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This document has been published by authorization of the Director of the State of Michigan’s Department
of Transportation in keeping with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and
subsequent implementing regulations and policies, including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, that
direct agencies to provide the public and other agencies an opportunity to review and comment on
proposed projects and alternatives so that potential impacts of the project can be considered and taken
into account during the decision-making process. Requests for alternative formats of this document
under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act may be made by calling 517.373.9534 or TDD
800.649.3777. The cost of publishing 65 copies of this document at approximately $9.75 per copy
is $633.75, and the document has been printed in accordance with Michigan Executive Directive 1991-6.
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Preface

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires the analysis of all social,
economic, and natural environmental impacts of any proposed action of the federal
government. This project includes the use of federal funds. There are three classes of action.
Class I Actions are those that may significantly impact the environment. These projects require
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Class II Actions (Categorical
Exclusions) are those that do not have a significant impact on the environment. Class III
Actions are those projects which the significance of impacts is not known. Class III Actions
require the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine the significance of
impacts and the appropriate environmental document to be prepared - either an EIS or a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).

This document is an abbreviated Environmental Assessment and will be used for decision-
making and public information purposes. The abbreviated EA format is used when no
significant impacts are anticipated, there is no public controversy surrounding the project, and
local, state and federal agencies agree with the proposed mitigation. It describes and analyzes
construction alternatives, and the measures taken to minimize harm to the project area. This
analysis is done in compliance with MDOT’s Environmental Procedures Manual, developed to
implement NEPA. It is being distributed to the public and to various federal, state, and local
agencies for review and comment. An opportunity for a public hearing on the project will be
advertised in local papers. If requested, a public hearing will be held. If review and comment
by the public and interested agencies support the decision that there will be “no significant
impact”, a FONSI be will prepared. If it is determined that the preferred alternative will have
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, an EIS is required.

This document was prepared by the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), in
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The study team includes
representatives from the following areas within MDOT: Design, Project Planning, Real Estate,
Construction and Technology, Traffic and Safety, Transportation Service Centers, and Region
offices. Information contained in this Environmental Assessment was also furnished by other
federal and state agencies, local units of government, public interest groups, and individual
citizens.
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Abbreviated Environmental Assessment Checklist
Project Name: 1-75 from Dixie Highway north to the South junction of I-675

Project Location: I-75 from Dixie Highway north 4.7 miles to the southern I-675 junction in
Bridgeport and Buena Vista Townships, Saginaw County, Michigan.

Project Control Section(s) and Job Number(s): Control Section: 73111, Job
Number: 107497

Description of Project Area:

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment for the proposed widening
and reconstruction of I-75 from Bridgeport (Dixie Highway to I-675 South Junction (Janes Road)
and replacement of five structures, Baker Road, King Road, Hess Road, M-46 over I-75, and the
railroad structure over the Huron and Eastern Railway in Bridgeport and Buena Vista
Townships, Saginaw County, Michigan. Within the study area, I-75 is approximately 4.7 miles
in length and is divided into two segments which include: Bridgeport (Dixie Highway) to north
of Hess Road and north of Hess to 1-675 South Junction (Janes Road). Refer to Figure 1 for an
overview of the project area and project limits. The study area is larger than the actual project
limits to pick up potential resources close to the project start and end points. The south
segment (phase 1) which is from Dixie Highway to Just north of Hess Road will be constructed
in 2015 and the north segment (phase 2) which is from just north of Hess road to the south
junction of I-675 will be done at a future date.

The existing I-75 roadway is a divided Interstate with three lanes in each direction. The existing
travel lanes for northbound and southbound are 12 feet wide. The existing median shoulders
are 14 feet paved and the existing outside shoulders are 10 feet paved.

Description of Proposed Action:

The proposed work on I-75 includes the addition of a fourth lane in each direction with
widening to the outside. The new I-75 roadway will consist of four 12-foot lanes in each
direction with 10-foot median shoulders and 13-foot outside shoulders. The widening will also
require at least extension of drains/culverts or possibly the replacement depending upon the
condition. This will be determined later in the design process. See Figure 2 for existing and
proposed I-75 cross-sections. The structures at Baker, King and Hess will be replaced due to
insufficient shoulder width with the widening of I-75. Please see Figure 2a for the cross-sections
of the replacements bridges at Baker, King and Hess Roads. King Road is currently the only
structure that needs to be replaced due to poor condition. The interchange at M-46 and I-75 will
also have the structure replaced and interchange ramps upgraded to partial cloverleaf. The
ramps in the southwest and southeast quadrants will remain. The existing loop ramps in the
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northwest and northeast quadrants will be removed which will eliminate the merge weave
pattern on I-75 in both directions.

The alignment for I-75 was chosen to minimize the needs for additional right of way along this
corridor. Many different geometric alignments were looked at and analyzed for potential right
of way needs. Figure 3: Environmental Constraints identifies resources along the corridor that
The MDOT tries to avoid in the alternative development process. If an impact to the resources
identified is unavoidable, mitigation for the impacted resources must be made based on the
guidelines regulating that resource. The chosen alignment may require up to eight potential
property purchases to widen the overpasses at Baker, King and Hess Roads.

Utilities adjacent to the roadway and the surrounding area have been identified for impacts
caused by the proposed project. Telephone, cable, water, electric and gas lines are located
adjacent to or crossed by the project may require relocation or adjustment. If this should be the
case, coordination between MDOT and the affected utility company will take place during the
design phase, and relocation will take place prior to construction of the new facilities if possible.
All utility work will be done within the footprint of MDOT ROW or existing utility easements.
The contractor will coordinate the construction activities with the affected utility company.
Service to the project area may be temporarily interrupted during the adjustment period.
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Description of Purpose and Need for the Project:

The purpose of the proposed improvements to the I-75 Corridor in Saginaw County, Michigan is
to enhance mobility and safety by improving traffic flow throughout the corridor and to improve
system linkage. These improvements will help maintain the efficiency of an important link in the
Michigan Interstate System without compromising freeway operations and safety by upgrading
the corridor to conform to current design standards for roadways and bridges. Specific
objectives of the proposed project include the following:

e Replace and rehabilitate deteriorating pavement and bridges (M-46, railroad bridge and
the bridges at Baker, King, and Hess Roads)

e Add continuity to the roadway by going from 6 lanes to 8 lanes, matching the sections to
the north and south of the project.

e Upgrade and modernize the freeway system to address current design criteria and
guidelines

¢ Enhance mobility and traffic operations within the I-75 study area while minimizing
negative environmental, cultural, economic, social and adjacent property impacts

These improvements will relieve congestion and improve traffic flow during construction and
peak travel periods.

Need for the Proposed Project

This section of I-75 was constructed and opened to traffic in 1961. The service life of this facility
has gone beyond the normal expectations for a freeway facility. In 2000, MDOT developed an
improvement plan for the I-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay and Arenac Counties. The
improvement plan recommended widening I-75 to eight lanes in all areas between I-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County where there was not a redundant or parallel Interstate
facility (i.e., I-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw). This corridor plan and the current data can be
found in Appendix A of this document. This project, when finished, will maintain lane
continuity and complete the 40-mile reconstruction and necessary widening of I-75 from the
north junction of I-475 in Genesee County to M-13 in Bay County, Michigan. Factors affecting
the need for this project include the following:

e Existing geometric deficiencies such as substandard vertical grades, superelevation
rates, and inadequate acceleration and deceleration ramp lengths

e Deteriorated pavement and bridge conditions

¢ Inadequate underclearance on all bridges in project area

e Unacceptable level of service and traffic delays for motorists caused by peak travel
conditions during weekends and holiday travel

¢ Inadequate roadway and shoulder widths to maintain traffic during construction and
maintenance activities

e Improve safety by correcting the geometric deficiencies and improving LOS.
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Traffic Considerations: Yes | No

Does the project adequately serve the existing and planned future traffic X
projections?

1 [

Is the future traffic year 20 years from the date of construction? =

Do changes in traffic cause additional project impacts? (1 XX

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.
Please See Appendix A for a detailed analysis of traffic and crash data.

Alternatives Considered and Dismissed:

The proposed project considered and analyzed two mainline alternatives and five interchange
alternatives at the I-75 and M-46 interchange, as a part of the EA development. Below is a brief
description of each alternative and the reasons why it was either chosen or dismissed.

Mainline Alternatives

No-Build

This alternative involves taking no action to improve and add capacity to the I-75 mainline for
the project area. This alternative involves only routine maintenance (which could eventually
include repaving and reconstruction), repair, and preservation of the existing system. This
alternative will not address the issues of congestion, modernization of the system, enhance
mobility, correct geometric deficiencies, improve bridge underclearance, improve LOS or
provide greater shoulder widths for maintenance of traffic presented in the purpose and need.
It is the base condition used for comparison to the other alternatives.

Preferred Alternative — Widen to eight lanes

The MDOT is proposing to widen the existing cross-section from six lanes to eight lanes, the
majority of the widening will happen to the outside of the existing lanes. It will also include
replacing the deteriorating pavement and the bridges at Baker, King, Hess, a rail road bridge
and M-46 in this section of the corridor. This alternative involves adding capacity, relieving
congestion, enhancing safety, and improving traffic operations and system connectivity on I-75.
Please see Figure 2 for a detailed description of the proposed cross-section.

M-46 Interchange Alternatives

No-Build

The M-46 interchange is currently and full clover leaf interchange. The no-build alternative
would involve only routine maintenance, repair, and preservation of the existing
system/structure. The no-build alternative is not a feasible option for the interchange, as there is
not enough clear width under the existing structure for the proposed additional lanes to the
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mainline.

Preferred Alternative — Partial Clover (ramps in southern quads)

The preferred alternative is a partial clover leaf with loop ramps in the southeast and southwest
quadrants (thus removing two of the eight existing ramps) with the free flow ramps remaining
in all four quadrants; with the potential for traffic signals at the left turn movements introduced
by the elimination of the loop ramps.

The elimination of the northeast and northwest loop ramps will remove the merge weave
movement on the I-75 mainline, which has had 61 accidents in the last 5 years. ( for a detailed
analysis please see the Crash Analysis and Safety memo dated December 21, 2012 that is
included as part of Appendix A). Advantages include: Removing the merge weave movement
on I-75, which improves safety; can be placed in the existing footprint with minor modifications
and no need for right of way; and is familiar to Michigan drivers. Disadvantages include: the
need for additional traffic signals; delays to drivers not served by the loop ramps, and
susceptibility to wrong-way entry.

Partial Clover (ramps in the opposite quads)
This alternative would have loop ramps in two of the four quads with the addition of traffic
signals at M-46 for left turn movements.

The elimination of two of the loop ramps will remove the merge weave movement on the 1-75
mainline, which has had 61 accidents in the last 5 years. ( for a detailed analysis please see the
Crash Analysis and Safety memo dated December 21, 2012 that is included as part of
Appendix A). Advantages include: removing the merge weave movement for the I-75 mainline;
placed in the same footprint as existing structure with minor modifications; and common for
Michigan drivers. Disadvantages include: delays to movements not served by the loop ramps;
susceptibility to wrong-way entry; potential for higher speed collisions due to left turning traffic
across multiple lanes of traffic; two new signals would be required.

Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)

The SPUI would have one entry and exit ramp for each direction of I-75, which eliminates the
weaving move caused by the full clover interchange. Left turn movements meet at the center of
the bridge at a single traffic signal, right turns are allowed to merge onto M-46 without a signal.
Advantages include: improved operational efficiency over urban diamond interchange due to
only having one signal; improved safety over the traditional clover leaf due to the elimination of
the weaving associated with loop ramps; and reduced right of way impact due to a smaller
footprint. Disadvantages include increased construction and maintenance costs due to a larger
structure; longer signal cycle due to three phases and amount of time it takes to clear left turns;
and more difficult for pedestrians to traverse than traditional interchanges.

Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI)
The DDI would also have one entry and exit ramp for each direction of I-75. Left turn
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movements merge into traffic on the left and there is a weave on M-46. Right turn movements
are allowed to merge onto M-46 without a signal. Two traffic signals would be required and
each would have two phases. Advantages include: the two-phase signals have shorter cycles
which would reduce delay; increases turning movements to and from the ramps; reduces the
conflict points (improving safety); improves pedestrian safety; and increases the capacity while
decreasing the size of the structure. Disadvantages include: It would require two new signals,
increasing the potential for rear-end crashes; its design is counter intuitive to drivers; and this is
a new design for Michigan and was not well received at the public meeting.
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Existing Environment and Potential Impacts

Identify (yes or no) if there are any project impacts. For each “yes,” describe the impact and the potential for
significant impact. Attach all agency correspondence.

Land Use: Yes | No

Is the project consistent with the existing and future local transportation plans, |X| (]
land use plans, and zoning ordinances?

Will the project affect existing or proposed land uses? 1 X

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

The Buena Vista and Bridgeport Township Zoning, Land Use and Master Plans were reviewed as
part of the impact analysis. Both plans have this corridor identified as transportation use, which has
been the use for a very long time. The project lies within existing transportation ROW and will not
impact any other existing or future land uses and is consistent with the future plans for this corridor
and immediately adjacent land uses. Some of the adjacent land uses include: agriculture, residential,
industrial and commercial uses. All of which are supported by the adjacent transportation corridor.

Right-of-way Impacts: Yes | No

Will the project require additional fee right-of-way, easements, or grading X [
permits?

Will the project require any relocations? X

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

The proposed widening of I-75 may require the displacement of eight residential properties. A
Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan which provides additional information on the potential eight
displacements can be found in Appendix B — Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan. Minor amounts of
additional fee right-of-way (ROW) and grading permits will also be required for this project.

All fee ROW will be acquired in conformance with the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Fee ROW is ROW that the falls
outside of existing MDOT ROW and will need to be purchased from the owner following the
aforementioned policy.
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Agricultural Impacts: Yes | No

Will the project affect lands zoned for agriculture or forestry? X

Will Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act coordination be required? |E []

If yes, what resource coordination is required?

Submittal of a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form CPA-106 to the Flint Area NRCS office
with an impact of 2 acres of Prime Farmland that is zoned Agricultural has been conducted. The
total points calculated on the CPA-106 is 49.

Will the project affect PA 116 lands? (1 X
Are there any other agricultural impacts? (1 X

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

There are nine PA 116 parcels adjacent to the project limits. These properties are not expected to be
impacted by any type of ROW acquisition or grading permits. A note will be placed on the design
plans that states “No borrow shall be taken from the PA 116 enrolled properties and no disposal of
excess or unsuitable material will be allowed”.

Social Impacts: Yes | No

Will the project affect neighborhoods or community cohesion? X [
Will the project have long term effects on travel patterns or accessibility for 1 K
vehicles, bicycles, transit users, commuters or pedestrians?

Will the project have long term effects on the elderly, handicapped, non-
motorized users, transit-dependent users, minority and ethnic groups or the [ X
economically disadvantaged?

Will the project have long term effects on school district(s), recreation areas, 1 X

churches, businesses, police and fire protection services, etc.?

If yes, what are the direct and the indirect impacts that may result from the displacement of
households, businesses, and services?
Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

Property owners who live along I-75 will be affected by the widening of the freeway from Dixie
Highway north to Janes Road in Saginaw County. The widening of the freeway from six lanes to
eight lanes will be accomplished by adding a fourth lane in each direction on the outside of the
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existing northbound and southbound I-75 roadway. As a result of the widening on 1I-75, property
owners who live adjacent to the freeway will be affected by noise impacts.

A noise analysis study was conducted. The study determined that a noise barrier south of Hess
Road, on the west side of I-75 would satisty MDOT’s feasibility and reasonableness criteria for a
noise barrier. The proposed barrier would provide noise abatement for 67 single residences. For
additional information on the proposed noise barrier and noise study refer to the Noise Impact
Section in this document.

The proposed project also includes adding sidewalks along the proposed M-46 structure at the I-
75/M-46 interchange. The new sidewalks will be constructed in accordance with the 1990 Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA). No neighborhood within the project area will be permanently
separated from community facilities or services. Access for motorists, school buses, emergency
vehicles will be maintained during construction. MDOT will coordinate with local officials in
providing updated information to assist all motorists and pedestrians.

Temporary impacts to residents, businesses, community services, motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists,
and emergency services will occur during the construction of the new freeway lanes and bridges.
MDOT will maintain traffic on I-75, with reduced lanes in each direction. However, traffic will need
to be detoured during the construction of the ramps and bridges. During the construction period,
motorists (including emergency vehicles) will incur longer travel times and distances in reaching
their destinations. The detour routes for motorists are shown in Appendix C — Maintenance of
Traffic Concept.

Mitigation measures to address these temporary impacts include: minimizing disruption of traffic in
the construction area by coordinating with local agencies and the community; placing signs in all of
the construction areas notifying motorists of route changes, requiring construction equipment to
have mufflers in good working order and portable compressors must meet federal noise-level
standards for this equipment; and requiring that contractors be responsible for adequate dust-
control measures during construction.

As part of an on-going coordination effort, MDOT will continue to coordinate with local agencies
and the community in providing updated information about the proposed project and detour routes
during construction.

Environmental Justice Yes | No

Will the project affect minorities or low income population groups? X [

Will the project have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minorities or 1 X
low-income populations?
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Are there any persons with limited English proficiency in the project area? |X| []

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

The purpose of Executive Order 12898 on Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice impacts
to Minority and Low-Income Populations is to identify, address, and avoid disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations. The
proposed widening of I-75 and the construction of a noise barrier will not cause a disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.

An analysis of the 2010 U.S. Census Data along with field reviews of the project area determined that
there are minority and low-income population groups and non-minority population groups who
reside in the project area. The proposed widening of I-75 and the construction of a noise barrier
along I-75 will benefit all of the population groups that reside in the project area. Other temporary
effects from the proposed project include traffic delays, and having to travel further distances, will
affect minority and low-income populations as well as non-minority population groups.

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the total population for Bridgeport Charter Township is 10,514,
while the total population for Buena Vista Charter Township is 8,676. The total population for
Saginaw County and the State of Michigan is 200,169 and 9,883,640, respectively. The minority
population for Bridgeport Charter Township is 32 percent; while the minority population for Buena
Vista charter Township is 68 percent. The minority population in Saginaw County and in the State
of Michigan is 26 percent and 20 percent, respectively.

The U.S. Census American Community Survey 2006-2010 Estimated Data indicated that the
percentage of individuals who are below the poverty level over a 12 month period for Bridgeport
and Buena Vista Townships Township is 18.3 percent and 30.3 percent, respectively; while the
percentage of individuals who are below the poverty level for the county is over 18.5 percent. These
percentages are higher than the state level which was estimated to be 14.8 percent.

The U.S. Census American Community Survey 2006-2010 Estimated Data also indicated that there
are individuals who reside in each of the townships who may be Limited in English Proficiency
(LEP). In the townships, 0.3 percent and 1.6 percent of individuals speak a language other than
English at home. In Saginaw County the percentage of individuals who speak a language other than
English is 1.4 percent; while the percentage of individuals who speak a language other than English
in the state is 3.3 percent.

As part of public outreach, MDOT held a public information meeting inviting residents and local
officials to learn more about the project and the proposed detour route. Thirty-six (36) people
attended the meeting held on June 6, 2012. Almost everyone who attended the meeting supported
the project. MDOT did not receive any requests to have translation services at the public
information meeting or to have brochures or other materials translated into another language. If

I-75 from Dixie Highway to I-675 14 Abbreviated Environmental Assessment



MDOT does receive a request for translation services during subsequent phases of this project,
MDOT will make translation services available.

Although the proposed project will not cause disproportionate effects on minority and low-income
population within the project area, a continuing effort will be made to identify any additional
impacts that may have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income
population groups during subsequent phases of this project. If additional impacts are identified,
every effort will be made to actively involve the impacted groups in the project development
process.

Economic Impacts Yes | No

Will the project affect the regional or local economy resulting in changes to
development, tax revenues, public expenditures, employment opportunities, [1 X
accessibility, or retail sales?

Will the project have an impact on established businesses or business districts? [1 X

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

There may be a slight loss of tax revenue to local governments from the potential relocations and
partial ROW purchases. This could potentially be made up if the relocations are made within the
same tax area.

Effects on Historic (Above Ground) Resources: Yes | No

Will the project affect historic resources? 1 X

Are any sites in the project area eligible for or already listed on the National 1 X
Register of Historic Places?

Has a survey of the area been conducted? (1 XX

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

There are no National Register-eligible or listed historic properties within the project Area of
Potential Effect. See the April 18, 2012 letter (signed May 24, 2012) to the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) in Appendix D for SHPO concurrence with this determination. If local roads are
detoured, the proposed work is so minimal there will be no impact on any potential historic
resources. In addition, if any detour route work beyond the edge of the existing shoulders is
proposed, it will be reviewed by an MDOT Historian.
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Effects on Archaeological Resources:

Yes

No

Will the project affect archaeological resources?

Are any sites in the project area eligible for or listed on the National Register of
Historic Places?

Has a survey of the area been conducted?

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

L]
L]
X

X
X
[]

No historic properties for archaeological resources will be affected by the proposed project. See the
April 18, 2012 letter (signed May 24, 2012) to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in
Appendix D for SHPO concurrence with this determination. If right-of-way needs change during
the course of the project, MDOT will review any changes to ensure that the unevaluated

archaeological site 20SA1376 will not be impacted.

Effects on Traditional Cultural Properties:

Yes

No

Will the project affect any Traditional Cultural Properties? A traditional cultural
property is defined as one that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places because of its association with cultural practices of beliefs of a living
community that (a) are rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in
maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community.

Are any properties in the project area eligible for or listed on the National
Register of Historic Places?

Will consultations with Indian tribes be required regarding Traditional Cultural
Properties?

Describe any changes or necessary action.

Effect on Air Quality:

Yes

Will the project affect a non-attainment area?
Is the project adding a lane in a single direction of 1 mile or more?

Is the project listed in the state or MPO’s long range plan?

[]
=
=

1 X
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Is the project in the MPO’s TIP? X
Will the project require a CO, PMzs, or PM1o microscale “hot-spot” analysis? [1 X

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

The project area is located in Saginaw County and the USEPA has designated Saginaw County to be
in attainment for all National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) criteria pollutants. The
project is exempt from macro- and microscale air quality analysis. Please see the “Project Planning
Considerations” portion of this document for additional information regarding the Long Range Plan
and the Transportation Improvement Plan.

Noise Impacts: Yes | No

Are any noise sensitive receivers or land uses adjacent to the proposed project?
Has there been a substantial change in vertical or horizontal alignment?
Will traffic volumes change?

Is the project adding a lane in a single direction of one mile or more?

XX X O KX
O 0O 0O X O

Will a noise analysis be required?

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

The Michigan Department of Transportation noise abatement analysis has identified a feasible and
reasonable noise barrier located on the west side of I-75 at the Hess Street overpass and is primarily
adjacent to Mysylvia Drive and Yauck Road. The noise barrier is projected to provide noise
abatement for 67 residences. An engineering level noise abatement analysis will be completed on the
warranted abatement measure to ensure it meets final design phase feasibility and reasonableness
criteria. Final design phase feasibility criteria are the same as in the environmental clearance phase.

Final design phase reasonableness criteria include:

1) The approval of the abatement measure by a majority of the benefitting property owners
and residents;

2) The cost benefit of the noise barrier is equal to or below the allowable per benefitting unit
cost for the year of the final design; and

3) Noise attenuation level criteria that provides a 10 dB(A) reduction for at least one benefiting

unit and at least a 7 dB(A) reduction for 50% or more of the benefiting units.
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MDOT intends to install highway traffic noise abatement in the form of a barrier based on the
studies thus far accomplished. The preliminary indications of likely abatement measures are based
on preliminary design for barrier cost(s) and noise abatement as illustrated in Table 16 of the Noise
Analysis Report. If it subsequently develops during final design that these conditions have
substantially changed, the abatement measures might not be provided. A final decision of the
installation and aesthetics of the abatement measures(s) will be made upon completion of the
project’s final design and the Context Sensitive Design process. A meeting to discuss the noise wall

aesthetics will be offered to all affected property owners.

The Noise Analysis Technical Report accompanies this checklist and the report’s Executive
Summary can be found in Appendix E. A preliminary feasible and reasonable noise barrier has been
identified along SB I-75, south of Hess Road for 2705 feet with an average height of 16 feet. The
results of the noise analysis study were presented at the project’s public meeting.

=<
[¢°]
®»
z
=}

Fish & Wildlife Impacts:

Will the project affect aquatic wildlife (i.e., fish, mussels, ...)?

Will the project affect a designated trout stream or lake, a cold water lake, or an
outstanding State Resource Water?

Will the project affect terrestrial wildlife (i.e., turtles, birds, ...)?
Will the project affect migratory birds?

Will the project affect Michigan designated Species of Special Concern?

Will the project affect Forester Sensitive Species designated by the U.S. Forest
Service?

OO X 0O 0O 0
XX OKXK X KX

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

Historical use by migratory birds has been documented at the railroad overpass south of Hess Road.
The “special provision for migratory bird protection” will be added to the plans and specifications
for the job to mitigate for possible affects. Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1918.

Effect on Threatened and Endangered Species: Yes | No

Will the project affect any threatened or endangered species listed in state or 1 X
federal laws and regulations?

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.
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The Michigan Natural Features Inventory database was queried for records of State and Federal
listed species and none have been documented within the project limits. Federal species are
protected by way of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531) and by the State of
Michigan under Part 306 of Act 451 of 1994, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection.

Wetland Impacts: Yes | No

Will the project affect wetlands? If yes, complete the following;: 1 X

Wetland Type Number of acres | Fill quantity (cubic yds.) | Dredge quantity (cubic yds.)

NA NA NA NA

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

No wetlands within the project limits would be impacted by the project scope of work. Wetlands
are protected under Sec. 404b of the Federal Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C.), Executive Order
11990, and Part 303 of Act 451 of 1994, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection.

Effect on Lakes, Streams, or Other Bodies of Water: Yes | N

Q

Does the project affect navigation of a water body (as defined by the U. S. Coast
Guard)?

Does the project affect navigable waters of the U.S. (as defined by the Army Corps
of Engineers)?

Will construction require any access pads or placement of rip rap in the stream?

Will the project require stream relocations?

Does the project include replacement or widening of bridges or replacement or
extension of culverts?

X X 0O 0O 0O O
OO0 XXX KX

Will work take place in the water or below the ordinary high water mark?

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

This project crosses two ponds and three drains that the MDEQ has identified as regulated water
bodies and may require permits under Part 31 (Water Quality) and Part 301 (Inland Lakes and
Streams) of Act 451 of 1994, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection. Due to right-of-way
restrictions at the three culvert locations, the extension of any stream culvert is not proposed. If the
culvert headwalls are within the safety clear zone after the addition of the two new lanes, guardrail
will be installed at the stream crossings. A hydraulic analysis will be done during design to ensure
the culvert sizes are adequate to pass the increased runoff from the new lanes during a 100-year
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storm event without increasing back-water elevations. The ponds and drains are described
separately below.

The two ponds are located on the east side of I-75 between Hess Road north to the Huron & Eastern
Railroad crossing. The project will not impact these two ponds and soil erosion and sedimentation
controls will be set up to protect these ponds.

The southern stream crossing is the McGrandy Drain which is a tributary to the Cass River and
flows across both I-75 roadways and the I-75 SB exit to Dixie Highway. The culvert is a
48”reinforced concrete pipe and has a drainage area of 0.38 square miles. This pipe was replaced in
2008 and is in good condition. This culvert is within the study area, but outside of the project limits
and no work will be done at this stream crossing.

The middle stream crossing is the Baker Drain which is a tributary to the Cass River and flows
across both 1I-75 roadways approximately 1700 feet south of Baker Road. The 6" by 8" box culvert is
in good condition and no work is proposed for this culvert which has a drainage area of 1.0 square
mile. Two CMP side culverts that flow through the wingwalls on the west side of the culvert are
rusty and will be replaced.

The northern stream crossing is the King Drain which is a tributary to the Saginaw River and flows
across both I-75 roadways approximately 2500" north of King Road. The 4’ by 4" box culvert is in
good condition and no work is proposed for this culvert which has a drainage area of 0.51 square
miles. The drainage area of the King Drain is less than two square miles. However the area may be
under the influence of the backflow of the Saginaw River. So there is the possible need for a part 31
floodplain permit but a hydraulic analysis should not be necessary. The Two CMP side culverts that
flow through the wingwalls on the east side of the culvert are rusty and will be replaced.

The King and McGrandy Drains are listed by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality as
impaired water bodies scheduled for TMDLS that are not attaining water quality standards for 1)
Other Indigenous Aquatic Life and Wildlife due to mercury and PCBs in the water column, and 2)
Fish Consumption due to mercury and PCBs in fish tissue and the water column.

Standard sedimentation and erosion control measures will be applied including silt fencing, mulch
blankets, stone check dams, and weirs. Construction staging for culvert work will be reviewed
during the design phase to address required de-watering or detention needs and to maintain stream
flow. Riprap will be placed in areas where scour may occur and streambed protection stone will be
placed in bare areas of the culvert wingwalls to prevent erosion and provide for fish habitat.
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Floodplain Impacts: Yes | No

Will project affect a regulated floodway or alter floodplain functions or values? If 1 K
yes, complete the following:

Number of acres Fill quantity (cubic yds.) Dredge quantity (cubic yds.)

NA NA NA
Is the project consistent with local flood protection standards? X [
Is the project consistent with MDEQ flood hazard ordinances? |E |:|

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

Changes in culverts size and length will be designed based upon an evaluation of the hydraulics of
the specific stream to insure compliance with all applicable standards. The drainage area of the
three drains area all less than two square miles. Permits under Part 31 (floodplains) of Act 451 of
1994, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection will not be required.

Effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers or State Designated Natural

. Yes | No
Rivers:
Will the project affect any federally-designated Wild and Scenic Rivers? (1 XX
Will the project affect any State-designated Natural Rivers? (1 XX
Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.
Water Quality Impacts: Yes | No
Does the project impact a public or private drinking water source? 1 X

Will the project affect the potential discharge of storm water into the waters of the
State?

X
[]

Does the project affect a designated impaired water body or a water body with
total maximum daily load restrictions?

[]
X

If yes, list name(s), location(s), and pollutant(s) of concern:

Is the project located in an area with an approved local watershed plan? [ X
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Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

In compliance with the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C.
1251 et seq; the “Federal Act”), Michigan Act 451, Public Acts of 1994, as amended (the “Michigan
Act”), Parts 31 and 41, and Michigan Executive Orders 1991-31, 1995-4, and 1995-18, this project was
reviewed for regulated water crossings using the State of Michigan GIS database. Three unnamed
drains are within the project area and include locations south of Tatham Road, just north of Dixie
Hwy Interchange, and within the Dixie Highway Interchange. If the open drainage systems of the
median and outside ditches are retained, project will comply with NPDES Stormwater Discharge
Permit. Stormwater discharge directly to any regulated watercourse should be avoided (preferred
buffer is minimum 200 feet of vegetation).

Compliance with MDOT’s NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permit:

MDOT goals for treating stormwater runoff on every project are: 1) eliminate direct discharges into
receiving waterbodies; 2) reduce runoff velocities; and 3) reduce the amount of sediment entering
the receiving waterbody. Wherever possible, newly constructed or reconstructed stormwater outlets
near any waterbody must be located as far back from the water’s edge as site constraints allow (200
feet is optimal) and velocities must be reduced at or before the outlet to minimize erosion potential
and encourage sedimentation prior to entering the waterbody.

Coastal Management Zone Impacts: Yes | No

Will fill or excavation be required within the Coastal Zone Management 1 X
boundary, critical dunes or Coastal Barrier areas?

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

Visual Impacts: Yes | No
Will the project require removal of trees near streams? 1 X
Will the project require removal of trees near buildings? 1 X
Will the project affect other visual resources? X [

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

There will be minor visual impacts due to the removal of some trees in the right of way.
Additionally, a public meeting will be held with the affected property owners where the noise wall
will be placed to get input on the aesthetics of the wall. The same will be done for the M-46
interchange at the time that phase of the project is built.
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Contaminated Sites: Yes | No

Are there any known or potentially contaminated sites along the corridor? If, yes,
answer the following two questions:
Are any utility trenches (i.e., storm or sanitary sewer, water main, ...) in the
vicinity of a contaminated site?
Are there any groundwater monitoring wells in the vicinity of a
contaminated site?

If buildings or residences are relocated, have they been evaluated for hazardous
waste (i.e. asbestos?).

X 0O 0O K
0 X X O

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

A Project Area Contamination Survey (PACS), also known as a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment, was performed to determine if known or potential sites of environmental
contamination exist that could affect the project’s design, cost, or schedule. The Project Area
Contamination Survey (PACS) included a review of Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) files, interviews, and a site investigation.

The PACS identified three potential contaminated sites within or adjacent to the proposed project
area: the Huron and Eastern Railway crossing, an active railroad crossing located approximately
1,840 feet south of the I-75 and M-46 interchange; an abandoned railroad crossing located
approximately 2,460 feet north of the I-75 and M-46 interchange; and an old MDOT construction
staging and storage area located on the west side of I-75, from north of the M-46 interchange to the
abandoned railroad crossing. Contaminated soils containing PNA’s and metals may be encountered
if excavation activities occur at both the active and abandoned railroad crossings. Solid waste
materials, petroleum contaminated soils, and fly ash and/or foundry sand may be encountered if
excavation activities occur in the old MDOT construction staging and storage area.

No environmental contamination issues were identified with any proposed real estate acquisition.

MITIGATION

If excavation activities are to occur within the vicinity of the above noted potential contaminated
sites, an estimate for contaminated soil removal will be included as a pay item in the construction
contract, and the “Special Provision for Non-Hazardous Contaminated Material Handling and
Disposal” will be added to the final plan package. Conditions stipulated in the “Special Provision
for Non-Hazardous Contaminated Material Handling and Disposal”, including laboratory testing to
solicit landfill approval, temporary storage requirements, and restrictions for reusing contaminated
media as fill, will be met during construction. All contaminated media (soil and groundwater) must
be handled and disposed of appropriately in accordance with state and federal regulations.
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Indirect and Cumulative Impacts:

Yes

Will the project cause adverse indirect or cumulative effects?

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

Permits and Authorizations:

Will the project require any of the following permits and authorizations?
Corps, Section 404 and Section10
Coast Guard, Section 9
Flood Hazard, DEQ, and Act 451 Part 31
Wetland Protection, DEQ, Act 451 Part 303
Inland Lakes and Streams, DEQ, Act 451 Part 301
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
Municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) NPDES permit?
Storm water discharge NPDES permit?
Construction site NPDES permit?
Michigan Coastal Management Program, Section 307 permit?
County Drain Commissioner review/approval?
Other (for example, Threatened and Endangered Species, Critical Dunes).

If “yes, list additional permits and authorizations.

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.

OX OXXXOXOODO O

X OXOODOXKIOXK XX KX
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Construction Impacts: Yes | No

Will the project have any of the following potential construction effects?
Construction timing commitments?
Clearing or work in a stream
Will any bridge painting occur over watercourses?
Will the project disturb more than five acres of soil?
Temporary degradation of water quality?
Temporary stream diversion or work on an access pad?
Temporary degradation of air quality?
Temporary delays and detours of traffic?
Temporary impact to businesses such as access and parking?

Other construction impacts, including noise and vibration?

OO0 X OdoOdibOXIDORX KX
XX XONXXXMOX O[O

Will there be restriction dates for clearing?

X
[]

Will there be restriction dates for work in a stream?

Describe any necessary actions and mitigation.
See the Project Mitigation Green Sheet at the end of this section of the EA for a list of the impacts
and any additional mitigation measures.

Public Involvement and Agency Coordination:

Describe what actions were taken to identify stakeholders during scoping or at public
information meetings or formal public hearings.
The MDOT coordinated with local officials and the MPO for the region to identify and make contact
with stakeholders in the area.

Describe the type of public involvement and agency coordination that has occurred.

As part of the early coordination process, MDOT sent out letters to various federal, state and local
agencies, interested local groups, and the tribes located in Michigan. MDOT did receive a few
responses regarding the project. These letters and responses can be found in Appendix F.
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Two public information meetings were held, one on September 15, 2010, which informed the public
of the proposed project and to seek input from the public. The other was held June 6, 2012. The
intent of this meeting was to present the results of the Noise Analysis Report and to discuss the need
for a small piece of right of way from the Section 4(f) park. The sign-in sheets and comments
received at the meetings are also included in Appendix F.

Discuss pertinent issues raised by the public and resource agencies. Attach applicable
correspondence and responses.

Most of the comments received had to do with concerns about the potential increase in noise from
the added lanes. As mentioned previously, a Noise Analysis was completed as part of the EA
process and there is one area that met the guidelines for a noise wall. Other concerns were about
tree removal or felt that the money could be spent better in other ways. The tree removal is required
to meet the clear distance safety standards. Any trees that can remain will remain in place.

Effects on Section 4(f)/6(f) Properties: Yes | No
Will the proposed action affect Section 4(f) properties? (1 X
Will the proposed action affect Section 6(f) properties? 1 X

If yes to either of the above, attach appropriate Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)
documentation.

There are no parks or recreational areas of national, state or local significance that are both
publicly owned and open to the public. The Saginaw Soap Box Derby property is located
adjacent to I-75, south of the 1-75/M-46 interchange. Access to the Saginaw Soap Box Derby
property is through the Buena Vista Lions Club Park. Buena Vista Charter Township maintains
the fence line of the Soap Box Derby property to control access and preserve the aesthetics of
their own park, however, Buena Vista Charter Township does not have ownership rights, nor
do they maintain the remainder of the Soap Box Derby property. Correspondence from the
Buena Vista Charter Township Interim Manager can be found in Appendix G of this document.

A public meeting was held on June 6, 2012 where exhibits were presented to the public

identifying a small take of ROW from the Saginaw Soap Box Derby property. No adverse
comments were received regarding the minor property acquisition.
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Project Planning Considerations: Yes | No

Is the project listed in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)? X ]

Is the project listed in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)? X ]

The Dixie Highway to just north of Hess Road segment of the project (Phase 1) is in the constrained
portion of the 2040 RTP for the Saginaw Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (SMATS). An
amendment added this portion of the project in 2010. Additionally, the RTP was amended on April
16, 2013 to move Phase 2 (Hess Road to south junction of 675 segment) into the constrained portion
of the RTP. Phase 1 of the project is in the 2014-2017 TIP for the MPO. Phase 2 will be added in 2016
when it is time to develop the 2017-2020 TIP for the MPO.

Project Cost

What is the anticipated cost per phase for the preferred alternative?

The project will be built in two phases. Phase one will consist of widening the portion of I-75 from
Dixie Highway to just north of Hess Rd. This work will also include the replacement of the bridges
at Baker, King and Hess Roads. The widening of the mainline is estimated to cost 41.4 million in
2015 dollars. The replacement of the three bridges in this phase is estimated to cost 12.2 million in
2015 dollars. Phase 2 will consist of the Widening of I-75 from just north of Hess to the 1-675
interchange, including the replacement of the I-75 and M-46 interchange and replacement of the
Huron & Eastern Railway structure. The estimated costs for Phase 2 are 48.2 million for the mainline
widening and 6 million for the bridge replacement. The costs are estimated in year 2015 dollars, but
construction is not anticipated until 2020 or later.
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Project Mitigation Summary (Green Sheet)
For the Preferred Alternative

March 13, 2013
Abbreviated Environmental Assessment

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening on 1-75
From Bridgeport (Dixie Highway) North 4.7 Miles to
I-675 South Junction (Janes Road)
Bridgeport and Buena Vista Townships
In Saginaw County, Michigan

This Project Mitigation Summary *“Green Sheet” contains project specific
mitigation measures being considered at this time. An updated “Green Sheet”
will be prepared and included in the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
for this project. These mitigation items may be modified during the final design,
right-of-way acquisition, or construction phases of this project.

l. Social and Economic Environment

A. Relocations and Access to Residential and Commercial Properties- This project
will require a maximum of eight residential displacements. A Conceptual Stage
Relocation Plan has been prepared and is included in Appendix A. Adequate
replacement housing is available in the area. Access to adjacent properties will be
maintained during construction. Minor amounts of additional fee right-of-way and
grading permits will also be required for this project.

B. Noise Impacts — The Michigan Department of Transportation noise abatement
analysis has identified a feasible and reasonable noise barrier located on the west
side of I-75 at the Hess Street overpass and is primarily adjacent to Mysylvia
Drive and Yauck Road. The noise barrier will be approximately 2700 feet long
with an average height of 16 feet. The noise barrier is projected to provide noise
abatement for 67 residences, including minority and low income populations. An
engineering level noise abatement analysis will be completed on the warranted
abatement measure to ensure it meets final design phase feasibility and
reasonableness criteria. If during final design these conditions have substantially
changed, the abatement measures might not be provided. A final decision of the
installation and aesthetics of the abatement measures(s) will be made upon
completion of the project’s final design and the Context Sensitive Design process.
A meeting to discuss the noise wall aesthetics will be offered to all affected
property owners.
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C. Recreational Properties — The Contractor shall not park any vehicles or store any
equipment or materials on any public recreational property. Access to the
recreational properties must be maintained at all times during construction.

D. Air Quality Impacts — Exposure to diesel exhaust by construction workers and
those nearby a construction site can have serious health implications. The
construction period is of short duration and construction mitigation is not
required. However, several measures may be implemented to reduce engine
activity or reduce emissions per unit of operating time. Construction equipment
should be kept clean, tuned-up, and in good operating condition. MDOT’s
Standard Construction Specification Sections 107.15(A) and 107.19 would apply
to control fugitive dust during construction and cleaning of haul roads. All
MDOT vehicles and equipment must follow MDOT Guidance #10179
(2/15/2009) Vehicle and Equipment Engine Idling.

I1. Natural Environment

A. Stream Crossings — The three stream culverts on this project are in good
condition and will not be replaced. Minor culvert extensions and replacement of
the culvert wing walls may be required. Disturbed stream channel areas will
have streambed protection stone placed to stabilize them and provide spawning
areas. Construction staging plans will be set up during the design of the proposed
culvert wing wall replacement and culvert extensions to address the need to
maintain uninterrupted water flow.

B. Agricultural Land — There are nine parcels of land enrolled in the Act 451, Part
361, Farmland and Open Space Preservation (old PA 116), adjacent to the project
limits. These properties are not expected to be impacted by any type of ROW
acquisition or grading permits. A note will be placed on the design plans that
states “No borrow shall be taken from the PA 116 enrolled properties and no
disposal of excess or unsuitable material will be allowed”

C. Wetlands — There are wetlands in the SE quadrant of the I-75/M-46 interchange
but they will not be impacted by this project. Soil erosion and sedimentation
controls will be implemented to protect these wetlands.

D. Floodplains - Culvert sizes will be reviewed (and increased if necessary) in the
design phase following completion of the hydraulic and scour analysis’s to ensure
that culverts are able to pass the 100 year storm event without increasing
backwater elevations.

E. Water Quality - Best Management Practices (BMP’s) will be used to treat storm
water when designing the I-75 drainage systems. BMP’s such as routing road and
bridge runoff through vegetated swales prior to discharge into project water
courses will be included in this project.

I-75 from Dixie Highway to I-675 30 Abbreviated Environmental Assessment



F. Wildlife Resources - The “Special Provision for Migratory Bird Protection” will
be set up on this project and be implemented during construction to avoid impacts
to nesting barn swallows at the railroad overpass south of Hess Road and bridge
replacements at Baker, King, and Hess Roads.

G. Fisheries Resources - No work will be allowed in project stream channels from
March 1 through May 31 to protect spawning activities of native species. Work
may occur during this time frame if done inside an enclosed cofferdam installed
prior to the March 1 date. Stream flow will be maintained during construction
except for short periods of time necessary to place new culvert sections.

I1l. Hazardous/Contaminated Materials

A. Removal of Residential Structures — Structures acquired for this project will be
tested for asbestos and lead containing materials before demolition. The MDEQ
notification procedures for demolition will be followed. Conditions stipulated in
the Supplemental Specification for Asbestos Removal and Disposal will be met.
All contaminated materials will be properly disposed of.

B. Three Contaminated Properties — If excavation will occur within the vicinity of
the noted two railroad (one active and one abandoned) and one MDOT potential
contaminated sites, an estimate for contaminated soil removal should be included
as a pay item and the Special Provision for Non-Hazardous Contaminated
Material Handling and Disposal will be included in the final plan package.
Conditions stipulated in this Special Provision include laboratory testing to solicit
landfill approval, temporary storage requirements, and restrictions for reusing
contaminated media as fill should be met during construction.

Contaminated soils containing PNA’s (Poly Nuclear Aromatics) and metals may
be encountered if excavation activities occur at both and active and abandoned
railroad crossings. Solid waste materials, petroleum contaminated soils, and fly
ash and/or foundry sand may be encountered if excavation activities occur in the
old MDOT construction staging and storage area.

V. Construction

A. Maintaining Traffic - Traffic on 1-75 and ramps will be maintained by part-width
construction. Traffic on local roads where bridges (Baker, King, and Hess) will
be replaced will be detoured over local roads to adjacent bridges crossing I-75.
All lane closures, traffic shifts, and changed travel patterns will be clearly
marked. MDOT will coordinate with local officials to provide updated project
information to assist all motorists including emergency vehicles, school buses,
and public transit.

B. Soil Erosion/Sedimentation Control - Strict soil erosion and sedimentation
controls will be set up and maintained during construction.
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C. Construction Noise and Vibration- Construction noise will be minimized by
measures such as requiring construction equipment to have mufflers, that portable
compressors meet federal noise-level standards for that equipment, and that all
portable equipment be placed away from or shielded from sensitive noise receptors if
at all possible. All local noise ordinances will be adhered to unless otherwise granted
exception by the responsible municipality.

To document potential vibration damage from construction activities, residential
structure foundation surveys will be offered in areas where vibration impacts could
occur. Structures within 150 to 200 feet of construction operations such as
bridge/pavement removal or piling/steel sheeting installation will be identified during
final design. Vibration impacts are not anticipated at this time.

D. Construction Permits - Permits under Act 451, Parts 31 (Water Quality) and 301
(Inland Lakes and Streams) are required from the MDEQ for this project.
Coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES),
which is administered by the MDEQ, is also required.

Work in Water Restriction Dates - No work will be allowed in project stream
channels from March 1 through May 31, unless done inside an enclosed
cofferdam installed prior to the March 1 date.

E. Railway Coordination — During design and construction of segment 2 of this
project; MDOT will coordinate with the Huron & Eastern Railway regarding the
new I-75 structure replacement over the railway.

F. Freeway “Wrong Way” Entry — Per the MDOT Office Memorandum:
Implementation of Countermeasures to Deter Wrong-Way Movements onto
Freeways, Dated August 8, 2011, some of the proposed mitigation measures
include installation of “wrong way” entry signs at approximately 20 degrees from
the cross road to face the paths of possible wrong way vehicle movements. The
“wrong way” sign heights were recently lowered from 7’ to 4’ to improve
visibility for lower vehicles and a three foot red reflective strip was added to the
sign posts to reduce the potential for “wrong way” vehicles.  Additional,
mitigation measures in the above referenced Memorandum will be used as
necessary.
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Appendix A

Traffic Patterns

The travel patterns along the project section of I-75 indicate this freeway system provides a dual
purpose to the motoring public. The corridor serves as a work related route for commuters going
to and from employment centers within the Flint, Saginaw and Bay City metropolitan areas and
their surrounding counties. In addition, the corridor also serves as the main recreational route for
travelers providing access to northern Michigan resort areas. Adjacent traffic generators such as
the City of Frankenmuth and Birch Run Shopping Center attract tourists to the area year round.
M-46 (Holland Avenue), the only interchange in the project area, is an east-west route that
traverses the state from Muskegon near Lake Michigan westerly to Port Sanilac on the Lake
Huron coastline; this “thumb” area is heavily reliant on agriculture and tourism for their
economy.

An analysis of Average Daily Traffic (ADT) reveals current traffic ranging from 57,600 south of
M-46 to 62,600 south of the south junction of 1-675 interchange and forecasted to increase

from 66,400 to 72,000 in 2035. (Figure Al-1) Commercial traffic on the mainline interstate is
approximately ten percent while commercial traffic on M-46 (Holland Ave) varies between four
to six percent of total traffic.

The Design Hour Volume (DHV) or 30th High Hour is the volume that represents a reasonable
value for designing the geometrics and control elements of a facility. Development of the DHV
was based on data collected by a Permanent Traffic Recorder (PTR) located south of the Dixie
Highway interchange. The northbound DHV occurs on a summer Friday between 4:00PM and
7:00PM at 16% of total daily traffic. The southbound DHV occurs on a summer Sunday
between 2:00PM and 5:00PM at 17% of total daily traffic.

During the normal weekday travel, there is minimal difference in directional traffic flow in the
AM and PM Peak Hours. However, during recreational weekends, the corridor encounters
significant northbound traffic congestion and long backups on Friday during vacation and
hunting season while the southbound peak hour traffic is heaviest on the Sunday return trip. To
compound this challenge, a large percentage of this tourist traffic includes motor homes and
vehicles pulling boats, trailers and campers.

There are no north/south routes that reasonably serve as a viable alternative to the 1-75 corridor
and it is the only Michigan interstate north of Flint. Because of the lack of alternative routes, the
lane reduction from four to three lanes on I-75 north of the Dixie Highway interchange to the
south junction of 1-675 is the primary cause of congestion issues in the area. The preferred
alternative of adding an additional fourth lane in both directions will eliminate this chokepoint on
the freeway system.



Figure Al-1
2009 AND 2035 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC

2009 Average Daily Traffic

2035 Average Daily Traffic
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Traffic Analysis

The study area was analyzed based on the procedures set forth in the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) and the Highway Capacity Software (HCS + T7F). Conventional analysis of
basic freeway segments, ramp-freeway ramps, weave sections, signalized intersections and
unsignalized intersections involves the determination of a “Level of Service” (LOS). Levels of
Service range from “A” to “F”, similar to an alphabetic grading system, with each level
describing a different set of operational characteristics. LOS *“A” describes operational
performance under light traffic volumes and minimal delay. LOS “F” describes a high degree of
congestion with extensive delays and queuing. LOS “D” is commonly considered to be
acceptable for peak-hour traffic operations in urbanized areas.

The Level of Service criteria defined by the HCM is described in Table Al-1 for basic freeway
segments, ramp-freeway junctions, weave sections, signalized intersections and unsignalized
intersections. As shown in Table Al-1, density is the performance measure used to define the
limits of each Level of Service for basic freeway segments, ramp-freeway junctions and weave
sections. Control delay is the performance measure used for signalized intersections and
unsignalized intersections. Control delay includes all delay caused by traffic signal control,
including deceleration delay, time spent waiting for the traffic signal to turn green, and
acceleration delay.

TABLE Al-1
PEAK-HOUR LEVEL-OF-SERVICE DEFINITIONS
Basic Freeway Signalized Unsignalized Freeway Ramp-Freeway
LOS Segments Intersections Intersections Weave Sections Junctions
Maximum density Max. stopped-time Max. average total Maximum density Maximum density
(pc/mi/ln) delay(sec/veh) delay (sec/veh) (pc/mi/ln) (pc/mi/ln)

A 10.0 10.0 10 10 10
B 16.0 20.0 15 20 20
C 24.0 35.0 25 28 28
D 32.0 55.0 35 35 35
E 45.0 80.0 50.0 43 >35
F <45.0 >80.0 >50.0 >43 Demand flow exceed limits

Caution is advised when examining the Level Of Service results contained in the following tables
because the HCM analyses assumes isolated conditions and does not account for conditions
downstream that may affect upstream traffic. Detailed HCM worksheets and SYNCHRO
analyses are available on request on compact disc (CD).




Base Year (2009) No Build Traffic Analyses

Twenty-four hour counts were collected on the I-75 through lanes, Dixie Highway, M-46, and I-

675 interchange ramps and on key surface streets within the study area.

Peak hour turning

movements were conducted at ramp terminals and at key signalized and unsignalized
intersections within the study area. Figures Al-2, Al-3, A-1-4 (2009 AM and PM Peak Hour
Volumes) provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic for the affected interchanges during the base

year.

2009 Existing Freeway Segments Analyses (No Build Conditions)
As shown in Table Al-2 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway Segments-
No Build) the I-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-service during the both
the morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-2
Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (No Build)

Southbound I-75 AM Peak

Southbound I-75 PM Peak

Freeway Segment Volume, IF{l:t: Density”, | 5o Volume, ;L":ev Density*, | | ¢
To/From VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of 1-675* 1,375 537 7.7 A 1,975 771 11.0 B
I-675 to M-46 1,650 644 9.2 A 2,500 976 13.9 B
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy | 1,300 507 7.2 A 2,575 | 1,005 14.4 B
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,250 366 5.2 A 2,350 688 9.8 A
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From A% Rate, Pc/mi/In LOS A% Rate, Pc/mi/In LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,400 408 5.8 A 2,000 586 8.4 A
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 1,725 673 9.6 A 2,150 796 114 B
M-46 to 1-675 1,775 693 9.9 A 2,825 1,103 15.8 B
North of 1-675* 1,250 488 7.0 A 1,975 771 11.0 B

*Outside of project area




Figures Al-2
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES



Figures Al-3
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES



Figures Al-4
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES



2009 Existing Freeway Weave Analyses (No Build Conditions)

As shown in Table Al1-3 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave

Sections-No Build) all 1-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-service during
the both the morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-3
2009 Existing AM/PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Sections (No Build)

Merge/Weave Weaving Volume
\% \' \% \% Average .
Segment P P o o Speed Density LOS

2009 Southbound I-75 AM Peak

M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 1,000 450 75 5239 | 847 A

2009 Northbound I-75 AM Peak

M-46 EB on-ramp

To M-46 WB off-ramp 1,275 250 175 5431 9.12 A
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1075 375 125 200 62095 | 941 A

2009 Southbound I-75 PM Peak

M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 2075 250 175 5274 | 1480 B

2009 Northbound I-75 PM Peak

M-46 EB on-ramp

To M46 WB offramp | 0 150 275 5310 | 1278 B
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1,625 550 300 350 62.95 941 A




2009 Existing Ramp Analyses (No Build Conditions)
As shown in Table Al-4 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-No Build)
all 1-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both the morning and evening
peak hour conditions.

Table A1-4
Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (No Build)

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,375 175 10.2 B 1,975 100 14.0 B
SB I-75 From EB 1-675 1,200 450 7.6 A 1,875 625 12.9 B
SB I-75 To WB M-46 1,650 200 14.7 B 2,500 175 20.1 C
SB 1-75 From WB M-46 1,450 75 11.1 B 2,325 175 20.1 C
SB I-75 To EB M-46 1,525 450 15.6 B 2,500 250 25.4 C
SB I-75 From EB M-46 1,075 225 9.2 A 2,250 325 16.4 B
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 1,300 225 12.0 B 2,575 525 20.9 C
SB 1-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,075 175 5.4 A 2,050 300 10.9 B
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp wph) | (vph) LOS (vph) wph) LOS
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,400 50 2.8 A 2,000 75 5.6 A
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,350 100 4.0 A 1,925 175 6.9 A
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,250 475 11.3 B 1,750 400 13.4 B
NB I-75 To EB M-46 1,725 200 12.2 B 2,150 100 14.8 B
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,525 175 18.2 B 2,050 275 23.8 B
NB I-75 To WB M-46 1,700 250 17.5 B 2,325 150 23.8 C
NB I-75 From WB M-46 1,450 325 7.0 A 2,175 650 13.9 B
NB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,775 575 13.4 A 2,825 900 6.8 A
NB I-75 From EB I-675 1,200 50 7.5 A 1,925 50 11.4 B

*vph — volume per hour




2009 Existing Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (No Build Conditions)

As shown in Table A1-5 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Signalized/Unsignalized
Intersections-No Build) all I-75 signalized/unsignalized intersections operate at acceptable
level-of-service during the both the morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-5

Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (No Build)

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Signalized Intersection Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)

Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps B 10.1 A 9.0

Dixie Hwy and SB I-75 Off Ramp A 9.3 B 12.5

Unsignalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of

Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB I-75 On ramp A 8.6 A 9.2

10



Forecasted Year (2035) No Build Traffic Analyses

Projected traffic volumes for the No Build scenario used the transportation model generated by
the Great Lakes Bay Region Alliance (GLBR), coupled with historical projections and a review
of the recent economic downturn. The model revealed lower growth rates for the No-Build
Alternative than the growth rates experienced over the previous decade. This section provides an
analysis of forecasted year (2035) traffic operations, assuming no capacity improvements are
made to the 1-75 corridor within the study limits. Figures Al-2, A1-3, A-1-4 (Forecasted 2035
AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes) provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic for the affected
interchanges during the forecasted year.

2035 Forecasted Freeway Segments Analyses (No Build Conditions)
As shown in Table A1-6 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments-No Build) the 1-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-service during

the both the morning peak and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-6
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (No Build)

Southbound I-75 AM Peak

Southbound I-75 PM Peak

Freeway Segment Volume, IF{l:t: Density”, | | 5o Volume, ;L":ev Density*, | | ¢
To/From VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of 1-675* 1,750 683 9.8 A 2,550 995 14.2 B
I-675 to M-46 2,075 810 11.6 B 3,125 1,220 17.4 B
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy 1,700 664 9.5 A 3.225 1,259 18.0 B
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,650 483 6.9 A 2,975 871 12.4 B
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,800 525 7.5 A 2,500 732 10.5 A
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 | 2,150 839 12.0 B 2,700 | 1,000 14.3 B
M-46 to 1-675 2,225 869 12.4 B 3,500 1,366 19.5 C
North of I-675* 1,675 654 9.3 A 2,575 | 1,005 14.4 B

*Outside of project area
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2035 Forecasted Freeway Weave Analyses (No Build Conditions)

As shown in Table Al-7 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections- No Build) all I-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-service during
the both the morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-7
Forecasted (2035) AM/PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (No Build)

Merge/Weave Weaving Volume
\% \' \% \' Average .
Segment P P o . Speed Density [LOS
2035 Southbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 1,350 500 100 50.49 11.23 | B
2035 Northbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M~46 WB off-ramp 1625 300 200 5199 | 1191 | B
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1425 400 175 225 6512 | 1000 | A
2035 Southbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 2,650 275 200 5081 | 17.96 | B
2035 Northbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 2/400 175 325 50.48 16.76 | B
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 2,125 600 375 400 59.70 17.00 B
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2035 Forecasted Ramp Analyses (No Build Conditions)

As shown in Table Al-7 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-No
Build) all 1-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both the morning and
evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-7
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (No Build)

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp ‘ Merge/ Fwy. Ramp ‘ Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,750 200 12.8 B 2,550 125 17.7 B
SB 1-75 From EB I-675 1,550 525 10.2 A 2,425 700 16.6 B
SB I-75 To WB M-46 2,075 225 17.5 B 3,125 200 23.8 C
SB 1-75 From WB M-46 1,850 100 13.5 B 2,925 200 20.1 C
SB I-75 To EB M-46 1,950 500 19.8 B 3,125 275 31.7 D
SB 1-75 From EB M-46 1,450 250 11.4 B 2,850 375 20.1 C
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 1,700 275 14.8 B 3,225 625 24.9 C
SB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,425 225 7.5 A 2,600 375 11.2 B
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 Junctions T || Femm Merge/ | Fuwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp wph) | @ph) Los | oph | Gph Los
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,800 75 4.7 A 2,500 100 8.0 A
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,725 125 5.8 A 2,400 200 9.2 A
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,600 550 13.9 B 2,200 500 16.7 B
NB I-75 To EB M-46 2,150 225 15.0 B 2,700 125 18.2 B
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,925 200 22.0 C 2,575 325 29.0 D
NB I-75 To WB M-46 2,125 300 21.8 C 2,900 175 29.6 D
NB I-75 From WB M-46 1,825 400 9.8 A 2,725 775 18.0 B
NB I-75 To WB 1-675 2,225 625 11.1 A 3,500 1,000 3.1 A
NB I-75 From EB 1-675 1,600 75 9.9 A 2,500 75 14.8 B

*vph — volume per hour
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2035 Forecasted Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (No Build Conditions)

As shown in Table A1-8 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour
Signalized/Unsignalized Intersections- No Build) all 1-75 signalized/unsignalized
intersections operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both the morning and evening
peak hour conditions.

Table A1-8
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (No Build)

AM-Peak Hour PM-Peak Hour

Signalized Intersection

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay

Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps B 10.1 B 11.0
Dixie Hwy and SB 1-75 Off Ramp A 9.7 B 16.9

Unsignalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB I-75 On ramp A 9.9 B 11.0
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Forecasted Year (2035) Build Traffic Analyses

This section provides an analysis of forecasted (2035) traffic operations for the proposed Build
Alternative, which includes the construction of an additional fourth lane in each direction along
the 1-75 corridor between Dixie Highway and 1-675. It also includes the elimination of the
northbound 1-75 to westbound M-46 loop and the eastbound M-46 to southbound I-75 loop
ramps. These capacity improvements were incorporated into the MDOT Statewide Planning
Model. This model revealed that there would be minimal, if any induced traffic due to the
additional laneage. This section provides an analysis of forecasted year (2035) traffic operations,
assuming no capacity improvements are made to the I-75 corridor within the study limits.
Figures Al-5, Al-6, A-1-7 (Forecasted 2035 AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes-4 Lane
Alternative) provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic for the affected interchanges during the
base year.

2035 Forecasted Freeway Segments Analyses (Build Alternative)

As shown in Table A1-9 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments- Build) the I-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-service during the
both the morning peak and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-9
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (Build)

Southbound 1-75 AM Peak Southbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, f{l;: Density*, |, 4c Volume, E;: Density*, | ; 4c
To/From Vv Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln Vv Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of 1-675* 1,750 683 9.8 A 2,550 995 14.2 B
I-675 to M-46 2,075 608 8.7 A 3,125 915 13.1 B
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy 1,700 498 7.1 A 3.225 944 13.5 B
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,650 483 6.9 A 2,975 871 12.4 B
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound 1-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,800 525 7.5 A 2,500 732 10.5 A
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 2,150 629 9.0 A 2,700 750 10.7 A
M-46 to I-675 2,225 651 9.3 A 3,500 | 1,025 14.6 B
North of 1-675* 1,675 654 9.3 A 2,575 1,005 14.4 B

*Outside of project area
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Figure Al1-5
FORECASTED 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-4 LANE ALTERNATIVE

Figure Al1-6
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FORECASTED 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-4 LANE ALTERNATIVE

Figure Al-7
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ORECASTED 2035 AM ANDPM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-4 LANEALTERNATIVE

2035 Forecasted Freeway Weave Analyses (Build Conditions)
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As shown in Table A1-10 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections- Build) all 1-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-service during the

both the morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-10
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Build Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (Build)

Merge/Weave Weaving Volume
\' \% \' \% Average .
Segment fos P e o Speed Density | LOS
2035 Northbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1,425 400 175 225 64.21 8.11 A
2035 Northbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 2,125 600 375 400 61.22 13.38 B




2035 Forecasted Ramp Analyses (Build Conditions)

As shown in Table Al-11 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-
Build) all 1-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both the morning and
evening peak hour conditions.

Table A-11
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Build Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (Build)

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp ‘ Merge/ Fwy. Ramp ‘ Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,750 200 8.7 A 2,550 125 11.7
SB I-75 From EB 1-675 1,550 525 7.1 A 2,425 700 11.8 B
SB I-75 To WB M-46 2,075 225 12.4 B 3,125 200 16.7 B
SB I-75 To EB M-46 1,850 500 10.6 B 2,925 275 14.0 B
SB I-75 From M-46 1,350 350 9.3 A 2,650 575 15.9 B
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 1,700 275 11.1 B 3,225 625 19.7 B
SB 1-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,425 225 7.5 A 2,600 375 11.2 B
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
1-75 Junctions Fwy. | Ramp Merge/ | Fwy. | Ramp Do,
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume Volume Density 8¢

Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,800 75 4.7 A 2,500 100 8.0 A
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,725 125 5.8 A 2,400 200 9.2 A
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,600 550 10.9 B 2,200 500 12.7 B
NB I-75 To M-46 2,150 525 11.8 B 2,700 300 13.0 B
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,625 200 10.4 B 2,400 325 14.3 B
NB I-75 From WB M-46 1,825 400 10.1 B 2,725 775 12.6 B
NB I-75 To WB I-675 2,225 625 14.2 A 3,500 1,000 7.9 A
NB I-75 From EB I-675 1,600 75 7.9 A 2,500 75 10.2 B

*vph — volume per hour

20



2035 Forecasted Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (Build Conditions)

As shown in Table

Al-12 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour

Signalized/Unsignalized Intersections- Build) all 1-75 signalized/unsignalized intersections
operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both the morning and evening peak hour

conditions.

Table A1-12

Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (Build)

Signalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps B 10.1 B 11.0
Dixie Hwy and SB 1-75 Off Ramp A 9.7 B 16.9
NB I-75 Off ramp & M-46 B 16.5 B 18.2

Unsignalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB I-75 On ramp A 9.9 B 11.0
WB M-46 to SB I-75 On ramp B 1.6 B 4.0
SB 1-75 Off Ramp to WB M-46 B 12.7 B 11.9
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Base Year (2009) No Build Traffic Analyses - Friday Peak Hour

Twenty-four hour counts were collected on the I-75 through lanes, Dixie Highway, M-46, and I-
675 interchange ramps and on key surface streets within the study area during summer Friday
traffic conditions. Peak hour turning movements were conducted at ramp terminals and at key
signalized and unsignalized intersections within the study area. Figures Al1-8 Al1-9 A-1-10
2009 AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes-Friday Peak) provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic
for the affected interchanges during the base year. Caution is advised when examining the Level
Of Service results contained in the following tables because the HCM analyses assumes isolated
conditions and does not account for conditions downstream that may affect upstream traffic.
Detailed HCM worksheets and SYNCHRO analyses are available on request on compact disc
(CD).

2009 Existing Freeway Segments Analyses (No Build-Friday Peak)

As shown in Table Al-13 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments-No Build-Friday Peak) the 1-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-
service during the morning peak hour and at an unacceptable level from northbound Dixie
Highway to 1-675 in the Friday evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-13
Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (No Build —Friday Peak)

Southbound I-75 AM Peak Southbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, IF{IaOt: Density*, | | ¢ Volume, f{l:t: Density*, | ; 4c
To/From VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of I-675* 1,375 539 7.7 A 2,450 949 13.6 B
I-675 to M-46 1,650 642 9.2 A 2,975 1,166 16.7 B
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy | 1,300 509 7.3 A 3,050 | 1,182 16.9 B
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,250 367 5.2 A 2,825 821 11.7 B
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From A% Rate, Pc/mi/In LOS A% Rate, Pc/mi/In LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,550 456 6.5 A 5150 | 1,514 21.7 C
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 1,925 754 10.8 A 5,400 2,156 35.2 E
M-46 to 1-675 1.975 774 11.1 B 6,150 2,383 441 E
North of I-675* 1,400 549 7.8 A 5125 | 1,985 30.5 D
Figures Al1-8
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2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-FRIDAY PEAK

. Figures A1-9
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-FRIDAY PEAK
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Figures A1-10
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-FRIDAY PEAK
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2009 Existing Freeway Weave Analyses (No Build—Friday Peak)
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As shown in Table A1-14 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections-No Build-Friday Peak) all I-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-
service during the Friday morning peak hour conditions and at an unacceptable level of
service at the northbound M-46 Eastbound on-ramp to M-46 westbound off ramp weave
movement during the Friday evening peak hour conditions. The weave analyses results are
indicative of the bottleneck conditions created by this weave section during peak hours.

Table A-14
2009 Existing AM/PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (No Build -Friday Peak)

Weaving Volume

Merge/Weave
\' \% \' \' Average .
Segment fos P e . Speed Density LOS
2009 Southbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 1,000 450 75 52.39 8.47 A
2009 Northbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 1,425 275 200 52.81 10.52 B
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1,225 400 125 225 63.55 9.10 A
2009 Southbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 2,550 250 175 52.08 16.57 B
2009 Northbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 5,125 175 300 44.89 36.21 E
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 4,725 700 325 400 59.95 29.80 D

2009 Existing Ramp Analyses (No Build-Friday Peak)

As shown in Table A1-15 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-No
Build-Friday Peak) all I-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the morning
peak hour conditions. The eastbound-to-northbound 1-75/M-46 on-ramp and the northbound
—to-westbound 1-75/M-46 off-ramp operates at unacceptable level of service in the Friday
evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-15
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Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (No Build-Friday Peak)

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge
Mainline Ramp (wph) | (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,375 175 10.2 B 2,450 100 17.1 B
SB I-75 From EB I-675 1,200 450 7.6 A 2,350 625 15.4 B
SB I-75 To WB M-46 1,650 200 14.7 B 2,975 175 23.0 C
SB I-75 From WB M-46 1,450 75 11.1 B 2,800 175 19.1 B
SB I-75 To EB M-46 1,525 450 15.6 B 2,975 250 30.3 D
SB I-75 From EB M-46 1,075 225 9.2 A 2,725 325 18.9 B
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 1,300 225 12.1 B 3,050 525 23.6 C
SB 1-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,075 175 5.4 A 2,525 300 9.8 A
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,550 50 3.5 A 5,150 100 19.4 B
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,500 100 43 A 5,050 200 19.6 B
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,400 525 12.6 A 4,850 550 315 D
NB I-75 To EB M-46 1,925 225 13.6 B 5,400 100 32.4 D
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,700 200 20.1 C 5,300 300 53.4 E
NB I-75 To WB M-46 1,900 275 19.6 B 5,600 175 53.9 E
NB I-75 From WB M-46 1,625 350 8.3 A 5,425 725 32.1 D
NB I-75 To WB I-675 1,975 625 12.2 A 6,150 1,000 14.4 B
NB I-75 From EB I-675 1,350 50 8.3 A 5,050 75 28.6 D

*vph — volume per hour

2009 Existing Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (No Build-Friday Peak)
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As shown in Table A1-16 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Signalized/Unsignalized
Intersections- No Build-Friday Peak) all 1-75 signalized/unsignalized intersections operate at
acceptable level-of-service during the both the Friday morning and evening peak hour

conditions.

Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service

Table A1-16

Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (No Build-Friday Peak)

Signalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay

Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps A 9.8 A 10.0
Dixie Hwy and SB I-75 Off Ramp A 9.1 B 12.4

Unsignalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB I-75 On ramp A 8.8 A 9.3
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Forecasted Year (2035) No Build Traffic Analyses - Friday Peak Hour

This section provides an analysis of forecasted year (2035) traffic operations during summer
Friday traffic conditions, assuming no capacity improvements are made to the 1-75 corridor
within the study limits. Although the model does not account for Friday Peak travel conditions,
similar growth rates derived from the weekday No Build conditions were assumed. Figures Al-
8, Al-9, Al-10 (Forecasted 2035 AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes-No Build Friday Peak)
provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic for the affected interchanges during the forecasted year.
Caution is advised when examining the Level Of Service results contained in the following tables
because the HCM analyses assumes isolated conditions and does not account for conditions

downstream that may affect upstream traffic.

2035 Forecasted Existing Freeway Segments Analyses (No Build-Friday Peak)
As shown in Table A1-17 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments-No Build-Friday Peak) the I-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-
service during the Friday morning peak hour and at an unacceptable level from northbound
Dixie Highway to 1-675 in the Friday evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-17
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (No Build-Friday Peak)

Southbound I-75 AM Peak

Southbound I-75 PM Peak

Freeway Segment Volume, f{l;: Density*, | ; 4c Volume, E;: Density”, | ; 3¢
To/From AV Pe/hr Pc/mi/In AV Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of I-675* 1,875 735 10.5 A 3,025 1,172 16.7 D
I-675 to M-46 2,175 846 12.1 B 3,625 1,420 20.3 C
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy 1,800 705 10.1 A 3,700 1,433 20.5 C
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,650 485 6.9 A 3,450 1,002 14.3 B
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,950 573 8.2 A 5,500 1,586 22.8 C
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 2,350 921 13.2 B 5,750 2,228 37.6 E
M-46 to I-675 2,425 950 13.6 B 6,600 2,557 NA F
North of 1-675* 1,800 705 10.1 A 5,500 2,131 34.4 D

*Outside of project area

2035 Forecasted Freeway Weave Analyses (No Build—Friday Peak)
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As shown in Table A1-18 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections-No Build-Friday Peak) all I-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-
service during the Friday morning peak hour conditions and at an unacceptable level of
service at the northbound M-46 eastbound on-ramp to M-46 westbound off-ramp weave
movement. The weave analyses results are indicative of the bottleneck conditions created by
this weave section during the Friday evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-18
2035 Forecasted AM/PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (No Build- Friday Peak)

Merge/Weave Weaving Volume
v v v \Y Average )
Segment e D) e s Speed Density | LOS
2035 Southbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 1450 500 100 5026 | 120 | B
2035 Northbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 1,800 300 225 51.08 13.32 B
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1,575 450 150 250 62.96 11.31 B
2035 Southbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 3,125 300 100 4980 | 2097 | C
2035 Northbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 5425 200 350 43.36 40.0 E
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 5,025 750 375 450 59.25 32.36 D

2035 Forecasted Ramp Analyses (No Build-Friday Peak)
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As shown in Table Al1-19 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-No
Build-Friday Peak) all I-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the morning
The eastbound-to-northbound 1-75/M-46 on-ramp, northbound-to-
westbound [1-75/M-46 off-ramp, westbound-to-northbound 1-75/M-46 on-ramp and the
southbound-to-eastbound 1-75/M-46 off-ramp operate at unacceptable level of service in the
Friday evening peak hour conditions.

peak hour conditions.

Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (No Build-Friday Peak)

Table A1-19

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,875 200 13.6 B 3,025 100 20.5 C
SB I-75 From EB I-675 1,675 500 10.7 B 2,925 700 19.2 B
SB I-75 To WB M-46 2,175 225 18.1 B 3,625 200 26.7 C
SB I-75 From WB M-46 1,950 100 14.1 B 3,425 200 22.7 C
SB I-75 To EB M-46 2,050 500 20.9 C 3,625 300 36.8 E
SB I-75 From EB M-46 1,550 250 12.0 B 3,325 375 22.5 C
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 1,800 375 15.8 B 3,700 600 27.3 C
SB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,425 225 7.5 A 3,100 350 12.2 B
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Il;/;z:%e/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume Volume Density 8¢
Mainline Ramp wph) | (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) Los
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,950 75 5.4 A 5,500 125 21.1 C
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,875 125 6.0 A 5,375 225 29.1 D
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,750 600 15.2 B 5,150 600 33.5 D
NB I-75 To EB M-46 2,350 250 16.4 B 5,750 125 34.4 D
NB I-75 From EB M-46 2,100 225 23.9 C 5,625 350 56.7 E
NB I-75 To WB M-46 2,325 300 23.9 C 5,975 200 57.5 E
NB I-75 From WB M-46 2,025 400 11.0 B 5,775 825 345 F
NB I-75 To WB 1-675 2,425 700 9.7 A 6,600 1,200 18.2 B
NB I-75 From EB I-675 1,725 75 10.6 B 5,400 100 30.7 D

*vph — volume per hour

2035 Forecasted Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (No Build-Friday Peak)
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As shown in Table A1-20 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour
Signalized/Unsignalized Intersections- No Build-Friday Peak) all I-75

signalized/unsignalized intersections operate at acceptable level-of-service during the Friday
morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-20
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (No Build-Friday Peak)

AM-Peak Hour PM-Peak Hour

Signalized Intersection

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay

Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps B 10.9 B 10.6
Dixie Hwy and SB I-75 Off Ramp A 9.5 B 14.0

Unsignalized Intersection

Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB 1-75 On ramp A 9.9 B 10.9

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour
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Forecasted Year (2035) Build Traffic Analyses - Friday Peak Hour

This section provides an analysis of forecasted (2035) traffic operations under summer Friday
conditions for the proposed Build Alternative, which includes the construction of an additional
fourth lane in each direction along the 1-75 corridor between Dixie Highway and 1-675. It also
includes the elimination of the northbound I-75 to westbound M-46 loop and the eastbound M-46
to southbound 1-75 loop ramps. The Great Lakes Bay Region (GLBR) Travel Demand Model is
based on average weekday travel patterns while school is in session and does not allow for
Friday peak hour conditions. In an effort to identify induced traffic to the I-75 corridor under
this alternative, Permanent Traffic Recorder (PTR) data was examined and capacity was reduced
on the weekday traffic model to simulate congested conditions. This simulated model inferred
that a small amount of I-75 corridor travelers familiar with the local road system currently avoids
I-75 congestion by using the local road system. However, because of the lack of viable
alternative routes to northern recreational areas, there would be minimal diversion of through
traffic between forecasted build and no build conditions. It was therefore assumed that an
additional 10% of northbound traffic with half of that traffic exiting on the M-46 Corridor under
this Build Alternative for the Friday PM Peak Hour. Figures Al1-11, A1-12, Al1-13 (Forecasted
2035 AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes-Build Friday Peak) provides AM and PM Peak Hour
Traffic for the affected interchanges during the forecasted year. Caution is advised when
examining the Level Of Service results contained in the following tables because the HCM
analyses assumes isolated conditions and does not account for conditions downstream that may
affect upstream traffic.

2035 Forecasted Freeway Segments Analyses (Build Friday Peak)
As shown in Table Al1-21 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments- Build-Friday Peak) the I-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-
service during the Friday the morning peak and evening peak hour conditions.
Table A1-21
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service

Basic Freeway Segments (Build-Friday Peak)

Southbound 1-75 AM Peak Southbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, f{l;: Density®, |  yo Volume, E;Z Density”, | | 5g
To/From VvV Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln VvV Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of 1-675* 1,875 735 10.5 A 3,025 1,172 16.7 D
I-675 to M-46 2,175 634 9.1 A 3,625 1,065 15.2 C
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy 1,800 529 7.6 A 3,700 1,075 15.4 B
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,650 485 6.9 A 3,450 1,002 14.3 B
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound 1-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, IF{IaOt: Density”, | ; o | Volume, f{l:t: Density”, | ; 4c
To/From VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln A% Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,950 573 8.2 A 5,800 1,672 24.2 C
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 2,350 691 9.9 A 6,050 1,758 25.7 C
M-46 to 1-675 2,425 713 10.2 A 6,975 2,027 31.5 D
North of I-675* 1,800 705 10.1 A 5650 | 2,141 34.7 D

*Outside of project area



Figures Al-11
2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-BUILD FRIDAY PEAK
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Figures Al-12
2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-BUILD FRIDAY PEAK
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Figures A1-13
2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-BUILD FRIDAY PEAK
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2035 Forecasted Freeway Weave Analyses (Build Friday Peak)

As shown in Table A1-22 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections-Build-Friday Peak) all 1-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-
service during the Friday morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-22
Forecasted (2035) AM/PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (Build-Friday Peak)

Merge/Weave Weaving Volume
v v v v Average .
Segment N D) e s Speed Density | LOS

2035 Northbound I-75 AM Peak

M-46 WB on-ramp

To 1-675 Off-ramp 1,575 450 150 250 64.06 8.89 A
2035 Northbound I-75 PM Peak

M-46 WB on-ramp

To 1-675 Off-ramp 5175 950 375 475 59.69 | 2716 | C
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2035 Forecasted Ramp Analyses (Build-Friday Peak)

As shown in Table Al1-23 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction- Build
Friday Peak) all I-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the Friday morning
and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-23
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Build Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (Build-Friday Peak)

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,875 200 13.6 B 3,025 100 20.5 C
SB1-75 From EB I-675 1,675 500 7.4 A 2,925 700 13.5 B
SB 1I-75 To WB M-46 2,175 225 12.8 B 3,625 200 18.8 B
SB I-75 To EB M-46 1.950 500 11.1 B 3,425 300 16.2 B
SB 1-75 From EB M-46 1,450 350 9.6 A 3,125 575 17.7 B
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 1,800 375 12.1 B 3,700 600 21.6 C
SB1-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,425 225 7.5 A 3,100 350 12.2 B
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
1-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp ‘ Merge/ Fwy. Ramp ‘ Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,950 75 5.4 A 5,800 125 224 C
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,875 125 6.0 A 5,675 225 224 C
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,750 600 11.9 B 5,450 600 25.3 C
NB I-75 To M-46 2,350 550 12.9 B 6,050 325 27.9 C
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,800 225 11.3 B 5,725 400 27.1 C
NB I-75 From WB M-46 2,025 400 11.3 B 6,125 850 25.6 C
NB I-75 To WB 1-675 2,425 700 9.7 A 6,975 1,425 4.1 A
NB I-75 From EB I-675 1,725 75 10.6 B 5,550 100 21.4 C
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2035 Forecasted Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (Build-Friday Peak)

As shown in Table

Al1-20 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour

Signalized/Unsignalized Intersections- Build-Friday Peak) all 1-75 signalized/unsignalized
intersections operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both the Friday morning and

evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-20

Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (Build-Friday Peak)

Signalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps B 10.9 B 10.6
Dixie Hwy and SB 1-75 Off Ramp A 9.5 B 14.0
NB I-75 Off ramp & M-46 B 16.6 B 18.2

Unsignalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB I-75 On ramp A 9.9 B 10.9
WB M-46 to SB I-75 On ramp A 1.5 B 13.4
SB I-75 Off Ramp to WB M-46 B 4.0 B 12.5
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Base Year (2009) No Build Traffic Analyses - Sunday Peak Hour

Twenty-four hour counts were collected on the I-75 through lanes, Dixie Highway, M-46, and I-
675 interchange ramps and on key surface streets within the study area during summer Sunday
traffic conditions. Peak hour turning movements were conducted at ramp terminals and at key
signalized and unsignalized intersections within the study area. Figures Al-14 Al1-15 A-1-16
2009 AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes-Sunday Peak) provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic
for the affected interchanges during the base year. Caution is advised when examining the Level
Of Service results contained in the following tables because the HCM analyses assumes isolated
conditions and does not account for conditions downstream that may affect upstream traffic.
Detailed HCM worksheets and SYNCHRO analyses are available on request on compact disc

(CD).

2009 Existing Freeway Segments Analyses (No Build- Sunday Peak)
As shown in Table Al1-21 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments-No Build-Friday Peak) the I-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-
service during the Sunday morning peak hour and at an unacceptable level from southbound
I-675 to Dixie Highway in the Sunday evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-21
Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (No Build-Sunday Peak)

Southbound I-75 AM Peak

Southbound I-75 PM Peak

Freeway Segment Volume, IF{l:t: Density”, | | 5o Volume, ;L":ev Density”, | | ¢
To/From VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln VvV Pc/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of 1-675* 2,200 848 12.1 B 4,950 1,952 29.7 D
I-675 to M-46 2,450 945 13.5 B 5,450 2,159 35.3 E
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy 2,100 788 11.1 B 5,525 2,164 35.4 E
South of Dixie Hwy * 2,025 586 8.4 A 5,275 1,525 21.9 C
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From \Y% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS \Y% Rate, Pc/mi/In LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,000 289 4.1 A 1,500 430 6.1 A
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 1,325 511 7.3 A 1,650 636 6.1 A
M-46 to I-675 1,375 530 7.6 A 2,100 778 11.1 B
North of 1-675* 950 366 5.2 A 1,350 521 7.4 A

*Outside of project area
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Figure Al-14
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-SUNDAY PEAK
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Figure Al1-15
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-SUNDAY PEAK
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Figure Al1-16
2009 AND 2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-SUNDAY PEAK
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2009 Existing Freeway Weave Analyses (No Build—Sunday Peak)
As shown in Table A1-22 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections-No Build-Sunday Peak) all 1-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-

service during the Sunday morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-22

Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (No Build-Sunday Peak)

Weaving Volume

Merge/Weave
ki v v v Average .
Segment AC AD B-C B-D Speed Density | LOS
2009 Southbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 1,800 450 75 5166 | 1297 | B
2009 Northbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 975 200 150 56.88 6.7 A
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 850 275 50 200 65.67 6.15 A
2009 Southbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 5025 250 175 4631 | 3400 D
2009 Northbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 1450 125 225 56.07 9.25 A
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1,150 525 150 275 61.86 9.75 A

44




2009 Existing Ramp Analyses (No Build-Sunday Peak)
As shown in Table A1-23 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-No
Build-Sunday Peak) all 1-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the morning
peak hour conditions. The southbound-to-westbound I-75/M-46 off-ramp, southbound-to-
eastbound 1-75/M-46 off-ramp and the southbound-to-Dixie Highway off-ramp operate at
unacceptable level of service in the Sunday evening peak hour conditions.

Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (No Build-Sunday Peak)

Table A1-23

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 2,200 200 15.5 B 4,950 125 30.4 D
SB I-75 From EB I-675 2,000 450 11.9 B 4,825 625 29.1 D
SB I-75 To WB M-46 2,450 200 19.6 B 5,450 175 35.3 E
SB I-75 From WB M-46 2,250 75 15.2 B 5,275 175 32.2 D
SB I-75 To EB M-46 2.325 450 23.3 C 5,450 250 54.4 E
SB I-75 From EB M-46 1,875 225 12.9 B 5,200 325 32.1 D
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 2,100 275 17.3 B 5,525 575 35.9 E
SB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,825 200 9.1 A 4,950 325 18.4 B
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume | Volume | Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,000 50 1.0 A 1,500 75 3.3 A
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 950 100 2.2 1,425 175 44 A
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 850 475 9.1 A 1,250 400 10.6 B
NB I-75 To EB M-46 1,325 150 13.6 B 1,650 75 11.3 B
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,175 150 14.6 B 1,575 225 18.9 B
NB I-75 To WB M-46 1,325 200 9.3 A 1,800 125 17.6 B
NB I-75 From WB M-46 1,125 250 45 A 1,675 425 9.0 A
NB I-75 To WB I-675 1,375 475 5.8 A 2,100 800 10.6 A
NB I-75 From EB I-675 900 50 5.8 A 1,300 50 7.9 A

*vph — volume per hour
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2009 Existing Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (No Build-Sunday Peak)

As shown in Table Al1-24 (Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Signalized/Unsignalized
Intersections- No Build-Friday Peak) all 1-75 signalized/unsignalized intersections operate at
acceptable level-of-service during the both the Sunday morning and evening peak hour

conditions.

Table A1-24

Existing (2009) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (No Build-Sunday Peak)

Signalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps A 9.5 A 9.5
Dixie Hwy and SB 1-75 Off Ramp B 10.9 B 13.2

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Unsignalized Intersection Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB I-75 On ramp A 9.7 B 10.6
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Forecasted Year (2035) No Build Traffic Analyses- Sunday Peak Hour

This section provides an analysis of forecasted year (2035) traffic operations during summer
Sunday traffic conditions, assuming no capacity improvements are made to the I-75 corridor
within the study limits. Although the model does not account for Sunday Peak travel conditions,
similar growth rates derived from the weekday No Build conditions were assumed. Figures Al-
14, Al1-15, A1-16 (Forecasted 2035 AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes-No Build Sunday Peak)
provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic for the affected interchanges during the forecasted year.
Caution is advised when examining the Level Of Service results contained in the following tables
because the HCM analyses assumes isolated conditions and does not account for conditions

downstream that may affect upstream traffic.

2035 Forecasted Existing Freeway Segments Analyses (No Build-Sunday Peak)
As shown in Table A1-25 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments-No Build-Sunday Peak) the 1-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-
service during the morning peak hour and at an unacceptable level from northbound Dixie
Highway to 1-675 in the Sunday evening peak hour conditions in the project area.

Table A1-25
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (No Build-Sunday Peak)

Southbound I-75 AM Peak

Southbound I-75 PM Peak

Freeway Segment Volume, f{l;: Density*, | ; 4c Volume, E;: Density*, | ; 4c
To/From Vv Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln Vv Pe/hr Pc/mi/In
North of I-675* 2,625 1,012 145 B 5,600 | 2,159 35.3 E
1-675 to M-46 2,900 1,118 16.0 B 6,150 2,371 43.5 E
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy 2,500 926 13.2 B 6,250 2,410 N/A F
South of Dixie Hwy * 2,425 701 10.0 A 6,000 1,735 25.3 C
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From A" Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS A" Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,400 405 5.8 A 2,000 573 8.2 A
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 1,750 675 9.6 A 2,175 839 12.0 B
M-46 to I-675 1,800 694 9.9 A 2,650 981 14.0 B
North of I-675* 1.325 511 7.3 A 1,825 704 10.1 A

*Outside of project area
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2035 Forecasted Freeway Weave Analyses (No Build—Sunday Peak)

As shown in Table A1-26 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections-No Build-Sunday Peak) all 1-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-
service during the Sunday morning and at an unacceptable level for the weaving movement
from the M-46 westbound-to-southbound on-ramp to the M-46 southbound-to-eastbound off-
ramp. The weave analyses results are indicative of the bottleneck conditions created by these
weave sections during the Sunday evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-26
2035 Forecasted AM/PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (No Build -Sunday Peak)

Merge/Weave Weaving Volume
\% \% \' \% Average .
Segment P f e o Speed Density | LOS
2035 Southbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 2,150 525 100 49.10 16.29 B
2035 Northbound I-75 AM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 1,350 225 175 5496 | 917 | A
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1675 Off-ramp 1,150 375 100 175 64.10 8.11 A
2035 Southbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 WB on-ramp
To M-46 EB off-ramp 5675 275 200 4430 | 4011 | E
2035 Northbound I-75 PM Peak
M-46 EB on-ramp
To M-46 WB off-ramp 1,925 150 250 53.83 12.39 B
M-46 WB on-ramp
To 1-675 Off-ramp 1,575 600 175 300 61.27 12.42 B
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2035 Forecasted Ramp Analyses (No Build-Sunday Peak)

As shown in Table Al-27 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-No
Build-Sunday Peak) all 1-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the morning
peak hour conditions. The southbound-to-westbound 1-75/M-46 off-ramp, westbound-to-
southbound 1-75/M-46 on-ramp, southbound-to-eastbound 1-75/M-46 off-ramp, eastbound-
to-southbound 1-75/M-46 on-ramp and the southbound-to-Dixie Highway off-ramp operate at
unacceptable level of service in the Sunday evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-27
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (No Build-Sunday Peak)

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB 1-675 2,625 225 18.1 B 5,600 150 33.3 D
SB I-75 From EB I-675 2,400 500 14.5 B 5,450 700 33.2 D
SB I-75 To WB M-46 2,900 225 22.4 C 6,150 200 40.4 E
SB I-75 From WB M-46 2,675 100 17.6 B 5,950 200 37.0 E
SB I-75 To EB M-46 2,775 525 27.8 C 6,150 275 61.4 E
SB I-75 From EB M-46 2,250 250 15.1 B 5,875 375 36.5 F
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 2,500 325 19.8 B 6,250 650 41.0 F
SB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 2,175 250 11.1 B 5,600 400 21.2 C
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume | Volume | Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,400 75 2.9 A 2,000 100 5.6 A
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,325 125 3.9 A 1,900 200 6.5 A
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,200 550 11.6 B 1,700 475 13.6 B
NB I-75 To EB M-46 1.750 175 12.2 B 2,175 100 14.8 B
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,575 175 18.5 B 2,075 250 23.6 C
NB I-75 To WB M-46 1,750 225 17.8 B 2,325 150 22.6 C
NB I-75 From WB M-46 1,525 275 6.9 A 2,175 475 12.2 B
NB I-75 To WB I-675 1,800 550 13.5 A 2,650 900 7.8 A
NB I-75 From EB I-675 1,250 75 7.9 A 1,750 75 10.6 B

*vph — volume per hour
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2035 Forecasted Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (No Build-Sunday Peak)

As shown in Table A1-28 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour
Signalized/Unsignalized Intersections- No Build-Sunday Peak) all I-75
signalized/unsignalized intersections operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both
the Sunday morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-28
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (No Build-Sunday Peak)

AM-Peak Hour PM-Peak Hour

Signalized Intersection

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps A 9.9 A 9.8
Dixie Hwy and SB 1-75 Off Ramp B 10.1 B 15.0

Unsignalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB I-75 On ramp A 9.4 B 114
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Forecasted Year (2035) Build Traffic Analyses- Sunday Peak Hour

This section provides an analysis of forecasted (2035) traffic operations under summer Sunday
conditions for the proposed Build Alternative, which includes the construction of an additional
fourth lane in each direction along the I-75 corridor between Dixie Highway and 1-675. It also
includes the elimination of the northbound I-75 to westbound M-46 loop and the eastbound M-46
to southbound 1-75 loop ramps. The Great Lakes Bay Region (GLBR) Travel demand Model is
based on average weekday travel patterns while school is in session and does not allow for
Sunday peak hour conditions. In an effort to identify induced traffic to the 1-75 corridor under
this alternative, Permanent Traffic Recorder (PTR) data was examined and capacity was reduced
on the weekday traffic model to simulate congested conditions. This simulated model inferred
that a small amount of I-75 corridor travelers familiar with the local road system currently avoids
I-75 congestion by using the local road system. However, because of the lack of viable
alternative routes from northern recreational areas, there would be minimal diversion of through
traffic between forecasted build and no build conditions. It was therefore assumed that an
additional 5% of southbound traffic with half of that traffic exiting on the M-46 Corridor under
this Build Alternative for the Sunday PM Peak Hour.

Figures A1-17, A1-18, A1-19 (Forecasted 2035 AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes-Build Sunday
Peak) provides AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic for the affected interchanges during the
forecasted year. Caution is advised when examining the Level Of Service results contained in the
following tables because the HCM analyses assumes isolated conditions and does not account
for conditions downstream that may affect upstream traffic.

2035 Forecasted Freeway Segments Analyses (Build Sunday Peak)

As shown in Table Al1-29 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Basic Freeway
Segments- Build-Sunday Peak) the 1-75 mainline corridor operates at acceptable level-of-
service during the both the morning peak and evening peak hour conditions within the project
area.
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Table A1-29
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Basic Freeway Segments (Build-Sunday Peak)

Southbound I-75 AM Peak

Southbound I-75 PM Peak

Freeway Segment Volume, f{l;: Densi‘ty*, LOS Volume, E;‘:’ Density, | ; 4c
To/From Vv Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln Vv Pe/hr Pc/mi/ln
North of 1-675* 2,625 1,012 14.5 B 5,800 2,236 37.9 E
I-675 to M-46 2,900 839 12.0 B 6,450 1,865 27.8 D
M-46 to N. of Dixie Hwy 2,500 694 9.9 A 6,450 1,865 27.8 D
South of Dixie Hwy * 2,425 701 10.0 A 6,200 1,793 26.4 D
Northbound I-75 AM Peak Northbound I-75 PM Peak
Freeway Segment Volume, Flow Density*, Volume, Flow Density*,
To/From A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS A% Rate, Pc/mi/ln LOS
Pc/hr Pc/hr
South of Dixie Hwy * 1,400 405 5.8 A 2,000 573 8.2 A
N. of Dixie Hwy to M-46 1,750 675 9.6 A 2,175 629 9.0 A
M-46 to I-675 1,800 521 7.4 A 2,650 736 10.5 A
North of 1I-675* 1.325 511 7.3 A 1,825 704 10.1 A

*Outside of project area
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Figures A1-17
2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-BUILD SUNDAY PEAK
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Figures A1-18
2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-BUILD SUNDAY PEAK
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Figures A1-19
2035 AM AND PM PEAK HOUR VOLUMES-BUILD SUNDAY PEAK

55



2035 Forecasted Freeway Weave Analyses (Build—Sunday Peak)

As shown in Table A1-30 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Merge/Weave
Sections-Build-Sunday Peak) all 1-75 merge/weave lanes operate at acceptable level-of-
service during the Sunday morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-30
2035 Forecasted AM/PM Peak Hour Level of Service
Ramp Merge/Weave Analyses (Build -Sunday Peak)

Merge/Weave Weaving Volume
Segment A‘-,C A\-]D B\-,C B\-,D A;;::ge Density | LOS
2035 Northbound I-75 AM Peak
M-26 WB on-ramp 1,150 375 100 175 65.03 6.40 A

To 1-675 Off-ramp

2035 Northbound I-75 PM Peak

M-46 WB on-ramp
To I-675 Off-ramp

1,575 600 175 300 62.59 9.73 A
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2035 Forecasted Ramp Analyses (Build-Sunday Peak)
As shown in Table Al1-31 (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour-Ramp Junction-Build-
Sunday Peak) all 1-75 ramps operate at acceptable level-of-service during the Sunday
morning and evening peak hour conditions.

Table A1-31
Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service
I-75 Interchange Ramp Junctions (Build-Sunday Peak)

Southbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
I-75 ]unctions Fwy. Ramp Merge/ Fwy. Ramp Merge/
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge Volume Volume Density Diverge
Mainline Ramp (vph) (vph) LOS (vph) (vph) LOS
SB I-75 To WB I-675 2,625 225 12,5 B 5,800 150 25.8 C
SB 1-75 From EB I-675 2,400 500 9.8 A 5,650 800 24.1 C
SB I-75 To WB M-46 2,900 225 15.9 B 6,450 250 30.9 D
SB I-75 To EB M-46 2,675 525 14.3 B 6,200 325 28.0 D
SB 1-75 From EB M-46 2,150 350 12.2 B 5,875 575 27.7 C
SB I-75 To Dixie Hwy 2,500 325 14.7 B 6,450 650 33.7 D
SB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 2,175 250 11.1 B 5,800 400 21.9 C
Northbound AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
1-75 Junctions Fwy. | Ramp Merge/ | Fwy. | Ramp Divers,
Volume | Volume | Density | Diverge | Volume Volume Density
Mainline Ramp wphy | ph) Los | oph | Gph Los
NB I-75 To EB Dixie Hwy 1,400 75 2.9 A 2,000 100 5.6 A
NB I-75 To WB Dixie Hwy 1,325 125 3.9 A 1,900 200 6.5 A
NB I-75 From Dixie Hwy 1,200 550 9.4 A 1,700 475 10.7 B
NB I-75 To M-46 1.750 400 9.4 A 2,175 250 10.4 B
NB I-75 From EB M-46 1,350 175 9.2 A 1,925 250 11.9 B
NB I-75 From WB M-46 1,525 275 7.5 A 2,175 475 8.0 A
NB I-75 To WB 1-675 1,800 550 15.8 A 2,650 900 11.1 A
NB I-75 From EB I-675 1,250 75 6.3 A 1,750 75 8.4 A

*vph — volume per hour
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2035 Forecasted Signalized/Unsignalized Analyses (Build-Sunday Peak)

As shown in Table (Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour

Al-32

Signalized/Unsignalized Intersections-Build-Sunday Peak) all 1-75 signalized/unsignalized
intersections operate at acceptable level-of-service during the both the morning and evening

peak hour conditions.

Forecasted (2035) AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service

Table A1-32

Signalized & Unsignalized Intersections (Build-Sunday Peak)

Signalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Average Delay Level of Average Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy/NB I-75 Ramps A 9.9 A 9.8
Dixie Hwy and SB I-75 Off Ramp B 10.1 B 15.0
NB I-75 Off ramp & M-46 B 16.5 B 17.4

Unsignalized Intersection

AM-Peak Hour

PM-Peak Hour

Level of Approach Delay Level of Approach Delay
Service (sec/veh) Service (sec/veh)
Dixie Hwy & SB 1-75 On ramp A 9.4 B 114
WB M-46 to SB I-75 On ramp A 1.7 B 11.8
SB I-75 Off Ramp to WB M-46 B 54 B 10.7
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Maintaining Traffic

As previous stated, there are few alternative through routes available for 1-75 during
construction. Since the corridor incurs a significant amount of recreational traffic congestion,
the traffic impacts from a single lane closure have been significant. It is assumed those familiar
with the local road system will avoid the construction congestion by using the local road system,
specifically arterials such as M-54, M-83 and M-13.

One detour alternative would be the utilization of a reversible movable barrier wall for
maintaining traffic. The barrier will minimize impacts on adjacent local roads and makes it
possible to use various phasing plans and transition a five lane roadway from three lanes
northbound and two lanes southbound prior to the Friday peak hours to three southbound and
two lanes northbound on the Sunday peak hours.

If the removable barrier wall alternative is not selected, the following detour routes would be in
considered by construction phases as shown in Figure A1-20 (Detour Map).

Phase 1 involves the widening of 1-75 to an 8 lane cross-section from north of Dixie Highway to
the Hess Road bridge and the reconstruction of the Baker, King and Hess Bridges; As stated
previously, there few available detour routes around the project area. The closest detour east of
the 1-75 corridor would utilize the north/south routes of Airport and Portsmouth Roads. Both of
these roads are two lanes, residential routes that would incur substantial impacts needed to
accommodate any additional traffic, widening and upgrading that the detour route would require.
Figure A1-20 shows the probable detour route fro Phase 1. Traffic would be diverted at the I-75
Bridgeport interchange and the I-75/M-46 Holland interchange and use South Outer Drive, Hess
Avenue and Dixie Highway. This route is four/five lanes, heavily used, largely zoned
commercial and currently includes eleven traffic signals.

A travel time study was conducted and showed the following travel times during normal free
flow conditions during noontime weekday traffic in April. There was little difference in
directional traffic travel times during these free flow conditions. Traversing all the signals on the
Outer Drive alternative during free flow conditions was very favorable with good progression.
However, with the large amount of increased traffic incurred during detour peak hour conditions,
it is doubtful that a vehicle could make it through the route in that short of a time period.

Both Directions Distance Avg. Comments
Phase 1 Travel Time
Dixie Highway to M-46 4.9 miles 3.75 min
Dixie/Airport/Hess/Towerline/M-46 7 mile 12.5 min 2 lane road; many impacts
Dixie/Hess/Outer Drive/M-46 6.2 miles 10.75 min Numerous traffic signals

Phase 2 of the project involves the widening of 1-75 to an 8 Lane cross section from north of the
Hess Bridge to the south junction of 1-675 and include the reconfiguration of M-46. Both of the
detour routes on Outer Drive and Towerline Road are 2 lanes and would require significant
impacts to upgrade the additional traffic, widening and upgrading that the detour route would
require.
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Both Directions Distance Avg. Comments
Phase 2 Travel Time
M-46 to M-81 2.6 miles 2 min
M-46/Towerline/M-81 4 miles 8 min 2 lane road; many impacts
M-46/Outer Drive/M-81 3.1 miles 4.75 min 2 lane road; many impacts

Variable message signs could be used to warn drivers of traffic congestion and roadwork zones
within the project area. These signs could provide guidance to the motoring public of route
alternatives. One key route decision point for travelers and possible placement for the sign is at
the 1-96/US-23 interchange near Brighton.
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Figure A1-20
DETOUR ROUTES BY PHASES

61



Crash Analyses

Mainline 1-75

Mainline 1-75 crash data was collected between October 2006 and September 2009. These
crashes totaled 297 with Fixed Object being the most common crash type and accounting for
40% of the total. Half of the crashes took place during icy or wet conditions. There were no
fatalities during this three-year period. Figure A1-22 provides a graphical representation of the
crash data.

I-75/M-46 Intersection Reconstruction Crash Analyses and Safety Review

Crash data was collected on the I-75/M-46 intersection between September 2007 and September
2012. These crashes totaled 86 with Fixed Object being the most common crash type and
accounting for 34% of the total. 45% of the crashes took place during icy or wet conditions.
There were no fatalities during this three-year period and 28 injuries. Many of the crashes can be
attributed to driving too fast for conditions and losing control on wet/icy conditions.

The preferred alternative will provide for the following mitigation measures that should reduce
the severity and frequency of crashes:

Freeway Crash Countermeasures
Various countermeasures were incorporated into the Build Alternative which will decrease
the potential for traffic crashes for the entire study area. These countermeasures include:

1. Construction of additional freeway capacity to minimize congestion and unexpected
traffic back-ups.

2. Widening the existing outside shoulder along sections of the corridor to provide needed
storage for disabled vehicles and consequently alleviate potential congestion due to
roadside incidents.

3. Reconfiguration of the I-75/M-46 interchange to increase ramp-freeway merge capacity
and reduce conflicts on mainline 1-75.

4. Erection of a permanent variable message sign to improve the efficiency and safety of the
corridor by providing the motoring public with timely travel advice.

5. Install additional static signing warning motorists of deer crossing.

6. Improve drainage and increase surface friction.

Ramp Crash Countermeasures
Various countermeasures are incorporated into the Build Alternative which will decrease the
potential for traffic crashes on the freeway ramps in the study area. These countermeasures

include:

1. Increased storage for off-ramp approaches.

2. Lengthening of acceleration and deceleration lanes where possible.

3. Improved signage and attenuation for all ramp movements which require a significant

decrease in speed in order to navigate the ramp.
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Ramp Terminal Intersection Countermeasures

Various countermeasures are incorporated into the Build Alternative which will decrease the
potential for traffic crashes at ramp-terminal intersections in the study area. These
countermeasures include:

1. Increased storage for off-ramp and surface street turn bays.
2. Optimized traffic signal timing, including incorporation of all-red clearance phases.
3. Improved lane definition through pavement markings.
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Figure Al1-22
CRASH DATA -OCT 2006 AND SEPT 2009

Figure A1-23
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Intelligent Transportation System

The Michigan Department of Transportation Bay Region Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS) Deployment Plan was developed in 2008 to focus on a 20-year vision of ITS and was
initiated to develop a strategy of Intelligent Transportations Systems for the Bay Region. The
loop road of 1-675 in the City of Saginaw provides an excellent opportunity to use ITS
technology to “manage” traffic during incidents or times of heavy congestion. The region has
deployed its first major ITS Freeway Management System in the Saginaw area with two signs
located on I-75; one southbound just north of the 1-675 junction and one northbound north of M-
46. In addition, two signs are placed on the 1-675 Loop, one northbound and one southbound.
This technology provides timely information to motorists on the status of prevailing traffic
patterns and the effective use of the capacity on both I-75 and 1-675.
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%MDOT OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Michigan Department of Transportation

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

December 21, 2012 File:

Rachel Phillips
Cost & Scheduling Engineer
Bay City TSC

Donald Matula
Transportation Engineer
Bay City TSC

Crash Analysis and Safety Review
I-75/M-46 Interchange Reconstruction

NB I-75 C.S. 73111 M.P. 4.663 - M.P. 4.723
P.R. 468303 M.P.15.131 - M.P. 15.191

SB 1-75 C.S. 73111 M.P. 4.680 - M.P. 4.759
P.R. 468302 M.P. 15.162 - M.P. 15.241

Ramp 003A P.R. 484602 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.411
Ramp 003B P.R. 484509 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.231
Ramp 003C P.R. 484510 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.241
Ramp 003D P.R. 484601 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.376
Ramp 003E P.R. 468903 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.348
Ramp 003F P.R. 484508 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.239
Ramp 003G P.R. 484507 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.231
Ramp 003H P.R. 460501 M.P. 0.000 - M.P. 0.369

M-46 C.S. 73063 M.P. 3.279 — M.P. 3.700
P.R. 3730053 M.P. 3.777 - P.R. M.P. 4.198

Buena Vista Township, Saginaw County

| have conducted a crash analysis and safety review for a five year period (September 1, 2007 —
September 30, 2012) of the subject location. The proposed project consists of reconstructing the
I-75/M-46 interchange. The proposed work includes ramp realignment, new M-46 structure over
I-75, drainage and safety improvements. All ramp lanes will be constructed to 16” widths, 8’
right shoulders (7’ paved), and 6’ left shoulders (4’ paved). Existing M-46 is a 4-lane roadway
with 12’lanes and a raised paved median and will be reconstructed to the same configuration.
The existing I-75 roadway is an 6-lane facility with 12’ lanes and 10 paved shoulders. The
ADT on I-75 was 25,750 in 2011 (commercial ADT was 2,000).

NB I-75 PR 468303 M.P. 15.131 - M.P. 15.191 to Ramps 003B & 003C Weave Area

This 0.06 mile roadway experienced a total of 32 crashes, of which 7 crashes resulted in 14



injuries and O fatalities. The crashes consisted of 13 (40.6%) fixed object, 7 (21.9%) misc. single
vehicle, 4 (12.5%) rear-end straight, 1 (3.1%) overturn and 1 (3.1%) side-swipe same type
collisions. After reviewing the UD-10 crash reports, 17 (53.1%) of the crashes can be attributed
to driving too fast for conditions and losing control on wet/icy pavement and 6 (18.8%) were not
paying attention for slowed/stopped traffic or changing lanes. Two (6.3%) hit debris in the
roadway.

SB 1-75 PR 468302 M.P. 15.162 - M.P. 15.241 to Ramps 003F & 003G Weave Area

This 0.08 mile roadway experienced a total of 29 crashes, of which 2 crashes resulted in 2
injuries and O fatalities. The crashes consisted of 9 (31.0%) fixed object, 8 (27.6%) misc. single
vehicle, 1 (3.5%) rear-end straight, 1 (3.5%) overturn and 1 (3.5%) side-swipe same type
collisions. After reviewing the UD-10 crash reports, 11 (37.9%) of the crashes can be attributed
to driving too fast for conditions and losing control on wet/icy pavement and 8 (27.6%) were not
paying attention for slowed/stopped traffic or changing lanes. Four (13.8%) hit debris in the
roadway. One was alcohol related.

EB M-46 PR 3730053 M.P. 3.916 - M.P. 4.018 to Ramps 003B & 003G Weave Area

This 0.1 mile roadway experienced a total of 13 crashes, of which 5 crashes resulted in 7 injuries
and O fatalities. The crashes consisted of 3 (23.1%) fixed object, 3 (23.1%) rear-end straight, 4
(30.8%) side-swipe same and 2 (15.4%) angle straight type collisions. After reviewing the UD-
10 crash reports, 5 (38.5%) of the crashes can be attributed to driving too fast for conditions and
losing control on wet/icy pavement and 6 (46.2%) were not paying attention for slowed/stopped
traffic or changing lanes. One was alcohol related.

WB M-46 PR 3730053 M.P. 3.946 - M.P. 4.048 to Ramps 003C & 003F Weave Area

This 0.1 mile roadway experienced a total of 6 crashes, of which 1 crash resulted in 3 injuries
and O fatalities. The crashes consisted of 2 (33.3%) angle straight, 2 (33.3%) side-swipe same, 1
(16.7%) misc. single vehicle and 1 (16.7%) rear-end straight type collisions. After reviewing the
UD-10 crash reports, 2 (33.3%) of the crashes can be attributed to driving too fast for conditions
and losing control on wet/icy pavement and 2 (33.3%) were not paying attention for
slowed/stopped traffic or changing lanes.

The roadway fiction was looked at for the existing friction number of 30 or below indicating a
very poor surface condition. The pavement friction values on NB I-75 in the weave area ranged
from 39 to 46 in 2011. The pavement friction values on SB I-75 in the weave area ranged from
39t043in2011. The pavement friction values on EB M-46 in the weave area ranged from 34
to 42 in 2011. The pavement friction values on WB M-46 in the weave area ranged from 26 to
48 in 2011. Some very poor pavement friction exists on the weave areas for both EB and WB
M-46. The existing roadway surface is concrete in poor condition with numerous potholes, cold
patches and joint spalling. The surface aggregates are also polished reducing the surface friction.
The existing cross slope is 1.5% which does not allow water to drain to the shoulders adequately.
The new cross slope will be the standard 2%. Once the reconstruction project is completed,
these factors contributing to the loss of control in wet/icy conditions will greatly reduce the
number of crashes in this section of roadway.

In conclusion, 35 (40.7%) of the 86 crashes in the weaving areas of NB & SB I-75 and EB &



WB M-46 were related to drivers going too fast for conditions and losing control of their
vehicles. Another 22 (25.6%) of crashes can be attributed to drivers lack of attention. The
proposed interchange reconstruction, eliminating the weaving areas, improved drainage and
increased surface friction could reduce the number of crashes by over 66.3 %.

No safety additions are needed. This review does not constitute exception to appropriate MDOT

3R/4R design requirements. If you have any questions, please contact me at 989-671-1535, ext.
313.

Transportation Engineer
cc: M. Fisher

K. Zimmer
A. Rivard



Michigan Department of Transportation

CRASH SUMMARY REPORT
Summary Produced from 9/1/2007 to 9/30/2012

Physical Physical BMP | EMP State Direction| Ramp County
Road Reference Route Name
Name Number
Holland/S | 75 RAM 460501 0.000 0.369 0 NA Saginaw
I-75 468302 15.162 15.241]I-75 S NA Saginaw
I-75 468303 15.131 15.191)l-75 N NA Saginaw
S | 75/Holland RAM 468903 0.0000 0.348 0 NA Saginaw
S | 75/Holland RAM 484507, 0.000 0.231 0 NA Saginaw
W M 46/S | 75 RAM 484508 0.0000 0.239 0 NA Saginaw
Holland/N | 75 RAM 484509 0.000 0.231 0 NA Saginaw
N | 75/Holland RAM 484510 0.0000 0.241 0 NA Saginaw
W M 46/N | 75 RAN 484601 0.000 0.376 0 NA Saginaw
N | 75/Holland RAM 484602 0.000 0.411 0 NA Saginaw
M-46 3730053 3.777) 4.198M-46 E/W |NA Saginaw
Crash Count Rate %age Crash Rate Count %age
Type Type
Total 86 100 ICY 25 29.07
Miscellaneous 1 Vehicle 12 13.95 DARK 33 38.37
Overturn 3 3.49 WET 13 15.12
Hit Train 0 0 FATAL 0 0.00
Hit Parked Vehicle 0 0 INJURY o 19.77
Backing 0 0 .
- Severity Count Rate
Parking 0 0 -
Pedestrian 0 0 Falltal"tleS: 0
Fixed Object 29 33.72 Injuries A:
Other Object 1 1.16 Injuries B: 2
Animal 9 10.47 Injuries C: 22
Bicycle 0 0 Injuries: 28
Head-On 1 1.16
Angle Straight 5 5.81
Rear-End Straight 11 12.79
Angle Turn 0 0
Side Swipe Same 13 15.12
Rear-End Left Turn 0 0
Rear-End Right Turn 0 0
Other Drive 0 0
/Angle Drive 1 1.16
Rear-End Drive 0 0
Side-Swipe Opposite 1 1.16
Head-On Left-Turn 0 0
Dual Left Turn 0 0
Dual Right Turn 0 0

Disclaimers;  Crash information is conditioned upon your agreement to comply with the requirements of federal law.. MDOT provides access to this information with the understanding
that it will be used strictly for scientific research purposes and/or for governmental purposes by governmental units. MDOT authorizes no other use of this privileged
information. MDOT does not waive any privilege based on this limited release of information.

Printed On: 12/19/2012 Page 1 of 2



Crash Count Rate %age
Type
Miscellaneous Multiple Vehig 0 0
Angle Right Turn 0 0

Disclaimers;  Crash information is conditioned upon your agreement to comply with the requirements of federal law.. MDOT provides access to this information with the understanding
that it will be used strictly for scientific research purposes and/or for governmental purposes by governmental units. MDOT authorizes no other use of this privileged
information. MDOT does not waive any privilege based on this limited release of information.

Printed On: 12/19/2012 Page 2 of 2



Michigan Department of Transportation

Interchange CRASH REPORT (One Line Listing)
InFersection From 9/1/2007 to 9/30/2012
Mid-Block PR:3730053 BMP:3.777 EMP:4.198
Non-Traffic
REG| CS cs PR PR | AREA | LOCA |CRASH|DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT [DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT |WEA [SURFACE[DAYHOUR| DATE | CRASH |A[B|C|PDOTOTALTOTALALCHOL
ION| NUM | MP NUM | MP TION | TYPE OF OF OF OF OF OF THER| COND D
VEHICLE1 |VEHICLE1|VEHICLEL| VEHICLE2 | VEHICLE2|VEHICLE2 ITION NUMER INJ FATAL INVOL
Bay| 73111 4.419 460501/0.00Lterchang ramp | FXOBJ South Rear Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Icy |[Mon2000 (02/21/2011{7945609|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
Corner; | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.758 460501 0.34iterchang ramp | FXOBJ South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded Cloudy Wet [Mon[1546 [01/28/20086919106|0(0/0)Y 0 0 No
Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.437 460501/0.019iterchang ramp | FXOBJ South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry |Sat|0545 [09/08/2007/6770806|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.712 468302/5.194iterchang other | FXOBJ South | Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded Cloudy Snowy |Sun2050 (02/20/20117951769|0|0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.717 4683025.199terchang other | FXOBJ South | Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Rain| Wet |Tue(0425 06/22/20107638419|0|0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.704 468302.5.186iterchang other | SS-SM  South Front Going South Front | Change |Clear| Dry [Mon[1414 |09/03/20128427226/0/0(0)Y 0 0 No
freeway Corner; D| Straight Corner; P| Lanes
Bay| 73111 4.755 4683025.237terchand ramp |OTURN South Side; Enter | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded Cloudy Dry |Mon[1653 |05/05/2008/6997846|1(0|0N 1 0 Yes
Driver Si| Road Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.718 468302 15.2iterchang other SC-MLT South | Multiple | Going South Front Going |Rain| Wet |Tue0425 |06/22/20107638421/0/|0/0)Y 0 0 No
freeway| Areas | Straight Corner; P| Straight
Bay| 73111 4.728 468302 15.21iterchangransitiol FXOBJ  South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |[Snow| Icy Fri 1920 |02/10/20128278545|0(0(0|Y 0 0 No
area Center | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.714 468302/5.196iterchang ramp | SS-SM Unknown |Uncoded| Change North Side; Going |Clear| Dry | Fri 1154 |03/26/20107583349/0|0/0Y 0 0 No
Errors Lanes Passengen Straight
Bay| 73111 4.718 468302 15.2terchang other | SS-SM  South Front Going South Side; Going |Rain| Wet ed2030 |07/16/2008 7062259|0|0|0 Y 0 0 No
freeway) Center | Straight Driver Si | Straight
Bay| 73111 4.689 468302/5.171iterchang other | FXOBJ South Rear Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Snowy [Sun(1330 (12/21/2008/7216080|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway| Center | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.685 4683025.167iterchang ramp | FXOBJ South | Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Snow| Icy |Mon[1445 |02/21/20117958223/0|0|0Y 0 0 No
Areas | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.728 468302 15.21iterchang other pC-SNG  South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Rain| Wet [Sun(0300 [06/08/2008/7022398|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway| Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.713 468302.5.195terchangstraight, O-OBJ South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry [Sun{1820 |05/03/20097318256|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
unrel Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.69 468302.5.172iterchangransitiol FXOBJ  North Rear Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry |Sat({1922 (07/31/20107667011|0(0/0)Y 0 0 No
area Corner; | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.728 468302 15.21iterchang other | SS-SM  South | Multiple | Going South Front Going |Clear| Dry |Mon(0942 |11/03/20087137752/0|0/0Y 0 0 No
freeway) Areas | Straight Corner; P| Straight
Bay| 73111 4.68 468302/5.162terchang other | FXOBJ South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Snowy [Sun{1449 (12/21/2008/7192781|0(0|0)Y 0 0 No
freeway| Center | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.717 468302.5.199iterchang other | SS-OP| Unknown |Uncoded| Going South Multiple | Going |Rain| Wet |Tue|0546 |06/22/20107638420|0(0/0)Y 0 0 No
freeway) Errors | Straight Areas | Straight

Disclaimers:  Crash information is conditioned upon your agreement to comply with the requirements of federal law.. MDOT provides access to this information with the understanding that it will be used strictly for scientific research purposes and/or for
governmental purposes by governmental units. MDOT authorizes no other use of this privileged information. MDOT does not waive any privilege based on this limited release of information.

Printed On: 12/19/2012 Page 1 of 5



Michigan Department of Transportation

Interchange CRASH REPORT (One Line Listing)
InFersection From 9/1/2007 to 9/30/2012
Mid-Block PR:3730053 BMP:3.777 EMP:4.198
Non-Traffic
REG| CS cs PR PR | AREA | LOCA [CRASH|DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT [DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT |WEA [SURFACEDAYHOUR] DATE | CRASH |A[B|C|[PDOTOTALTOTALALCHOL
ION | NUM MP NUM MP TION | TYPE OF OF OF OF OF OF THER| COND ID
VEHICLE1 |VEHICLE1|VEHICLE1| VEHICLE2 | VEHICLE2|VEHICLE2 ITION NUMER INJ FATAL INVOL
Bay| 73111 4.742 468302.5.224iterchang other | SS-SM  South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Rain| Wet |Mon2345 (04/12/20107588679|0(0/0Y 0 0 No
freeway Corner; D| Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.718 468302 15.2terchang other | RE-ST| South Front | Slowing | South Other | Slowing |Clear| Dry |Thu(l630 |06/10/20107631173|0|0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway| Corner; D| Stopped Unknown | Stopped
Bay| 73111 4.704 468303\5.172terchang other | FXOBJ North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Rain| Wet |Tue0719 [09/04/2012/8419053|0(0|1 N 1 0 No
freeway Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.704 468303\5.172iterchang other | FXOBJ  North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Icy Fri 0720 |12/04/20097478557|0|0(0|Y 0 0 No
freeway| Center | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.704 468303\5.172terchang other | FXOBJ North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Snow| Icy Fri 0720 |12/04/2009 7478556|0|0(0|Y 0 0 No
freeway Center | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.676 468303\5.144iterchang other | RE-ST| North Rear Going North Front Going |Snow| Snowy |Sat (1010 (12/06/20087171768|0|0|3N 3 0 No
freeway Center | Straight Corner; P| Straight | /
Bay| 73111 4.714 468303\5.182terchang other 5C-SNG| North Side; Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |[Snow| Icy |[Sun2030 (11/16/2008/7186517|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway Passengel Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.685 4683035.153iterchang other | RE-ST| North Front Going North Rear | Slowing |Clear| Dry |Tue(0933 [11/13/2007/6827666/0/0(0)Y 0 0 No
freeway| Center | Straight Center | Stopped
Bay| 73111 4.723 468303\5.191iterchangstraight, RE-ST| South Front | Avoiding | South Rear | Avoiding |Clear Fri 1202 |11/06/2009 7452622|0|0(0|Y 0 0 No
unrel Center | the veh Center | the veh
Bay| 73111 4.685 468303\5.153iterchang other | FXOBJ  North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Rain| Wet | Fri 0500 [04/04/20086979577|0(0/0Y 0 0 No
freeway| Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.712 468303/15.18iterchang other 5C-SNG| North Rear Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded [Clear| Dry ed2220 |11/11/2009 7459372|0|0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway Corner; | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.704 468303\5.172iterchang other | FXOBJ  North Rear Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Icy edR243 |12/24/2008 7194045(0|0|0 Y 0 0 No
freeway| Corner; | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.685 4683035.153terchangransitiol FXOBJ  North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Clear| Snowy |Sat (1807 [01/29/2011{7932388|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
area Corner; D| Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.685 468303\5.153iterchang other | FXOBJ  North Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |[Rain| Wet |Mon[1230 [09/06/20107693080|0(0|0)Y 0 0 No
freeway| Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.714 468303\5.182terchang other 5C-SNG| North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |[Snow| Icy |[Sun2030 (11/16/2008/7186516|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway Corner; P| Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.676 468303.5.144iterchang ramp | SS-SM  North |Uncoded| Slowing North Other |Uncoded|Snow| Icy |Sat|1020 |12/06/20087171773|0|0|0)Y 0 0 No
Errors | Stopped Unknown| Error /
Bay| 73111 4.672 468303 15.14iterchang other SC-MLT South Side; Going South Front Going |Snow| Showy |Sun{1710 |02/20/20117996123/0|0/0}Y 0 0 No
freeway) Driver Si| Straight Center | Straight | /
Bay| 73111 4.69 4683035.158iterchang other | RE-ST| North Front Going North Rear Starting |Clear| Dry | Fri 1455 (10/10/20087124528|0|0|5N 5 0 No
freeway| Center | Straight Center up on
Bay| 73111 4.723 468303\5.191iterchang other | FXOBJ  North Rear Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |[Snow| Snowy |Sat (1010 [12/06/2008/7171770|0(0|1 N 1 0 No
freeway Center | Straight Errors Error /

Disclaimers:  Crash information is conditioned upon your agreement to comply with the requirements of federal law.. MDOT provides access to this information with the understanding that it will be used strictly for scientific research purposes and/or for
governmental purposes by governmental units. MDOT authorizes no other use of this privileged information. MDOT does not waive any privilege based on this limited release of information.

Printed On: 12/19/2012 Page 2 of 5



Michigan Department of Transportation

Interchange CRASH REPORT (One Line Listing)
InFersection From 9/1/2007 to 9/30/2012
Mid-Block PR:3730053 BMP:3.777 EMP:4.198
Non-Traffic
REG| CS cs PR PR | AREA | LOCA [CRASH|DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT [DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT |WEA [SURFACEDAYHOUR] DATE | CRASH |A[B|C|[PDOTOTALTOTALALCHOL
ION | NUM MP NUM MP TION | TYPE OF OF OF OF OF OF THER| COND ID
VEHICLE1 |VEHICLE1|VEHICLE1| VEHICLE2 | VEHICLE2|VEHICLE2 ITION NUMER INJ FATAL INVOL
Bay| 73111 5.328 468903 0.3Lterchang ramp |OTURN South Front Enter | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded [Clear| Dry ed1315 |03/14/20128304309|0|0|1 N 1 0 No
Corner; P| Road Errors Error
Bay| 73111 5.338 468903 0.32terchang ramp BC-SNG  West Front | Change | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Snowy [Wed0009 {02/02/2011/7927983|0(0(0Y 0 0 No
Corner; P| Lanes Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 4.909 4845070.229terchang ramp | SS-SM  South Rear | Change | South Front Going |Clear| Dry |Thu(1610 |08/18/20118094392/0|0/0}Y 0 0 No
Corner; | Lanes Corner; D| Straight
Bay| 73111 4.922 4845080.163iterchang ramp | FXOBJ South Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded Cloudy Dry ed0739 |10/19/20118166158|0|0|1 N 1 0 No
Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.739 484509 0.076iterchang ramp | FXOBJ East Side; Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry |Thu{1251 |04/01/20107583350|0(0|1N 1 0 No
Driver Si| Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.682 484509 0.019terchang ramp pC-SNG| North Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded [Clear| Icy |Mon0745 [01/31/2011{7926566|0(0|0)Y 0 0 No
Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.69 484509 0.027iterchang other | FXOBJ South | Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded Cloudy Dry |Sat2025 |11/17/2007/6842397|0|0|0Y 0 0 No
freeway Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.733 484509 0.07iterchangstraight, FXOBJ West Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded Cloudy Snowy Wed0300 (11/30/2011{8205815|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
unrel Center | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.843 484510 0.lLterchang ramp |OTURN North Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry |Sun{1240 [07/06/20087040939|0(0|1N 1 0 No
Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.757 4845100.014iterchang ramp pC-SNG| North Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Clear| Wet |Sun2055 [03/13/2011{7984505|0(0|0)Y 0 0 No
Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.811 484510/0.068iterchang ramp 5C-SNG| North Side; Slowing | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry |Tue1101 |04/27/20107611068|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
Passengel Stopped Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.927 4845100.184iterchang ramp | FXOBJ  North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded | Rain| Wet ed1610 |12/21/20118243552|0|1|1N 2 0 No
Corner; P| Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.771 4845100.028iterchang ramp | FXOBJ  North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Slushy [Tue|0828 (01/22/2008/6904816|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
Center | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73111 5.379 484601/0.367)terchang ramp | RE-ST| North Front Going North Front | Slowing |Clear| Dry |Tue[1820 |05/15/20128340544/0/0(0)Y 0 0 No
Corner; P| Straight Center | Stopped
Bay| 73111 4.813 484602 0.4Lterchang ramp | RE-ST| North Front Enter North Rear Slowing |Clear| Dry |Mon{1040 (11/01/20107784274/0|0/1 N 1 0 No
Center Road Center | Stopped
Bay| 73111 4.412 484602/0.009iterchang ramp | FXOBJ North Side; Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry |Tue[1050 (11/22/2011{8199223|0(0/0)Y 0 0 No
Passengel Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73111 4.812 484602 0.409terchand ramp BC-SNG  West Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded 5ever¢ Dry ed1153 |03/07/20128298186(0|0|0Y 0 0 No
Areas | Straight Errors Error |Wind
Bay| 73111 4.422 484602/0.019terchang ramp | FXOBJ North Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded Cloudy Icy Fri 0800 |12/02/2011/8205842|0|0(0|Y 0 0 No
Corner; D| Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73063 3.50337300534.00lterchangstraight, RE-ST| East Front Going East Rear Slowing Cloudy Dry | Fri 1521 |06/24/20118054114/0|0/0Y 0 0 No
unrel Center | Straight Center | Stopped

Disclaimers:  Crash information is conditioned upon your agreement to comply with the requirements of federal law.. MDOT provides access to this information with the understanding that it will be used strictly for scientific research purposes and/or for
governmental purposes by governmental units. MDOT authorizes no other use of this privileged information. MDOT does not waive any privilege based on this limited release of information.
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Michigan Department of Transportation

Interchange CRASH REPORT (One Line Listing)
InFersection From 9/1/2007 to 9/30/2012
Mid-Block PR:3730053 BMP:3.777 EMP:4.198
Non-Traffic
REG| CS cs PR PR | AREA | LOCA [CRASH|DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT [DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT |WEA [SURFACEDAYHOUR] DATE | CRASH |A[B|C|[PDOTOTALTOTALALCHOL
ION | NUM MP NUM MP TION | TYPE OF OF OF OF OF OF THER| COND ID
VEHICLE1 |VEHICLE1|VEHICLE1| VEHICLE2 | VEHICLE2|VEHICLE2 ITION NUMER INJ FATAL INVOL
Bay| 73063 3.58537300534.083iterchangransitiol RE-ST| East None U-turn East Rear Going |Clear| Dry ed0700 |01/16/2008 6901709|0|0|0Y 0 0 No
area Corner; | Straight
Bay| 73063 3.50837300534.006iterchangstraight, RE-ST| West Front Going West Rear | Slowing |Rain| Wet |Mon[1240 |05/07/20128332752/0/0(0)Y 0 0 No
unrel Center | Straight Center | Stopped
Bay| 73063 3.50537300534.003iterchangstraight, FXOBJ East Multiple | Going | Unknown | Uncoded |Uncoded |Clear| Dry |Mon(0815 [12/19/2011{8224199|0(0|1N 1 0 No
unrel Areas | Straight Errors Error
Bay| 73063 3.693730053/4.188terchang within | AN-ST| North Side; Enter East Multiple | Going |[Clear Tue (1805 |06/16/20097343329|0/0|0Y 0 0 No
intersec Driver Si| Road Areas | Straight
Bay| 73063 3.67937300534.177iterchang other | RE-ST| East Front Going East Rear | Stopped |Clear| Dry |Mon0734 |03/16/20097276641/00(3|N 3 0 No
ntersect Center | Straight Center | on Road
Bay| 73063 3.60437300534.102terchangstraight, AN-ST| East Side; Change East Front Avoid |[Clear] Dry |Mon[1353 |05/03/20107610012|0(0/1N 1 0 No
unrel Driver Si| Lanes Corner; P| Vehicle
Bay| 73063 3.3383730053|3.836iterchang BC-SNG West Front Enter | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded [Snow| Snowy |Sat (1750 [01/10/20097219735|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
Corner; P| Road Errors Error /
Bay| 73063 3.3143730053 3.812terchangransitiol AN-ST| West Other | Change West Side; Going |Clear| Dry ed0300 |06/02/2010 7635564(0|0|0Y 0 0 No
area Unknown| Lanes Driver Si | Straight
Bay| 73063 3.47737300533.975iterchang other | SS-SM  East |Uncoded| Change East Multiple | Going |[Clear] Dry |Mon[1115 |09/07/20097396306|0(1/0N 1 0 No
freeway Errors Lanes Areas | Straight
Bay| 73063 3.3083730053 3.806iterchangstraight, SS-SM  West Front | Change West Rear Going |Clear| Dry |Thu(1255 |05/10/20128344398/0|0/0Y 0 0 No
unrel Corner; D| Lanes Corner; | Straight
Bay| 73063 3.4883730053 3.986iterchangstraight, SS-SM ~ West Side; Going West Front Going |Clear| Dry |Thu(1345 |01/28/20107544299|0|0/0Y 0 0 No
unrel Driver Si| Straight Corner; P| Straight
Bay| 73063 3.483730053 3.978iterchangstraight, HD-ON  East Front Going West Front Going |Snow| Snowy [Mon2011 (12/22/20087190932|0|0/1 N 1 0 Yes
unrel Center | Straight Center | Straight | /
Bay| 73063 3.4883730053 3.986iterchang ramp | SS-SM  East Side; Change East Side; Going |Clear| Dry ed1013 |11/14/2007,6827665(0|0|0Y 0 0 No
Driver Si| Lanes Passenger Straight
Bay| 73063 3.4943730053 3.992terchangstraight, FXOBJ East Under Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Snowy |[Tue|0826 [02/02/20107544301|0(0|0)Y 0 0 No
unrel Carriage | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73063 3.6937300534.188iterchang ramp | SS-SM  East Side; Change East Front Going [loudy Dry |Tuef0941 |06/17/20087028947/0|0/0Y 0 0 No
Driver Si| Lanes Corner; P| Straight
Bay| 73063 3.50337300534.00literchangransitiol FXOBJ  East Front Going | Unknown | Uncoded | Uncoded |Snow| Snowy | Fri 1016 [02/01/20086919806|0(0|0Y 0 0 No
area Center | Straight Errors Error /
Bay| 73063 3.3833730053 3.88literchandransitiol SS-SM  East Side; Change East Side; Going |Clear| Dry |Thu(1433 |03/27/20086969469/0|0/0Y 0 0 No
area Driver Si| Lanes Passenger Straight
Bay| 73063 3.463730053 3.958)terchangstraight,, AN-ST| North Front Going West Front Going |Clear| Dry |Sunj2020 |04/22/20128327300|3|0/0|N 3 0 No
unrel Center | Straight Corner; D| Straight
Bay| 73063 3.4943730053 3.992terchangstraight, AN-ST| East Side; Avoid East Front Going |Snow| Snowy Wed0610 (01/28/20097239496/0|0/0Y 0 0 No
unrel Driver Si| Vehicle Corner; P| Straight | /

Disclaimers:  Crash information is conditioned upon your agreement to comply with the requirements of federal law.. MDOT provides access to this information with the understanding that it will be used strictly for scientific research purposes and/or for
governmental purposes by governmental units. MDOT authorizes no other use of this privileged information. MDOT does not waive any privilege based on this limited release of information.
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Michigan Department of Transportation
CRASH REPORT (One Line Listing)

Interchange
InFersection From 9/1/2007 to 9/30/2012
Mid-Block PR:3730053 BMP:3.777 EMP:4.198
Non-Traffic
REG| CS Cs PR PR | AREA | LOCA [CRASH|DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT [DIRECTION| IMPACT | INTENT |WEA [SURFACEDAYHOUR] DATE [ CRASH |A[B][C|[PDOTOTALTOTALALCHOL
ION| NUM | MP NUM | MP TION | TYPE OF OF OF OF OF OF [THER| COND ID
VEHICLE1 [VEHICLE1|VEHICLE1| VEHICLE2 | VEHICLE2|VEHICLE2 ITION NUMER INJ FATAL INVOL
Bay| 73063 3.4213730053 3.919terchangiriveway AN-DR ~ South Front Enter West Other Going |Clear| Dry |Thu(1234 |07/05/20128385671/0|0/0}Y 0 0 No
relate Corner; D| Road Unknown| Straight

Disclaimers:  Crash information is conditioned upon your agreement to comply with the requirements of federal law.. MDOT provides access to this information with the understanding that it will be used strictly for scientific research purposes and/or for

governmental purposes by governmental units. MDOT authorizes no other use of this privileged information. MDOT does not waive any privilege based on this limited release of information.
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Intersection Ranking Report

Rate per MEV
1

Total Modified Modified City or
Intersection Name crashes 7O njury TypeA Fatal EPDO EPDO  AADT  MEV Fatality EPDO  EPDO  Township County
Y Holland/N | 75 RAMP & N | 75 16 13 3 0 0 144 20944 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
v N175 &N | 75/Holland RAMP 15 13 2 0 0 135 19635 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
Yy S175/Holland RAMP & S 1 75 14 14 0 0 0 126 18326 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
Yy Holland/S 1 75 RAMP & S 1 75 13 11 2 1 0 117 17017 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
Vv E Holland Rd & Holland/N | 75 RAMP 11 8 3 0 0 99 14399 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
v Holland/S | 75 RAMP & E Holland Rd 9 6 3 0 0 81 11781 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
v N | 75/Holland RAMP & E Holland Rd 8 5 3 0 0 72 10472 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
Yy Holland/S | 75 RAMP & E Holland Rd 4 4 0 0 0 36 5236 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
v E Holland Rd & S | 75/Holland RAMP 4 4 0 0 0 36 5236 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
Yy S175/Holland RAMP & E Holland Rd 3 2 1 0 0 27 3927 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
vy E Holland Rd & Holland/N | 75 RAMP & 2 0 2 0 0 18 2618 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
v N1 75/Holland RAMP & N | 75 2 2 0 0 0 18 2618 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista
v S 175 & Holland/S | 75 RAMP 1 1 0 0 0 9 1309 0.000 0.000 0.000 Buena Vista

* - A check preceding the Intersection Name means ADT information for that Intersection is incomplete.
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I-75 & M-46 Interchange Ramps

Environmental Condition

UD-10 Crash Hour of Number of: ‘ ‘ Relationship
MilePoint UD10# UD10 City/Township Location UD-10 Crossroad Reference Crash Type Crash Severity Date Occurence  Veh. Occup. Inj. Weekday Weather Lighting Surface On Road
PR Number: 3730053 Road Name: E Holland Rd
3.812 7635564 Buena Vista Twp 127'E OUTER Angle Straight PDO 6/2/2010 03AM-04AM 2 2 0 Wednesday Clear Dark,Lighted Dry On Road
3.836 7219735 Buena Vista Twp 0'X S | 75/HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 1/10/2009 05PM-06PM 1 2 0 Saturday Snow Dark,Lighted Snowy On Road
3.881 6969469 Buena Vista Twp 185'W S| 75/HOLLAND Side-Swipe Same PDO 3/27/2008 02PM-03PM 2 3 0 Thursday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
3.975 7396306 Buena Vista Twp 5'W 175 Side-Swipe Same Injury 9/7/2009 11AM-NOON 2 3 1 Monday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
3.978 7190932 Buena Vista Twp 10'E 175 Head-on Injury 12/22/2008 08PM-09PM 2 2 1 Monday Snow  Dark,Lighted  Snowy On Road
3.986 6827665 Buena Vista Twp 13'W N175 Side-Swipe Same PDO 11/14/2007 10AM-11AM 2 2 0 Wednesday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
3.986 7544299 Buena Vista Twp 100'W 175 Side-Swipe Same PDO 1/28/2010 01PM-02PM 2 2 0 Thursday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
3.992 7239496 Buena Vista Twp 20'E 1-75 Angle Straight PDO 1/28/2009 06AM-07AM 2 2 0 Wednesday  Snow Dark Snowy On Road
3.992 7544301 Buena Vista Twp 20'E 175 Fixed Object PDO 2/2/2010 08AM-09AM 1 3 0 Tuesday Snow Daylight Snowy In Median
4.001 6919806 Buena Vista Twp 69'E OUTER Fixed Object PDO 2/1/2008 10AM-11AM 1 2 0 Friday Snow Daylight Snowy On Shoulder
4.001 8054114 Buena Vista Twp 69'E N175 Rear-End Straight PDO 6/24/2011 03PM-04PM 2 2 0 Friday Cloudy Daylight Dry On Road
4.003 8224199 Buena Vista Twp 7T'E N175 Fixed Object Injury 12/19/2011 08AM-09AM 1 1 1 Monday Clear Daylight Dry On Shoulder
4.083 6901709 Buena Vista Twp 185'E 175 Rear-End Straight PDO 1/16/2008 07AM-08AM 3 3 0 Wednesday Clear Dark Dry On Road
4.102 7610012 Buena Vista Twp 285'E 175 Angle Straight Injury 5/3/2010 01PM-02PM 2 4 1 Monday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
4.177 7276641 Buena Vista Twp 111'E 175 Rear-End Straight Injury 3/16/2009 07AM-08AM 2 3 3 Monday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
Total crashes for PR 3730053: 15 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 5 Total PDO Crashes: 10
PR Number: 0484509 Road Name: Holland/N | 75 RAMP
0.019 7926566 Buena Vista Twp 100' BR HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 1/31/2011 07AM-08AM 1 1 0 Monday Clear Daylight Icy Unknown
0.027 6842397 Buena Vista Twp 142' BR HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 11/17/2007 08PM-09PM 1 2 0 Saturday Cloudy Dark Dry On Shoulder
0.070 8205815 Buena Vista Twp 369'BR  HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 11/30/2011 03AM-04AM 1 1 0 Wednesday  Cloudy Dark Snowy Out Shou/Curb
0.076 7583350 Buena Vista Twp 400' BR HOLLAND Fixed Object Injury 4/1/2010 NOON-01PM 1 1 1 Thursday Clear Daylight Dry In Median
Total crashes for PR 0484509: 4 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 1 Total PDO Crashes: 3
PR Number: 0460501 Road Name: Holland/S | 75 RAMP
0.001 7945609 Buena Vista Twp 6'BR HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 2/21/2011 08PM-09PM 1 1 0 Monday Clear Dark Icy On Road
0.019 6770806 Buena Vista Twp 100' BR HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 9/8/2007 05AM-06AM 1 1 0 Saturday Clear Dawn Dry Unknown
0.163 8166158 Buena Vista Twp 399'ER SI175 Fixed Object Injury 10/19/2011 07AM-08AM 1 1 1 Wednesday Cloudy Daylight Dry Out Shou/Curb
0.340 6919106 Buena Vista Twp 151'ER  S|I75 Fixed Object PDO 1/28/2008 03PM-04PM 1 2 0 Monday Cloudy Daylight Wet On Shoulder
Total crashes for PR 0460501: 4 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 1 Total PDO Crashes: 3
PR Number: 0468303 Road Name: NI75
15.140 7996123 Buena Vista Twp 50'N RAMP 003B Misc. Multiple Vehicle PDO 2/20/2011 05PM-06PM 3 4 0 Sunday Snow Daylight Snowy On Road
15.144 7171768 Buena Vista Twp 69'S HOLLAND Rear-End Straight Injury 12/6/2008 10AM-11AM 2 3 3 Saturday Snow Daylight Snowy On Road
12/20/2012 2:02:11 PM Page 2 of 4
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I-75 & M-46 Interchange Ramps

Environmental Condition

UD-10 Crash Hour of Number of: ‘ ‘ | Relationship
MilePoint UD10 # UD10 City/Township Location UD-10 Crossroad Reference Crash Type Crash Severity Date Occurence  Veh. Occup. Inj. Weekday Weather Lighting Surface On Road
15.144 7171773 Buena Vista Twp 69'S HOLLAND Side-Swipe Same PDO 12/6/2008 10AM-11AM 2 1 0 Saturday Snow Daylight lcy On Road
15.153 6827666 Buena Vista Twp 116'S HOLLAND Rear-End Straight PDO 11/13/2007 09AM-10AM 2 3 0 Tuesday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
15.153 6979577 Buena Vista Twp 116'S HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 4/4/2008 05AM-06AM 1 1 0 Friday Rain Dark Wet On Road
15.153 7693080 Buena Vista Twp 118'N 003B Fixed Object PDO 9/6/2010 NOON-01PM 1 4 0 Monday Rain Daylight Wet On Shoulder
15.153 7932388 Buena Vista Twp 116'S HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 1/29/2011 06PM-07PM 1 1 0 Saturday Clear Dark Snowy On Shoulder
15.158 7124528 Buena Vista Twp 143'N HESS Rear-End Straight Injury 10/10/2008 02PM-03PM 2 7 5 Friday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
15.172 7194045 Buena Vista Twp 100' S HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 12/24/2008 10PM-11PM 1 1 0 Wednesday Snow Dark Icy In Median
15.172 7478556 Buena Vista Twp 100' S M46 Fixed Object PDO 12/4/2009 07AM-08AM 1 1 0 Friday Snow Dark Icy In Median
15.172 7478557 Buena Vista Twp 100'S M46 Fixed Object PDO 12/4/2009 07AM-08AM 1 1 0 Friday Snow Dark lcy In Median
15.180 7459372 Buena Vista Twp 60'S HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 11/11/2009 10PM-11PM 1 1 0 Wednesday Clear Dark Dry On Shoulder
15.182 7186516 Buena Vista Twp 50'S HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 11/16/2008 08PM-09PM 1 1 0 Sunday Snow Dark Icy On Shoulder
15.182 7186517 Buena Vista Twp 50'S HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 11/16/2008 08PM-09PM 1 1 0 Sunday Snow Dark Icy On Shoulder
15.191 7171770 Buena Vista Twp I'N HOLLAND Fixed Object Injury 12/6/2008 10AM-11AM 1 1 1 Saturday Snow Daylight Snowy In Median
15.191 7452622 Buena Vista Twp 0' X HOLLAND Rear-End Straight PDO 11/6/2009 NOON-01PM 3 3 0 Friday Clear Daylight Uncoded On Road
Total crashes for PR 0468303: 16 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 3 Total PDO Crashes: 13
PR Number: 0484602 Road Name: N I 75/Holland RAMP
0.009 8199223 Buena Vista Twp 50'BR I-75 Fixed Object PDO 11/22/2011 10AM-11AM 1 1 0 Tuesday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
0.014 7984505 Buena Vista Twp 74'BR HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 3/13/2011 08PM-09PM 1 1 0 Sunday Clear Dark Wet On Shoulder
0.019 8205842 Buena Vista Twp 100' BR N175 Fixed Object PDO 12/2/2011 08AM-09AM 1 1 0 Friday Cloudy Daylight Icy On Shoulder
0.028 6904816 Buena Vista Twp 146'BR N175 Fixed Object PDO 1/22/2008 08AM-09AM 1 1 0 Tuesday Snow Daylight Slushy Out Shou/Curb
0.068 7611068 Buena Vista Twp 358'BR NI75 Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 4/27/2010 11AM-NOON 1 1 0 Tuesday Clear Daylight Dry Out Shou/Curb
0.100 7040939 Buena Vista Twp 527'BR N175 Overturn Injury 7/6/2008 NOON-01PM 1 2 1 Sunday Clear Daylight Dry Out Shou/Curb
0.184 8243552 Buena Vista Twp 300'ER  HOLLAND Fixed Object Injury 12/21/2011 04PM-05PM 1 2 2 Wednesday Rain Daylight Wet In Median
0.410 7784274 Buena Vista Twp 5 ER HOLLAND Rear-End Straight Injury 11/1/2010 10AM-11AM 2 4 1 Monday Clear Daylight Dry Unknown
Total crashes for PR 0484602: 8 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 3 Total PDO Crashes: 5
PR Number: 0468302 Road Name: S175
15.162 7192781 Buena Vista Twp 0'sS HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 12/21/2008 02PM-03PM 1 1 0 Sunday Snow Daylight Snowy In Median
15.167 7958223 Buena Vista Twp 28'N RAMP 003G Fixed Object PDO 2/21/2011 02PM-03PM 1 2 0 Monday Snow Daylight Icy In Median
15.171 7216080 Buena Vista Twp 48'S M46 Fixed Object PDO 12/21/2008 01PM-02PM 1 1 0 Sunday Snow Daylight Snowy Out Shou/Curb
15.172 7667011 Buena Vista Twp 51'N S | 75/HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 7/31/2010 07PM-08PM 1 2 0 Saturday Clear Daylight Dry On Shoulder
15.194 7951769 Buena Vista Twp 15'N HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 2/20/2011 08PM-09PM 1 1 0 Sunday Cloudy Dark Snowy On Shoulder
15.195 7318256 Buena Vista Twp 20'N HOLLAND Other Object PDO 5/3/2009 06PM-07PM 1 2 0 Sunday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
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I-75 & M-46 Interchange Ramps

Environmental Condition

UD-10 Crash Hour of Number of: ‘ ‘ Relationship
MilePoint UD10# UD10 City/Township Location UD-10 Crossroad Reference Crash Type Crash Severity Date Occurence  Veh. Occup. Inj. Weekday Weather Lighting Surface On Road
15.196 7583349 Buena Vista Twp 29'N HOLLAND Side-Swipe Same PDO 3/26/2010 11AM-NOON 2 1 0 Friday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
15.199 7638419 Buena Vista Twp 40'N HOLLAND Fixed Object PDO 6/22/2010 04AM-05AM 1 2 0 Tuesday Rain Dark,Lighted Wet Uncoded
15.199 7638420 Buena Vista Twp 40'N HOLLAND Side-Swipe Opposite PDO 6/22/2010 05AM-06AM 2 1 0 Tuesday Rain Dark,Lighted Wet Uncoded
15.200 7062259 Buena Vista Twp 50'N M46 Side-Swipe Same PDO 7/16/2008 08PM-09PM 2 2 0 Wednesday Rain Dark Wet On Road
15.200 7631173 Buena Vista Twp 50'N HOLLAND Rear-End Straight PDO 6/10/2010 04PM-05PM 2 3 0 Thursday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
15.200 7638421 Buena Vista Twp 45'N HOLLAND Misc. Multiple Vehicle PDO 6/22/2010 04AM-05AM 2 2 0 Tuesday Rain Dark,Lighted Wet On Road
15.210 7022398 Buena Vista Twp 100'N HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 6/8/2008 03AM-04AM 1 1 0 Sunday Rain Dark Wet On Road
15.210 7137752 Buena Vista Twp 100'N HOLLAND Side-Swipe Same PDO 11/3/2008 09AM-10AM 2 2 0 Monday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
15.224 7588679 Buena Vista Twp 92'S HOLLAND/S | 75 Side-Swipe Same PDO 4/12/2010 11PM-MDNT 2 1 0 Monday Rain Dark Wet On Road
15.237 6997846 Buena Vista Twp 21'N HOLLAND Overturn Injury 5/5/2008 04PM-05PM 1 1 1 Monday Cloudy Daylight Dry On Road
15.247 7039978 Buena Vista Twp 32'N HOLLAND Side-Swipe Same Injury 7/6/2008 01PM-02PM 2 5 2 Sunday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
Total crashes for PR 0468302: 17 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 2 Total PDO Crashes: 15
PR Number: 0484507 Road Name: S| 75/Holland RAMP
0.229 8094392 Buena Vista Twp 11'ER HOLLAND Side-Swipe Same PDO 8/18/2011 04PM-05PM 2 3 0 Thursday Clear Daylight Dry On Road
0.320 7927983 Buena Vista Twp 150'ER HOLLAND Misc. Single Vehicle PDO 2/2/2011 MDNT-01AM 1 1 0 Wednesday Snow Dark Snowy On Shoulder
Total crashes for PR 0468903: 2 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 0 Total PDO Crashes: 2
Total crashes for Network: 66 Total Fatal Crashes: 0 Total Injury Crashes: 15 Total PDO Crashes: 51
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TOTAL NUMBER OF CRASHES: 66

CRASHES BY DAY OF WEEK

Sunday = 11
Monday = 14
Tuesday = 8
Wednesday = 11
Thursday = 5
Friday = 9
Saturday = 8

CRASHES BY SURFACE CONDITION

Dry = 29
Wet = 11
lcy = 10
Snowy = 14
Muddy = 0
Slushy = 1
Debris = 0
Other = 0
Uncoded = 1

CRASHES BY TIME OF DAY
MDNT-01AM =
01AM-02AM =
02AM-03AM =
03AM-04AM =
04AM-05AM =
05AM-06AM =
06AM-07AM =
07AM-08AM =
08AM-09AM =
09AM-10AM =
10AM-11AM =
11AM-NOON =
NOON-01PM =
01PM-02PM =
02PM-03PM =
03PM-04PM =
04PM-05PM =
05PM-06PM =
06PM-07PM =
07PM-08PM =
08PM-09PM =
09PM-10PM =
10PM-11PM =
11PM-MDNT =
MDNT =
Uncoded =
Unknown =
CRASHES BY LIGHT CONDITION
Daylight =
Dawn =
Dusk =
Dark, Lighted =
Dark =
Other = 0
Uncoded = 0

O OOFRPNOOEFRPRNNAEANAERAEPMWONNPPORWNWOOLR

[ IN
o O O Fr O

12/20/2012 2:22:54 PM
Roadsoft Version 7.5.0

16.7%
21.2%
12.1%
16.7%

7.6%
13.6%
12.1%

43.9%
16.7%
15.2%
21.2%
0.0%
1.5%
0.0%
0.0%
1.5%

1.5%
0.0%
0.0%
4.5%
3.0%
4.5%
1.5%
9.1%
6.1%
3.0%
10.6%
4.5%
6.1%
6.1%
6.1%
3.0%
6.1%
3.0%
3.0%
1.5%
12.1%
0.0%
3.0%
1.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

60.6%
1.5%
0.0%
9.1%

28.8%
0.0%
0.0%

Dates: 9/1/2007 to 12/31/2011

CRASHES BY SEVERITY

[-75/M-46 Interchange Ramps

Fatal = 0 0.0%
A-Type 1 1.5%
B-Type 2 3.0%
C-Type = 12 18.2%
PDO = 51 77.3%
CRASHES BY INVOLVEMENT
Drinking = 2 3.0%
Truck/Bus = 5 7.6%
Snowmobile = 0 0.0%
Emergency Vehicle 1 1.5%
Off Road Vehicle = 0 0.0%
Pedestrian = 0 0.0%
Bicyclist = 0 0.0%
Farm Equipment = 0 0.0%
Deer = 0 0.0%
School Bus = 0 0.0%
Motorcycle = 1 1.5%
Train = 0 0.0%
Hit and Run = 6 9.1%
Fleeing Situation = 0 0.0%
CRASHES BY DRIVER VIOLATION
Careless or Negligent = 6 9.1%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Disobeyed TCD = 0 0.0%
Fatal + A-Type 0 0.0%
Drove Left of Center = 1 1.5%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Drove Wrong Way = 0 0.0%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Fail to Stop ACD = 7 10.6%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Failed to Yield = 5 7.6%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Improper Backing = 0 0.0%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Improper Lane Use = 2 3.0%
Fatal + A-Type 0 0.0%
Improper Pass = 1 15%
Fatal + A-Type 0 0.0%
Improper Signal = 0 0.0%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Improper Turn = 0 0.0%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Other = 6 9.1%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Reckless Driving = 0 0.0%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Speed Too Fast = 23 34.8%
Fatal + A-Type = 1 4.3%
Speed Too Slow = 0 0.0%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%
Ran Red Light = 1 15%
Fatal + A-Type = 0 0.0%

CRASHES BY TYPE

Angle Drive

Angle Straight
Angle Turn

Animal

Backing

Bicycle

Dual Left-Turn

Dual Right-Turn
Fixed Object
Head-on

Head-on Left-Turn
Hit Parked Vehicle
Hit Train

Misc. Multiple Vehicle
Misc. Single Vehicle
Miscellaneous
Other Drive

Other Object
Overturn

Parking

Pedestrian

Rear End Left Turn
Rear End Right Turn
Rear End Drive
Rear End Straight
Side Swipe Opposite
Side Swipe Same

CRASHES BY MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December
Unknown

O OO0 000 WwoOo

2
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CRASHES BY WEATHER CONDITION

Clear
Cloudy
Fog

Rain
Sleet/Halil
Snow
Wind
Other
Uncoded

30
8
0
9
0

19

o O o

0.0%
4.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
40.9%
1.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
3.0%
13.6%
0.0%
0.0%
1.5%
3.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
13.6%
1.5%
16.7%

12.1%
10.6%
6.1%
6.1%
4.5%
10.6%
6.1%
1.5%
4.5%
3.0%
16.7%
18.2%
0.0%

45.5%
12.1%
0.0%
13.6%
0.0%
28.8%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
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Elderly Driver Crazhes by Elderdy Driver
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Mumber of Crashes
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THE BAY REGION METROPOLITAN AREA FREEWAY PROGRAM

“FIXING THE WORST FIRST”

MDOT’s Focus on the Freeway System:

1.Governor’s Build Michigan 11
Governor Engler’s Build Michigan II program emp

nance, repair and
is to fix the worst

U.S. Congress passed federal
hlgan S allocatlon of federal

eglonal and metropolitan

rehabilitation. Capacity decisions are priori
needs.

statew1

2. MDOT’s Program Goals - State e
Following the Governor’s objectivé }}Ws Sfor transpo ation, t
is focusing on “the worst roads first”. The administrati

ichigan Department of Transportation
-of MDOT established some system goals
¢ trunkline system, both freeway and arterial
administration has established a goal to improve
ood condition. With the anticipated state and federal revenues,
Lhas been set for the end of the construction season of the year
cognize that the freeway system serves as the backbone for

billion per year and with 1,800 center line miles of freeway as part
ay system, it is crucial to annually monitor the progress on system

The Bav Region:

: cion’s System Size and Age:

THQ%B%%eglon of the Michigan Department of Highways has nearly 310 centerline miles of
freeway it must maintain within its total responsibilities. Of that 310 miles, 186 miles are part of
the Federal Interstate Highway System while the remaining 124 miles are US and Michigan routes
which augment the interstate system and serve as connectors to that system (See Table # 1).
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The 310 miles of freeway in the Bay Region represents over 17.2 percent of the freeway miles
within the state and consists of Interstate highways 1-69, 1-75, 1-475 and 1-675. The remaining
freeway segments include US-10, US-23, US-27 and small sections of M-20 and M-47.

Most of the Region’s freeway system was constructed during the 1960's and 1970's. The one
exceptionis Interstate Freeway 69 in Lapeer County, from M-24 easterly, g\yhmh was‘%pened to travel
in 1984. Therefore the majority of the freeway system within the Bay Region is2 't least 30 years old

and some segments are approaching 40 years of service.

2. Bay Region Condition Evaluation of Freew:gL

year 2007. From this goal a roadway condition pro
critical factor within the evaluation is the ¢ remammg

ife” (RSL), that is éontained within
ife determines what maintenance
hat some segments of freeway

Throu

estaﬁlshed The 1999§‘RS b féctors developed for the Bay Region freeway segments are provided

e next five, ten or twenty years. The capacity factor in combination with the road and
bridge condition and MDOT’s financial limitations are all elements that help define the freeway
improvement strategy within each of the MDOT Regions.



Bay Region Freeway - "Remaining Service Life"” Time Lines
1999 Ratings *

Table # 2
Route County  Beginning Point Ending  Point 0-5Yrs. 6-10Yrs. 11-15Yrs 15+ ¥rs.
1-69 Genesee W. County Line w. of Miller Road X
w. Miller Road E. County Line X
[-69 Lapeer W. County Line M-24 X
M-24 E. County Line X
1-75 Genesee S. County Line Us-23 X
Us-23 N. of Miller Road X
N. of Miller Road N.of Mt. Morris Rd. X
N. of Mt. Morris Rd.  S. of M-57 X
S. of M-57 N. County Line X
I-75 Saginaw S. County Line Dixie Highway X
Dixie Highway Z." Bridge X
Z" Bridge N. County Line X
I-75 Bay S. County Line US-10/M-25 X
US-10/M-25 N. of Linwood Rd.
N. of Linwood Road N. County Line : X
I-75 Arenac  S. County Line N. County Line X
1-475 Genesee |-75 S. Junction 1-75 N. Junction X
I-675 Saginaw |-75 S. Junction I-75 N. Junction X
Us-10 Clare US-10 W. 2lanes  US-27 X
us-27 E. County Line X
Isabella W. County Line E. County Line X
Midland W. County Line M-18 : X
M-18 E. County Line X
Bay W. County Line M-20/US-10BR X
M-20/US-10BR I-75 X
Us-23 Genesee S. County Line I-75 S X
Arenac  |-75 S. Junction M-13 X
US-27 -  Gratiot  Bagley Road N. County Line X
Isabella S. County Line S. Jct of US-27BR X
S. Jct. of US-27BR  S. of Broomfield Rd. X
S. of Broomfield Rd. N. Jct. of US-27BR X
N. Jct. of US-27BR  N. County Line X
Clare S. County Line N. of Long Lake Rd. X
N. of Long Lake Rd. N. County Line
M-20 Midland Washington St. US-10 X
M-47 Saginaw. N. of Freeland Road N. County Line X
Bay S. County Line Us-10 X

* The ratings shown are general in nature ; that is, a freeway segment may be rated higher or lower
than the segment in the opposite direction. The predominant rating for a freeway segment was
used to place that segment within the four - five year time spans shown within this table



3. Bay Region Freeway Traffic Volumes & Operations:

Tables # 3-1 and 3-2 provides 1998 directional traffic information as it pertains,to the freeway
segments defined with in the RSL program. This information was repegted in tjlyl{e’“l 998 Highway
Sufficiency Manual. The tables indicate the high and low average daily ga%%%e yoltumes, the high and
low design volume estimate and the high and low percentdge of comnierCIal vehicles using the
freeway. Freeways with three lanes in each direction is italicized and hlghhghted The two tables
provide a general comparison between freeway volume,g %actensﬂcs%fww"

also important to compare these regional volume char;

around the State of Michigan.

peninsula. Through this comparison several features about t
apparent. I-94 in Michigan, is considered asa prim

(NAFTA), commercial volumes to and fro St Can
construction of a second bridge betweensthe Cltlﬁ
became necessary and was expedited a? impact of

1-75 in the Bay Region also has;s uni . £Fhe design hour volume is extremely high
for the average daily traffic : Ty’addition, the commercial truck volume is

e” flow of automotive products and parts. Finally, 3.)I-75
;provides access between travel origins from southeastern

The importance of 17 :
ta&l?;ndicates that I-75 B 1rch Run, Michigan carries as much volume on a summer weekend
: ‘ 1ch1gan and US-31 at Muskegon, Michigan, combined. I-75 has just six

5% US-27 at St. Johns,
stravel lanes at this locion while US-31 and US-27 have eight lanes, combined.

afl ].C*gVOh.]m capa01ty of a highway is expressed in terms of “Level of Service”. Levels of
Serv1ce::(LO )yare based on the volumes which are recorded at the 30" highest hour or the design
hour-volume (DHV) the route accommodates. The LOS charts range from “A” through “F”
MDOT’s general policy concerning level of service is that level of service “D” is an acceptable level
of operation on an freeway. In general, LOS-D translates into the 30" highest hour volume that
reaches, but not exceeds about 90 percent of the carrying capacity of the route. Depending on the
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TRAFFIC VOLUME COMPARISON
I-75 WITH OTHER MICHIGAN - NORTH/SOUTH FREEWAYS
SUMMER WEEKEND AND WEEKDAY AVERAGES
Table # 3-4
1998

WEEKEND - Friday through Sunday

175 @

US-31@ (a) US-131 @ US-27 @
Birch Run Muskegon Morley St. Johns
6 lanes 4 lanes 4 lanes 4 lanes
July 77,223 53,614 28,383 Not Available
August 84,226 53,586 Not Available 30,326
WEEKDAY - Monday through Thursday
75 @ US-31 @ US-131 @ US-27 @
Birch Run Muskegon Morley St. Johns
6 lanes 4 lanes 4 lanes 4 lanes
July 63,086 59,159 21,002 Not Available
August 60,655 54,006 Not Available 23,704
1998 AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY TRAFFIC
[-75 @ US-31 @ US-131 @ US-27 @
Birch Run Muskegon Morley St. Johns (b)
6 lanes 4 lanes 4 lanes 4 lanes
54,846 46,824 18,247 26,646(b)

(a) US-31 Permanent Traffic Recorder is 0.5 miles south of M-46/Apple Avenue in the Muskegon
urbanized area.
(b) The US-27 Permanent Traffic Recorder was only operational during the month of Augustin 1998
so that figure actually represents an Average Monthly Volume. Preliminary volumes from July,
1999 indicate that the Average Monthly Volume for July, 1999 is 23,237.



commercial volume that is mixed with automobiles, volumes ranging between 1,800 to 2,000
vehicles per lane would be the upper limit of LOS-D

In some special circumstances a level of service “E” may be acceptable to MDOT in metropolitan
areas. The metropolitan planning organization must be in agreement with this exception as part of
its long range plan and must document the basis for this decision; i.e., that additional capacity is not
physically or financially feasible and that travel demand management and/or publ'c’ transportation
may have potential for maintaining or reducing the freeway volume

Using the 1998 Highway Sufficiency Manual (HSM), Tabf #H 4 was constru}gw%g whlch combines
the RSL chart from Table # 2 and the level of serv1ce¢fecorded frou nstheHSN

Service Life and which also is at or is approaching a?ca
concern are italicized and highlighted.

18.appear to reside outside the

2County line through Bay
his freeway has many
w and Bawllty metropolitan areas, but
ate o?M10h1gan In that context, it
1ary route used by many out-of-
lers could impact the potential for

Table # 4 indicates that most the immediate level of s¢ "
Flint metropolitan area, along I-75. 1-75 from the %hem C
County has major segments that operate at levcl%off)”“fé”r% ce “D”
urban characteristics about it as it traverses the/Elint#Sagi
yet serves as “the” north-south recreatlonal,; oute

serves as the entryway for Michigan’s tourlst 1ndus
state travelers. Michigan’s ability to {accommodate those |
repeat visits by those tourists. . ’

mo%g@ ylatile in metropolitan areas where land use
C ges. nturn, traffic movements, such as, merging and
rchanges Tedu d’ﬁcﬁ:&‘%wthe flow rate and the capacity of the freeway.
d under federal regulation, to develop traffic forecasts within

com%ehenswe and coordinated transportation and land use planning program must be established
in each urbanized or mefropolitan area with a population greater than 50,000 residents. The purpose
is federal regulqnon is to insure that transportation decisions are made in coordination between

%%\and local ju 'ctions based on current local land use plans.

e Bay Region, there are three metropolitan areas which have been established under Section
13?i d%h three metropolitan planning organizations (MPO’s) designated to fulfill the annual
transportation planning program. The three metropolitan areas and their respective MPOs are: The
Flint Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) under the guidance of the Genesee County Metropolitan
Planning Commission (GCMPC), the Saginaw urbanized area under the guidance of the Saginaw



Bay Region Freeway - "Remaining Service Life"” Time Lines
With Traffic "Level of Service"” - RSL 1999/LOS 1998

Route County

1-69 Genesee
1-69 Lépeer
I-75 Genesee
I-75 Saginaw
I-75 Bay

1-75 Arenac
1-475 Genesee

1-675 Saginaw

us-10 Clare

Isabella
Midland

Bay
Us-23 Genesee
Arenac

us-27 Gratiot
Isabella

Clare

M-20 Midland

M-47 Saginaw
Bay

Table # 4*
Beginning Point Ending Point
W. County Line w. of Miller Road

w. Miiler Road E. County Line
W. County Line M-24

M-24 E. County Line

S. County Line Us-23

Us-23 N. of Miller Road

N. of Miller Road  N.of Mt. Morris Rd.
N. of Mt. Morris Rd. S. of M-57

S. of M-57 N. County Line

S. County Line Dixie Highway
Dixie Highway Z." Bridge

Z" Bridge N. County Line

S. County Line US-10/M-25
US-10/M-25 N. of Linwood Rd.
N. of Linwood Road N. County Line

S. County Line N. County Line
|-75 8. Junction I-75 N. Junction
1-75 S. Junction [-75 N. Junction

US-10 W.2lanes  US-27

us-27 E. County Line
W. County Line E. County Line
W. County Line M-18

M-18 E. County Line

W. County Line M-20/US-10BR
M-20/US-10BR I-75

S. County Line I-75

I-75 S. Junction M-13

Bagley Road N. County Line

S. County Line S. Jct of US-27BR

S. Jct. of US-27BR  S. of Broomfield Rd.
S. of Broomfield Rd. N. Jct. of US-27BR
N. Jct. of US-27BR  N. County Line

S. County Line N. of Long Lake Rd.
N. of Long Lake Rd. N. County Line

Washington St. Us-10

N. of Freeland Road N. County Line
S. County Line Us-10

0-5 Yrs.

X..

x

X...

X...

X..

“llBll

“llCll

"D/E"

llEll

llEll ’

"C/E"

-“C/E"

. .IIAII
.."A“

HIIBII

”llCll

..."A"

..“A“

6-10 Yrs. 11-15Yrs 15
X...."C"
X..."C/D"
X..."B"
X.."D"
X.."D"
X.."D"
X.."D"
X..."D/IE”
X.
X."E"
X..."A/IC"
XA
XA
X“-IIAII
X"-IIAII
X..."B"
X.."D"
XA
X”.IICII
X.."¢"
X.."B"
X
XA
X.-IIAII

* The ratings shown are general in nature ; that is, a freeway segment may be rated higher or lower
than the segment in the opposite direction. The predominant rating for a freeway segment was
used to place that segment within the four - five year time spans shown within this table

+ Yrs.

.."E"

..."C/D"



County Planning Commission and the Saginaw Metropolitan Area Transportation Study (SMATS)
and the Bay City urbanized area under the guidance of the Bay County Planmng Commission and
the Bay City Area Transportation Study (BCATYS).

The Bay Region Office along with the Bureau of Transportation Planning of MDOT has evaluated
the freeway system within the Flint, Saginaw and Bay City Metropolitan areas. These three
metropolitan areas are combined in the freeway evaluation for three reasons: 1 Then%oundanes are
e X in the form of a

adjacent to each other, 2. I-75 freeway is “the” connecting link between f’
commuter and commerc1a1 shipping route and 3. the Bay Reglon reg bl o
> bas ty type and not:py

Manual Table # 5-1 & 5-2 provides the results of this
icate that I-75 is projected to have a capacity problem by the

er‘t&n&gg [ the tenets of Section 134 of Title 23, USC, the I-75 improvement program should
‘ S wgrt of the long range transportation planning process conducted within each of the
metrop litan planning organizations (MPOs). However, since the freeway system is under the legal
jurisdiction of the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), it is imperative that MDOT
develop the initial option(s) to resolve the condition and capacity problems and present them to the

MPOs as a basis for discussion, negotiation, adjustment and endorsement. Since the enactment of



TEA-21, MDOT has assigned the freeway rehabilitation responsibility, including a funding
allotment, to each of seven MDOT regions. Inorder to achieve the MDOT highway condition goals,
each region must develop a strategy to meet the statewide goal. It then becomes evident that the Bay
Region Office, along with its respective Transportation Service Centers, must develop the
rehabilitation strategy for the I-75 Corridor. This then is the basis for the following proposal
contained in the paragraphs below.

5. Bay Reeional Proposal for 1-75:

ac] :f%%épamtalmng and imj o-the 1-75
comdor through the Reglon The first element to this ] pro‘ "aﬁix;%ﬁsﬁ the emphasis on malntalnlng the
Stat

of: %\State s freeway system is fair
year Plan (2000-2004), 1s that of

or good condition by the year 2008. The emphasis durm g
Preservation. The Preservatlon Plan1i is to 1mplement the correct-

staged for construction.

Preservation:

The plan involves road surf%%gbe%? d base: rovemey?f staged within the Five Year Plan and
beyond. In general, this involves joint repair, and/q r rotomill and resurfacing that began in
o \

. J oint repair, rotomill and resurface.
nn%%%jr to Linwood Road: Repair joints and improvement to 10

2000 - meoo ‘Road to US-23: Concrete joints and surface grinding

2000 - I—€759t0 Zilwaukee Bridge: Rut filling and micro surfacing.

. 2001 -1 6 mi. S. of US-10 to N. of M-13 Connector: Rotomill and resurface and add
southbound lane to eliminate choke point.

2001}7 US-23 to Sterling Road: Rubbilize and resurface.

2002 Sterling Road to Ogemaw County Line: Concrete & Bit overlay.

2008 Oakland County Line to US-23 (s): Repair joints , mill and resurface.

Completion of this work will place the 70 miles of I-75 in the Bay Region in good or fair
condition for at least 10 years at which time another cycle of preservation work will begin,
but with additional capacity improvements.



Reconstruction & Capacity:
Asindicated earlier, I-75 on weekends often experiences directional traffic that is three times
the volume experienced during the weekday. During the four summer months of 1999, May
through August, the recorded Friday through Sunday volume was 3.7 million vehicles or an
average daily volume of 76,000 vehicles. One way volumes reached 67,000 vehicles and
the pattern is such, the volumes are increasing as more and more motorists seek opportunities
to enjoy the recreation activities of northern Michigan.

Even though the volume is significant, the mix of yghicles a tra el speeds have caused
increasing problems in traffic operations. Automo iles, moti homes, vehicles pulling
trailers with recreational vehicles or campers anquh large/%'ruc’ %%ne aspect of he
equation to the traffic problem. The second ele

various origins from within and out of Michiga
but some are not and will drive with more ¢
element is the varying age groups traveling the
drivers. These drivers consist of young motorist
the most of their limited time to older retired motorists Wt
what it offers as part of the trip to their destifation

3 {dfivers are fami ;ﬁxWZhe route

Lrely on direction '%Vg. A final
’the varying comfort levels of the
or trailers who wish to make
ime to enjoy the route for

According to the capacity ana1y51 €} tion lﬁ%egment of I-75, from 1-475

north of Flint to [-675 in Saginaw: ch n

and 2010. The segment of I%Z ”63‘7" , % oinaw, to US-23 will reach LOS F

1n aperiod between 2011 and 201 5. The sectlon of I—75 through the Flint metropohtan area
e 0

002 through to 2017. The BayRegion faces one major problem. The above funding would
be combined with an annual “Road Surface & Base™ allocation of $53 million. However,
in 2003 the Bay Region RS&B budget is scheduled to be slashed from $53 million to $37
million. If the RS&B budget is re-established at $53 million, then that sum along with the



added revenues itemized above would permit the 15 year construction plan as listed below.

. 2002 -1-475(N) to the Saginaw/Genesee County line: Reconstruct +add a travel lane.

. 2004 - Saginaw/Genesee County line to Bridgeport interchange: Reconstruct + add
a travel lane.

. 2005 Bridgeport Interchange to M-46: Reconstruct + add a travel lane.

. 2006 No construction during this season.

. 2007 - I-675 to US-10: Reconstruct + add a travel lane. N .

. 2009 - US-10 to Linwood Rd. : Reconstruct an add a tra"ev lan :

. 2011 - Linwood to Pinconning Road : Reconstructlon /

. 2013 - Pinconning Road to US-23: Recons {rict and a
. 2015 - M-21 to I-475 (N): Reconstruct and’add a lane3
. 2017 - US-23 to M-21: Reconstruct, addilanes andjincorporate
. 2020 - Oakland County Line to US-23

6. Possible Constraints or Issues:

edlan width or underpass structural width to permit median widening
within the existing right-of-way from Us-23 northerly to Pierson Road.

. Poss1b ¢ need for noise walls from the south Genesee County line to I-475 and
wﬂ%;and mitigation from the south Genesee County line to the north Genesee County

Saginaw Coun R

. Significant wetland adjacent to the freeway right-of-way from the south Saginaw
County line to I-675 (south interchange). From I-675 (south interchange) to the north
Saginaw County line areas of open water proximity to the freeway.




. Possible intrusion on archeological sensitive areas from Birch Run Road northerly
to the [-675 (north interchange).

. Narrow median and underpass structural width from Dixie Highway at Bridgeport
to I-675 (north interchange).
. Interchange design, spacing and merge-weave movements from south of M-46 to the

M-81 interchange.

Bay County: |
. Several limited areas of wetland and archeolgrgj‘cal ir_gg
. Interchange design and merge-weave anove ;

veéments “at
interchange.

These are some of the general issues which need further del 'neatfén as the studypmgg& sses. Itis at
this point the Metropolitan Planning Organizations can’develop a more definitivedist of concerns
or issues which further consideration as preliminary and final:iplahs are developed.
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APPENDIX B

I-75 from Dixie Highway to I-675 B Abbreviated Environmental Assessment






Michigan Department of Transportation
Development Services Division
Real Estate Section
Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan
1-75 Reconstruction from Dixie Highway to I-675
Control Section 73111, Job Numher 107497

August 7,2012

GIENERAL AREA AND PROJECT INFORMATION

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing a trunkline project in Saginaw County
along I-75 from Dixic Highway to I-675 in Bridgeport and Buena Vista Townships. The project involves
widening and reconstruction of [-75.

DISPLACEMENTS

Residential: 8

DISPLACEMENT EFFECTS AND ANALYSIS

Acquisition of property for this project will allow for an orderly and timely relocation of all eligible
displaced residents, businesses, farms and nonprofit organizations (community facilities). The acquiring
agency will ensure the availability of a sufficient number of replacement properties in the local area for all
eligible displacees.

Residential: The project may cause the displacement of approximately 8 residential units. A study of the
housing market in the project area indicates a sufficient number of replacement homes and rentals will be
available throughout the relocation process. It is anticipated that the local residential real estate market will.
have the capacity to absorb the residential displacements impacted by this project.

ASSURANCES

The acquiring agency will offer assistance to all eligible residents, businesses, farms and non-profit
organizations impacted by the project, including persons requiring special services and assistance. The
agency’s relocation program will provide such services in accordance with Act 31, Michigan P.A. 1970;
Act 227, Michigan P.A. 1972; Act 149, Michigan P.A. 1911, as amended; Act 87, Michigan P.A. 1980, as
amended, and the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 (Uniform Act), as amended. The acquiring agency’s relocation program is realistic and will provide
for the orderly, timely and efficient relocation of all eligible displaced persons in compliance with state and
federal guidelines,

Prepared by:
' /
IS CEA YAl Date: /’ /" /o2

Teresa Vanis
Local Agency Coordinator/Relocation Specialist

Real Estate\Servicgs Section Manager /
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I-75 from Dixie Highway to I-675 C Abbreviated Environmental Assessment






Maintenance of Traffic Concept
Draft Technical Memorandum

I-75 EA Bridge Replacement

Saginaw, Michigan
MDOT J.N. 107497

Prepared by:

Bay City Transportation Service Center

Prepared For:

The Michigan Department of Transportation

July 11, 2012
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Appendices

Appendix A — Detour Route



Background

The 1-75 project area is approximately 5.4 miles in length and consists of a six-lane limited
access freeway with concrete median barrier located in Saginaw County Michigan. There are
three affected interchanges; the first is at the project terminus of Dixie Highway, the second is at
the southern interchange of 1-675, and the third interchange being at M-46 (Holland Road-Exit
149). Construction of the preferred alternative for the 1-75 project will include replacement of
overpass structures and approaches at Baker, King, and Hess Roads and the 1-75 structure over
the Huron & Eastern Rail Line. Detour routes were chosen to be used during construction for
two main reasons:

1) The existing overpass structures do not meet current design standards for horizontal
clearances along 1-75. The outside abutments from 1-75 need to be removed and
relocated in order to provide additional clearance for the I-75 widening. It is not possible
to maintain any vehicular traffic during construction.

2) Viable detour routes are available for all three structures.

Preferred Detour Route

The preferred detour route for each structure is shown in (Figure 1). Baker Road will be closed
at Airport Road on the east side and at Dixie Highway on the west side of the structure. All
traffic will follow the signed detour route. Local residents will be provided access to their homes
at all times. The detour route for eastbound Baker Road will be east on Dixie Highway, then
north on Airport Road to Baker Road where it ends. The detour route for westbound Baker Road
will be south on Airport Road, then west on Dixie Highway to State Street where it ends. It is
anticipated that the contractor will utilize the space between Brown Street and Hartl Drive for
staging and storage, as well as for any additional construction operations.

King Road will be closed at Airport Road on the east side and at Dixie Highway on the west side
of the structure. All traffic will follow the signed detour route. Local residents will be provided
access to their homes at all times. The detour route for eastbound King Road will be east on
Dixie Highway, then north on Airport Road to King Road where it ends. The detour route for
westbound King Road will be south on Airport Road, then west on Dixie Highway to King Road
where it ends. It is anticipated that the contractor will utilize the space between South Townline
Road and Old King Road for staging and storage, as well as for any additional construction
operations.

Hess Road will be closed at Airport Road on the east side and at Dixie Highway on the west side
of the structure. All traffic will follow the signed detour route. Local residents will be provided
access to their homes at all times. The detour route for eastbound Hess Road will be west on
Dixie Highway, then east on Holland Avenue (M-46), then south on Airport Road to Hess Road

3



where it ends. The detour route for westbound Hess Road will be north on Airport Road, then
west on Holland Avenue (M-46), then east on Dixie Highway to Hess Road where it ends. It is
anticipated that the contractor will utilize the space between South Outer Drive and Hess Road
for staging and storage, as well as for any additional construction operations.

Figure 1

While the specifics of the Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) plan will be developed during the
design phase, this report outlines the anticipated schemes that will be utilized to limit any
environmental impacts.



The detour route’s primary focus will be to maintain local traffic on county roadways and access
to residences on Baker Road, King Road, and Hess Road while avoiding more residential local
roadways. During a public meeting with the local residents, it was determined that the majority
of those affected by construction are local residents and they will likely not use the signed detour
route. Local traffic familiar with the area will find other routes. Airport Road and Dixie
Highway will be used by local traffic, but any other combination of side streets are potential
candidates to reach destinations.

These routes were chosen mainly because they are primary county roadways, a state highway,
provide minimal turning movements along the detour routes, and avoid residential streets. The
intersections of State Street and Dixie Highway, King Road and Dixie Highway, Hess Road and
Dixie Highway, and Holland Avenue (M-46) and Dixie Highway are signalized and will be an
advantage ensuring that detoured traffic does not queue up on the left turn movements in the
more heavily traveled sections of the detour routes.

Pedestrian Concerns

The Baker Road, King Road, and Hess Road structures over I-75 are located in a rural residential
setting with little or no indications of pedestrian activity. There are no existing sidewalks or bike
paths along any of the three structures. Based on this, it is anticipated that the reconstruction of
the three structures will have no impact on pedestrians.

Proposed Signing

Detour signing will be placed on Dixie Highway prior to Baker Road, King Road, and Hess
Road directing eastbound traffic to follow the posted detour route. Detour signing will also be
placed on Airport Road prior to Baker Road, King Road, and Hess Road directing westbound
traffic to follow the posted detour route. Refer to the MOT detour plan (Appendix A) for
additional information.

Economic Impacts

Baker Road, King Road, and Hess Road are important east — west local roads for the residents on
the east side of I-75 to provide access to the Bridgeport and Dixie Highway business corridor.
Construction on the Baker Road and Hess Road structures would take place at the same time.
Access east of 1-75 would be provided from King Road. Once the structures on Baker Road and
Hess Road are reconstructed, the King Road overpass would be closed and reconstructed.
Access to the business corridor on Dixie Highway would be provided from either Baker Road or
Hess Road.

There are alternate, redundant routes to the Dixie Highway business corridor that avoid the
closed roadways other than the signed detour routes.

5
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noise impacts, cnvironmental justice, maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy
seasonal tourism travel, impacts associated with construction activities including possible impacts to
cultural resources, and providing adequate under-clearance for all bridge overpasses within the

project limits.
Archaeological Resources

James A. Robertson, Ph.D., MDOT staff archaeologist, reviewed the possible impacts of the
proposed project to archaeological resources and determined that the Area of Potential Effects (APE)
for archacological resources is restricted to areas where new ROW would be acquired. Previous
investigations by MDOT within the existing }-75 ROW in Saginaw County indicated that, except in
extraordinary circumstances, the entire existing ROW is disturbed by the original construction of the

road.

MDOT began consultation with Dean L. Anderson, Ph.D., State Archaeologist, on October 9, 2009.
At that time, MDOT proposed that site sensitivity is moderate to high in several locations and that
survey would be undertaken at those locations if ROW were required. These locations included: 1)
within 500 feet of the two intermittent streams bctween Baker Road and Dixie Highway in Section
15 of T1IN/RSE (Bridgeport Township); and 2) within 500 feet of the original routes of Baker Road,
Grotto/Hart! Roads, Old King Road, Tatham Road, and Hess Road. As a result of that consultation,
Dr. Anderson concurred with MDOT’s proposed APE and scope of work. In a letter dated February
3, 2010, Dr. Robertson initiated consultation with Michigan’s twelve federally-recognized and two
state-recognized Indian Tribes.

The MDOT project manager provided MDOT Archaeology staff with the worst-case estimate of
ROW width that might be required. Consequently, the survey limits for the areas defined above were
set at 100 feet (30 m.) beyond the present ROW. The archaeological survey identified six new
archaeological sites. Between November 2010 and July 2011, MDOT intermittently conducted
archacological survey of the areas where MDOT anticipated construction of new lanes requiring
acquisition of new ROW and had obtained right of entry from the iandowner(s).

Dr. Robertson again consulted with State Archaeologist Dr. Anderson on July 27, 2011, and
reviewed the survey results. As a result of that consultation, Dr. Anderson concurred that four of the
sites, 20SA1376, 20SA1377, 20SA1378, and 20SA1379, are not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Placcs (NRHP). For two other sites, 20SA1376 and 20SA1375, MDOT

proposed the following:

1) Site 20SA1376, is a historic period archaeological site. The only area of possibly significant
deposits is a pit feature with abundant nineteenth century artifacts that was located during showvel
testing by MDOT archaeologists. To protect this site, MDOT will avoid impacts to the area within
25 feet of the shovel test that exposed the pit feature. If avoidance is not possible, MDOT will
consult with Dr. Anderson again regarding appropriate testing mcasures to determine the significance
of the deposits.

2) Site 20SA1375 is a prehistoric period site that produced fire-cracked rock, chipped stone
debitage, ccramic sherds, and two possible cultural features. To protect this site, MDOT agrees to
avoid impacts to the site with procedures developed in consultation with the State Archaeologist once
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the design plans are availablc. If avoidance is not possible, MDOT will consult with Dy. Anderson
again rcgarding appropriate testing measures to determine the significance of the deposits.

On August 16, 2011, Dr. Robertson participated in a conference call mecting with the MDOT 175
project team regarding possible impacts to archaeological sitcs. The project team concluded: 1)
20SA 1376 could be avoided, since no ROW would be required at this location; and, 2) that it was
likely that the project would impact 20SA1375. Dr. Robertson reconunended that MDOT contract
an archaeological consultant to conduct sufficient test excavations to determine if the site is eligible
for listing on the NRIIP. Dr. Robertson informed Dr. Anderson of MDOT’s intention to avoid
20SA1376 and evaluate the NRHP eligibility of 20SA 1375 during the week of August 22, 2011, Dr.
Robertson also consulted with Dr. Anderson in preparing MDOT’s scope of work to evaluate
20SA1375, which specified that twenty (20) | m x 1 m would be excavated.

MDOT’s archaeological consultant, TranSystems, completed the fieldwork October 23, 2011, and
submitted a management summary, draft, and final reports documenting the results of the
archacological testing. They concluded and recommended that 20SA1375 is not eligible for listing
on the NRHP; MDOT concuired with TranSystems recommendation. MDOT provided these reports
to Dr. Anderson and on March 1, 2012, he concurred with MDOT that 20SA 1375 is not eligible for

listing on the NRHP.

Subsequent to the determination that 208A 1375 is not eligible for listing on the NRHP, the MDOT I-
75 project manager provided the MDOT staft archaeologist with ROW plans, Sheet | (cnclosed)
demonstrates that no ROW will be required in the area where 20SA 1375 is located. [n addition, the
enclosed ROW map labeled Sheet 2 confirms that no ROW will be necessary in the vicinity of
20SA1376. Should this plan change, it will be reviewed by Dr. Robertson to ensure the work will

have no impact.
Above-Ground Resources

MDOT Historian Sigrid Bergland reviewed the 1-75 corridor between Bridgeport and 1-675 Freeway
Interchange initially using various mapping resources followed by a site visit on  August 9, 2009,
Every building adjacent to the 1-75 on both sides of the freeway, including properties abutting every
interchange ramp, was included in the APE for above-ground resources. The APE also encompassed

subdivisions and building enclaves near I-75.

The cotridor is characterized by an extremely varied mixture of mid-to-late 20" Century
subdivisions, industrial buildings, vacant land, large factory complexes, apartment buildings, and a
handful of older late 19™ and early 20™ Century farmhouses. This wide variety reflects decades of
urban/suburban development near this major freeway. Due to the wide range of building types and
ages, and lack of any architecturally significant subdivisions, there are no possible NRHP-eligible
historic districts in this area. In addition, there are no individually eligible NRHP-eligible buildings
in the APE, because any buildings older than 50 ycars are either extensively altcred or very comimon
with no significant architectural features. The I-75 freeway and all associated bridges are exempted
from NRHP eligibility (cxempted through SAFETEA-LU reauthorization, Section 6007). Therefore,
no historic properties will be affected by the widening of the I-75 corridor.






STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
LANSING

February 3, 2010

Mr. Derek J. Bailey, Tribal Chairman

Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa & Chippewa Indians
2605 N.W. Bayshore Drive

Suttons Bay, Michigan 49682

Dear Chairman Bailey:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate underclearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa &
Chippewa Indians to participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any
traditional cultural or religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may
be affected by this proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
Sincerely,

via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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Ms. Paula Carrick

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Bay Mills Indian Community
12099 West Lakeshore Drive
Brimley, Michigan 49715

Dear Ms. Carrick:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Ms. Paula Carrick
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February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Bay Mills Indian Community to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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February 3, 2010

Ms. Summer Sky Cohen

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Keweenaw Bay Indian Community
16429 Beartown Road

Baraga, Michigan 49908

Dear Ms. Cohen:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Ms. Summer Sky Cohen
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January 26, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Keweenaw Bay Indian Community to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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February 3, 2010

Mr. Monte Davis, Environmental Quality Specialist
Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians, Gun Lake Tribe
1743 142nd Avenue

P.O. Box 218

Dorr, Michigan 49323

Dear Mr. Davis:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Monte Davis
Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of
Pottawatomi Indians, Gun Lake Tribe to participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this
project regarding any traditional cultural or religious places and/or other significant sites that you
are concerned may be affected by this proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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February 3, 2010

Ms. Giiwegiizhigookway Martin

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians
P.O. Box 249

Watersmeet, Michigan 49969

Dear Ms. Martin:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/03)



Ms. Giiwegiizhigookway Martin
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February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake
Superior Chippewa Indians to participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project
regarding any traditional cultural or religious places and/or other significant sites that you are
concerned may be affected by this proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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February 3, 2010

Mr. Earl Meshigaud, Director

Department of Cultural, Language and History
Hannahville Indian Community

N14911 Hannahville, B1 Road

Wilson, Michigan 49896-9717

Dear Mr. Meshigaud:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Earl Meshigaud
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February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Hannahville Indian Community to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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Mr. Mark Parrish

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
P.O. Box 180

Dowagiac, Michigan 49047

Dear Mr. Parrish:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Mark Parrish
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February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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Mr. Dan Shepard, Tribal Planning Director
Little River Band of Ottawa Indians

375 River Street

Manistee, Michigan 49660

Dear Mr. Shepard:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Dan Shepard
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February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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Mr. Jay Sam, Cultural Coordinator
Little River Band of Ottawa Indians
375 River Street

Manistee, Michigan 49660

Dear Mr. Sam:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT
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Mr. Cecil E. Pavlat, Sr.

Cultural Repatriation Specialist

Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians
523 Ashman Street

Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan 49783

Dear Mr. Pavlat:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Cecil E. Pavlat, Sr.
Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa
Indians to participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional
cultural or religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected
by this proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
LANSING

February 3, 2010

Mr. Eric Hemenway

Tribal Repatriation Specialist

Little Traverse Bay Band of Odawa Indians
7500 Odawa Circle

Harbor Springs, Michigan 49740

Dear Mr. Hemenway:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Eric Hemenway
Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Little Traverse Bay Band of Odawa
Indians to participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional
cultural or religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected
by this proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
LANSING

February 3, 2010

Mr. John Rodwan, Environmental Director
Nottawaseppi Huron Bank of Potawatomi Indians
2221 1% Mile Road

Fulton, Michigan 49052

Dear Mr. Rodwan:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. John Rodwan
Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Nottawaseppi Huron Bank of
Potawatomi Indians to participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding
any traditional cultural or religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned
may be affected by this proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
Sincerely,

via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
LANSING

February 3, 2010

Mr. William Johnson

Curator Cultural Resource Management
Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe

7070 East Broadway

Mt. Pleasant, Michigan 48858

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. William Johnson
Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
LANSING

February 3, 2010

Mr. Ronald F. Yob, Chairman
Grand River Band of Ottawa Indians
P.O. Box 2937

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49501

Dear Chairman Yob:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Ronald F. Yob
Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Grand River Band of Ottawa Indians to
participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any traditional cultural or
religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may be affected by this
proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT



STATE OF MICHIGAN

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
LANSING

February 3, 2010

Mr. Curtis Chambers, Chairman

Burt Lake Bank of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians
6461 Brutus Road

Brutus, Michigan 49716

Dear Chairman Chambers:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed
reconstruction and widening of Interstate 75 (I-75) from Dixie Highway (Exit 144) northerly to
the southern terminus of the 1-675 freeway interchange (Exit 150). The project is located in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport Townships in Saginaw County, Michigan. The proposed project is
approximately 5.4 miles in length. Existing I-75 within the proposed project section consists of a
six-lane freeway with concrete median barrier. There are three affected interchanges; one at the
project terminus of Dixie Highway (Bridgeport), one at M-46 (Holland Road—Exit 149), and one
at the southern terminus of the 1-75/1-675 interchange. The project also includes the overpass
structures at Baker, King and Hess Roads and the I-75 structure over the Huron and Eastern Rail
Line. Enclosed is a map that depicts the proposed project limits and study area.

In 2000, MDOT developed an improvement plan for the 1-75 corridor in Genesee, Saginaw, Bay,
and Arenac Counties. The plan addressed such deficiencies as aging roads and bridges,
increased traffic volumes on weekends and holidays, available right-of-way, and drainage. The
corridor plan recommended that 1-75 be widened to eight lanes in all areas between 1-69 in
Genesee County and M-13 in Bay County, where there was not a redundant or parallel interstate
facility; i.e., 1-475 in Flint and 1-675 in Saginaw. The corridor plan also recommended
implementing the improvements in phases due to costs and available funding.

In general, the proposed project is to reconstruct the freeway and widen it from six to eight lanes.
Because a concrete median barrier already exists, any additional lanes added within this project
section will require widening on the outside lanes. Preliminary issues identified during project
scoping include: potential right-of-way displacements, noise impacts, environmental justice,
maintenance of traffic considerations associated with heavy seasonal tourism travel, impacts
associated with construction activities including possible impacts to cultural resources, and
providing adequate under clearance for all bridge overpasses within the project limits.
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Mr. Curtis Chambers
Page 2
February 3, 2010

On behalf of the FHWA, MDOT respectfully invites the Burt Lake Bank of Ottawa and
Chippewa Indian to participate in formal Section 106 consultation for this project regarding any
traditional cultural or religious places and/or other significant sites that you are concerned may
be affected by this proposed project.

We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible to consult with you on this proposed
undertaking. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 517-335-2637 and/or
via e-mail at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

Sincerely,

<§M o N =

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Project Planning Division
Environmental Section

Enclosure
BTP:PPD:ENV:JAR:ks
cc: Gloria Siwek, MDOT












STATE OF MICHIGAN

RICK SNYDER DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRKT. STEUDLE
ANSING
June 1, 2012

Ms. Cindy Patek, Director

Eyaawing Museum and Cultural Center

Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians
2605 N. West Bay Shore Drive

Peshawbestown, Michigan 49682

Dear Ms. Patek:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation
on the above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR s

cc. Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

R'ggvimo'ﬁER DEPARTMENT OLIiN'SFII,?GA NSPORTATION KIRK T[)-IEETC'TESJRDLE
June 1, 2012

Ms. Paula Carrick

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Bay Mills Indian Community
12099 West Lakeshore Drive
Brimley, Michigan 49715

Dear Ms. Carrick

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Bay Mills Indian Community participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the above referenced
project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s archaeological
investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT right of
way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at this
location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological investigations;
however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological investigations, we will
notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at

robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

RICK SNYDER DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK T. STEUDLE
June 1, 2012

Mr. Chris Chosa

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Keweenaw Bay Indian Community
16429 Beartown Road

Baraga, Michigan 49908

Dear Mr. Chosa:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Keweenaw Bay Indian Community participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the above
referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s archaeological
investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT right of
way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at this
location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological investigations;
however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological investigations, we will
notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at

robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR s

cc. Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

R'ggvimo'ﬁER DEPARTMENT OLIiNIEGANSPORTATION K'RK;-RSCTT%LR’D'-E
June 1, 2012

Ms. Giiwegiizhigookway Martin

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians
P.O. Box 249

Watersmeet, Michigan 49969

Dear Ms. Martin:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians participate in formal Section 106
consultation on the above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of
MDOT’s archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were
determined not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located
outside of MDOT right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of
way is required at this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional
archaeological investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional
archaeological investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns

please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File
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www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)



STATE OF MICHIGAN

RICK SNYDER DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRKT. STEUDLE
ANSING
June 1, 2012

Mr. Cecil E. Pavlat, Sr.

Cultural Repatriation Specialist

Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians
523 Ashman Street

Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan 49783

Dear Mr. Pavlat:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the
above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR s

cc. Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File
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June 1, 2012

Mr. William Johnson

Curator, Ziibiwing Center

The Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan
6650 East Broadway

Mt. Pleasant, Michigan 48858

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the
above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR s

cc. Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File
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June 1, 2012

Mr. Mike Zimmerman

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
PO Box 180

Dowagiac, Michigan 49047

Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the above
referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s archaeological
investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT right of
way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at this
location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological investigations;
however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological investigations, we will
notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at

robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012

Ms. Sydney Martin

Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi
3556 26" Street

Hopkins, Michigan 49328

Dear Ms. Martin:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi participate in formal Section 106 consultation on
the above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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R'ggvimo'ﬁER DEPARTMENT OLIiN'SFII,?GA NSPORTATION KIRK -ll;'IRSEI'IrEOURDLE
June 1, 2012

Mr. Daniel Shepard

Planning Director

Little River Band of Ottawa Indians
375 River Street

Manistee, Michigan 49660

Dear Mr. Shepard:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the above
referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s archaeological
investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT right of
way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at this
location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological investigations;
however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological investigations, we will
notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at

robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012
Mr. Jay Sam

Cultural Coordinator

Little River Band of Ottawa Indians
375 River Street

Manistee, Michigan 49660

Dear Mr. Sam:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the above-
referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s archaeological
investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT right of
way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at this
location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological investigations;
however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological investigations, we will
notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at

robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012

Mr. John Rodwan

Environmental Director

Nottawaseppi Huron Band of Potawatomi Indians
22211 1/2 Mile Road

Fulton, Michigan 49052

Dear Mr. Rodwan:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Nottawaseppi Huron Band of Potawatomi Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation on
the above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012

Mr. Earl Meshigaud

Department of Culture, Language and History
Hannahville Indian Community

N-14911 Hannahville, B1 Road

Wilson, Michigan 49896-9717

Dear Mr. Meshigaud:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Hannahville Indian Community participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the above
referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s archaeological
investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT right of
way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at this
location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological investigations;
however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological investigations, we will
notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at

robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012

Mr. Ronald F. Yob, Chairman
Grand River Band of Ottawa Indians
P.O. Box 2937

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49501

Dear Mr. Yob:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Grand River Band of Ottawa Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the above
referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s archaeological
investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT right of
way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at this
location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological investigations;
however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological investigations, we will
notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 517-335-2637 or at

robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012

Mr. Bruce Hamlin

The Burt Lake Band of Ottawa & Chippewa Indians, Inc.
6461 E. Brutus Road

Box 206

Brutus, Michigan 49716

Dear Mr. Hamlin:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Burt Lake Band of Ottawa & Chippewa Indians, Inc. participate in formal Section 106 consultation on
the above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012

Mr. Monte Davis

Environmental Quality Specialist
Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians
1743 142nd Avenue

PO Box 218

Dorr, Michigan 49323

Dear Mr. Davis:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Match-E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band of Potawatomi participate in formal Section 106 consultation on
the above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as ho new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR s

cc. Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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June 1, 2012

Mr. Wesley L. Andrews
MACPRA/NAGPRA Representative

Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians
524 Bemidji Ct.

Ann Arbor Michigan 48103

Dear Mr. Andrews:

Proposed Reconstruction and Widening of Interstate 75
Saginaw County, Michigan

In our letter dated February 3, 2010, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) requested that
the Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians participate in formal Section 106 consultation on the
above referenced project. This is a follow-up letter to inform you about the results of MDOT’s
archaeological investigations that located six archaeological sites. Five of these sites were determined not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The sixth site is located outside of MDOT
right of way and will not be impacted by the proposed construction, as no new right of way is required at
this location. At this time MDOT does not anticipate the need for additional archaeological
investigations; however, if project plans change in the future requiring additional archaeological
investigations, we will notify you. In the interim, if you have any questions or concerns please contact

me at 517-335-2637 or at robertsonj3@michigan.gov.

James A. Robertson, Ph.D.
Staff Archaeologist
Environmental Section

Sincerely,

BHD.ESS.JR.js

cc: Mary Finch, FHWA
David Williams, FHWA
Stuart Lindsay, MDOT
File

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING « P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov ¢ (517) 373-2090
LH-LAN-0 (01/11)
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MDOT I-75 Final Noise Analysis Report
April 2012 Cs 73111
JN 107497

Noise Analysis Technical Report
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report evaluated the potential noise impacts of the proposed improvements along a
portion of the I-75 corridor, within the project limits from Dixie Highway to Janes Road in
Saginaw County, in conformance with corresponding Federal regulations and guidance
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The goal of the I-75 project is to
widen and reconstruct the existing six-lane freeway section to eight-lanes within the
project limits noted.

The project is being studied as a Type 1 project because it includes the addition of a
through-traffic lane in each direction, which triggers the requirement for a noise
analysis.

The noise analysis presents the existing and future acoustical environment at various
receptors located along the I-75 corridor. The determination of noise abatement
measures and locations is in compliance with the Federal Highways Administration’s
(FHWA's) Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise
as presented in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 23 Part 772 (23 CFR 722), and
the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT): Highway Noise Analysis and
Abatement Handbook, July 2011. The MDOT: Highway Noise Analysis and Abatement
Handbook is in compliance with the MDOT’s State Transportation Commission Policy
10136 Noise Abatement, dated July 31, 2003.

Field measurements with concurrent traffic counts are taken to compare with modeled
noise levels to validate the TNM for use on the specific project to predict existing and
design year noise levels. Existing noise level measurements were conducted on May 9,
2011, May 10, 2011 and May 24, 2011 at fourteen (14) representative sites in the
project vicinity. A minimum 15 minute measurement was taken at each site during peak
and off-peak traffic time periods. Peak traffic periods are generally defined as between
7:00 am and 8:30 am and between 4:00 pm and 6:00 pm. Traffic counts were taken at
each site, concurrent with the noise measurements.

The traffic noise prediction program, TNM®2.5, was used to model existing, 2035 No-
Build, and 2035 Build traffic noise levels within the study area. Table 1 lists the number
of locations within a Common Noise Environment (CNE) that approaching or exceeding
the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). The limits of the CNEs are depicted in
Figure 1 and in Appendix A. The Future 2035 No-Build traffic noise levels, within the
overall project area, would increase by a maximum 2 dB(A), Leq Over the existing
conditions. The Future 2035 Build traffic noise levels, within the overall project area,
would increase by a maximum 2 dB(A), Leq Over the existing conditions.
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MDOT I-75 Final Noise Analysis Report
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JN 107497
Table 1: Number of Locations Within CNEs that Approach or Exceed the NAC
Activity Description Existing 2035 No Build 2035 Build

CNE Area A — Multifamily 0 0 0

CNE Area B — Park Area 0 0 0

CNE Area C — Residential 10 12 12

CNE Area D — Residential 52 56 60

CNE Area E — Residential 23 25 25

CNE Area F — Residential 12 14 16

CNE Area G — Residential 9 12 16

CNE Area H — Residential 4 4 6

CNE Area | — Residential 11 14 19

CNE Area J — Residential 4 6 8

CNE Area K — Residential 9 9 10

CNE Area L — Residential 5 5 6

CNE Area M — Residential 1 2 2

CNE Area N — Active Sports Area 1 1 1

CNE Area O — Mixed use 0 0 0

A total of twelve (12) noise barriers have been evaluated for this noise study. The
barriers were labeled according to the CNE area they were designed to protect.

Noise Barrier D was the only barrier that was found to satisfy MDOT's feasibility and
reasonableness criteria. This barrier would provide mitigation for 67 single family
residences. The noise barrier would be 16 feet in height, have an approximate length of
2705 feet, and provide 2 to 15 decibels of insertion loss. The estimated cost of this
barrier is $1,947,555 with a cost that would equal $29,068 per benefitted residence.

Barriers C, G, and N were found to be feasible but beyond the allowable cost per benefit
upper limit in the reasonableness determination. The remaining evaluated barriers
(Barriers E, F, H, |, J, K, L, and M) do not meet the MDOT feasibility criteria or the
MDOT reasonableness criteria for noise barrier construction.

MDOT is committed to informing local officials within whose jurisdiction(s) the highway
project is located, of ways to prevent future highway traffic noise impacts on currently
undeveloped lands. This outreach typically includes: providing information on noise
compatible land use planning concepts; estimation of the distance to the Future 2035
Build 66 dB(A) noise contour (the noise level corresponding with MDOTSs definition of
“approaching” the NAC for Activity Categories B and C), shown on Figures NP1 through
NP8 in Appendix A; and informing local officials of MDOTs Type Il noise barrier program
and its requirements as outlined in MDOTs Highway Noise Analysis and Abatement
Handbook and MDOT Commission Policy 10136.

MDOT’s noise policy states that when noise impacts are identified, feasible and

reasonable noise abatement measures shall be incorporated into transportation
improvement project. Based on the study completed, abatement of noise impacts for
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the proposed I|-75 project appears to be feasible and reasonable for the residential
properties located on the west side of I-75 found directly south of Hess Street.

CNE A

CNEO N

I

CNE D CNEC
%\ CNEE
%/ CNE F

CNE G

CNEH

CNE |
CNEJ

CNE K
CNEL CNE M

CNE N

Figure 1: CNE Vicinity Map
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U.5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NRCS-CPA-106

MNatural Resources Conservation Service {Rev. 1-91)
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART 1 {Te be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evalualion Request o1 5 Sheet 1 of
1. Namo of Project )\ 107497 |75 Dixie Hwy to 1-675, EA o Aeney Invoived
2. Type of Project  yrapsportation, Reconstruct, Add Lane 8. County and State g4ainaw, Michigan
PART It (To be comploted by NRCS) f. Dsa};ﬁ&auest Received by NRCS | 2. 5_8%33138?1[?9[;“9 Form
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewida or IDF?E important farr.n!and? YES m NO D 4. Acres Ircigated .;':r'esrage Farm Size
{Hf no, the FPPA does nof apply - Do not comptlete additiona! parts of this form}.
5. Malor Cropis) : 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmland As Dafined in FPPA
Corn " Acres: 396,700 %, 745 Acras: 235,700 s, 745
8. Name Of Lang Evaluation System Usaed 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Relurned by NRCS
County LESA 6/6/12
Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART Hl (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corrldor A Corridor B : Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 2
B. Total Acres To Ba Converted tndireclly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Corridor 2 0 0 [
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 2
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govl, Unit To Be Converted 0
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Gowvl. Jurisdiction With Same Qr Higher Relative Valua 27
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 8 - 100 Points)
PART VI {To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)} | Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 3
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 =%
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 |
4. Proteclion Provided By State And Local Government 20 o
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 3
8, Creation OF Nonfarmable Farmland 25 |
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5§ S
8. On-Farm Invesiments 20 5
9, Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 ﬁ
10. Compatibility With Existing Agriculiural Use 10 ,@'
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 ¢ 22 0 0 0
PART VIl {To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland {From Parl V} 100 3'..‘.
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160 g A 0 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 g ,_Eﬂ 0 0 0

1. Corrider Selecled: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands lo be
Converted by Project:

pidl <148

3. Dale Of Selaction:

4. Was A Local Site Assessmenl Used?

ves [1 w~o [

5. Reason For Selection:

OV\\\{ oLy o.._,\_\-v_rmd\'w_ 5 No \w-’\o\.

Ty {Jwiuj\‘ | TN} ci\fto:H\{ eVolvesd tv Feducstha oamownt of row \'utw'uol.
Avoidan L oF MMI’R\'A‘JMQK f.ﬂh{asb‘t‘.i hus Totan Plu\.ﬂ.—-

Signature of Person Complating this Part:

|oATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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I-75 RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING, SAGINAW COUNTY
COMMENT FORM

MDOT is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed reconstruction and widening of
I-75 in Saginaw County, from Dixie Highway to the southern interchange of I-675. The 5.4-mile project in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport townships would complete a 40-mile stretch of reconstructed, eight-lane
freeway from 1-475 north of Flint to the M-13 Connector in Bay County. Your input is important as MDOT
considers the impacts the Improvements would have on the human and natural environments. Thank you.

GET INVOLVED!

Your comments are important and will become a matter of public record. Comments and supportive
documentation will be shared with the appropriate MDOT and Federal Highway Administration personnel.

* * *PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY * * *

Name { { AR ES kn > LA E-mail

Address LT - 2 gg““? & AL ‘
City el fonp o) State /74, Zipcode /2 /.o Z
TELL US WHAT YOU THINK.

Please use the space below and additional pages if necessary. Turn your comment form in at the public
meeting, or mail, fax or e-mail them (see below).

[y Moy (osceinf (4 Thnteic Alerse

Please return this form before you leave, or mail or fax it as soon as possible to:

Robert H. Parsons

FPublic Involvement and Hearings Officer

Michigan Department of Transportation

425 W. Ottawa, P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, MI 48909
Fax: 517.373.9255
parsonsb@michigan.gov




I-75 RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING, SAGINAW COUNTY
COMMENT FORM

MDOT is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed reconstruction and widening of
I-75 in Saginaw County, from Dixie Highway to the southern interchange of 1-675. The 5.4-mile project in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport townships would complete a 40-mile stretch of reconstructed, eight-lane
freeway from 1-475 north of Flint to the M-13 Connector in Bay County. Your input is important as MDOT
considers the impacts the improvements would have on the human and natural environments. Thank you.

GET INVOLVED!

Your comments are important and will become a matter of public record. Comments and supportive
documentation will be shared with the appropriate MDOT and Federal Highway Administration personnel.

* * *PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY * * *
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Name -~ Gl f v Htw” < 40 E-mail
Address 5 (] Clotied
City evc State '/ / Zipcode 7 ST/
TELL US WHAT YOU THINK.

Please use the space below and additional pages if necessary. Turn your comment form in at the public
meeting, or mail, fax or e-mail them (see below).
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Please return this form before you leave, or mail or fax it as soon as possible to:

Robert H. Parsons

Public Involvement and Hearings Officer

Michigan Department of Transportation

425 W. Ottawa, P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, MI 48909
Fax: 517.373.9255
parsonsb@michigan.gov




I-75 RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING, SAGINAW COUNTY
COMMENT FORM

MDOT is preparing an Environmental Assessment {EA) for the proposed reconstruction and widening of
1-75 In Saginaw County, from Dixie Highway to the southern interchange of 1-675. The 5.4-mile project in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport townships would complete a 40-mile stretch of reconstructed, eight-lane
freeway from 1-475 north of Flint to the M-13 Connector in Bay County. Your input is important as MDOT
considers the impacts the improvements would have on the human and natural environments. Thank you.

GET INVOLVED!

Your comments are important and will become a matter of public record. Comments and supportive
documentation will be shared with the appropriate MDOT and Federal Highway Administration personnel.

* * *PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY * * *
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Address , .50/ ¢ lenlos C’/

City M e State Ao Zipcode 540/
.

TELL US WHAT YOU THINK.

Please use the space below and additional pages if necessary. Turn your comment form in at the public
meeting, or mail, fax or e-mail them (see below).
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Please return this form before you leave, or mail or fax it as soon as possible to:

Robert H. Parsons

Fublic Involvement and Hearings Officer

Michigan Department of Transportation

425 W. Ottawa, P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, MI 48309
Fax: §17.373.9255
parsonsb@michigan.gov



I-75 RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING, SAGINAW COUNTY
COMMENT FORM

MDOT is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed reconstruction and widening of
I-75 in Saginaw County, from Dixie Highway to the southern interchange of 1-675. The 5.4-mile project in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport townships would complete a 40-mile stretch of reconstructed, eight-lane
freeway from 1-475 north of Flint to the M-13 Connector in Bay County. Your input is important as MDOT
considers the impacts the improvements would have on the human and natural environments. Thank you.

GET INVOLVED!

Your comments are important and will become a matter of public record. Comments and supportive
documentation will be shared with the appropriate MDOT and Federal Highway Administration personnel.
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TELL US WHAT YOU THINK.

Please use the space below and additionaf pages if necessary. Turn your comment form in at the public
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Please return this form before you leave, or mail or fax it as soon as poSsible to:

Robert H. Parsons
Public Involvement and Hearings Officer
Michigan Department of Transportation
425 W. Otftawa, P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, MI 48909
Fax: 517.373.9255
parsonsb@michigan.gov




I-75 RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING, SAGINAW COUNTY
COMMENT FORM

MDOT is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed reconstruction and widening of
I-756 in Saginaw County, from Dixie Highway to the southern interchange of 1-675. The 5.4-mile project in
Buena Vista and Bridgeport townships would complete a 40-mile stretch of reconstructed, eight-lane
freeway from 1-475 north of Flint to the M-13 Connector in Bay County. Your input is important as MDOT
considers the impacts the improvements would have on the human and natural environments. Thank you.

GET INVOLVED!

Your comments are important and will become a matter of public record. Comments and supportive
documentation wili be shared with the appropriate MDOT and Federal Highway Administration personnel.

* * *PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY * * *

Name .‘[_,)ME GEIQE& E-mail
Address S4E FReEpERIck S7.
City Tran/ e MuTi State Mz ? Zincode A8 734

(1Tis Lirrie Bavarm )

TELL US WHAT YOU THINK.

Please use the space below and additional pages if necessary. Turn your comment form in at the public
meeting, or mail, fax or e-mail them (see below).

1 FAYOR _WIDEN /G So TRUCKS Wikt Reteam

oN LT85 AD Nor (ome THrROUuGH  Flanker MUTH
Aup  Honk THER Hoeds AT ToucisT [ADi=s sal
THE A TAIK TOPS oo we BEsSiDEsS We WeauT TRAEFC
Coming  So We Cun HERE THE Aclcoed  ai
Mus,e ArTHe  FiscHER FLATEE

Please return this form before you leave, or mail or fax it as soon as possible to:

Robert H. Parsons

Public involvement and Hearings Officer

Michigan Department of Transportation

425 W. Ottawa, P.O. Box 30050
Lansing, MI 48909
Fax: 517.373.9255
parsonsb@michigan.gov
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR WIDENING
5.4 MILES OF I-75 IN SAGINAW COUNTY
PUBLIC MEETING - JUNE 6, 2012
COMMENT FORM

GET INVOLVED! Your comments are important.

* * *PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY * * *

Name fgﬁ Besy & Miedng Emall _roh g minarel@acl.com
Address /327 §. Fors s icr g/ </

City 05 mirscpeny State A& ZipCode #5722 2

TELL US WHAT YOU THINK.

Please use the space below and additional pages if necessary. Turn your comment form in at the public

meeting. If you wish, you may mail, fax or e-mail them (see below). .
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Please return this form before you leave or mail, e-mail or fax to:
Bob Parsons
MDOT Public involvement
P.O, Box 30050
Lansing, Ml 48909
Fax: 517-373-9255
parsonshb@mechigan.gov



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR WIDENING
5.4 MILES OF |-75 IN SAGINAW COUNTY
PUBLIC MEETING - JUNE 6, 2012
COMMENT FORM

GET INVOLVED! Your comments are important.
* * *PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY * * *

Name (SHKT4Y LAFRAMIL0 250 E-mail /A

Address “/2¢  pedd howd w0

City SAcrmAn” State /+1.-7 ZinCode Gv 49y
TELL US WHAT YOU THINK.

Please use the space below and additional pages if necessary. Turn your comment form in at the public
meeting. If you wish, you may mail, fax or e-mail them (see below).
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Please return this form before you leave or mail, e-mail or fax to:
Bob Parsons
MDOT Public Involvement
P.Q. Box 30050
Lansing, Ml 48909
Fax: 517-373-9255
parsonsb@mchigan.gov



Michigan Department
Of Transportation
5401 (03/12)

MDOT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SIGN-IN SHEET

By providing the following contact information you acknowledge your participation in this public meeting and assist MDOT in notifying you of future
meetings on this project/topic. It will be kept separate from demographic information collected on Form 5400 -Title VI Public Involvement Survey.

Meeting Purpose:
Environmental Assessment for 1-75 Widening in Saginaw County

Location of Meeting:
Bay Region Office

Date:
June 6, 2012
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Please Print * Please Print
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Michigan Department
Of Transportation
5401 (03/12)

MDOT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SIGN-IN SHEET

By providing the following contact information you acknowledge your participation in this public meeting and assist MDOT in notifying you of future
meetings on this project/topic. it will be kept separate from demographic information collected on Form 5400 -Title VI Public Involvement Survey.

Meeting Purpose: Location of Meeting: Date:

Environmental Assessment for [-75 Widening in Saginaw County Bay Region Office June 6, 2012
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Michigan Department
Of Transportation
5401 (03/12)

MDOT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SIGN-IN SHEET

By providing the following contact information you acknowledge your participation in this public meeting and assist MDOT in notifying you of future
meetings on this project/topic. It will be kept separate from demographic information collected on Form 5400 -Title VI Public [nvolvement Survey.

Meeting Purpose: o . Location of Meeting: Date:
Environmental Assessment for I-75 Widening in Saginaw County Bay Region Office June 6, 2012
Please Print * Please Print * Please Print * Please Print
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Michigan Department
Of Transportation
5401 {0312)

MDOT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SIGN-IN SHEET

By providing the following contact information you acknowledge your participation in this public meeting and assist MDOT in notifying you of future
meetings on this project/topic. It will be kept separate from demographic information collected on Form 5400 -Title VI Public Involvement Survey.

Meeting Purpose:
Environmental Assessment for I-75 Widening in Saginaw County

Location of Meeting:
Bay Region Cffice

Date:
June 8, 2012
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Of Transportation
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MDOT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SIGN-IN SHEET

By providing the following contact information you acknowledge your participation in this public meeting and assist MDOT in notifying you of future
meetings on this project/topic. It will be kept separate from demographic information collected on Form 5400 -Title VI Public Involvement Survey.

Meeting Purpose:
Environmental Assessment for |-75 Widening in Saginaw County

Location of Meeting:
Bay Region Office

Date:
June 8, 2012
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I-75 from Dixie Highway to I-675 G Abbreviated Environmental Assessment






Lawrie, Ann (MDOT)

Subject: FW: Buena Vista Lions Club Park

From: Dexter Mitchell [mailto:dmitchell@bvct.org]
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 8:46AM

To: Lawrie, Ann (MDQOT)

Cc: Bayus, Richard (MDOT)

Subject: RE: Buena Vista Lions Club Park

Ann,
Yes your statement is accurate

Dexter A. Mitchell

Interim Township Manager
Buena Vista Charter Township
1160 S. Outer Dr.

Saginaw MI 48601

This electronic mail transmission contains PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION intended
only for the use of the Addressee(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any dissemination or copying of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
transmission in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return the original transmission to us at the
above e-mail address. Thank you.

From: Lawrie, Ann (MDQOT)

Sent: Monday, April 15, 2013 1:50PM

To: dmitchell@bvct.org

Cc: Bayus, Richard (MDOT)
Subject: Buena Vista Lions Club Park

Good Afternoon Mr. Mitchell,

We spoke recently regarding MDOT'’s proposed improvements to I-75 and the potential to impact the Buena Vista Lions
Club Park. During the discussion, it came to light that Buena Vista Charter Township does not own or have any deeded
rights to the Soap Box Derby property directly adjacent to I-75, although the Township does maintain a small portion of
the Soap Box Derby property to preserve aesthetics at the adjacent Lions Club Park.

So that MDOT may move forward with our Environmental Assessment process, would you please confirm the above to
be accurate?

Thank you again for your time and assistance.
Kindest Regards,
Ann

Ann M. Lawrie

Environmental Clearance Coordinator/Section 4(f) Specialist
Environmental Section

Michigan Department of Transportation

(517) 241-3954
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