1,585 248 18.5%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber  Percent
Clyde Twp.
Fopulation 5,579 5,482 5,433 5,478 5,367 5,401 5,359 -220 -3.0%
Households 2,060 2,101 2,116 2,122 2,128 2,131 2,120 60 2.9%
Employment 638 G1E 639 635 374 603 627 -11 -1.7%
columbus Twp.
Population 4,070 3,984 3,957 3,884 3,813 3,816 3,794 -276 -6.8%
Households 1,459 1,477 1,505 1,518 1,500 1,517 1,504 a5 3.1%
Employment 268 252 243 265 244 283 301 33 12.3%
cottrellville Twp.
Population 3,550 3,494 3,529 3,692 3,723 3,733 3,618 sa 1.7%
Households 1,380 1,404 1,432 1,485 1,507 1,511 1,493 104 7.5%
Employment 134 170 161 166 174 166 159 -25 -13.6%
East China Twp.
Fopulation 3,788 3,908 3,954 4,048 4,280 4,441 4,515 727 19.2%
Households 1,603 1,674 1,687 1,743 1,828 1,871 1,891 288 18.0%
Employment 2,061 2,229 2,236 2,272 2,284 2,318 2,341 280 13.6%
Emmett
Population 269 276 235 281 3E2 442 4938 229 B5.1%
Households o1 93 B3 o9 135 157 177 85 04.5%
Employment 145 142 154 1E0D 130 138 177 31 21.2%
Emmett Twp.
Population 2,385 2,263 2,240 2,162 2,199 2,188 2,200 -185 -7.8%
Households B37 B36 848 857 863 858 857 30 3.6%
Employment 83 108 124 116 134 147 124 36 40.9%
Fort Gratiot Twp.
Fopulation 11, 108 11,524 11,556 11,330 12,110 12,448 12 BO7 1,699 15.3%
Households 4,563 4,685 4,747 4,379 4,972 5,049 5,106 543 11.0%
Employment B,366 8,599 8,683 9,052 9,451 9,780 9,098 1,632 19.5%
Grant Twp.
Fopulation 1,891 1,866 1,781 1,783 1,796 1,784 1,744 -147 -7.8%
Households 675 693 6EQ J00 o7 705 692 17 2.5%
Employment 74 7B 92 L 8B 87 87 13 17.6%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 Mumber  Percent
Greenwood Twp,
Fopulation 1,538 1,521 1,487 1,506 1,479 1,457 1,469 -69 -4.5%
Households 335 561 367 579 57B 571 574 39 7.3%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
Ira Twp.
Population 5,178 5,383 5,508 5,716 5,760 6,150 6,217 1,038 20.1%
Households 2,068 2,172 2,217 2,300 2,352 2,487 2,501 433 20.0%
Employment 1,725 1,850 1,908 1,875 1,917 1,955 1,965 240 13.0%
Kenockee Twp,
Population 2,470 2,422 2,473 2,500 2,417 2,446 2,444 -26 -1.1%
Households 203 917 957 968 953 954 962 59 6.5%
Employment 96 14 105 104 111 104 109 13 13.5%
Kimball Twp.
Fopulation 9,358 9,321 9,437 9,468 9,620 9,873 9,061 503 6.4%
Households 3,550 3,600 3,704 3,780 3,895 3,963 3,090 431 12.1%
Employment 2,353 2,473 2,556 2,676 2,750 2,816 2,900 547 23.2%
Lynn Twp.
Population 1,279 1,202 1,190 1,148 1,136 1,116 1,059 -170 -13.B%
Households 426 425 436 433 436 437 428 2 0.5%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
Marine City
Population 4,248 4,383 4,299 4521 4,530 4,519 4,500 352 8.3%
Households 1,765 1,834 1,858 2,006 2,031 2,033 2,037 272 15.4%
Employment 1,895 2,060 2,081 2,086 2,071 2,139 2,125 230 12.1%
Marysville
Fopulation 9,950 9,834 9,912 9,942 10,214 10,424 10,635 675 6.8%
Households 4,160 4,135 4,149 4,201 4,205 4,345 4391 231 5.6%
Employment 5,633 5,893 5,752 5,852 5,726 5,820 5,875 242 43%
Memphis |5t Clair)
Population 360 329 317 336 330 350 323 -37 -10.3%
Households 146 133 129 136 137 146 132 -14 -9.6%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber  Percent
Mussey Twp.
Fopulation 2,316 2,138 2,003 2,071 2,047 2,058 2,108 -208 -2.0%
Households BO3 B21 836 821 834 835 834 26 3.2%
Employment 143 175 156 153 135 133 138 -11 -7.4%
Port Huron
Population 30,184 29,420 29,161 29,141 29,332 29,228 29,219 -055 -3.2%
Households 12,177 12, 181 12,143 12,149 12,243 12,220 12,277 100 0.8%
Employment 22,045 23,305 23,728 23,965 24,617 25,204 25,819 2,B73 12.5%
Port Huron Twp.
Population 10,654 10,678 10,685 10,799 10,985 11,433 11 601 947 8.9%
Households 4,044 4,088 4,207 4,290 4,390 4,570 4663 619 15.3%
Employment 4,068 5,044 5,179 5,186 5,241 5,227 5,395 427 8.6%
richmond [5t. Clair)
Population 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 o 0.0%
Households 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 o 0.0%
Employment o o o o o o o o 0.0%
Riley Twp.
Population 3,353 3,171 3,147 3,139 3,147 3,127 3,148 -205 -6.1%
Households 1,184 1,158 1,161 1,177 1,191 1,134 1,185 1 0.1%
Employment 132 185 174 178 174 154 175 -7 -3.8%
5t. Clair
Population 5,485 5,552 5,626 5,647 5,640 5,739 5,776 291 5.3%
Households 2,306 2,338 2,380 2,402 2,439 2,436 2,437 131 5.7%
Employment 2,037 3,356 3,316 3,310 3,354 3,445 3,431 494 16.8%
5t Clair Twp.
Fopulation 6,817 6,705 6,890 6,845 6,951 6,988 7,035 218 3.2%
Households 2,533 2,572 2,677 2,590 2,731 2,772 2,755 222 8.8%
Employment B33 922 8E7 878 872 891 950 117 14.0%
Wales Twp.
Fopulation 3,248 3,102 3,000 2,959 2,945 2,927 2,922 -326 -10.0%
Households 1,144 1,145 1,145 1,154 1,168 1,155 1,159 15 1.3%
Employment 250 255 273 258 279 299 319 69 27.6%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber Percent
Yale
Fopulation 1,955 1,927 2,035 1,993 2,003 1,921 1,919 -36 -1.8%
Households 722 756 803 fitit] 820 825 B1% a7 13.4%
Employment B7S 900 927 962 1,030 1,113 1,131 256 29.3%
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Washtenaw County 2040 Forecast Summary

Population and Households

Change 2010-40

2010 2020 2030 2040 Mumber Percent

Population 344,791 354,116 368,262 386,235 41,444 12.0%

Households 137,193 146,870 156,324 164,447 27,254 19.9%

Household Size 2.38 227 222 222 -0.16 -6.8%
Population by Year Employment by Year
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Employment by Sector
Change 2010-40
Sector 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 7,904 B,484 580 73%
Manufacturing 13,441 11,065 -2,376 -17.7%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 10,082 11,117 1,035 10.3%
Retail Trade 19,466 15,504 38 0.2%
Knowledge-Based Services 42,729 51,428 8,699 20.4%
Services to Households & Firms 23,665 31,868 8,203 3.7
Private Education and Health Care 31,961 51,006 19,045 59.6%
Leisure & Hospitality 18,505 22,342 3,837 20.7%
Government 68,923 78,841 9,018 14.4%
Total Employment 236,676 285,655 48,979 20,7%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Washtenaw County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Number Percent
Ann Arbor
Fopulation 113,934 116,731 116,827 118,813 119,113 119,855 123,786 9,852 8.6%
Households 47,060 48,006 49, 108 49,988 50,622 51,364 52,277 5,217 11.1%
Employment 120,588 123,753 127,088 131,230 135,870 140,342 144 B99 24,311 20.2%
Ann Arbor Twp.
Fopulation 4,067 4,131 4,313 4,492 4,966 5,224 5,414 1,347 33.1%
Households 1721 1,773 1,918 2,033 2,159 2,368 2,442 721 41.0%
Employment 10,454 11,074 11 386 11,7809 12,176 12,639 12 BES 2411 23.1%
Augusta TwWp.
Population 6,745 6,838 7,016 7,258 7,593 7,851 7,961 1,216 18.0%
Households 2,433 2,597 2,792 2,962 3,175 3,334 3,437 1,004 41.3%
Employment 1,121 1,146 1,100 1,132 1,154 1,187 1,247 136 11.2%
Barton Hills
Population 284 2EB 278 2EB 2E6 290 296 2 0.7%
Households 123 123 123 130 131 132 134 11 B.0%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
Bridgewater Twp.
Fopulation 1,674 1,700 1,666 1,638 1,631 1,660 1,600 -65 -3.0%
Households 627 664 6E1 620 695 711 711 84 13.4%
Employment C C C C C C C C C
chelsea
Population 4,944 5,266 5,380 5,445 5,505 5,814 6,271 1,327 26.8%
Households 2,224 2,377 2,532 2,624 2,712 2,848 3,074 B50 38.2%
Employment 5,041 6,270 6,308 6,645 6,903 7,170 7,375 1,334 22.1%
Dexter
Population 4,067 4,211 4,245 4,320 4,390 4,719 4 B85 Bi18 20.1%
Households 1,590 1,685 1,756 1,814 1,346 1,968 2,027 437 27.5%
Employment 3,082 3,336 3,317 3,351 3,334 3,347 3,447 365 11 8%
Dexter Twp.
Fopulation 6,042 6,451 6,741 6,660 6,787 6,702 6,855 B13 13.5%
Households 2,225 2,337 2,448 2,551 2,670 2,736 2,787 562 25.3%
Employment 450 476 463 522 355 618 628 178 39.6%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber Percent
Freedom Twp.
Fopulation 1,428 1,519 1,482 1,419 1,413 1,482 1,482 54 3.8%
Households 583 622 626 622 631 641 642 59 10.1%
Employment 195 221 231 226 221 227 220 25 12 8%
Lima Twp.
Population 3,307 3,457 3,582 3,856 3,975 4,191 4304 9a7 30.1%
Households 1,197 1,273 1,380 1,564 1,652 1,764 1,836 639 53.4%
Employment 518 529 531 512 500 495 519 1 0.2%
Lodi Twp.
Population 6,058 6,030 5,BE7 5,760 5,791 6,054 6,174 115 1.9%
Households 2,152 2,208 2,274 2,295 2,357 2,496 2,601 449 20.0%
Employment 897 217 908 957 a559 1,003 1,021 124 13.8%
Lyndon Twp.
Fopulation 2,720 2,821 2,847 2,904 2,842 3,024 3,120 400 14.7%
Households 952 1,017 1,088 1,137 1,145 1,225 1,276 314 32.6%
Employment 236 243 255 250 286 316 312 76 32.2%
Manchester
Population 2,091 2,153 2,231 2,365 2,544 2,705 2,981 890 42 6%
Households 938 904 1,041 1,115 1,187 1,278 1,404 465 49.7%
Employment 671 656 676 699 710 728 733 62 9.2%
Manchester Twp.
Population 2,478 2,579 2,542 2,396 3,149 3,244 3,247 769 31.0%
Households 925 1,008 1,070 1,240 1,360 1,429 1,431 505 54.5%
Employment 239 236 242 250 2359 236 276 37 15.5%
Milan [Washtenaw)
Population 3,770 3,724 3,651 3,670 3,933 4,056 4111 341 9.0%
Households 1,500 1,529 1,568 1,594 1,737 1,799 1,834 334 22.3%
Employment 1,281 1,373 1,408 1,494 1,564 1,625 1,667 386 30.1%
Northfield Twp.
Fopulation 8,245 £,001 7,960 7,832 8,085 8,241 8,368 123 1.5%
Households 3,303 3,345 3,447 3,491 3,575 3,622 3,684 381 11.5%
Employment 2,026 2,096 2,147 2,275 2,351 2,543 2,660 634 31.3%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 MNumber  Percent
Pittsfield Twp.
Fopulation 34,663 36,064 36,075 36,356 37,077 38,686 39,376 4,713 13.6%
Households 14,021 14,580 15,021 15,255 15,483 15,952 16,215 2,194 15.6%
Employment 26,554 28,101 28,501 20,041 29,839 30,840 31,493 4939 18.6%
Salem Twp.
Population 5,627 5,535 5,206 5,170 5,135 5,216 5,300 -318 -5.7%
Households 2,079 2,154 2,180 2,224 2,252 2,281 2,334 255 12 3%
Employment 951 1,007 1,033 995 1,009 963 0ag 47 4.9%
Saline
Population 8,B1D 8,830 B,645 £,595 8,564 8,582 9,066 256 2.9%
Households 3,609 3,793 3,838 3,884 3,933 3,994 4,294 595 16.1%
Employment 7,144 7,400 7,473 7,518 7,710 7,885 B,141 ga7 14.0%
Saline Twp.
Fopulation 1,895 1,995 2,392 2,458 2,457 2,541 2,676 780 41.1%
Households T3z 758 758 770 Errs 822 872 140 19.1%
Employment 166 136 209 230 245 271 309 143 BE.1%
Scio Twp.
Population 16,470 16,500 16,BED 18,328 19,581 19,950 20,442 3,972 24.1%
Households 6,405 6,680 7,020 7,810 8,488 8,650 8,885 2,480 I87H
Employment 17,200 18,146 18,360 18,674 18,979 19,287 19,772 2,572 15.0%
Sharon Twp.
Population 1,737 1,719 1,599 1,580 1,520 1,594 1,568 -169 -9.7%
Households 659 678 678 &67B 620 703 702 43 6.5%
Employment 214 248 291 277 294 307 299 85 39.7%
Superior Twp.
Fopulation 13,058 14,200 14,971 16,308 16,317 16,730 17,021 3,063 30.3%
Households 4,924 5,486 6,395 6,926 7,044 7,261 7,490 2,566 52.1%
Employment 10,563 11,548 12,714 12,610 13,180 13,647 14,163 3,600 34.1%
Sylvan Twp.
Fopulation 2,833 2,841 3,075 3,012 3,240 3,646 3,822 1,089 38.4%
Households 1,084 1,123 1,273 1,294 1,434 1,593 1,661 567 51.6%
Employment 1,002 1,098 1,117 1,122 1,156 1,181 1,215 213 21.3%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 Mumber  Percent
Wwebster Twp.
Population 6,328 6,235 5,002 5,837 5,882 5,041 5,018 -410 -6.5%
Households 2,215 2,283 2,351 2,395 2,493 2,528 2,531 316 14.3%
Employment 527 572 SEOD 5591 563 590 607 B0 15.2%
York Twp.
Population 8,708 £,911 9,032 9,177 9,584 10,177 10,105 1,397 16.0%
Households 2,343 2,386 2,450 2,563 2,678 2,820 2,830 487 20.8%
Employment 1,799 2,149 2,227 2,298 2,369 2,475 2,553 754 41.0%
Ypsilanti
Population 19,435 19,235 19071 19,265 20,003 20,095 19,937 502 2.6%
Households B,026 8,008 8,219 8,265 8,215 8,226 8,298 272 3.4%
Employment 9,631 10,117 10,415 10,827 11,316 11,850 12 D61 2,430 25.2%
Ypsilanti Twp.
Fopulation 53,352 52,425 54,520 54,651 56,900 58,913 60,031 6,669 12.5%
Households 21,432 21,BE7 22,814 23,902 25,178 26,137 26,738 5,306 24.8%
Employment 12,775 13,437 13,734 14,128 14,666 15,303 15,764 2,989 23.4%
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Wayne County 2040 Forecast Summary

Population and Households

Change 2010-40

2010 2020 2030 2040 Mumber Percent
Population 1,820,584 1,700,779 1,664,535 1,656,931 -163,653 -0.0%
Households 702,749 683,308 580,304 590,539 -12 110 -1.7%
Household 5Size 2.56 246 238 237 -0.1% -7.4%

Population by Year Employment by Year
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Employment by Sector
Change 2010-40
Sector 2010 2040 Number Percent
Matural Resources, Mining, & Construction 27,141 28,856 1,715 6.3%
Manufacturing 70,458 55,943 -14,525 -20.6%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities 78,410 83,931 5,521 7.0%
Retail Trade 75,365 60,225 -15,140 -20.1%
Enowledge-Based Services 156,639 164,195 7,556 4.8%
Services to Households & Firms 106,343 114,752 8,443 7.9%
Private Education and Health Care 147,796 193,286 45,430 30.8%
Leisure & Hospitality B4,968 BE,393 3,425 4.0%
Government 110,274 107,534 -2,740 -2.5%
Total Employment B57,410 B97,152 39,751 4.6%
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2040 Forecast by Community for Wayne County

Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  Mumber Percent
allen Park
Fopulation 28,210 28,086 27,642 27,660 27,308 26,844 26,246 -1,064 -7.0%
Households 11,580 11, 598 11,649 11,670 11,616 11,443 11,288 -292 -2.5%
Employment 13,749 14,274 14,542 14,697 14,818 14,991 15,232 1,483 10.8%
Belleville
Fopulation 3,501 3,976 3,841 3,815 3,813 3,760 3,743 -248 -6.2%
Households 1,755 1,737 1,712 1,709 1,717 1,683 1,644 -111 -6.3%
Employment 1,404 1,417 1,437 1,416 1,436 1,455 1,507 103 7.3%
Brownstown Twp.
Population 30,627 30,960 31,274 31,304 31,945 32,082 32,124 1,497 4.9%
Households 11,342 12, 042 12,643 13,028 13,368 13,475 13,544 2,202 19.4%
Employment 6,013 7,227 7,248 7,529 7,641 7,794 7,906 ga3 14.4%
canton Twp.
Fopulation 90,173 94,784 93,577 92,720 91,916 91,713 91,820 1,647 1.8%
Households 32,771 35,325 35,645 35,710 35,954 36,027 36,099 3,328 10.2%
Employment 20,721 21,434 21,476 21,937 22,187 22,543 22,737 2,016 9.7%
Dearborn
Fopulation 9E,153 97,860 96,861 96,190 96,713 96,147 95,436 -2,717 -2.8%
Households 34,342 34,269 34,214 34,176 33,966 33,672 33,165 -1,177 -3.4%
Employment 102,327 105,326 106,703 106,916 107,898 108,607 108,456 6,129 6.0%
Dearborn Heights
Population 57,774 55,787 55,870 55,796 55,758 55,314 54,661 -3,113 -5.4%
Households 22,266 22,324 22,521 22,333 22,298 22,045 21,622 -544 -2.0%
Employment 10,733 10,751 11,074 11,165 11,312 11,543 11,522 789 7.4%
Detroit
Population 713,777 648,300 624,673 612,345 509,647 613,623 614,969 -08,B08 -13.8%
Households 260,445 248 173 241,036 241,165 247,542 252,962 255,638 -13,807 -5.1%
Employment 347,545 357,247 353,242 352,394 352,670 354,075 354,792 7,247 2.1%
Ecorse
Fopulation 9,512 £,420 8,256 8,042 7,820 7,657 7,543 -1,069 -20.7%
Households 3,645 3,339 3,364 3,291 3,180 3,117 3,075 -571 -15.7%
Employment 4,064 4,164 4,135 4130 4,096 3,955 3,797 -267 -6.5%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber Percent
Flat Riock
Fopulation 9 B78 9,997 10,012 10,029 10,048 9,901 9,702 -176 -1.8%
Households 3,754 3,928 4,069 4,130 4,143 4,116 4076 322 8.6%
Employment 3,087 3,186 3,135 3,080 3,076 3,062 3,035 52 -1.7%
Garden City
Population 27,692 25,709 25,138 24,854 24,669 25,014 25,010 -2,6582 -9.7%
Households 10,804 10,828 10,831 10,887 10,857 10,781 10,717 -177 -1.6%
Employment 6,850 6,893 7,010 7,150 7,172 7,358 7,516 666 9.7%
Gibraltar
Population 4,656 4,977 4,853 5,030 5,008 4,950 4831 175 3.8%
Households 1,945 2,131 2,134 2,184 2,188 2,125 2,120 174 8.9%
Employment 576 600 608 628 620 843 628 52 9.0%
Grosse lle Twp.
Fopulation 10,371 10,284 10,163 10,012 9,850 9,668 9,483 -B88 -8.5%
Households 4,143 4,195 4,199 4,173 4173 4,099 4,035 -108 -2.6%
Employment 1,420 1,431 1,419 1,443 1,428 1,525 1,503 B3 5.8%
Grosse Pointe
Population 5,421 5,505 5,443 5,464 5,480 5,451 5,456 35 0.6%
Households 2,236 2,319 2,300 2,311 2,349 2,320 2,266 30 1.3%
Employment 3,048 3,937 3,986 4,052 4,055 4,128 4,196 248 6.3%
Grosse Pointe Farms
Population 9,479 9,521 9,381 9,441 9,408 9,246 9,194 -285 -3.0%
Households 3,718 3,784 3,789 3,830 3,819 3,753 3,700 -3 -0.2%
Employment 3,256 3,325 3,456 3,381 3,350 3,441 3,435 179 5.5%
Grosse Pointe Park
Fopulation 11,555 10,998 10,870 10,845 10,819 10,878 10,954 -601 -5.2%
Households 4,515 4,506 4,568 4,573 4,544 4,454 4392 -124 -2.7%
Employment 1,772 1,306 1,803 1,817 1,360 1,822 1,819 47 2.7%
Grosse Pointe Shores (Wayne)
Fopulation 2,920 3,040 2,895 2,798 2,741 2,540 2,537 -392 -13.4%
Households 1,162 1,267 1,261 1,263 1,275 1,262 1,254 az 7.9%
Employment 445 433 451 418 417 423 439 -6 -1.3%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber Percent
Grosse Pointe Woods
Fopulation 16,135 15,965 15,357 14,8380 14,780 14,336 14,127 -2,008 -12.4%
Households 6,416 6,592 6,592 6,536 6,550 6,450 6,487 71 11%
Employment 5,337 5,415 5,417 5,486 5,709 5,802 5,061 624 11.7%
Hamtramck
Population 22,433 22,254 21,665 21,243 20,432 19,750 18,443 -3,080 -17.7%
Households 7,063 7,133 7,115 7,082 7,047 6,900 6,821 -242 -3.4%
Employment 3,083 3,083 3,107 3,153 3,149 3,198 3,306 223 7.2%
Harper Woods
Population 14,236 13,868 13,513 13,045 13,038 13,026 13,044 -1,192 -8.4%
Households 5,514 5,745 5,681 5,628 5,628 5,574 5,512 -302 -5.2%
Employment 3,842 3,881 3,920 3,993 4,040 4,155 4,086 244 6.4%
Highland Park
Fopulation 11,776 9,608 9,105 8,816 8,650 8,503 7,098 -3,778 -32.1%
Households 4,645 4,317 4,013 4,041 3,933 3,771 3,602 -1,043 -22.5%
Employment 5,696 5,711 5,792 5,945 5,899 5,855 5,742 45 0.8%
Huron Twp.
Population 15,879 15,935 15,381 14,886 14,758 14,878 14 884 -995 -6.3%
Households 5,781 6,030 6,072 6,081 6,121 6,000 6,042 261 45%
Employment 2,571 2,584 2,503 2,650 2,679 2,695 2,775 204 7.9%
Inkster
Population 25,350 23,806 22,673 22,048 21,596 21,450 20,612 -4,757 -18.B%
Households 9,821 9,644 9,500 9,580 9,536 9,397 9,139 -682 -6.9%
Employment 3,596 3,621 3,623 3,695 3,728 3,752 3,765 169 4.7%
Lincoln Park
Fopulation 38,144 36,422 35,367 34,813 34,408 34,180 34,020 -4,124 -10.8%
Households 14,924 14, B61 14,832 14,836 14,743 14,573 14,463 -451 -3.1%
Employment 6,438 6,568 6,536 6,532 6,564 6,647 6,645 207 3.2%
Livonia
Fopulation 96,942 96,580 95,234 94,006 92,816 92,643 92,353 -4,589 -4.7%
Households 38,714 39,088 39,252 35,446 39,223 38,952 38,703 -11 0.0%
Employment 91,102 93,958 94,817 95,606 96,041 96,660 95,571 5,469 6.0%
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Change 2010-40

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber Percent
Melvindale
Population 10,715 10,579 10,445 10,548 10,575 10,412 10,317 -398 -3.7%
Households 4,420 4,470 4,404 4,531 4,488 4,396 4,349 -71 -1.6%
Employment 2,584 2,618 2,585 2,622 2,657 2,618 2,612 28 11%
Northville (Wayne)
Population 2,730 2,570 2,518 2,445 2,357 2,332 2,360 -379 -13.8%
Households 1,275 1,238 1,245 1,233 1,205 1,193 1,179 -35 -7.5%
Employment 2,464 2,485 2,483 2,503 2,552 2,638 2,691 227 9.2%
Northville Twp,
Population 28,497 28,E74 28,606 28,653 28,596 28,368 28,204 -293 -1.0%
Households 11,520 12,733 12 268 12,273 12,280 12,213 12,102 582 5.1%
Employment 5,529 5,651 5,732 5,789 5,876 6,000 6,191 662 12.0%
Plymiouth
Fopulation 9,132 £,940 B,B37 8,718 8,504 8,520 8,360 -763 -8.4%
Households 4,314 4,432 4,438 4,469 4,465 4,412 4,345 31 0.7%
Employment B,396 8,661 §,790 9,011 9,042 9,062 9,142 745 8.9%
Plymouth Twp.
Population 27,524 27,684 27,744 28,075 28,186 28,081 28,170 545 2.3%
Households 11,203 11,432 11 578 11,585 11,548 11,438 11,400 197 1.8%
Employment 20,980 21,713 22,155 22,028 21,826 22,001 22,086 1,106 5.3%
Redford Twp.
Population 48 352 45,500 45,639 44,386 43,779 43,418 42,583 -5,779 -11.9%
Households 19,148 19,179 19,187 19,131 18,956 18,849 18,647 -501 -2.6%
Employment 11,053 11,098 11,314 11,437 11,602 11,652 11,526 473 43%
Riwver Rouge
Fopulation 7,903 6,830 6,443 6,283 6,180 5,990 5,807 -2,096 -26.5%
Households 2,897 2,657 2,588 2,577 2,523 2,444 2,364 -533 -18.4%
Employment B26 791 771 738 723 713 697 -129 -15.6%
Riverview
Fopulation 13 ABG 12,155 11 836 11,335 11,380 11,190 11019 -1,467 -11.7%
Households 5,163 5,040 5,011 4,990 4,931 4,878 4794 -369 -7.1%
Employment 4,534 4,551 4,534 4,531 4,746 4,935 4,927 3a3 8.7%

56 - Southeast Michigan 2040 Forecast Summary

201 11/11/2015




m . . . Creating Success in Southeast Michigan

Southeast Michipan Council of Governments = 535 Griswold 5meet = Suite 300 = Detroit, Michigan 48226 = (313) 96142646 - Fax (313) 26148469
WWW _SEMONE. 0T

2040 Forecast by Community for Wayne County

Change 2010-40
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Rochowood
Fopulation 3,280 3,375 3,338 3,272 3,208 3,179 3,246 -43 -1.3%
Households 1,295 1,371 1,397 1,406 1,416 1,403 1,404 109 8.4%
Employment 744 758 766 739 it 746 736 -8 -1.1%
Romulus
Population 23,980 22,455 22,408 22,236 22,280 22,455 22,685 -1,304 -5.4%
Households B,975 £,910 9,261 9,391 9,511 9,583 9,738 763 8.5%
Employment 36,326 37,396 37,380 37,783 38,016 38,616 39,268 2,942 8.1%
Southgate
Population 30,047 20,642 29,125 28,522 28,571 28,581 28,768 -1,279 -4.3%
Households 13,062 13,188 13,165 13,121 13,172 12,988 12,932 -130 -1.0%
Employment 12,155 12,182 12,327 12,491 12,733 13,070 13,237 1,082 8.9%
Sumpter Twp.
Fopulation 9,540 10,360 10,796 10,697 10,734 10,749 10,723 1,174 12 3%
Households 3,513 3,951 4,295 4,335 4,474 4,426 4441 oz2g 26.4%
Employment 605 626 649 654 676 867 638 33 5.5%
Taylor
Population 63,131 59,985 57,980 56,678 56,312 56,015 55,703 -7,428 -11 B%
Households 24,370 24,440 24,776 24,872 24,823 24,581 24,434 64 0.3%
Employment 29,316 29,767 20,682 30,113 30,614 30,809 30,008 1,592 5.4%
Trenton
Population 18, B53 18,922 18,685 18,645 18,713 18,740 18,647 -206 -1.1%
Households 7,988 £,204 £,205 8,165 8,180 8,135 8,069 81 1.0%
Employment 7,408 7,485 7,585 7,579 7,804 7,831 7,018 510 6.9%
WVan Buren TWp.
Fopulation 28,821 31,202 31,195 31,046 30,7809 30,722 30,265 1,444 5.0%
Households 11,821 12,571 12 803 12,970 13,057 12,913 12,743 922 7.8%
Employment 11,789 12,791 12,502 12,508 12,633 12,670 12,753 954 8.2%
Wayne
Fopulation 17,593 17,213 16,948 16,688 16,578 16,525 16,250 -1,343 -7.6%
Households 7,055 7,104 7,129 7,172 7,171 7,107 7,025 -30 -0.4%
Employment 13,329 13,769 13,955 13,655 13,611 13,500 13,384 55 0.4%
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040  MNumber Percent
Westland
Fopulation £4,004 B4,058 81,967 80,928 79,024 77,313 78,602 -5,492 -6.5%
Households 35,886 35,188 36,271 36,087 35,856 35,630 35,482 -404 -1.1%
Employment 22,083 22,450 22,625 22,880 23,243 23,715 24,075 1,992 9.0%
waoodhaven
Population 13 E75 13,003 13,026 12,839 12,400 12,549 12 476 -399 -3.1%
Households 5,159 5,326 5,288 5,294 5,291 5,307 5,217 58 11%
Employment 6,508 6,398 6,391 6,419 6,300 6,251 6,191 -317 -4.0%
Wwyandotte
Population 25,883 24,851 24,189 23,201 22,880 22,787 23,547 -2,336 -9.0%
Households 10,991 10,871 10,808 10,743 10,809 10,657 10,561 -430 -3.0%
Employment 10,300 10,597 10,715 10,702 10,753 10,846 10,804 504 4.0%
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Motes and Definitions

1) Al data is source SEMCOG 2040 Forecast, with the exception of 2010 Population and
Household numbers, which are from the 2010 Census.

2) Job numbers are by place-of-work. They include wage and salary jobs as well as self-
employed, Farm and Military jobs.

3) At the sub-regional level, SEMCOG blocked the employment numbers, denoted by the letter
C, for communities that did not meet minimal publishing conditions in order to keep local
astablishments confidential. These conditions follow the rule, set up by Michigan law and the
LS. Bureau of Labor Statistics, that no numbers may be published if a cell contains: 1) fewer
than three firms, or 2) a firm with 80 percent or more of that cell’s employment.

Employment Sector Definitions

SEMCOG created nine industrial sectors for which employment can be classified. The industrial
sectors are built from the North American Industrial Classification System (MAICS) and are
grouped by similar economic and land use activities. The first eight sectors consist of jobs that
fall under private ownership, while the last sector (Government) includes all jobs that fall under
governmental ownership. Each sector is described in more detail:

1) Natural Resources, Mining, & Construction — This sector comprises activities such as
agricultural production and support activities; mining natural resources; and
caonstruction of buildings and infrastructure. This sector is built upon NAICS Sectors: 11,
21, and 23.

2) Manufacturing — Covers all manufacturing activities including the production of durable
and nondurable goods. This sector is built upon MAICS Sectors 31-33.

3) Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, & Utilities — This sector includes the
wholesaling of merchandise; the transportation of people and goods; storage; and the

provision of utility services. This sector is built upon NAICS sectors: 22, 42, 48, and 49.

4) Retail Trade — Covers all retail activity, where goods are sold to the general public. This
sector is built upon NAICS Sectors 44 and 45.

5) Knowledge-based Services — Built upon the following NAICS sectors: Information;
Finance and Insurance; Real Estate, Rental, and Leasing; Professional, Scientific, and
Technical Services; and Management of Companies and Enterprises. Most of these jobs
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6)

7)

8)

9)

are for employers engaged in export-oriented services and require a college degree at
minimum. The codes for the NAICS Sectors are: 51, 52, 53, 54, and 55.

Services to Households & Firms — This sector comprises employers who provide support
services to firms and general services to households. It is built upon two NAICS sectors:
Administrative, Support, and Waste Management and Remeadiation Services; and Other
Services (except Public Administration). The codes for the NAICS sectors are 56 and 81.

Private Education & Healthcare — Comprises employers who provide private education
for all age groups (K-12 and post secondary), as well as, private healthcare, including
hospitals, medical centers, and nursing homes. This sector is built upon NAICS codes 61
and 62.

Leisure & Hospitality — Includes all employers who provide arts, entertainment and
recreational services. Also includes employers who provide lodging and eating and
drinking services. This sector is built upon NAICS codes 71 and 72.

Government — Consists of all governmeant-provided services at all lavels (federal, state,
and local). This sector includes services like: public administration, public education (K-

12 and post secondary), and public health. There are no NAICS codes associated with
this sector.
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8.0 REFERENCES

Dunn Corporation, 1991, Hartland Township Aggregate Market Study, Prepared for Burroughs
Materials, New Hudson, Michigan

) At the end of FY 2003, the MIMNR had 22 active Siate Nonmatallic Mineral Leazes with nearly 1,100 ha undar lease. Twaniy-two
nominations for sand-and-gravel leases were received in FY 2003 primarily from a noumber of the State’s County Road Commissions
to replace previous penmits. All but one of the sealad-hid sand and gravel leases that were to be issued in FY 2002 and FY 2003 wene
never completed by the lessee. A fow of these were leased to County Road Commissions later in FY 2003, One older limestone
leasie, a royalty interest, expirad during FY 2003, Thireen direct leases, at a Fixed agread-upon rate, were issued during FY 2003,
Twelve of these leases were issued (o County Road Commissions as part of the conversion from permils (o leases. Sixleen additicnal
leasies wene in process and were expected 1o be issued in FY 2004, The total income from Nonmetallic Mineral Lease activities on
State lands was nearly 8992,000. The income from Forest Management Division Monmetallic Mineral Pemmit activities on State lands
was about $222,000, The total Monmetallic Minerals rovalty income was 5770,000,

Mot of the rentals and royalties received from the State of Michigan®s Metallic and Nonmatallic Mineral Leasas was usad to
purchase the property involved. Propeny that was tax revered or purchased with Michigan Matural Resources Trust Fund (MNRTE)
dollars, which accounts for the bulk of State-ownad lands, receives most of the income. State and lecal govanmental agencies may
apply to the MNRTF for grants to purchase and develop propery for public recreation purposes.

The FMFM continued to update the Abandonzd Underground Mine Inventory and identified State-owned mine sites that required
repair for public safety. A grant request for additional funds for safety repair was pending.

Mining Education and Muoseums

Michigan Technological University (MTL foriginally Michigan College of Mines) in Houghion, M1, began preparation to lead a
dozen industrial partners, including CCL in developing a Total Ore Processing Integration and Management System. The system
allows mine and mill workers to respond quickly to changes in the processing stream. [t was designad to oplimize processing by 1024,
The U5, Department of Energy was o ba pan of the project and was to contribute more than 3620000 to the proposed %2.6 million,
S-year project.

Crwing tooa 10246 reduction in State funding, MTU explored ways to reduce costs. One planned reduction was the elimination of the
mining program that had 20 undergraduate studeniz and 4 faculty members. The mining program had earlier been combinad with
peological programs into the Department of Geological and Mining Engineering and Sciences. As of June, the MTU Board of Control
had not decided the fate of the mining program. Hewever, new students were not being acceptad into the program (Skillings Mining
Review, 2003bj,

The Marquette Range Iron Mining Heritage Theme Park reopened in spring 2003 in Ishpeming, Michigan. It is beside the Cliffs
Shaft Mine headframe and buildings and includes mining, mineral, and historical displays.
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