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“The program focuses on making government

 eff ective, effi  cient, and inclusive; providing

 a safe and secure transportation system; 

protecting natural resources, air quality, and

 improving land use practices; as well as providing 

economic development opportunities as set 

forth in Governor Jennifer M. Granholm’s vision 

for improving the quality of life, and growing 

Michigan’s economy.”

     Kirk T. Steudle, Director
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

The Michigan Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) FY 2009-2013 Transportation Program is 
an integrated multi-modal program that continues 
to implement the goals and policies outlined 
by the State Transportation Commission (STC), 
emphasizing preservation of the transportation 
system and providing safe mobility to Michigan’s 
citizens. The program focuses on making govern-
ment eff ective, effi  cient, and inclusive; providing a 
safe and secure transportation system; protecting 
natural resources and air quality, improving land 
use practices; and providing economic develop-
ment opportunities as set forth in Governor 
Jennifer M. Granholm’s vision for improving our 
quality of life, and growing Michigan’s economy.

TRANSPORTATION 
FUNDING CRISIS
This year, the Five-Year Transportation Program has 
a theme. That theme is: “Our needs are far exceed-
ing our fi nancial resources.” Over previous years, 
words like “problems” or “issues” or “concerns” have 
been used to describe the impending funding 
challenges the transportation industry in Michigan 
has faced.  Now it is our belief that the best word 
to describe the transportation challenges in our 
state is crisis. MDOT and our partners are facing 
unprecedented times and we face signifi cant 
challenges.

The crisis we now face is a result of many things 
including volatile gas prices, which have led many 
motorists to make permanent changes to their 
driving habits.  Many are driving less and buying 
more fuel effi  cient vehicles and hybrids, leading 
to a $100 million decrease in gas tax revenue over 
the past fi ve years, and this trend is expected to 
continue.  In addition, skyrocketing business costs 
and the cost of raw materials like asphalt and steel 
are eroding the purchasing power of the funding 
we do have. Our transportation system is aging 
and is to the point where many of our roads and 
bridges need major reconstruction to provide the 
level of service the public expects.

A similar crisis exists for what we refer to as our 
“multi-modal programs.”  These programs provide 
assistance for local and intercity bus service and 
airports, as well as passenger transportation and 
freight rail service. The programs receive funding 
through the Comprehensive Transportation Fund 
(CTF) and State Aeronautics Fund (SAF).  These 
programs have all experienced reduced revenues 
for a number of years, and that trend is expected 
to only get worse.

Current & Reduced 
Highway Program
This Five-Year Transportation Program document 
identifi es two highway program investment 
strategies.  The fi rst assumes that MDOT can match 
all federal revenues available. The second refl ects 
a reduced highway program investment assuming 
insuffi  cient state revenues will be available to 

match all of the estimated available federal funds.  
The highway revenue forecast indicates that MDOT 
will not be able to match all federal funds avail-
able, beginning in FY 2011. 

State transportation funds have been declining 
for a number of years as a result of the following 
factors:

• Steady decline in travel since 2004.
• Higher fuel prices resulting in fewer gallons sold.
• Shift to more fuel effi  cient vehicles.
• Fewer vehicle registrations due to weak 

economy.
• Cost of doing business continues to increase.

Due to the decline in state revenue and predicted 
inability to match federal-aid, a reduced program 
investment strategy to begin in FY 2011 was 
developed and approved by the STC in September 
2008. The reduced program strategy continues 
to focus on preservation as well as safety and 
operations, provides funding to all highway capital 
programs, and supports technology advances 
such as Intelligent Transportation Systems and 
Vehicle Infrastructure Integration.  In addition, 
the strategy emphasizes maintaining project 
production schedules so program delivery can 
continue if additional revenues become available.  
Other guidelines for the reduced program include 
maintaining high priority projects on interstates 
and corridors of highest signifi cance, leveraging 
local contributions, maintaining a geographic 
balance, and maintaining a mix of fi x types.  
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Current and Reduced 
Passenger Transportation 
Program
While the Highway Program presents both a 
current and reduced program, the Passenger 
Transportation Program (a component of the 
Multi-Modal Program) represents continuation of 
an already reduced program.  Revenue shortfalls 
have been plaguing this program for several fi scal 
years.  The result has been a slow, steady decline 
in the program.  Adjustments have been made 
annually so each component of the program fi ts 
the funds available.  Additional program reduc-
tions may be needed – and will be made annually 
– if revenues do not support the already reduced 
program.  A current program, i.e., preservation of 
the existing system, and any expansion is depen-
dent on additional revenues. 

American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 
As a result of the recent economic downturn at 
the national level, the U.S. Congress initiated a 
plan known as The American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act of 2009 in an attempt to stimulate 
the economy.   

At the time this plan was written, the total amount 
of funding that Michigan would receive under this 
act had not been fi nalized. Based on the proposed 
legislation, we anticipate a larger 2009 transporta-
tion program if the package is implemented.  Once 
passed, the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act funds will come to states both through discre-
tionary grant programs and through the regular 
federal-aid highway and transit program processes 
and formulas.    

All stimulus projects must be eligible to receive 
federal-aid.  For roads, the project must be located 
on the designated federal-aid highway system, in 
general, the higher level road system; and the type 
of work must be a capital project that is substantial 
enough to warrant federal investment. The money 
can not be spent on maintenance or administra-
tive activities.  In order to be eligible for the 
stimulus money, the project must follow all federal 
project development rules and processes.  

The transit money will be processed through 
federal formulas in the law for both urban and 
rural transit systems, with urban transit funds 
allocated directly to the transit agencies. Funds 
for rail systems and airport improvements will 
be awarded by the appropriate federal agencies 
through a competitive project selection process 
that has not yet been defi ned.

The federal focus for the project selection is on 
jobs creation and stimulating the economy by 
getting transportation projects underway quickly.  
The defi nition of “quickly” is the subject of much 
debate, but for the present, the list only includes 
projects that could be obligated in 180 days from 
mid-February 2009.

The Governor has also indicated that in addition 
to creating jobs, she would like to put unemployed 
people back to work, train people for jobs of 
the future, and consider Cities of Promise and 
unemployment rates when advancing projects.  
She has also indicated that she would like us to 
fi nd ways to make Michigan “greener” by including 
environmental sensitivity and energy savings in 
the project selections. 

A 120-180 day readiness requirement is a very 
high goal to achieve. As part of the planning 
process, projects are selected and prioritized 
and entered into a four-year Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP) (for urban areas) and 
the four-year State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) (for the areas outside of urban 
areas).  As such, they are subject to much scrutiny 
and public involvement.  Once programmed, 
construction projects proceed through environ-
mental clearance, design, real estate acquisition 
(if needed), and on to construction.  Complex 
projects can take many years to reach readiness.  
Other simpler projects can be processed in a 
fraction of that time.  

Our fi rst task for evaluating highway and transit 
projects that could be eligible for the stimulus 
program was to identify those that have already 
proceeded beyond environmental clearance and 
where design was complete or could be acceler-
ated.  For both urban and rural transit formula 
funds, a large portion of the funds will likely be 
spent on vehicle related projects (replacement 
buses, bus rehabilitations, etc.) that do not require 
environmental clearances.  Readiness will be 
determined by federal requirements, since federal 
funds can only be used to replace buses that have 
reached their useful life or that are needed to 
expand services.  However, when transit funds are 
used for facilities, project selection will need to 
take into consideration whether the project has 
proceeded beyond environmental clearance.   

Highway Capital Program
In addition to the federal focus and the 
Governor’s focus for the stimulus money, MDOT 
has developed criteria for road projects. These 
criteria include federal eligibility, project readiness, 
geographic balance, preservation focus, within 
Cities of Promise, economic development 
potential, Corridors of Highest Signifi cance, 
and multi-modal coordination opportunities.
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As a fi rst step, MDOT developed a list of potential 
stimulus projects from various parts of the depart-
ment through a call for projects.  Projects identi-
fi ed through the Call were placed into one of four 
categories:  Preservation, Green, Expansion, and 
Multi-Modal.  Multi-modal projects, such as transit, 
aviation and rail, which were identifi ed in the Call, 
are being forwarded to the appropriate MDOT 
offi  ces for possible inclusion in The American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 stimulus 
list.  Priority was given to projects that could be 
obligated within 180 days.

Passenger Transportation 
Programs
For the passenger transportation programs, the 
only funding that will be directly apportioned to 
MDOT will be for rural transit.  Project readiness 
will be the most important factor.  However, 
MDOT will also look for projects that will create 
or protect Michigan jobs and maintain existing 
transit services that help rural Michigan residents 
access jobs and education.  Urban formula funds 
will be apportioned directly to urban agencies and 
they will select the projects.  In addition to transit 
formula funds allocated to MDOT and urban tran-
sit agencies, the stimulus bills may also provide for 
the following passenger transportation projects:

• Fixed guideway formula funds that will be 
apportioned via federal formula - The Detroit 
Transportation Corporation (People Mover) 
is the only eligible entity in Michigan and they 
will select the projects for whatever money 
is allocated.

• Capital Investment Grants, which will be 
distributed by the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) under the federal “New Starts” Program for 

projects currently under construction or able 
to award contracts within 120 days - The only 
project in Michigan that may meet the readiness 
criteria is the Grand Rapids Bus Rapid Transit 
project that has been approved by FTA to enter 
into project development.

• Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) Capital 

Assistance for intercity passenger rail, which 
will provide competitive grants to state DOTs for 
the repair, rehabilitation, upgrade, or purchase 
of railroad assets or infrastructure that can be 
awarded by the end of FY 2009. MDOT will 
determine which projects it will submit for 
consideration based on the fi nal criteria estab-
lished in the bill and by FRA. 

• High Speed Rail Corridor Program, which 
will provide competitive grants to state DOTs 
for the improvement of track, equipment, grade 
crossings, environmental mitigation, com-
munication and signalization in high speed rail 
corridors such as the corridor designated from 
Detroit to Chicago. MDOT will determine which 
projects it will submit for consideration based 
on the fi nal criteria established in the bill and 
by FRA. These funds will be available for expen-
diture until the end of FY 2010.

Aviation Project Selection
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 identifi ed $1.3 billion to the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) for discretionary projects 
in two programs.   MDOT has contacted FAA and 
was informed that FAA expects to spend a yet-
undetermined portion of the funding in Michigan.  
FAA will work with MDOT’s Bureau of Aeronautics 
and Freight Services (BAFS) to identify aviation 
projects. 

BAFS has identifi ed aviation projects for economic 
stimulus funding.  Projects were selected from a 
list submitted by local airport sponsors in planning 
meetings. The projects were then screened for 
eligibility under the federal Airport Improvement 
Program and prioritized relative to community 
criteria, as well as state and federal system plan 
priorities.  Projects submitted were reviewed for 
readiness. The projects selected will be “shovel 
ready” within 120 days, meaning all planning and 
environmental work required is either completed 
or in the fi nal phase.

Rail Freight Program
The Local Rail Service Assistance Program, 
which was designed to retain and improve 
essential rail freight service, was phased out in the 
late eighties.  As such, there is no existing program 
that allows for the pass through of federal funds 
for rail freight purposes.  While AASHTO has 
been working diligently to add an amendment 
to the legislation that would include funding for 
freight purposes, no fi nal decision has been made.  
MDOT’s anticipated approach will be to qualify the 
proposed upgrade to the state–owned rail system 
under the economic development component of 
the legislation.  

Railroad grade crossing improvement projects 
are eligible for funding under the Highway 
Infrastructure portion of The American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009, and in the high 
speed rail corridor portion of the bill.  Candidate 
projects will be identifi ed in cooperation with 
local governments and railroad companies and 
submitted through the transportation planning 
process for funding 
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Program Development
The Five-Year Transportation Program is an 
integrated program that includes highways, 
bridges, public transit, rail, aviation, marine, and 
non-motorized transportation. The Multi-Modal 
Program focuses largely on continued safe and 
secure operation of the existing transportation 
system through routine maintenance, capital 
replacement and rehabilitation; and preservation 
of existing service levels. 

The highway portion is a rolling program; each 
year, a new fi fth year is added and program/proj-
ect adjustments are made to other years. This 
document only pertains to that portion of the pro-
grams that MDOT delivers, and does not account 
for those portions delivered locally with state and 
federal funds that are directly controlled by local 
agencies, such as transit agencies or county road 
commissions. 

The highway program development process is 
a yearlong, multi-stage process as shown in the 
fl owchart to the right.  

MDOT continues to emphasize and strengthen 
partnering eff orts with transportation stakehold-
ers and the general public throughout this pro-
gram to maximize the resources we do have. 

MDOT will also continue to implement processes 
developed at workshops and stakeholder meetings 
to incorporate context sensitive solutions into trans-
portation projects, and hold public input sessions on 
future Five-Year Transportation programs. We also 
commit to improving our process of tracking public 
engagement at the regional level, to enhance local 
communication and follow-up with transportation 
industry partners and the general public.

Five-Year Transportation Program - Development Process

Public Involvement
The Department of Transportation relied on the 
use of the MDOT Web site to solicit comments on 
the 2009-2013 Five-Year Transportation program.  
The preliminary draft was posted on the MDOT 
Web site in late November 2008 and included 
contact information to electronically submit or 
telephone comments through December 30, 2008.  
A total of nine comments were received.

The comments included requests to continue to 
support the eff orts of the Transportation Funding 
Task Force (TF2), assess the distribution of funding, 
and improve roadways in the northern portions 
of the state to coincide with the increase of 
tourism promotion.

Praise was given to the department for its focus on 
job creation and economic growth.  However, con-
cern was expressed regarding the continued lack 
of transit projects, transit funding, and the need to 
improve compliance eff orts for the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility requirements for 
sidewalks.  

Five of the nine comments suggested adding 
additional projects to the program.  These projects 
focused on the counties of southeast Michigan 
regarding the condition of and access to roads 
such as I-94, I-96, I-75, and US-23.
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

1 MI Transportation Plan, Moving Michigan Forward, pp2-3

Transportation plays a fundamental role in grow-
ing Michigan’s economy and protecting quality of 
life in our communities. A safe, well-maintained 
and effi  cient transportation system provides the 
backbone for all economic activity within the state. 
Without a comprehensive transportation system, 
Michigan’s economy would be at a great competi-
tive disadvantage and the quality of life within our 
communities would greatly deteriorate.  

This past year, as part of the development of the 
2005-2030 State Transportation Long-Range Plan 
entitled: MI Transportation Plan, Moving Michigan 
Forward, the department more closely evaluated 
the key linkage between transportation and our 
state’s economy. The following is a short excerpt of 
the fi ndings of this analysis: 

“Michigan’s transportation system, 
including roads, transit, non-motorized 
facilities, aviation, marine, and inter-modal 
facilities plays an integral role in supporting 
the state economy and each region’s 
quality of life. Transportation investments 
are part of the state’s overall economic 
development strategy. 

In fact, transportation and the economy 
are linked together closer in Michigan than 
in many other states. The state’s economy 
relies heavily on the transportation-intensive 
manufacturing sector. Manufacturing is 
dependent on transportation to receive 
raw materials and to deliver its product at 
the right place and right time.  An effi  cient, 
timely, and dependable transportation 
system can lower cost, enhance competitive-
ness and support just-in-time inventory 
control systems for business.

In today’s business environment, cost-
eff ective, time sensitive transportation 
services are increasingly a strategy for 
competitive advantage in manufacturing 
and service-based industries. ‘Globalization’ 
of the economy has grown at a rapid pace 
over the past several decades and Michigan 
has been at the forefront of the industrial 
globalization trend. Michigan’s manufactur-
ers shop the world for components and 

subassemblies to manufacturing processes. 
Advances in technology and management 
practices also allow U.S. fi rms to develop 
strategies that enable customized products 
for mass market distribution. The movement 
of goods by truck, rail, air and water is vital 
to Michigan’s economy, especially manu-
facturing and agriculture. To retain current 
manufacturers and attract new manufactur-
ers, transportation considerations become 
even more important for Michigan.

Transportation investment can be an 
engine to drive growth in emerging and 
developing industries. Tourism and other 
related service sectors may be expected to 
increasingly compete for transportation 
capacity and services.”1

MDOT’s investments to maintain Michigan’s 
complex infrastructure results in benefi ts for both 
Michigan’s overall economy as well as transporta-
tion industry sectors, while providing a more 
desirable quality of life for residents and visitors. 



 2009 - 2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 9

Highway Program
MDOT commissioned the University of Michigan 
to conduct an economic benefi ts analysis of the 
2009-2013 Five-Year Highway Program. The study 
analyzed the economic impacts of the current 
investment level program that was initially pro-
posed. Due to the decline in state gas tax receipts, 
MDOT recently proposed a reduced highway 
program to refl ect less-than anticipated revenues. 
We estimated the employment impacts of the 
reduced highway program based on the study of 
the current program. 

Employment Impacts of 
the current 2009-2013 
highway program
The table to the right shows the employment im-
pact of the 2009-2013 highway program for   the 
State of Michigan. The current highway program is 
forecasted to generate 16,108 jobs in Michigan in 
2009.  The eff ect of employment is muted in 2010 
and 2011, refl ecting the lower spending levels. The 
eff ect is greater in 2012 but softens again in 2013, 
when it generates 14,546 jobs. 

Employment Impacts of 
the reduced 2009-2013 
highway program
To calculate the employment impacts of the 
reduced program, we assume that investment 
dollars per job will remain the same for the 
reduced program through 2009 to 2013. The 
calculated employment impacts are shown in 
the following table. Under the reduced program, 
employment benefi ts are the same as for the 
current program in 2009 and 2010 because the 
spending in 2009 and 2010 remains the same 

Eff ect on Employment of the Five-Year Highway Program
2009-2013   (Current and Reduced Program)  
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as in the current scenario. The reduced-funding 
employment eff ects then fall off  dramatically in 
2011. By 2013, the program generates only 7,759 
jobs in the state.

Given the tough economic times our state is 
now facing, a decrease in investment in the state’s 
infrastructure will not help to improve Michigan’s 
economic recovery. The table shows that the 

decrease in investment as a result of declining 
state revenue has a direct impact on our economy 
by reducing the number of jobs that could be 
created if the transportation program were fully 
funded. The reduction in MDOT funding costs 
the state 6,140 jobs in 2011, 7,083 jobs in 2012, 
and 6,787 jobs in 2013 compared with the 
current scenario.

Calculated Employment Loss Due to the Budget Cut   

2011 2012 2013
Proposed Budget Cut (current million $) $497 $591 $579
Calculated Job Loss (job) 6,140 7,083 6,787
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Passenger Transportation 
According to various studies commissioned by the 
American Public Transportation Association (APTA) 
of America, every $10 million invested in transit 
capital by the public sector results in $30 million 
gain in business sales.  Every $10 million invested 
in transit operations results in $32 million in 
increase business sales.  Studies commissioned by 
APTA indicate that for every $10 million invested 
in transit capital funding, 314 jobs are created; for 
every $10 million invested in transit operations, 
over 570 jobs are created.  Based on these national 
studies, the local transit portion of the Five-Year 
Program, if fully funded, could result in approxi-
mately 12,685 jobs and $764.9 million return on 
investment.   If revenues continue to decline as is 
currently predicted, these benefi ts will not be real-
ized in our state.  

The 2009-2013 passenger transportation program 
already represents a reduced program. As illus-
trated in the chart, there have been signifi cant cost 
increases in fuel, insurance, and wages since 1995, 
while revenue continues to decline. Because of this 
decline in revenue, the program will not include 
funding for expansion of programs. A full passen-
ger transportation program - one that provides for 
adequate revenues to preserve existing services 
and infrastructure - is dependent on additional 
revenues.

Current revenue levels versus current needs for 
Michigan’s public transit system are described in 
the Investment Strategy Section of this document.

Local Public Transit - Costs vs. Revenues

Operating Expenses by Category
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Because of the shortfall in CTF revenue in recent 
years, toll revenue credits have been used to fi ll 
the gap for matching dollars needed for available 
federal-aid as illustrated in the following chart. 
Although the use of both toll credits and bonds 
have created some economic benefi t by providing 
match for federal-aid to Michigan, the use of toll 
credits has resulted in a loss of purchasing power 
for the federal funds - nearly $49 million to date. 
Current projections indicate that toll credits will be 
exhausted in FY 2009 or FY 2010, at which point 
federal funds will be in jeopardy.  It is also impor-
tant to note that remaining CTF bond will also be 
exhausted in FY 2009 or 2010.

As illustrated in the following chart, nearly 80 per-
cent of Michigan’s population has access to local 
transit.  State revenues for local transit will equal 
about 45 percent of the projected annual need.  
Federal revenues will not compensate for the 
decline in state revenues. The economic impact of 
this decline shows that between 2009 and 2013, 
MDOT expects to see declines in the condition 
of the passenger transportation systems, both in 
terms of maintenance of the infrastructure and 
transportation services available to the public.  
The geographic location and magnitude of local 
transit services that will be lost will depend on 
the decisions made by individual operators in 
response to declining state assistance.

Insuffi  cient Federal Match = Lost Purchasing Power

Lost Purchasing Power from Use of Toll Credits as Match
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Since FY 2005, CTF revenues have been insufficient to match federal transit grants.

Toll revenue credits have been used to fill the gap.

Toll revenue credits stand in the place of match and allow transit agencies to access the federal funds.

They reduce the total purchasing power of the federal funds.

Toll credits will be exhausted in FY 2009 or FY 2010, at which point federal funds will be in jeopardy.
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Rail Freight Transportation
Through the Freight Economic Development 
Program (FEDP), MDOT is able to partner with 
the Michigan Economic Development Corporation 
(MEDC) and provide assistance to businesses 
locating or expanding in Michigan that are in 
need of new or enhanced rail infrastructure.  FEDP 
is able to fi ll an important niche by addressing 
components of projects that other economic 
development programs cannot.

Preservation and development (economic devel-
opment & state-owned lines) funds are 40 percent 
below FY 2000 levels.  The backlog of capital 
projects continues to grow and the department’s 
ability to address new business opportunities or 
emergency situations will continue to be ham-
pered.

The program receives applications from com-
panies throughout the state.  While funding can 
be set aside at the beginning of each fi scal year, 
the full scope of any year’s program, including 
whether projects will be located on corridors of 
highest signifi cance, cannot be known until that 
fi scal year is well underway.    

Since there routinely has not been enough CTF 
revenue to support appropriations over the past 
several years, resulting in un-allotments, plan-
ning for preservation and expansion programs is 
particularly challenging.  This is refl ected on the 
following chart. The hatched out areas refl ect the 
dollars that were programmed, with the solids 
below refl ecting the actuals.  

Airports 
An airport is a signifi cant economic engine for its 
region.   Airports  support  a  variety of aviation  
activities  that  employ  thousands  of  persons  and  
create  millions  of  dollars in economic benefi ts.   
Businesses  throughout  the  state  also  depend  on  
airports  for the  movement  of  goods  and  person-
nel.   Benefi ts  associated  with  airports  include di-
rect  and  indirect  jobs,  wages,  and  expenditures.   
They also include  the economic ripple eff ects in the  
community,  enhancing  economic activity  far  from  
the airport itself. Economic  benefi ts  also  include  
expenditures  made  by  those  transient passengers 
who  use  the  airport  but  spend  their  money  
throughout  the  region. Airports  also create  sav-
ings  in  time  and  money  as a result  of  the  travel 
effi  ciencies  they create. 

In addition, economic  benefi ts  also  include  
the intangible eff ect an airport  has on business 
decisions  to  locate  or  remain  in  a  specifi c  
area.   Finally, and  somewhat less  tangible are  
“quality  of  life  benefi ts”  provided  by  an  airport. 
Examples include: police and fi refi ghting support, 
search and rescue, and recreation. The close 
proximity of  reliable,  effi  cient  air  service  is  cited  
by  many  as important when choosing where  to  
reside.  Therefore, keeping local airports open and 
near major population centers is vital to Michigan’s 
economic future as well. 

If revenue shortfalls continue, many people 
could spend more time and money traveling 
further distances to airports outside their local 
communities.

As shown in the following graph, even without 
adjusting for infl ation, aviation fuel tax revenue 
is at its lowest level in over a decade.  The tax rate 
for aviation fuel has never been adjusted since its 
inception in 1929.  With continuing consolidation 
in the airline industry, volatile fuel prices, and 
increasingly fuel effi  cient aircraft, the decline in 
revenue will continue, which will impact the level 
of services the airline industry can provide to 
Michigan citizens.

Funding Crisis - Rail Freight  Appropriations: Funding Crisis - Aviation Fuel Tax Revenue
System Preservation and Expansion
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This Five-Year Transportation Program traditionally 
invests nearly $8.41 billion in MDOT’s transporta-
tion system. This includes fi ve years of investments 
in the Highway Program (FY 2009-2013) and 
fi ve years of investments in the aviation, bus, rail 
and marine programs. Each year, an average of 
$167 million will be invested in the aviation pro-
gram and $283 million will be invested in the bus, 
rail and marine/port programs. An annual average 
of $1.23 billion will be invested in the Highway 
Program over the 2009-2013 timeframe, includ-
ing routine maintenance. This investment level 
supports a program that ensures the preservation 
and improvement of our transportation network. 
See the following pie chart:

Preservation of Michigan’s existing transporta-
tion system and the safety of that system remain 
MDOT’s highest priorities. This Five-Year Transpor-
tation Program will invest approximately 
$4.7 billion on system preservation through the 
repair and maintenance of Michigan’s roads and 
bridges. In addition, more than half of the invest-
ment programmed for capacity improvements will 
go toward preserving existing roadway adjacent 
to those new lanes, thereby helping to grow 
Michigan’s economy simultaneously through 
both preservation and capacity enhancement. 
The majority of the Multi-Modal Program will 
also focus on system preservation. Investments 
in Michigan’s transportation system will focus on 

a comprehensive safety program and increased 
emphasis on elderly mobility and expanded work 
zone safety eff orts.

Federal Legislation
The Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Effi  cient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) expires on September 30, 2009. 
The expiring legislation brought about several 
key changes to the way the federal government 
participates in transportation funding.  Under 
SAFETEA-LU, Michigan along many other donor 
states, improved their status through an increase 
in the minimum guaranteed return on taxes 
motorists send to Washington D.C.  The guaran-
teed rate of return improved from 90.5 percent to 
92 percent.  As the name suggests, a primary focus 
of SAFETEA-LU has been safety. Funding for safety 
programs nearly doubled when compared to prior 
levels. A new program was created to direct fund-
ing to the nation’s international border crossings. 
Michigan has some of the busiest international 
commercial and passenger traffi  c crossings into 
Canada. Our state has benefi ted from this program 
and we continue our work toward improving the 
safety, security, and effi  ciency of these crossings.

The American Association of State Highway 
Transportation Offi  cials (AASHTO) has set forth 
several recommendations regarding the direction 
of the next federal legislation that is likely to cover 
2010-2015.  AASHTO recommends “that the federal 

MDOT Five-Year Transportation Program   (Total = $8.41 Billion)  

Highway $6,163M

Aviation $837M

Bus, Marine, Rail
$1,414M

Highway Aviation Bus, Marine, Rail
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program go ‘back to basics’ by focusing on areas 
of national interest – preservation and renewal, 
interstate commerce, safety, congestion, system 
reliability, and enhanced environment and quality 
of life.”

During FY 2009, MDOT staff  will work to ensure 
that the next federal legislation continues to 
benefi t the users of the Michigan transportation 
system.

Federal revenue accounts for roughly half of the 
funding used to support Michigan’s transportation 
program. The creation of new programs and the 
changing federal priorities included in 
SAFETEA-LU, has presented unique challenges 
to MDOT’s eff orts to maintain continuity in the 
transportation program.

Within the federal highway program, there are 
a handful of funding categories (known as core 
programs) through which most federally-aided 
projects are funded. The funding for these core 
programs in SAFETEA-LU grew at a slower rate 
than overall funding. Consequently, the core 
programs’ share of total highway funding declined 
from 86 percent in previous federal legislation to 
less than 82 percent in SAFETEA-LU.

While core programs were being reduced, both 
the dollar value and total number of congressio-
nally-designated (or earmarked) highway projects 
increased signifi cantly. The previous federal 
transportation bill contained $11 billion worth of 
highway earmarks. This amount nearly doubled 
in SAFETEA-LU to $21.6 billion. Earmarked project 
funding comprises 11 percent of highway authori-
zations in SAFETEA-LU.

A sizable portion of our core program funds has 
been replaced with funding earmarked for specifi c 
projects and new programs. As a result, our feder-
ally available revenue has become signifi cantly 
less fl exible. 

This reduction in fl exibility makes it more diffi  cult 
to address needs that have been or will be identi-
fi ed through objective research, complicates the 
planning process, and poses new challenges to 
attaining previously announced infrastructure 
goals.

Additionally, at the federal level, all surface trans-
portation tax revenue that is the source of funding 
for the federal highway program is deposited 
into the Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund. SAFETEA-LU increased funding for surface 
transportation programs without any substantial 
increases in revenue to support these higher 
funding levels. Congress fi nanced the higher 
federal funding levels in SAFETEA-LU by spending 
down the balance in the Highway Account. At the 
beginning of SAFETEA-LU, the Highway Account 
balance exceeded $10 billion. The balance at the 
end of FY 2009 is expected to be near zero. With 
the Highway Account balance exhausted, the 
funding levels enacted by SAFETEA-LU will not be 
sustainable unless Congress moves to increase 
funding for transportation programs in the 
authorization legislation that is due to be in place 
by October 1, 2009. If Congress opts to deal with 
this structural imbalance between revenue and 
funding levels by reducing federal transportation 
funding as opposed to increasing revenue, this 
will have a substantial impact on our road and 
bridge program investment levels in the fi ve-year 
program.
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS AND INVESTMENT STRATEGIES

HIGHWAY PROGRAM 
REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
The FY 2009 to FY 2013 federal-aid revenue 
estimate is based on the 2009 Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Notice of Apportionment 
assuming a 92 percent obligation ceiling.  The 
2009 level of funding is assumed to remain fl at for 
two years (2010 – 2011) and then increase at an 
annual average compounded rate of 3.2 percent 
in 2012 and 2013.  It is projected that $3.9 billion 
in federal-aid obligation authority will be made 
available to the Highway Capital Program for this 
Five-Year Transportation Program. 

The state revenue estimate is based on MDOT’s 
share of the FY 2009 Michigan Transportation Fund 
(MTF) as estimated by the Department of Treasury, 
Economic and Revenue Forecasting Division. 
Future year state revenue is forecasted using a 
long-range forecasting model managed by MDOT’s 
Statewide Transportation Planning Division.  It is 
estimated that $1.7 billion in state revenue will 
be available for MDOT’s Capital and Maintenance 
Program (approximately a one percent increase 
each year). This estimate includes state transporta-
tion revenues from the State Trunkline Fund (STF), 
and includes bond proceeds to be used to support 
the program including routine maintenance and 
debt service payments.

Assuming the department would be able to match 
all federal funds available (which is not possible 
without an increase to state revenues), total 
revenues assumed available for the 
2009-2013 Highway Program are approximately 
$5.6 billion. Anticipated investments for the 
2009-2013 Highway Program are approximately 
$6.16 billion.  At this time, the projected highway 
program investments exceed anticipated federal 
and state revenue by approximately $500 million.  

Because of the uncertainty in future transportation 
revenues due to issues surrounding the federal 
Highway Trust Fund, reauthorization of the federal 
highway bill, and state transportation revenues, 
the revenue gap is not being addressed at this 
time.  The department will continue to monitor 
revenue and program investments, and make 
adjustments as needed to ensure fi scal constraint.

CURRENT HIGHWAY 
PROGRAM 
INVESTMENT STRATEGY
Our investment strategy is a key component of the 
cooperative planning process and provides the 
public with a longer-term perspective regarding 
the transportation program. New technology 
makes it possible to combine long-term goals 
with current condition data to generate a fi ve-year 
program, as well as integrate the data to coordi-
nate road and bridge improvements and achieve 
new investment effi  ciencies. 

This Five-Year Transportation Program document 
identifi es two Highway Program investment 
strategies.  The fi rst assumes that MDOT can match 
all federal revenues available. The second refl ects a 
reduced Highway Program investment (see follow-
ing section) assuming insuffi  cient state revenues 
will be available to match all of the estimated 
available federal funds.  The highway revenue 
forecast indicates that MDOT will not be able to 
match all federal funds available, beginning in FY 
2011. 

MDOT’s current FY 2009 - 2013 Highway Program 
investments total approximately $6.16 billion, 
including pre-construction phases (project 
scoping, environmental clearance, design, right-
of-way acquisition) and construction projects. This 
estimated investment level assumes that MDOT 
will have suffi  cient state revenue to match all 
available federal-aid over the fi ve-year time frame. 

This current Highway Program investment will 
provide Michigan travelers with an average of 
approximately 116 miles of improved roads in 
each of the next fi ve years, as well as repairs to an 
average of more than 180 bridges per year. We will 
also manage our road system by extending the life 
of approximately 1,700 miles of pavement each 
year through the Capital Preventive Maintenance 
(CPM) program. The FY 2009-2013 Five-Year 
Highway Program investment totals $6.16 billion 
or an average of $1.23 billion annually.
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The following charts depict MDOT’s 
FY 2009 - 2013 current Highway Program 
investment strategy (assuming the ability to 
match all available federal-aid).

CURRENT HIGHWAY PROGRAM INVESTMENT STRATEGY
FY 2009-2013

Annual Average 5 Year Total

REPAIR AND MAINTAIN ROADS AND BRIDGES

REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS
Preserve Rehabilitation and Reconstruction1 $338 million $1,691 million
Capital Preventive Maintenance $93 million $463 million
TOTAL REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS $431 million $2,154 million

REPAIR AND REBUILD BRIDGES
Preserve Rehabilitation and Reconstruction $129 million $645 million
Capital and Scheduled Preventive Maintenance $31 million $155 million
Big Bridge $35 million $175 million
Special Needs5 $5 million $27 million
Blue Water Bridge $7 million $35 million
TOTAL REPAIR AND REBUILD BRIDGES $207 million $1,037 million

ROUTINE MAINTENANCE $302 million $1,512 million

TOTAL REPAIR AND MAINTAIN ROADS & BRIDGES $941 million $4,703 million

CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT (CI)2 AND NEW ROADS (NR)

Capacity Improvements1 $27 million $136 million
New Road Construction1 $31 million $156 million
TOTAL CI & NR $58 million $292 million

SAFETY PROGRAM6

Signs $14 million $70 million
Markings $15 million $76 million
Signals $11 million $55 million
Guardrail $7 million $32 million
Safety Programs $19 million $95 million
TOTAL SAFETY PROGRAM $66 million $328 million

CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) $42 million $209 million

INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (ITS) $14 million $68 million

OTHER

Other Federally Funded Programs3 $64 million $318 million
State Programs4 $49 million $245 million
TOTAL OTHER $113 million $563 million

TOTAL FIVE-YEAR TRUNKLINE PROGRAM $1,233 million $6,163 million

Source: Estimated Highway Program Template

1.  The Five Year Transportation Program document project lists 
Preserve First, Jobs Today and FY 2008 Economic 
Stimulus initiatives.

2.  A substantial portion of Capacity Improvement projects 
includes the preservation of the existing road.

3.  Other Federally Funded Programs include Enhancement, 
Railroad Crossing, Safe Routes to Schools, Noise Abatement, 
and other programs

4.  State Programs include Transportation Economic 
Development Fund - Category A (TEDF A), Advanced ROW 
Acquisition, Michigan Institutional Roads (MIR) Program, 
Non-discretionary “M” Program, State Railroad Crossing 
Program, Program Development and Scoping.

5.  Bridge Special Needs includes emergency bridge repair 
items found during inspection.

6.  Additional safety funds are utilized in other programs such 
as Road Rehab & Reconstruction, Bridges, Capacity Improvements, 
and New Roads.

7.  Totals in the table are rounded to the nearest dollar.  Due to this 
rounding, amounts shown in table may be slightly diff erent.



 2009 - 2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 17

The FY 2009-2013 current Five-Year Transportation 
Program estimated investments for the Highway 
Program total $6.16 billion. This total refl ects 
investments for the major program categories 
of preservation, capacity improvement and new 
roads, and routine maintenance. The graph to 
the right illustrates the annual Highway Program 
investments by these program categories over 
the fi ve-year time frame. The annual investments 
range from $1.26 billion in FY 2009 to $1.24 billion 
in 2013. 
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MDOT Highway and Maintenance Program
State Revenue Shortfall and Federal-Aid Lost

POTENTIAL 
REDUCTIONS TO THE 
HIGHWAY PROGRAM
Impacts of Declining 
State Revenue
In recent years, Michigan Transportation Fund 
(MTF) revenues have decreased due to declining 
state fuel tax and Michigan vehicle registration 
revenues.  In addition, costs for raw materials such 
as asphalt and steel have been increasing. As a 
result, MDOT will not have enough state transpor-
tation funds to match available federal-aid dollars 
beginning in 2011. The following graph shows the 
state revenue shortfalls anticipated.  If additional 
state revenues are not realized, the department 
stands to lose approximately $1.9 billion in federal 
funding.

Reduced Highway Program 
Investment Strategy
In September 2008, the State Transportation 
Commission (STC) agreed to a strategy for 
reducing the 2009-2013 Five-Year Program.  The 
highway program in the prior chapter will move 
forward if state revenues are made available. If 
additional state revenue is not realized, MDOT will 
modify its investment strategy beginning in 2011 
and the remaining years of the Five-Year Program 
consistent with the strategy approved by the STC. 

This section outlines the strategy that will be 
utilized to reduce the Highway Program by an 
annual average of $530 million per year over the 
2011 – 2013 time period.   The STC direction is to 
continue a preservation and safety focus, while 
not eliminating completely any one program. 
The resulting reduced highway program will orient 
87 percent of the available funding (approximately 
$370 million, without routine maintenance) to 
the pavement preservation, bridges and safety 
categories.

On the following page, the overall investment 
strategy is provided for the reduced Highway 
Program.  The table provides a fi ve-year total 
and a fi ve-year annual average for FY 2009 - 2013. 
The proposed reduction impacts listed to 
the individual programs were applied to 
FY 2011 - 2013. 
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Source: Estimated Highway Program Template

1.  The Five Year Transportation Program document project lists 
Preserve First, Jobs Today and FY 2008 Economic 
Stimulus initiatives.

2.  A substantial portion of Capacity Improvement projects 
includes the preservation of the existing road.

3.  Other Federally Funded Programs include Enhancement, 
Railroad Crossing, Safe Routes to Schools, Noise Abatement, 
and other programs

4.  State Programs include Transportation Economic 
Development Fund - Category A (TEDF A), Advanced ROW 
Acquisition, Michigan Institutional Roads (MIR) Program, 
Non-discretionary “M” Program, State Railroad Crossing 
Program, Program Development and Scoping.

5.  Bridge Special Needs includes emergency bridge repair 
items found during inspection.

6.  Additional safety funds are utilized in other programs such 
as Road Rehab & Reconstruction, Bridges, Capacity Improvements, 
and New Roads.

7.  Totals in the table are rounded to the nearest dollar.  Due to this 
rounding, amounts shown in table may be slightly diff erent.

REDUCED HIGHWAY PROGRAM INVESTMENT STRATEGY
FY 2009-2013

Annual Average 5 Year Total

REPAIR AND MAINTAIN ROADS AND BRIDGES

REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS
Preserve Rehabilitation and Reconstruction1 $192 million $962 million
Capital Preventive Maintenance $93 million $463 million
TOTAL REPAIR AND REBUILD ROADS $285 million $1,424 million

REPAIR AND REBUILD BRIDGES
Preserve Rehabilitation and Reconstruction $77 million $386 million
Capital and Scheduled Preventive Maintenance $15 million $72 million
Big Bridge $35 million $175 million
Special Needs5 $6 million $28 million
Blue Water Bridge $5 million $23 million
TOTAL REPAIR AND REBUILD BRIDGES $137 million $684 million

ROUTINE MAINTENANCE $286 million $1,432 million

TOTAL REPAIR AND MAINTAIN ROADS & BRIDGES $708 million $3,540 million

CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT (CI)2 AND NEW ROADS (NR)

Capacity Improvements $24 million $121 million
New Road Construction $12 million $60 million
TOTAL CI & NR $36 million $181 million

SAFETY PROGRAM6

Signs $9 million $46 million
Markings $12 million $60 million
Signals $8 million $38 million
Guardrail $9 million $46 million
Safety Programs $12 million $62 million
TOTAL SAFETY PROGRAM $50 million $252 million

CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) $25 million $126 million

INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (ITS) $9 million $45 million

OTHER

Other Federally Funded Programs3 $40 million $201 million
State Programs4 $30 million $151 million
TOTAL OTHER $70 million $352 million

TOTAL FIVE-YEAR TRUNKLINE PROGRAM $899 million $4,496 million

The overall investment strategy is provided 
for the reduced Highway Program.  The table 
provides a fi ve-year total and a fi ve-year 
annual average for FY 2009 - 2013. The listed 
proposed reduction impacts to the individual 
programs were applied to 
FY 2011 - 2013.  
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Impacts of Implementing the 
Reduced Highway Program
MDOT’s FY 2009 - 2013 Reduced Highway 
Program investments would total approximately 
$4.5 billion, including pre-construction phases 
(project scoping, environmental clearance, de-
sign, right-of-way acquisition) and construction 
projects. If implemented, this investment strategy 
would delay over 350 miles of pavement improve-
ments or over 100 projects, approximately a 60 
percent decrease compared to the current Road 
Rehabilitation and Reconstruction program.  
The number of bridges planned for work within 
the Five-Year Transportation Program would be 
reduced by approximately 400 bridge projects, a 
more than 45 percent decrease compared to the 
current program. The Safety Program impact will 
be fewer projects to address fatalities and severe 
injuries which impacts MDOT’s eff ort of reaching 
the goals as outline in the state Strategic Highway 
Safety Plan.  The reduction in funding to the 
Roadsides Program would eff ectively eliminate 

MDOT’s ability to deliver any rest area reconstruc-
tion/rehabilitation projects and would seriously 
impact preservation of the existing system.  
Approximately 40 miles of non-motorized facilities 
and 10 miles of roadway streetscape implemented 
by the Enhancement Program would also be 
jeopardized. 

The following goes into greater detail on 
the impacts of implementing the reduced 
Highway Program investment strategy by 
program category.

Pavement Program
Annual investments in the pavement preservation 
programs (Road Rehabilitation and Reconstruction 
and Capital Preventive Maintenance) total over 
$400 million per year for the current program.  
That amount is reduced to $200 million annually 
from 2011 to 2013.  The impact on the Road Re-
habilitation and Reconstruction Program will over 
100 projects either being delayed within the three-
year time period (2011-2013) or removed from 

this Five-Year Program. In this reduced program, 
over 350 miles of rehabilitation or reconstruction 
repairs will be delayed (over 60 percent of the cur-
rent program).  Reductions for Road Rehabilitation 
and Reconstruction were divided by region, based 
on their existing funding allocations.  

Due to the reductions for the 2011-2013 time 
period, road conditions are expected to decline 
from 92 percent good in 2008 to 63 percent 
good in 2014.  The graph depicts the comparison 
between the current program and the reduced 
program pavement condition.  

Bridges
If additional funding is not made available, the 
Bridge Program would be reduced by $330 million 
from 2011-2013. The majority of this reduction 
would come from the Bridge-Replacement and 
Rehabilitation Program, being reduced by $260 
million, resulting in approximately 200 bridges 
not receiving needed repairs. The highlighted 
project lists shown at the end of this document 

Pavement Condition Forecast 
Comparison   Current Funding vs. Reduced Funding Strategies
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illustrate some of the impacts of this reduction. 
In addition, the Bridge-Preventive Maintenance 
Program would be reduced by $70 million, 
resulting in approximately 200 bridges not being 
maintained, making them more susceptible to 
becoming structural defi cient. This results in a total 
reduction of 400 bridge projects, which is almost 
a 45 percent decrease in bridge projects in the 
Five-Year Transportation Program. 

Since the bridge program is not fully programmed 
in the outer years of the fi ve-year program, addi-
tional bridges would also be aff ected. A reduction 
in funding of this magnitude would be devastating 
to the bridge program. 

Instead of making continued progress towards the 
bridge condition goals, MDOT’s bridge condition 
would begin to deteriorate at an alarming rate. 
By 2014, the bridge condition would decrease by 
about 4 percent which would result in an addi-
tional 134 structurally defi cient bridges. By the end 
of 2017, our bridge condition would decrease by 
7 percent which would result in an additional 305 
structurally-defi cient bridges.

Capacity Improvement/
New Roads (CI/NR)
There are two construction projects in the CI/NR 
program over the 2011-2013 time period under 
the “current” program. These projects represent 
an investment of $60 million per year over the 
fi ve years of the plan. Under the reduction sce-
nario, funding would be reduced to $11 million on 
average per year. Of the two projects, both would 
be impacted or delayed in one way or another.

Safety Program
MDOT’s Safety Program is focused on improving 
traffi  c control devices and driver information 
systems in an eff ort to improve driver safety.  
While this purpose does not change, the decrease 
in funding will impact each category of the 
FY 2011-2013 Safety Template – Signing, Pavement 
Marking, Median Guardrail, Traffi  c Signals, and 
Safety Programs. The proposed reduction for 
FY 2011 is from $58 million to $32.5 million. The re-
sult will be fewer projects to address fatalities and 
severe injuries that are occurring on our roadway 
system which aff ects MDOT’s eff ort of reaching 
the goals as outline in the state Strategic Highway 
Safety Plan.  The purpose of each safety category 
and the impacts of this decrease in funding are:

Signing

The average roadway should undergo a complete 
sign update approximately every 15 years.  For 
FY 2011, the signing category will be reduced from 
$14 million to $6 million.  The impact will be fewer 
projects on the freeway system and no projects 
scheduled to be performed on the non-freeway 
system.  If this reduced funding level is continued 
the replacement cycle, overall, will increase from 
15 to 35 years.

Pavement Marking

For FY 2011, the pavement marking category will 
be reduced from $14 million to $8.5 million.  The 
impact will be the limited placement of non-
freeway rumbles, no edge lines on roadways with 
an Average Daily Traffi  c of 6,000 or less, reducing 
edge line width from six inches to four inches, gore 
markings from 12 inches to eight inches and no 
special markings being replaced in 2011. Marking 
would be placed only where federally mandated. 

Guardrail 

As traffi  c volumes and congestion rise, the 
demand for eff ective median safety features has 
increased.  Cable median barrier has been found 
to be an adaptable traffi  c device ideally suited 
for use in existing medians to prevent crossover 
crashes.   In FY 2011, with a budget of $5.5 million, 
only two projects will be constructed.

Traffi  c Signals

For FY 2011, the traffi  c signal category will be re-
duced from $11 million to $4.5 million.  The impact 
will be fewer corridor modernization projects and 
a reduction in the retiming eff ort.  Current funding 
levels are $1 million for signal retiming and $10 
million for new installations and modernizations. 
If this reduced funding level is continued, the 
replacement cycle, overall, will increase from 25 to 
over 50 years and the retiming cycle from 10 to 20 
years.

Safety Programs 
(Road Construction Improvements) 

The projects in this category are developed in 
response to analyses of traffi  c crashes and crash 
patterns.  For FY 2011, the safety programs 
category will be reduced from $19 million to 
$8 million.  The initial FY 2011 safety program 
consisted of 20 projects that were to address 
12 fatalities and 38 severe injuries. As a result of 
reduced funding, the program could be decreased 
to $8 million, which could result in the delay of 
eight projects that would address three fatalities 
and seven severe injuries.  In addition, the Safety 
Work Authorization program which provides 
funding for low cost safety improvements that 
can be implemented by state forces or contract 
agencies would be eliminated.  
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Federal Railroad Crossings
The purpose of the Trunkline Railroad Safety 
Program is to fi nance various safety measures 
necessary for the at-grade crossings to improve 
their surface condition and to upgrade the warn-
ing devices.  A reduced program of $2 million per 
year would only allow MDOT to perform appropri-
ate remediation on a severely limited number of 
locations statewide (two to four annually) 
as opposed to 15 or 20 in a normal year. 

Replacement of Existing 
Freeway Lighting Program
The purpose of the Freeway Lighting Rehabilita-
tion Program is to identify and prioritize freeway 
lighting in need of rehabilitation.  A fully funded 
program allows for the replacement of at least 
four miles of freeway lighting annually which is 
not associated with road or bridge projects.  With 
a reduced program, freeway lighting will only be 
replaced when lighting is associated with a road or 
bridge project.  

Roadsides Program
The proposed FY 2011 Roadside Template reduc-
tion from $10 million to $1 million will have a 
signifi cant negative impact on the department’s 
ability to address the network of rest area needs, 
including compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) aging, ineffi  cient build-
ings, failing sanitary systems and inadequate or 
substandard parking facilities.  The reduction in 
funding would eff ectively eliminate MDOT’s ability 
to deliver any rest area reconstruction/rehabilita-
tion projects and would seriously impact preserva-
tion of the existing system, resulting in increased 
facility replacement costs in the future.  Many sites 
have water and sanitary systems that cannot meet 
current usage demand and pose a potential risk 
to the health, safety and welfare of our natural 
resources and increase the likelihood of closing 
facilities due to substandard, overloaded systems.  
The roadside needs are already far greater than 
available funds. Given this, MDOT will be unable 
to meet the goal of having 80 percent of its rest 
areas in “good” condition by 2012.

Pump Station Capital 
Rehabilitation Program 
MDOT maintains nearly 170 storm water pump 
stations in Michigan that serve to keep state 
highways and interstates free of fl ooding along 
depressed areas.  Reduction of the program fund-
ing from current $4 million per year to $1 million 
per year would only allow approximately one 
pump station to be rehabilitated per year, down 
from an average of three to four per year.

Safe Routes to School
“Safe Routes to School” programming enables 
kids to have safer ways to walk and bike to school 
and provides encouragement to utilize these safer 
routes.  With a reduction to the FY 2011 Program 
from $2.0 million annually to $500,000, MDOT 
would not be able to fund direct assistance to 
schools to conduct the assessment of needs in a 
community to make walking and biking safer for 
kids.  In addition, funding critical non-infrastruc-
ture activities such as educational and encourage-
ment activities to modify attitudes and behaviors 
about walking and biking to school would not be 
possible. Finally, approximately 20 fewer schools 
would receive MDOT support to provide safer 
routes to school for Michigan’s children.    

Enhancement Program
With a reduction to the FY 2011 Program from 
$15 annually to $1.5 million, approximately 
25 fewer communities along state trunklines 
would reap the benefi ts aff orded by transportation 
enhancement projects.  Approximately 
40 fewer miles of non-motorized facilities and 
10 fewer miles of roadway streetscape imple-
mented by MDOT would be jeopardized. The 
result would be a lessened quality of life, reduced 
walkability in some Michigan communities, fewer 
mobility options at some locations, and reduced 
support for tourism and economic development 
opportunities.
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Wetland Mitigation Program
The proposed FY 2011 reduction from $1 million 
to $500,000 will have a negative impact on the 
department’s ability to construct cost eff ective, 
successful wetland mitigation.  State and federal 
laws require MDOT to mitigate for unavoidable 
impacts to wetland resources. The program 
reduction will force MDOT to suspend its wetland 
banking program, resulting in costly site-specifi c 
construction of wetlands.  In addition, wetland 
needs over the $500,000 target will have to come 
out of road and bridge project funds, in order 
prevent delays.   

Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality (CMAQ)
The reduced program will cut the CMAQ program 
from $35 million to $11 million dollars.  Sustaining 
the operation and maintenance activities of the 
Michigan Intelligent Transportation Systems (MITS) 
Center will consume $9 million leaving only about 
$2 million for the 25 counties currently designated 
as non-attainment. 

CMAQ funded projects provide a signifi cant 
benefi t to non-attainment areas like metropolitan 
Detroit and metropolitan Grand Rapids.  The 
benefi ts of the program have avoided costly 
implementation measures such as fuel recovery 
systems at gasoline stations or mandatory motor 
vehicle inspections.  With the reduced CMAQ 
program in 2011, the state will be at risk of 
implementing costly prescriptive measures which 
will be needed to attain the National Ambient Air 
Quailty Standard (NAAQS). In a worst case sce-
nario, designation to more severe classifi cations 
of non-attainment (known as bumping-up) or the 
imposition of federal sanctions on transportation 
funding could occur.

Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) Program
The core ITS Program refl ected in the 2009 - 2013 
MDOT Program focuses on fi ve components:

• Incident Management.
• Incident Response.
• Traveler Information.
• Weather Information Systems.
• Advanced Technology for Operations.

The reduced Highway Program investment 
strategy would reduce the annual budget for the 
ITS Program from $13 million per year to $5 million 
per year. The costs for operations, maintenance 
and the Detroit area Freeway Courtesy Patrol are 
anticipated to remain funded by CMAQ operations 
funding. Therefore, no reductions are anticipated 
in the operations of the existing system.

The ITS Program at the current investment level 
was developed with the intent of deploying a 
statewide infrastructure that can detect and 
respond to incidents, provide signifi cant motorist 
and traveler information and provide weather 
information to aid motorists and maintenance 
personnel.  The reduced investment would mean 
only deploying individual projects, resulting in a 
piecemeal deployment that would minimize any 
benefi ts that would have resulted from an overall 
systems approach.

Because the future of transportation operations 
and effi  ciencies rely heavily on the advancement 
of new technologies that are minimally dependent 
on roadside infrastructure, a portion of the annual 
ITS program would continue to support research, 
testing and deployment of VII and VII-related 
technologies and concepts.
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MULTI-MODAL PROGRAM 
REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Passenger and Rail Freight 
Transportation Revenue 
Assumptions
The federal revenues that support the local transit 
portion of the Passenger Transportation Program 
include both annual apportionments and con-
gressional earmarks to MDOT and to rural transit 
agencies for which MDOT must be the funding 
recipient.  Congressional earmarks add to the total 
size of the program, and as such, the program size 
can vary signifi cantly year to year. For this Five-Year 
Program, federal revenues are estimated to be a 
continuation of FY 2009 federal revenues, with no 
increases projected over the 2009-2013 period.2 
Since it is not possible to predict the results of 
annual earmarking, the best available estimate is 
to assume a continuation of prior year levels.  

Federal funding for the rail passenger and marine 
passenger portion of the program are intermittent, 
based on congressional earmarks and special proj-
ects. For the purpose of this program, no federal 
funding was included in the Marine Passenger 
Program. However, federal revenue was included 
for the Passenger Rail Program to account for new 
federal programs that may allow MDOT to com-
pete for federal grants during this fi ve-year period.   

The Local Grade Crossing Program, which supports 
motorist safety at railroad/roadway grade cross-
ings rather than rail freight, receives dedicated 
federal funding through SAFETEA-LU.  Even 
though SAFETEA-LU is slated to expire at the 
end of FY 2009, these revenues are anticipated 
to continue at current levels during this fi ve-year 
period.  Other than very infrequent earmarks, no 
federal funding is anticipated for other rail freight 
programs.

The state revenues that support the Passenger 
Transportation and Rail Freight Programs come 
from the Comprehensive Transportation Fund 
(CTF).  Some of the revenues that are part of the 
CTF are not constitutionally protected; and, they 
are subject to re-direction or reversal back to the 
general fund via legislative action each fi scal year. 
In addition, the annual appropriations process can 
play a signifi cant role in determining both the size 
and confi guration of the CTF program each year.  

This Five-Year Program is based on continuation 
(i.e., no growth) of the FY 2009 CTF appropriation 
levels. The FY 2009 CTF program did not include 
any diversions of sales tax revenues away from 
the CTF; however, gas tax revenues continue to 
decline and, therefore, revenues to the CTF are 
not expected to sustain the FY 2009 appropriation 
levels.  If CTF revenues continue to decline, MDOT 
will not be able to fully implement the planned 
FY 2009-2013 program. 

Results of a Reduced 
Passenger Transportation 
Program
As noted in the introduction, the fi ve-year Pas-
senger Transportation Program already represents 
a reduced program.  Costs are increasing, while 
revenue levels remain relatively static. In prior 
years, diversion of sales tax revenues from the CTF 
to the general fund has exacerbated the problem; 
and in more recent years, reduced contributions of 
gas tax revenues from the Michigan Transportation 
Fund (MTF) to the CTF are clouding the revenue 
forecast. The fi ve-year Passenger Program is based 
on a “no growth” revenue assumption which may 
be optimistic given the fi nancial challenges the 
states revenue sources are facing.  As has been 
done annually since the early 2000s, MDOT will 
need to adjust its Five-Year Transportation Pro-
gram over time to fi t the revenue available.

The impacts of a reduced passenger transportation 
program are already being felt.  For example, local 
bus systems are feeling the pain of increased fuel 
costs.  In 2000, Michigan transit systems spent 
$18 million dollars to fuel their buses, but by the 
end of 2008, they will have spent nearly three 
times this amount on fuel - $48 million – to keep 
buses on the road.  During this same time, the 
funding available to MDOT to support local transit 
operations has remained relatively static.  In 2000, 
state revenues covered 45 percent of the operating 
costs of local transit systems.  In 2008, that percent-
age dropped to 31 percent and by 2013 it could 
drop to below 21 percent.  Passenger trains and 
intercity buses also run on diesel fuel and their fuel 
costs are increasing. In FY 2009, the projected cost 
to the state of maintaining passenger rail contracts 
exceed the funds available to MDOT.2 An important reminder, most federal transit funds are awarded directly to local transit providers and are not included in MDOT’s fi ve-year program.
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The capital costs of maintaining the passenger 
transportation system have also increased; and 
while increased federal funds have helped the 
state keep up with demand, more state funding 
as match is required.  At the same time, revenues 
available to match federal funds have declined.  
Since the creation of the CTF, state revenues have 
been suffi  cient to match all available federal transit 
grants.  In 2000, MDOT received a $17.4 million 
dollar appropriation to match federal transit 
capital grants, but by 2008, the appropriation 
amount was down to $10.3 million.  Since FY 2005, 
toll revenue credits have been used to fi ll the gap.  
Toll revenue credits are a federal tool that stand in 
the place of match and allow transit agencies to 
access federal funds.  However, in comparison to 
hard (cash) match, they reduce the total purchas-
ing power of the federal funds. Since FY 2005, 
nearly $50 million in purchasing power has been 
lost as a result of the use of toll revenue credits to 
match federal transit funds.

As funding support for the Passenger Transporta-
tion Program has declined, some programs such 
as studies to promote regional transportation 
coordination have been eliminated. Funding for 
intercity terminals dropped from 
$2.8 million in 2004 to $300,000 in FY 2008.  This 
funding decrease was required so that available 
funds could be re-directed to maintenance of 
essential transit services.

With funding levels barely keeping up with system 
preservation needs, there are no revenues to 
support expansion of the system.  

Plans for rapid transit projects in Grand Rapids and 
Detroit, regional rail service between Ann Arbor 
and Detroit, and new rail stations in Troy, Dear-
born, Detroit and other communities are awaiting 
state funding commitments.

A full passenger transportation program, 
one that provides for adequate revenues to 
preserve the existing services and infrastructure, 
is dependent on additional revenues.  Additional 
information is provided in the Investment 
Strategies discussion.

AVIATION PROGRAM 
REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
The Airport Improvement Program (AIP) provides 
funding for approximately 236 public-use airports 
for capital improvement projects and pavement 
maintenance.  Of the 236 eligible airports, 94 air-
ports receive federal entitlement funding as part 
of the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems. 
As the majority of Michigan’s public use airports 
that receive federal entitlement funds are owned 
and operated by local governments, projects 
using these funds are selected by the airports, not 
MDOT.  MDOT can and does provide supplemental 
funding for many projects and makes the decision 
on which projects receive these supplemental 
funds. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
also provides supplemental funding for projects at 
airports they select. All project funding decisions 
using supplemental dollars are selected on the 
basis of the Michigan Airport System Plan as ap-
proved by the Michigan Aeronautics Commission 
or published FAA priorities, as appropriate. In addi-
tion, there are state and local-funded only projects 
that are used for both the federally eligible and 
non-eligible airports.  MDOT’s program supports 
investment and operating decisions made by local 
and private entities within the prescribed param-
eters of state and federal law.   

At the federal level, the current legislation known 
as Vision 100 provides funding authorization for 
the FAA and aviation programs. That legislation 
expired in 2007 and funding continued through 
a series of continuing resolutions authorized by 
the U.S. Congress.  Until new legislation is enacted, 
it is anticipated the level of funding provided 
will remain basically unchanged from previous 
years.  Federal funds include entitlement alloca-
tions based upon an airport’s role in the national 
system, measures of airport usage (passenger 
and/or freight), and discretionary allocations.  The 
fi nal amount of discretionary funds that Michigan 
will receive is unknown until fi scal year end, as 
FAA often makes distributions then. To enhance 
MDOT’s ability to quickly accept federal discretion-
ary funds throughout the year, programming 
amounts are set higher than the amount of funds 
actually anticipated to be received.  

At the state level, funding for airport programs 
is provided by the State Aeronautics Fund (SAF). 
The principle revenue source for this fund is the 
aviation fuel tax.  Fuel tax revenues have been 
declining, infl uenced in part by the general 
economic downturn, the rising cost of fuel and 
greater fuel effi  ciency of modern aircraft. These 
factors have resulted in commercial and general 
aviation sectors reducing fuel consumption and, 
hence, less aviation fuel taxes are paid to the SAF. 
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All bond issuances authorized for the Airport 
Safety and Protection Program (ASAP) have 
occurred.  Airport parking tax monies ($6 million 
annually) are used to pay the debt service fi rst, 
after which remaining funds may be used for 
ASAP-eligible projects.  

Unless the Michigan Legislature provides for an 
increased fuel tax rate (currently 3 cents per gallon, 
with a 1 ½ cent per gallon rebate for scheduled 
passenger service providers) or new sources of 
revenue for the State Aeronautics Fund,  at best, 
only a continuation of current level of  state 
funding can be expected.  For FY 2008, aviation 
fuel tax revenues are estimated to be approxi-
mately $6 million. 

Recently the combination of federal, state, and 
local dollars programmed for airport capital 
improvement projects has averaged approximate-
ly $160 million annually. Actual federal funding 
received in FY 2008 was $105 million.  For 
FY 2009, programming for the Airport Improve-
ment Program is set at $167.5 million of federal, 
state, and local funds.  Of this amount, approxi-
mately $121.5 million is programmed for projects 
at commercial service airports; $45.5 million is pro-
grammed for projects at general aviation airports, 
and the balance of $0.5 million is programmed for 
statewide projects. The Five-Year Program outlook 
based on current federal and state legislation 
approximates this scenario. Programmed amounts 
may be greater than actual funds, as this enables 
MDOT to capture the full amount of federal funds 
which become available throughout the fi scal year. 

MULTI-MODAL PROGRAM 
INVESTMENT STRATEGIES
MDOT’s FY 2009-2013 Multi-Modal Program 
includes three main areas: Passenger Transporta-
tion, Rail Freight and Ports, and Aviation.

Passenger Transportation
MDOT’s Passenger Transportation Program 
includes local transit, intercity bus, passenger rail 
and marine passenger.  The program provides 
for capital and operating assistance, technical 
support, and compliance monitoring of Michigan’s 
local transit, intercity bus, rail passenger, and 
public marine passenger sectors of the transporta-
tion system.  It also includes safety oversight of 
intercity bus, charter bus, and limousine operators, 
as well as fi xed guideway systems, which at this 
time is limited to the Detroit People Mover.  

The total Passenger Transportation Program for 
FY 2009 to FY 2013 is approximately 
$1.35 billion, with an average annual investment 
of $270 million. This program is comprised of a 
combination of annual appropriations from the 
state’s Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF), 
federal funds from the transit portions of SAFETEA-
LU, and other revenues.  CTF revenues provide for 
the largest portion of the revenue and local transit 
makes up the largest portion of the program.  The 
investment of CTF revenues is determined by the 
detailed requirements set forth in Act 51 of 1951, 
as well as the annual appropriations process. Act 51 
requires the majority of CTF revenues to be used 
for local transit.  In addition, most of the federal 
revenues MDOT receives are for local transit.3 

Passenger Transportation 
Five-Year Program 
by Revenue Source

Passenger Transportation 
Five-Year Program by Mode

Local
$54,750,000

4%

State
$990,038,000

73%

Federal
$304,5000,000

23%

Federal and local revenues represent
expenditure authority.  Actual revenues may be less

Passenger Rail
$7,900,000

3%

Local Transit
$242,525,000

94%

Intercity Bus
$7,975,000

3%

Most of the state’s passenger transportation infrastructure is owned 
and operated by local and private entities. Project decisions are 
largely made outside of MDOT and are made annually based on 
available funding. Therefore, the passenger transportation Five-Year 
Program does not include project level information.

Marine Passenger
$400,000

0%

3 Please note the fi ve-year passenger transportation program revenues are not broken down by mode because the revenues can vary from year to year 
based on the appropriations process.  Generally, 90 percent of the revenue will be allocated to support local transit; about three percent will support 
intercity bus and three percent will support intercity passenger rail.  These percentages match the allocations for FY 2009.
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As in prior Five-Year Programs, MDOT will con-
tinue its partnership role by providing fi nancial 
and technical assistance to public, private, and 
non-profi t transit providers.  In each year of the 
Five-Year Program, MDOT will issue approximately 
$200 million in operating, capital, and special 
project contracts to support over 130 local transit 
providers.  State and federal funds issued by MDOT 
will be focused on continued safe and secure 
operation of the existing transportation system 
through routine maintenance, capital replace-
ment/rehabilitation, and preservation of existing 
service levels.  Compliance monitoring of funding 
recipients will remain a signifi cant activity for 
MDOT staff .

Reductions to the Passenger 
Transportation Program
As the costs of maintaining the passenger trans-
portation system increase while available revenues 
decline, each year of the Five-Year Program will 
be a continuation of an already reduced program.  
Revenue levels will continue to fall short of fund-
ing levels needed to maintain existing services 
and infrastructure as further described below.  At 
current revenue levels, declines in the passenger 
transportation system are expected over the next 
fi ve-year period.

State revenues for local transit will equal about 
45 percent of the projected annual need; intercity 
bus revenues will equal about 43 percent of 
the annual need, and passenger rail revenues 
will equal about 49 percent of the annual need.  
Federal revenues will not compensate for the 
decline in state revenues; and in fact, will also 
decline if state revenues are not available to match 
federal grants.  

As a result, between 2009 and 2013, MDOT expects 
to see declines in the condition of passenger trans-
portation systems, both in terms of maintenance 
of the infrastructure and transportation services 
available to the public. The geographic location 
and magnitude of local transit services that will 
be lost will depend on the decisions made by 
individual operators in response to declining state 
assistance. The location and magnitude of intercity 
passenger services that will be lost depends on the 
level of service MDOT is able to procure from year 
to year within its available resources.  

Local Transit

For local transit, the Five-Year Program will focus 
on the preservation of existing transit services in 
all 83 Michigan counties via operating and capital 

assistance.  Through this assistance, over 80 per-
cent of Michigan’s population is provided access to 
some form of local transit service. The majority of 
state operating assistance is provided as a percent-
age of eligible costs, with the maximum state 
share established in Act 51. The majority of state 
capital assistance is provided as match to federal 
capital grants for routine bus replacement, facility 
renovation, and equipment upgrades.  

As the chart below indicates, state revenues will 
fall short of a full program, i.e., the average annual 
need to preserve existing local transit services and 
infrastructure. The average annual need includes 
the funds required to provide the maximum state 
share of operating expenses allowed for under 
Act 51 and the funds required to provide the 
20 percent match for all anticipated routine federal 

State Revenue Needs FY 2009-2013: Local Transit
Average annual need: The project cost of preserving the existing system. No expansion
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capital grants.  The full program is only preserva-
tion of the existing system and does not include 
the funds needed to support the operating or 
capital costs of new or expanded transit, such as 
new rapid transit systems being planned in the 
Grand Rapids and Detroit areas.

Unless transit systems are able to raise local funds 
to compensate for the declining state revenues, 
local transit systems will have to reduce services 
over the next fi ve years. Over 94 million rides 
were provided by these services in FY 2007. Local 
decisions will determine where the services will be 
lost. In addition, Michigan may start losing federal 
transit funds due to a shortfall in state matching 
funds.  Over the life of this Five-Year Program, an 
average of $112 million a year in routine federal 
transit funds could be in jeopardy. 

Intercity Passenger Services 

Under this Five-Year Program, MDOT will continue 
to use state and federal funds (intercity bus only) 
to contract with intercity carriers to provide 
route service that would not otherwise exist, i.e., 
would not be provided by the carrier absent a 
state subsidy.  MDOT will also use state and/or 
federal funds to enhance the intercity passenger 
infrastructure, such as funding for construction of 
intercity passenger terminals, motor coaches, and 
track and technology improvements. These invest-
ments help enhance the transportation experience 
for intercity passengers and help reduce costs for 
the carriers.  

State Revenue Needs FY 2009-2013:  Intercity Passenger
Average annual need: The project cost of preserving the existing system. No expansion
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As the chart below indicates, state revenues 
will fall short of a full program, i.e., the average 
annual need to preserve existing intercity pas-
senger services and infrastructure.  Infrastructure 
improvements, such as new passenger stations, 
will be postponed; and due to rising contract 
costs, it is uncertain if MDOT will be able to 
maintain current contracts for intercity bus and 
passenger rail services. Services at risk include: (1) 
fi ve intercity bus routes that connect Michigan’s 
upper and northern Lower Peninsula to southern 
Michigan and national network, these routes also 
serve 87 Michigan communities; (2) two passenger 
rail trains that serve 22 Michigan communities and 
connect Michigan to the national rail network.  

Decisions on where and when to cut services 
will be made annually as costs are compared to 
available revenues.

Rail Freight Transportation
There are several rail corridors across the state, 
including a number that are part of the “Corridors 
of Highest Signifi cance” identifi ed by the State 
Long-Range Transportation Plan. Of those, the 
Port Huron/Chicago rail corridor is most notable, 
carrying approximately 40 percent of the state’s 
rail cargo, whether measured by tonnage or by 
commodity value.  The vast majority of the state’s 
rail infrastructure is privately owned and operated.
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However, the intent of our state and federally-
funded programs precludes a corridor approach. 
Under this Five-Year Program, MDOT looks to 
continue its eff orts to enhance grade crossing 
safety, support economic development, and 
enhance modal options for users of the state’s 
freight network.

MDOT assists private rail carriers and other owners 
of rail infrastructure with the costs of preserving 
and improving that infrastructure through the 
Michigan Rail Loan Assistance Program (MiRLAP). 
Interest-free loans are made available, on a com-
petitive basis, following an annual call for projects.  
Eligible projects include track rehabilitation, 
bridge repair, and crossing surface improvements.

Water-borne 
Freight Transportation
 For each of the next fi ve years, MDOT anticipates 
providing $500,000 in legislatively-appropriated 
funding to the Detroit-Wayne County Port Author-
ity. Combined with matching funds from the 
City of Detroit and Wayne County, these dollars 
assist in the Port Authority’s operating costs and 
marketing activities.

Aviation Investments
MDOT’s airport investment strategy provides 
direction for the programming of airport capital 
improvement funds.  The following principles form 
the basis upon which the programming strategies 
were developed:

• Invest the majority of available resources in the 
airports that respond to critical state airport 
system goals and objectives (Tier I airports).

• Preserve the existing airport system 
infrastructure.

• Reduce airport facility and system 
defi ciencies by:

   Maximizing federal dollars returning to 
  the state.

   Leveraging local and private investments.
   Providing a dedicated and adequate level 

  of state funding.
• Utilize a process which distributes available 

funding in an appropriate mix between preser-
vation, improving and expanding the airports in 
the system.

• Emphasize meeting development standards for 
the Michigan Aviation System Plan (MASP) goals 
for business centers and population centers. 
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Air Service Program and 
All Weather Airport Access 
Programs
The Michigan Air Service Program is designed 
to attract and maintain quality air service for 
Michigan’s 17 airports with scheduled air service.  
MDOT specialists work directly with the airlines 
and Michigan airports to increase, recruit, and 
maintain levels of air service throughout the 
state. This program is supported by the SAF and 
local cost sharing is required.  However, since this 
program is a discretionary program, it has been 
aff ected by reductions in revenues and is currently 
on hold.

The All Weather Airport Access Program enables 
airports to be accessible to pilots during inclement 
weather conditions.  This includes 38 Automated 
Weather Observing Systems (AWOS) that provide 
pilots with continuous weather information via 
radio, telephone and computer.  Additionally, this 
program includes pilot information systems at 
54 Michigan airports which allow pilots to check 
weather conditions at any airport in the United 
States.  This program also has been supported 
by the SAF within the aeronautics’ operating 
budget, and local cost sharing of equipment and 
maintenance costs is required. At the present time, 
all potential new sites for this program are subject 
to federal fund availability and are funded solely 
under the AIP for equipment and installation. 
Operating costs require local cost sharing. 
MDOT anticipates continued budget challenges 
for its aeronautics program in FY 2009.  
The anticipated Aviation Capital Program for 
FY 2009 is $167.5 million.  

 Annual Average    Five-Year Total

AVIATION

Aviation Improvement Program    $    166.1 million*     $    830.5 million

Air Service Program    $    0.700 million*     $        3.5 million

All Weather Airport Access Program    $    0.680 million*     $        3.4 million

PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION
(Local Transit, Intercity Bus, Passenger Rail)    $       270 million     $    1,350 million

RAIL FREIGHT AND PORTS    $      12.8 million     $         64 million

TOTAL    $  450.28 million    $  2,251.4 billion

MDOT’s Multi-Modal Investment Program
(Subject to appropriation of state, federal and local funds)

Summary
For FY 2009 to FY 2013, MDOT estimates it will 
invest an average of approximately $450 million 
per year in state, federal, and local funds for the 
current Multi-Modal Program.  Successful imple-
mentation of the program is dependent on the 
annual appropriations process and the eff orts of 
airport authorities, transit agencies, private non-
profi t transportation providers, rail freight carriers, 
Michigan governments and businesses, intercity 
passenger carriers, and others.  

*Aviation programs funded from aeronautics’ 
operating budget will be appropriated at the 
FY 2008 level; however, some programs may be 
less than fully funded or suspended pending 
actual revenues to the SAF.  These programs 
include the All Weather Access Program, as well as 
the Air Service Program.

** Rail Freight - of this amount, $100,000 per year 
represents a placeholder in the state appropriation 
bill in the event federal monies for rail freight 
programs become available  
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STEWARDSHIP

ASSET MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICE
Highways
Asset management provides a solid foundation 
which allows transportation professionals to 
monitor the transportation system and optimize 
the preservation, improvement, and timely 
replacement of assets through cost-eff ective 
management, programming, and resource alloca-
tions decisions. Asset Management is a continuous 
process enabling transportation professionals to 
evaluate various scenarios, determine trade-off s 
between diff erent actions, and select the best 
method for achieving specifi ed goals and objec-
tives. 

In Michigan, the Transportation Asset Manage-
ment Council was appointed by the State Trans-
portation Commission on September 26, 2002. 
The intent of the Council is to expand the practice 
of asset management statewide to enhance the 
productivity of investing in Michigan’s roads and 
bridges through coordination and collaboration 
among state and local transportation agencies by: 

- Surveying and reporting the condition of roads 
and bridges by functional classifi cation catego-
ries for the state and regional planning areas. 

- Assessing completed and planned investments 
in roads and bridges by the various transporta-
tion agencies of the state.

- Supporting the development of appropriate 
asset management tools and procedures. 

- Providing education and training on the benefi ts 
of developing road improvement programs 

through the use of asset management principles 
and procedures. 

The anticipated outcome is an asset manage-
ment process that is easily used and communi-
cated and leads to a road network that is managed 
by function. 
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Asset Management Concept
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Program Delivery
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The Transportation Asset Management Council, 
along with coordination and collaboration 
among state and local transportation agencies, 
will continue to work on refi ning more cost-
eff ective and innovative ways to implement the 
principles of asset management to the statewide 
transportation system. 

During 2009-2013, it is anticipated that asset 
management will likely expand past just roads 
and bridges to include a larger scope of transpor-
tation-related assets, such as, signs, guardrails, 
and drainage systems. 

Pavement Condition
MDOT has made substantial progress since the 
adoption of our pavement condition goal of 
having 95 percent of the freeways and 85 percent 
of the non-freeways in good condition by 2007. 
In addition to federal and state transportation 
revenue, bond initiative investments (Preserve First, 
Jobs Today, and Economic Stimulus) have allowed 
improvement in the condition of state roads and 
bridges to protect the investments of Michigan 
taxpayers and meet the pavement goals estab-
lished by the State Transportation Commission.

The road and bridge preservation projects 
included in the Five-Year Program are prioritized 
based on approved asset management strategies, 
with a specifi c focus on doing the right repair at 
the right time to extend the life of our roads and 
bridges and to keep them in good condition. Our 
programs include a combination of long-term fi xes 
(reconstruction), intermediate fi xes (resurfacing/
rehabilitation), an aggressive capital preventive 
maintenance (CPM) program, and routine mainte-
nance of the system. 

The Michigan Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) uses asset management as a process to 
strategically manage the transportation system in 
a cost-eff ective and effi  cient manner and consists 
of fi ve major elements:

1.  Developing policy goals and objectives.
2.  Data Collection .
3.  Planning and Programming.
4.  Program Delivery.
5.  Monitoring and Reporting Results.

The Five-Year Transportation Program is developed 
based on implementation of the goals and policies 
outlined by the State Transportation Commission 
(STC), emphasizing an asset management ap-
proach to preserving the transportation system 
and providing safe mobility to travelers. Transpor-
tation asset management is a strategic approach 
to maximizing the benefi ts from resources used 

to manage the transportation infrastructure. It 
involves collecting data for the physical inventory 
of our surface transportation system and manag-
ing current conditions based on strategic goals 
and sound investments. The following fl owchart 
highlights the important characteristics of trans-
portation asset management.

Asset management is an ongoing process within 
MDOT. Development of management systems, 
geographic information systems (framework), 
global positioning and life cycle cost analyses 
have allowed MDOT to become more strategically 
oriented. MDOT has developed strategic goals 
on a system-wide basis. By using tools such as 
Performance Measures, the Road Quality Forecast 
System, and the Prioritization Process, MDOT con-
tinues developing annual programs and projects 
targeted toward achieving system-wide goals. 
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Pavement Condition of State Trunkline (Percent Good/Fair Condition)
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The following graph shows the progress made in 
improving the state trunkline combined pavement 
condition (freeway and non-freeway) since the 
implementation of our pavement condition goals 
nearly ten years ago.  In 1996, the combined pave-
ment condition was at approximately 64 percent 
good. In 2008, the combined pavement condition 
improved to approximately 92 percent good – an 
increase of 28 percent.

The Road Quality Forecasting System (RQFS) is a 
strategy analysis tool used by MDOT to project 
results of pavement rehabilitation policies and 
proposed projects.  Working from current pave-
ment condition, age, and type and factoring in 
aging and fi x strategies, RQFS estimates future 
condition of the state trunkline system.

Remaining Service Life (RSL) is defi ned as the esti-
mated remaining time in years until a pavement’s 
most cost-eff ective treatment is either reconstruc-
tion or major rehabilitation.  Pavements with an 
RSL of two years or less are considered to be in the 
“poor” pavement category.

Based upon the strategies and projects contained 
in this 2009-2013 Five-Year Transportation Pro-
gram (including the Economic Stimulus initiative), 
we have used the RQFS tool to forecast future 
pavement condition. 

The graph shows that progress continues to 
be made in increasing the percent of good 
pavements on both the statewide freeway and 
non-freeway networks. At the end of FY 2008, 
approximately 92 percent of MDOT’s combined 
(freeway and non-freeway) system was in good 
condition.  This surpasses the goal of 90 percent of 
pavements in good condition. Additional funding 
from the Economic Stimulus initiative for FY 2008 
helped sustain the statewide combined pavement 
condition at this level.
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The RQFS forecast indicates that, based on 
investment levels anticipated, the projected 
statewide combined pavement condition will 
begin to decline after FY 2008 to approximately 
87 percent good in FY 2010 and approximately 
69 percent by 2014.

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

An important BMS tool used by MDOT to develop 
preservation policies is the Bridge Condition 
Forecasting System (BCFS). Working from cur-
rent bridge condition, bridge deterioration rate, 
project cost, expected infl ation, and fi x strategies, 
BCFS estimates the future condition of the state 
trunkline bridge system.

As shown in the charts, we have met and are 
projecting to sustain the non-freeway bridge goal 
of 85 percent good. 

We are also making steady progress toward our 
freeway bridge goal, but projections indicate that 
we will fall short of achieving the freeway bridge 
goal of 95 percent good. Projections show that we 
will reach a freeway bridge condition of approxi-
mately 89 percent good by 2011.

Statewide - Bridge Condition  (Non-Freeway)
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Intercity Passenger Contract 
Cost Increasing

MULTI-MODAL PROGRAMS
Passenger Transportation
The passenger transportation fi ve-year program 
is focused almost entirely on preservation of the 
existing public transportation system.  MDOT 
program investments will focus on the following 
stewardship objectives:

• Ensure the rural transit fl eet and the specialized 
transit fl eet is in good condition.

• Preserve existing intercity passenger rail 
transportation services.

• Preserve existing intercity bus passenger 
transportation services.

• Preserve existing transit services in all 83 
Michigan counties.

However, as indicated under the Investment Strat-
egies section, program revenues are expected to 
fall short of meeting these stewardship objectives.  
As a result, between 2009 and 2013, As the chart 
below indicates, MDOT may not be able to meet 

these stewardship objectives and expects to see 
declines in the condition of the passenger trans-
portation systems, both in terms of maintenance 
of the infrastructure and transportation services 
available to the public.  

Passenger Trains and 
Intercity Buses
Passenger trains and intercity buses also run on 
diesel fuel and their fuel costs are increasing.  This 
chart shows the increase between FY2008 and 
FY2009 of the cost to maintain our passenger rail 
contract with Amtrak.  Amtrak’s projected costs 
will exceed the funds available to MDOT. Funding 
for infrastructure improvements have been cut 
in recent years to re-direct available revenues to 
maintenance of services at intercity terminals from 
$2.8 million in 2004 to $300,000 in 2008 and this 
trend is likely to continue even though Amtrak 
is requesting an increase in revenue to maintain 
service in 2009.   MDOT is currently negotiating a 
nine-month contract with Amtrak.

Program Objectives 
Multi-Modal - Passenger Transportation   

Program Objectives 
Multi-Modal - Passenger Transportation  

Local Transit
• Objective: Preservation of existing transit services in all 

83 Michigan counties via operating and capital assistance
• Reality:
  - State share of operating expenses will decline
  - Expect loss of service - 

   local decisions will determine where

• Objective: Match all available federal funds
• Reality:
  - Toll credits and remaining bond revenues will be   

      exhausted in FY 2009 or 2010
  - $112 million a year in routine federal funds 

      in jeopardy

Funding for intercity bus infrastructure improve-
ments continue to be kept very low to re-direct 
revenue to maintenance of services. Decisions on 
where and when to cut services will be made an-
nually as costs are compared to available revenues. 
The following chart shows where current services 
are located throughout Michigan.
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Amtrak Contract for Blue Water and Pere Marquette 
• Passenger trains and intercity bus fuel costs also increasing
• Amtrak has requested an increase of up to $2.4 million in 

the FY 2009 contract

Intercity Passenger
• Objective: Maintain contracts 

with intercity carriers
• Reality: Insuffi cient revenues 

to meet contractor costs

• Objective: Match any available 
federal funds

• Reality: No state revenues

• Objective: Maintain infrastructure
• Reality: Minor repairs
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Rail Freight Transportation
MDOT owns approximately 530 miles of light-den-
sity rail lines in the state and contracts with private 
railroad companies to provide service to shippers 
on those lines.  While the railroad companies are 
contractually responsible for basic maintenance, 
MDOT continues to undertake track upgrades to 
protect the state’s investment and support the 
overall, shipper-oriented, goal of the program.

Available funding for these eff orts has decreased 
sharply in recent years, down a full 40 percent from 
FY 2000 levels. At the same time, costs – especially 
the cost of steel – have increased.   That trend is 
expected to continue during this fi ve-year period. 

One project anticipated to be undertaken over this 
fi ve-year period is the rehabilitation of 25 miles of 
track between Cadillac and Yuma, a line segment 
that will soon see increased rail traffi  c due to a 
major new commodity move. Beyond that project, 
and in response to continuing funding shortfalls, 
the department will be reviewing potential alter-
natives to traditional track rehabilitation projects.

Aviation Programs
MDOT’s approach to Michigan’s aviation system 
diff ers signifi cantly from the road and bridge 
sectors covered by MDOT’s Highway Capital and 
Maintenance Program for two main reasons.  First, 
the aviation infrastructure is owned, managed, and 
operated by entities other than MDOT.  In addition, 
state and federal funding for these sectors are 
more prescribed than highway funding. Therefore, 
MDOT’s program supports investment and operat-
ing decisions made by local and private entities 
within the prescribed parameters of state and 
federal law.  However, MDOT does provide asset 
management programs such as the Approach 
Protection Plan, Pavement Condition Index, and 
the Tall Structures Program.  

The All Weather Airport Access Program enables 
airports to be accessible to pilots during inclement 
weather conditions. This includes 38 Automated 
Weather Observing Systems (AWOS) that provide 
pilots with continuous weather information via 
radio, telephone and computer. 

Additionally, this program includes pilot informa-
tion systems at 54 Michigan airports which allow 
pilots to check weather conditions at any airport in 
the United States. This program also has been sup-
ported by the SAF within the aeronautics’ operat-
ing budget, and local cost sharing of equipment 
and maintenance costs is required. At the present 
time, all potential new sites for this program are 
subject to federal fund availability and are funded 
solely under the AIP for equipment and installa-
tion. Operating costs require local cost sharing. 
MDOT anticipates continued budget challenges 
for its aeronautics program in FY 2009. 

Unfortunately, the future also remains uncertain 
for a number of essential state/local programs. 
Many of these programs shown in the following 
chart have already been curtailed or eliminated as 
a result of our transportation funding crisis.  As an 
example, the Air Service Program has traditionally 
received up to $1.5 million annually.  However 
funding for this essential program at a time when 
it is greatly needed, will be unavailable for future 
years if revenues are not increased.

FY 2009-2013 Rail Freight Program
Funding Crisis   

Funding Crisis Impacts Aeronautics

Rail Freight Appropriations: Local Grade Crossing
• Federal Aid 

dropped after 
SAFETEA-LU’s 
enactment

• MTF unchanged 
since 1993

•  Fewer safety 
enhancements
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• All weather Airport Access Program

• Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFT) Training

• Air Service Program

• Airport Inspection Program

• Runway and AIrport Approach Marking
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EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE OPERATIONS

INTELLIGENT 
TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEMS (ITS)
Using the tools provided by Intelligent Trans-
portation Systems (ITS), MDOT provides traveler 
information and motorist assistance, which results 
in better route selection by motorists, less delay 
due to reduced crash clearance times, safer roads, 
and other signifi cant benefi ts. The traffi  c manage-
ment centers in Detroit and Grand Rapids and the 
motorist assistance program in southeast Michi-
gan are on the front lines to deliver these benefi ts 
to the motoring public. 

The Michigan Intelligent Transportation System 
Center in Detroit provides 24/7/365 coverage for 
nearly 300 miles of freeway in Wayne, Oakland, 
and Macomb counties. The Michigan State Police 
Second District Regional Dispatch is co-located 
with the MITS Center, providing an ideal ar-
rangement for information sharing and incident 
management opportunities. 

The MITS Center serves three major functions: 
traffi  c information management, traffi  c incident 
management, and Freeway Courtesy Patrol 
(FCP). Traffi  c information management involves 
incidents, special events, and construction, and 
information is provided to the motorist via the 
MDOT web site, dynamic message signs, and 
via coordination with TV and radio media. Traffi  c 
incident management includes collaboration with a 
variety of other agencies including fi rst responders. 

The MITS Center is supported by three primary 
contracts, which involve the FCP, system main-
tenance, and the control room operations. 
Near-term improvements include relocating the 
control room to the new Detroit Transportation 
Service Center building, which is scheduled for 
completion in September 2009. MDOT continues 
to add, replace, and modernize ITS infrastructure 
to the three-county area, and will be deploying 
ITS infrastructure in the adjacent regions (Bay and 
University) as well. The software that is used for 
the control room operations will also be deployed 
statewide, providing additional capabilities and 
improved effi  ciency.    

The FCP provides nearly 50,000 assists a year in 
the Detroit metro area, and FCP vans are dis-
patched by control room staff  at the MITS Center. 
FCP vans continuously patrol the freeways and 
provide motorists with a variety of support, includ-
ing fl at tire fi xes, fuel, abandon vehicle tagging, 
vehicle crash scene support, and debris removal. 
The public reaction to FCP support is overwhelm-
ingly positive. 

The West Michigan Traffi  c Management Center 
(WMTMC) in Grand Rapids provides primarily 
weekday coverage for 25 miles of freeway. 

The WMTMC provides similar services as the MITS 
Center, except that no FCP is provided. Near-term 
improvements include relocating the control room 
within the Grand Region offi  ce building, signifi cant 
ITS infrastructure expansion within the Grand 
Rapids metro area, ITS infrastructure associated 
with the US-31 bascule bridge in Grand Haven, 
and additional collaboration with the City of Grand 
Rapids for sharing data and collaboration with 
respect with traffi  c signal operations.  

2009 ITS and VII 
Planned Program
The ITS Program encompasses the application of 
technology to improve the effi  ciency and safety of 
our transportation system. ITS applications use in-
formation, communication and sensor technology 
with the goal to achieve improved levels of safety 
and performance on all transportation modes. 
Funding for the FY 2009 ITS Program is estimated 
to be approximately $18.7 million.  

The 2009 program is focused on the deployment 
of the SAFETEA-LU High Priority Project (HPP) 
in Grand Rapids that will signifi cantly expand 
the current system in Western Michigan. The 
remainder of the program will include projects 
along I-96 between Detroit and Lansing to support 
traffi  c operations along this corridor during the 
proposed construction activities in 2009 and 2010, 
and along the I-75 corridor from Flint to Saginaw.  
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The 2009 program will also include MDOT’s fi rst 
foray into acquiring traffi  c data – specifi cally link 
speed and travel times – as a service from a third 
party in an eff ort to manage costs and expand the 
reach of traveler information systems throughout 
the state.

In FY 2009, MDOT has planned the following 
Vehicle Infrastructure Integration (VII) tasks and 
programs:

• Expand the test corridor in the Metro Region 
for the 2009 ITS-Michigan Annual Meeting and 
Exhibition as well as other key events or demon-
strations throughout the year.

• Support the 2009 AASHTO Mississippi Valley 
conference in Grand Rapids through presenta-
tions and demonstrations.

• Develop a plan to standardize and modernize 
the existing VII deployments throughout the 
state.

• Continue plan development and implementa-
tion for a region-wide VII deployment that 
includes infrastructure and vehicles from local 
automakers to lay out a vision for a wide-scale 
VII Field Operational Test.

• Host a second international VII summit to 
update the participants on the status of our 
various programs and begin the process of 
standardizing data across multiple test facilities 

 (Note: this was intended to occur during 
2008 but was delayed due to scheduling 
complications).

• Continue our cooperative development with 
our partners in Sweden on a variety of VII-related 
projects.
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Current 2010-2013 ITS 
Investment Strategy
As stated earlier, the current average annual 
budget for ITS program is approximately 
$13 million (note, in FY 2010 and FY 2011 this was 
reduced to $11.5 million as a result of statewide 
program for centerline rumble strips and cable 
guardrail initiative).  

This does not include the current budget for 
operations and maintenance of existing MITS or 
Grand Region infrastructure, nor does it include 
the costs to operate the Freeway Courtesy Patrol.  
These current costs are approximately $7 million 
per year but are estimated to increase to $9 million 
per year due to increased costs associated with 
fuel and other commodities.

The core ITS program refl ected in the 2009-2013 
MDOT program focuses on fi ve components:

• Incident Management.
• Incident Response.
• Traveler Information.
• Weather Information Systems.
• Advanced Technology for Operations.

The fi rst fi ve components are planned to be 
implemented through traditional ITS program and 
infrastructure, including Close Circuit Television 
(CCTV) cameras, Vehicle Detection, Dynamic 
Message Signs (DMS) and Environmental Sens-
ing Stations (ESS) coupled with Road-Weather 
Information Systems (RWIS). This traditional 
infrastructure requires a signifi cant investment in 
communications infrastructure to ensure that the 
data and video images collected in the fi eld can 
be readily used and viewed in a traditional traffi  c 
operations center, such as the MITS Center in 
Detroit or the West Michigan Traffi  c Management 

Center (WMTMC) in Grand Rapids.  This type of 
communications infrastructure is required for these 
systems to operate eff ectively, yet often consume 
50 percent or more of the overall project budget.

The following capital projects are planned in 2010:

• Upgrade communications towers in Metro 
Region to increase communications capacity for 
future expansions and enhancements. 

• Deploy ITS in Southwest Region along the I-94 
corridor through Kalamazoo and Battle Creek 
and deploy traveler information (DMS) on all four 
approaches to the I-69/I-94 interchange.  Project 
is currently in fi nal planning stages.  

• Finalize RWIS deployment of Phase I in 
Superior Region. 

• Deploy DMS system in Clare. 
• Real-Time Data Collection (link speed and 

travel time) along 400 miles of MDOT roadway 
facilities. 

• ITS Planning/Design. 
• VII Planning/Implementation. 

The following capital projects are planned in 2011:

• Deploy traditional ITS in the Grand Valley Metro 
Council region to expand the ITS deployment in 
Grand Region outside of Kent County and the 
City of Grand Rapids. 

• Construct Phase I of the “Triangle” project to 
provide traveler information, incident manage-
ment and route guidance to motorists using the 
congested I-75 corridor between Detroit and 
Grayling and along US-127 between Lansing 
and Grayling.  Project is currently in preliminary 
planning stages. 

• Deploy the fi rst phase of the North Region Road 
Weather Information System (RWIS) deployment.  
Project is currently in fi nal planning stages. 

• Real-Time Data Collection (link speed and 
travel time) along 600 miles of MDOT roadway 
facilities.

• ITS Planning/Design. 
• VII Planning/Implementation. 

The following capital projects are planned in 2012:

• Deploy traditional ITS along the I-75 corridor in 
Monroe County to connect the Toledo, Ohio ITS 
program to the Metro Detroit ITS program.  

• Deploy traditional ITS along the I-75 corridor 
between Grayling and Mackinac Bridge.  

• Deploy Phase II of the Superior Region RWIS 
program, completing the network of up to 
20 ESS throughout the Upper Peninsula.  

• Upgrade ITS in Metro Region from technology 
deployed as part of the 1995 deployment to 
current standards to take advantage of 
advances and effi  ciencies available with 
current technologies.  

• Real-Time Data Collection (link speed and 
travel time) along 1200 miles of MDOT roadway 
facilities. 

• ITS Planning/Design. 
• VII Planning/Implementation. 

The following capital projects are planned in 2013:

• Upgrade ITS in Metro Region from technology 
deployed as part of the 1995 deployment to 
current standards to take advantage of 
advances and effi  ciencies available with 
current technologies.  

• Upgrade DMS in Grand Region from mechanical 
DMS to LED to reduce maintenance costs and 
power consumption and to take advantage of 
advances and effi  ciencies available with current 
DMS technologies.
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• Expand ITS in Southwest Region along the 
I-94 corridor.  

• Construct Phase II of the “Triangle” project to 
provide traveler information, incident manage-
ment and route guidance to motorists using the 
congested I-75 corridor between Detroit and 
Grayling and along US-127 between Lansing 
and Grayling.  Project is currently in preliminary 
planning stages. 

• Real-Time Data Collection (link speed and 
travel time) along 1700 miles of MDOT roadway 
facilities. 

• ITS Planning/Design. 
• VII Planning/Implementation. 

The 2009-2013 program also includes funding for 
design and planning eff orts, as well as an annual 
budget to begin procuring travel time and speed 
data as a service from one of many potential 
service providers to reduce MDOT’s reliance on 
fi eld devices that would be needed for this task in 
non-urban areas. These detectors are expensive 
to deploy, operate and maintain, and other states 
have benefi ted from contracting the collection of 
this information in real time.

The fi nal component of the MDOT ITS program is 
our use of new and innovative technologies.  An 
allotment is being made every year to deploy and 
maintain devices that will be used as part of the 
MDOT and US DOT Vehicle Infrastructure Integra-
tion (VII) test beds in southeast Michigan.  This 
deployment is being used to both support indus-
try in their research and development initiatives 
to improve safety and mobility and by MDOT to 
evaluate new and improved operational methods.

Passenger Transportation
The passenger transportation fi ve-year program 
will support effi  cient and eff ective operations of 
the local transit system in a number of ways, by 
providing:

• State match for transit agencies to replace 
existing transit vehicles with alternative fuel 
and/or lower emission vehicles.

• State match for transit agencies to implement 
intelligent transportation technologies.

• Federal funds and state match for transit 
agencies to develop and demonstrate mobility 
management projects.

For the strategies above, the majority of invest-
ment decisions are made at the local level on an 
annual basis, therefore, MDOT cannot predict the 
specifi c accomplishments that will result from 
the fi ve-year program. Also, as noted under the 
section on Investment Strategies, program rev-
enues are expected to fall short of federal match 
needs, therefore, the ability of transit agencies to 
access federal funds for projects that will enhance 
operations – such as ITS projects – is uncertain.   

MDOT will work toward more effi  cient and eff ec-
tive operation of the passenger rail program in the 
following ways:

• Seek Federal Rail Administration approval to 
increase train speeds to 110 mph on the positive 
train control-equipped segment of the High 
Speed Rail Corridor.

• Continue to develop the West Detroit Connec-
tion Track Project in the federally-designated 
high speed rail corridor. This proposed project 
will reduce travel times for the existing six 
Amtrak trains that pass through Detroit.  

• Improved grade crossings.

The revenues for the objectives above are not 
included in the fi ve-year program.  They consist of 
prior year CTF appropriations, CTF bond proceeds, 
federal grants (if awarded), and/or other sources.

MDOT will also continue to encourage communi-
cation and coordination among service providers 
to enable cross-jurisdictional and cross-modal 
passenger trips. 
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Michigan Statewide Traffi  c Deaths
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Michigan Traffi  c Deaths by Road Class

HIGHWAY SAFETY 
PROGRAM
MDOT’s comprehensive Safety Program focused 
on improving traffi  c control devices and driver 
information systems in an eff ort to improve driver 
safety. As part of MDOT’s FY 2008 safety program, 
$70.5 million was committed to the design, 
construction, and placement of signs, pavement 
markings, median protection, traffi  c signals, and 
other safety improvement projects.

Accomplishments in FY 2008 included adding 
150 million feet of pavement markings statewide 
and replacing special markings in approximately 
40 Michigan counties.  MDOT also upgraded signs 
on 153 miles of non-freeway facilities and 272 
miles of freeway. The department installed cable 
median barrier along 65 miles of roadway, installed 
seven new traffi  c signals and overhead beacons, 
four warning sign beacons, and upgraded/mod-
ernized 174 traffi  c signals and beacons, six school 
devices, 14 traffi  c sign beacons and removed six 
signals.  Through the use of signal funding, 550 
additional traffi  c signals on state trunkline were 
retimed.  In an eff ort to address lane departure 
crashes on non-freeways 1,434 miles of centerline 
and 1,308 miles of shoulder rumble strips were 
constructed.  Twenty-three safety improvement 
projects were constructed in response to traffi  c 
crash analysis.  As a result of these projects, MDOT 
estimates the number of crash reductions at 1,860 
minor injury and property damage only crashes 
and 79 severe injuries and fatalities. The charts 
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illustrate our progress toward achieving our safety 
goals as a result of a fully funded program. 

MDOT anticipates that the program will remain 
fully funded in 2009. However, if the revenue 
forecasts for state revenue are made a reality, then 
the program will need to be adjusted in 2011 as 
discussed in the Investment Strategy Section.

Work Zone Safety
To promote the safety and protection of workers 
and motorists the MDOT continues its eff orts of 
reduced speeds wherever workers are present 
through signing.  The sign, “Where Workers Present 
45,” means that motorists must reduce their speed 
to 45 mph where workers are present in highway 
work zones.  

In the past, motorists were required to reduce their 
speed to 45 mph in highway work zones - even 
where workers were not present.  The “Where 
Workers Present 45” sign will make enforcement of 
work zone speed limits easier than in the past.  

Motorists are advised to “Look, Locate, and Lower” 
when traveling through work zones.  Specifi cally, 
when approaching “Road Work Ahead” signs, 
motorists should maintain the posted speed limit, 
look for workers, locate workers and lower speed to 
45 mph where workers are present.  This increased 
emphasis in worker safety has resulted in a change 
in observed speeds in MDOT’s work zones

MDOT has identifi ed locations across the state 
where increased law enforcement in work zones 
may help keep motorists and workers safer during 
our construction season.  The department pro-
vides funding to cover overtime costs of state and 
local police offi  cers patrolling work zones.

These added patrols along with the increased 
fi nes and penalties for traffi  c violations in work 
zones help protect not only the highway workers, 
but also the drivers within these work zones.  This 
program was enacted by MDOT in 2006 and is not 
anticipated to be impacted by possible program 
cuts in 2011.

MULTI-MODAL 
SAFETY STRATEGIES
Passenger Transportation
The passenger transportation fi ve-year program 
will improve the safety and security of the 
transportation system by providing for routine 
replacement of local transit vehicles and intercity 
bus motor coaches, routine maintenance of pas-
senger facilities and transit and marine passenger 
equipment upgrades. Within the local transit area, 
specifi c investment decisions, such as the number 
of vehicles that will be replaced and the types of 
improvements that will be made to passenger 
facilities, are made at the local level on an annual 
basis.  Therefore, MDOT cannot predict the local 
transit safety and security accomplishments that 
will result from the fi ve-year program.  

Also, as noted above, program revenues are 
expected to fall short of the meeting routine 
infrastructure needs. This means the passenger 
transportation infrastructure will not be replaced 
in a timely manner. Without timely replacement 
and upgrades of transit vehicles, intercity motor 
coaches, train cars, passenger boarding areas and 
information technologies, safety and security are 
compromised. 
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In addition, MDOT staff  in the Bureau of Passenger 
Transportation and the Bureau of Aeronautics 
and Freight Services will continue to carry out the 
following safety programs:

• State Safety Oversight for Rail Fixed Guide-

way Systems:  MDOT is the designated state 
agency to provide State Safety Oversight for Rail 
Fixed Guideway Systems in Michigan.  Currently, 
the Detroit People Mover is the only system in 
Michigan where state oversight is required by 
the Federal Transit Administration.  State over-
sight will continue to ensure compliance with 
49 CFR Part 659.

• For-hire Passenger Carriers:  MDOT will con-
tinue to carry out its responsibilities for safety 
oversight of for-hire passenger carriers under 
Act 271 of 1990 and Act 432 of 1982.  MDOT 
is directly responsible for: 1) issuing authority 
(business licenses) to operate; 2) monitoring 
insurance compliance and 3) physically inspect-
ing motor buses or safety certifying limousines.  

 MDOT’s motor coach inspection program is one 
of 28 state programs that meet or exceed federal 
motor carrier passenger standards. 

• Rail Safety Program: MDOT works to enhance 
motorist safety at the approximately 4,500 
at-grade railroad crossings on roads under the 
jurisdiction of counties, cities and villages.  On 
an annual basis, the department’s Local Grade 
Crossing Program identifi es crossings which, 
based upon current exposure, recent crash his-
tory or other factors, appear most deserving of 
review and potential enhancement. Reviews are 
conducted to determine what, if any, enhance-
ments are appropriate at a given crossing, and 
the program can fund the resulting installation 
of active warning devices or other safety en-
hancements.  That process will continue during 
this fi ve-year period.  It is not possible to identify 
specifi c project locations at this time.  

• During 2008, MDOT facilitated 72 Diagnostic 
Study Team Reviews/Formal Investigations.  
These meetings bring together representatives 
of railroads, road authorities and other parties to 
assess safety conditions at existing or proposed 
public at-grade crossings and determine if 
enhancements are needed. MDOT issues reports 
summarizing the meetings and issues regulatory 
orders as appropriate.  It is anticipated that this 
program will continue during the 2009-2013 
Five-Year Transportation Program timeframe.

• Local Grade Crossing Program: Through its 
2008 prioritization program, MDOT identifi ed 
82 crossings for review and a determination 
of whether safety enhancements are needed. 
Diagnostic Study Team Reviews (DSTRs) were 
conducted at 48 of those crossings in the fall of 
2007 and the other 34 in the spring of 2008. 

 The program has experienced lower funding 
levels since 2006, the fi rst fi scal year following 
SAFETEA-LU’s enactment, while the state fund-
ing level has remained constant.  That, combined 
with a six percent annual increase in project 
costs, could result in fewer crossing locations 
being addressed in the future. We anticipate 
being able to undertake approximately 40 to 
45 projects in FY 2009. MDOT will assess this 
program in the future to determine how and if 
this program will be adjusted in 2011 based on 
current state revenue projections.

Aviation
MDOT’s FY 2009-2013 Aeronautics Program 
provides for capital assistance with federal, state 
and local funds for airports in Michigan.  In addi-
tion, the program provides for technical support 
and safety oversight for airports, pilots, and fl ight 
instructors.

The focus is largely on continued safe and 
secure operation of the existing airport system 
through capital replacement/rehabilitation, and 
preservation of existing service levels.  Through 
partnerships with the FAA, airport sponsors, 
Michigan Association of Airport Executives, and 
the Michigan Business Aviation Association, MDOT 
promotes and implements operational effi  ciencies 
of the airport system and its infrastructure.  

Safety is priority one in aviation programs, and 
is carried out by both federal and state program 
policies and guidelines. Major projects involving 
runway rehabilitation and extension, removal of 
obstructions, and the Tall Structure Program are 
examples of activities directed towards enhancing 
safety.  

In addition, the aeronautics program supplements 
federal navigational aids and weather reporting 
to provide statewide capability for enroute all 
weather navigation at and above 1,000 feet above 
the ground. The program also provides for safe, 
all weather approaches and departures at airports 
not served by FAA systems, and enhances pilot 
communications with air traffi  c. Security improve-
ments at airports are also high priorities; fencing 
installations and rehabilitation of existing or 
construction of new terminals are designed with 
security goals in mind. 
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SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL 
PROGRAM
The federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program, 
established in 2005, provides funding for projects 
and activities that enable and encourage children 
in kindergarten through eighth grades to walk or 
bicycle to school. This program is administered by 
MDOT’s Offi  ce of Economic Development.

Walking and biking to and from school is an easy 
way for children to get the regular physical activity 
they need for good health and establish the habit 
of regular exercise for a lifetime. The initiative 
helps reduce congestion and air pollution, unites 
neighborhoods, and contributes to students’ 
readiness to learn in school. National statistics 
from 1969 showed that half of all students walked 
or bicycled to school. Today, fewer than 15 percent 
of all school trips are made by walking or biking. 
Instead, more than half of all children arrive at 
school in private automobiles.

To be eligible for funding, school communities 
must complete a school-based planning process 
by which they assess the safety of the routes to 
their school and the local attitudes and behaviors 
related to walking and biking to school.  The 
planning process culminates in the creation of 
a comprehensive SRTS Action Plan addressing 
the particular needs of individual schools.  Of 
Michigan’s 4,300 elementary and middle schools, 
over 330 (7 percent) have registered to complete 
the SRTS planning process and over 700 people 
have been trained to carry out this process. 

In FY 2008, 51 schools were awarded SRTS 
funds totaling $10.3 million.   Funds will provide 
improved sidewalks, marked crosswalks, signage 
and signals, bike racks, crossing guard equipment, 
educational materials and events, pedometers, 
prizes, and incentives to encourage walking and 
biking.  The emphasis of planning activities this 
year has been to deliver the SRTS program to 
urban under-served populations.  The Governor’s 
Cities of Promise designation provided a focus and 
opportunities for synergy to the eff ort.  A network 
of partners from state and local government, as 
well as interested non-profi ts, foundations, and 
neighborhood groups, have been working closely 
with schools in Cities of Promise to facilitate the 
SRTS planning process. As a result, 27 schools in 
Cities of Promise are implementing Safe Routes to 
School action plans and receiving SRTS awards.  

INFRASTRUCTURE 
SECURITY
MDOT’s comprehensive infrastructure security 
plan is a compilation of several security plans.  
Using a collaborative and intricate partnership 
with MDOT and other local, state and federal 
agengies interdependencies between trans-
portation disciplines and critical infrastructure 
protection measures including plans for key assets 
continue to be evaluated and evolve.

The 2009-2013 security report focuses on our 
successes and challenges in meeting these plans 
to balance security and mobility, given our invest-
ment and policy strategies.  Why is this important?  
Past events and potential future events, such 
as the raising of the alert status from yellow to 
orange in the aviation sector, force us to measure 
our eff ectiveness through understanding our 
assets, evaluating our needs, setting our goals, 
and taking action to accomplish these projects.  
This is followed by reassessing our needs.

MDOT’s Homeland Security eff orts incorporate 
coordination, interoperability, and solutions to 
protect and maintain a secure transportation infra-
structure while deterring threats.  We have verifi ed 
our protective actions and physical improvements 
as well as our future plans for protection through 
site specifi c plans and inspections by federal and 
state security specialists.  

An important factor is the coordination with 
law enforcement (local, federal, and state), local 
emergency response, and federal agencies. These 
agencies provide our department with informa-
tion in identifying and correcting communication 
barriers.  MDOT has developed specifi c actions 
that are taken at MDOT-owned key infrastructure 
in response to the Department of Homeland 
Security terrorist threat level.
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 The ground work for successful security rela-
tionships between transportation, emergency 
management, and Homeland Security agencies 
include:

1.  Recognition of the vital need for 
 transportation during incidents

2.  Responsiveness to surface transportation   
 including highway asset protection

3.  More resources, including staff , devoted to 
 transportation agencies for preparing and   
 testing programs

MDOT is diligently working towards these goals 
by developing strong partnerships with other 
state agencies as well as federal agencies at the 
statewide level. With multimodal responsibilities, 
our department relies on fl exibility to manage 
these key assets.

The Homeland Protection Board has oversight 
regarding all Homeland Security issues in the state. 
MDOT Director Kirk Steudle is a member of the 
multi-sector board.  Michigan also has a Statewide 
Homeland Security Strategy,* which includes an 
MDOT sponsored specifi c goal to protect and 
enhance transportation capabilities in preventing, 
planning for, responding to, and recovery from a 
terrorist event.  

Through this Board, and in support of the 
Strategy, MDOT has received nearly $2 million. 
These grants are awarded through a funding 
committee (created to include state agencies such 
as MDOT) that recommends projects to the Board.  
Additional homeland security funding sources 
specifi cally for communication and border 
security have approved an additional $2 million 
in protection measures.

Infrastructure Protection
The next step in the protection of the infrastruc-
ture is to have the area surrounding our assets 
protected as well. The Buff er Zone Protection 
Plans through local law enforcement and local 
emergency managers are designed to coordinate 
those eff orts.

The infrastructure investments in countermeasures 
are directed at deterrence and detection; those 
for retrofi tting and intrusion devices are designed 
for protection.  The breakdown by program is as 
follows:

Countermeasures for deterrence and detection

• Additional lighting
• Increased patrol during heightened awareness
• Detection system

Retro-fi tting and intrusion devices for protection

• Physical barriers for standoff 
   Fencing
   Concrete barrier
• Electronic barriers
   Cameras
   Sensors

The details of the use of these measures are not 
being released in full, but MDOT has used our 
Homeland Security dollars to provide for counter-
measures such as:

Night-shadow binoculars and night-vision 
goggles, body harnesses, rescue devices, portable 
light towers, generators, escape hoods, detec-
tion systems, retrofi tting protections devices, 
physical barriers for standoff , fencing, concrete 

barrier (much of the fencing and barrier wall was 
not funded through DHS, but through MDOT’s 
operational budget), intrusion devices, camera 
surveillance systems, and sensor devices.

Communication
The communication function in emergency 
management has two primary functions:  

• Giving the public accurate, timely, and useful 
information.

• Provide instructions throughout the emergency 
period and operational information to staff .

The infrastructure investments for communicating 
with our local, state, and federal partners for the 
coordination with law enforcement agencies at 
all levels, as well as local emergency response 
and other state and federal agencies, begins 
with the interoperable communication systems 
and training. Additionally, messages to improve 
mobility during an incident need to be provided to 
the public. The breakdown of the communication 
system by program is as follows:

• Communication
   Interoperable radios
   Increased training for Web-based incident   

  management
• Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
   Enhanced and expanded ITS system
   Border-related intelligent transportation   

  systems
   Traffi  c Incident management
   Portable changeable message signs
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As with the countermeasures, the details of the 
use of these measures are not being released in 
full, but MDOT has used Homeland Security dollars 
and our operational funding to provide for com-
munication systems such as:

Interoperable radios, repeaters, mobile 
telecommunication devices, web-based software 
for incident and resource management, training 
for the use of the communication systems, 
camera surveillance systems, sensor devises, and 
portable changeable message signs (11 purchased 
with Homeland Security funding).  In addition to 
the initial 75 radios purchased through this 
funding, 125 radios have been approved along 
with a balance of radios to be reassigned 
allowing for interoperability with county road 
commission partners.

Security-Enhanced Design
MDOT considers new options for transportation 
design which will bring all types of security 
enhancements and plans for future needs.  
Having planners and designers partner together 
with security specialists will strengthen our 
fi nal product.  

Our primary design projects, such as the Blue 
Water Bridge Plaza, will have new integrated 
security measures.

Transportation design includes considerations 
for other functions in the department.  MDOT has 
a primary role in hazardous materials routing.  In 
Michigan, MDOT is the designated routing agency 
and the Michigan State Police is the enforcement 
agency.  The Federal Highway Administration 
document entitled “Highway Routing of Hazard-
ous Materials – Guidelines for Applying Criteria” 
is MDOT’s tool in determining new routing 

restrictions or designations. This document 
outlines the steps and procedures that are to be 
followed to establish the non-radioactive hazard-
ous material routes. Border crossings are unique 
and need emergency response coordination as 
well as environmental protective measures for 
these types of routes.  Currently, Michigan has 
nine restricted routes.

The infrastructure investments for design consid-
erations are integrating counter measures and 
communications into a specifi c project. These 
programs require planning, research, and dissemi-
nation of the information to the decision makers. 
The breakdown by program is as follows:

• Border specifi c concerns
• Environmental considerations
• Re-Design
   Hazardous materials routing
• Design Considerations
   Need for hardening options
   Border-related expansions
   Consideration for security layout

National Infrastructure Protection 

Plan (NIPP)
As part of the work for the Homeland Protection 
Board, Michigan looked closely at the National 
Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP) and develop-
ment of the 2009 national funding process, which 
includes program and capability enhancement 
plans, investment strategies, and the application 
process.  

The NIPP and supporting Sector Specifi c Plans 
(SSP) provide the coordinated approach that will 
be used to establish national priorities, goals, and 

requirements for critical infrastructure and key 
resources (CI/KR) protection so that federal fund-
ing and resources are applied in the most eff ective 
manner to reduce vulnerability, deter threats, and 
minimize the consequences of attacks and other 
incidents. It establishes the over-arching concepts 
relevant to all CI/KR sectors identifi ed in Homeland 
Security Presidential Directive-7 (HSPD-7), and 
addresses the physical, cyber, and human consid-
erations required for eff ective implementation of 
comprehensive programs. The plans specify the 
key initiatives, milestones, and metrics required 
to achieve the Nation’s CI/KR protection mission. 
It sets forth a comprehensive risk management 
framework and clearly defi ned roles and responsi-
bilities for the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS), Federal Sector-Specifi c Agencies (SSAs), 
and other federal, state, local, tribal, and private 
sector security partners.  MDOT participates in the 
Transportation Systems as well as the Postal and 
Shipping sectors.  

National Incident 
Management System and 
National Response Framework 
MDOT’s comprehensive infrastructure security 
plan is one component of the Michigan Emer-
gency Management Plan (MEMP).  The MEMP 
provides an accurate and up-to-date depiction of 
Michigan’s emergency management / Homeland 
Security system and is consistent with and sup-
ports the National Incident Management System 
(NIMS) and National Response Framework (NRF) 
– two key federal documents that lay out the 
architecture of the federal disaster response and 
Homeland Security system under the Department 
of Homeland Security. NRF has replaced the Na-
tional Response Plan, to provide a comprehensive, 
all-hazards approach to incident response.
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Border Crossings 
 Michigan’s border crossings and international 
trade corridors are critical to the well-being of 
the local, state, and national economies and are 
therefore critical to national security.

When considering the fl ow of border crossing 
traffi  c, and more specifi cally, truck traffi  c, MDOT 
can show the importance of Michigan’s transporta-
tion system and its relationship to the truck fl ow 
to the rest of the country, as well as internationally.  
When a crisis occurs, delays and immobility 
can occur.  During the hours and days after 
September 11, 2001, the backup at the borders 
approached 30 hours in some locations. We have 
made improvements to our critical infrastructure 
by investing in measures that will assist in main-
taining or improving traffi  c fl ow across borders 
while increasing security measures.

It is Michigan’s vision to establish and maintain 
a transportation border infrastructure network 
that allows for the seamless movement of people, 
goods, and services in a cost-effi  cient, timely, 
and safe and secure manner. MDOT continues 
to improve the protection, collaboration and 
coordination with homeland security agencies in 
the development, construction, and operation of 
border facilities. 

MDOT shares the ownership of two of the three 
bridge border crossings (International and Blue 
Water bridges) with Canadian partners. The 
Ambassador Bridge is privately owned. There is 
also one vehicular tunnel crossing (Detroit Wind-
sor Tunnel), two rail tunnels, one rail bridge, two 
passenger ferry crossings and one truck 
ferry crossing.

In partnership with the Department of Homeland 
Security, the Blue Water Bridge has been given 
grant a for $2 million to create a sustainable, risk-
based, and regional securities cooperative eff ort 
for critical port infrastructure’s prevention, protec-
tions, and response to threats of, and recovery 
from terrorist attacks, especially explosives and 
non-conventional threats that would cause major 
disruption to commerce and signifi cant loss of life.

Participating in exercises both intra-and multi-
agency, at all levels of public service including 
local, state, federal, and international agencies as 
well as private industry are critical to developing 
and evolving the partnerships, collaboration, 
and coordination necessary in an ever changing 
landscape of homeland security.  

MDOT’s original (2002) and subsequent assess-
ments, defi ne a strong path to follow and our 
federal partners continue to validate and verify the 
results. The Mackinac Bridge overall implementa-
tion of the assessment plan is one of the strongest 
in the nation and a model for other bridges. In 
addition, action plans* taken at these MDOT-
owned bridges have been developed to respond 
to the Department of Homeland Security terrorist 
threat level.  These bridges are critical to the state’s 
economy and to national security. Each of the 
bridges received high marks from the team.

*For security reasons, details of the strategies and 
plans are not being released to the public. 
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

MAJOR PROJECTS AND 
STATEWIDE CORRIDOR 
STRATEGIES
System Improvements – 
Major Highway Projects
MDOT develops, schedules and implements 
system improvements based upon corridor 
strategies developed as part of the state long-
range planning process and available funds.  The 
department’s preservation commitments will 
continue to challenge its ability to fund corridor 
expansions until additional funding sources or 
partnerships are identifi ed. MDOT uses a number 
of factors to determine investment priorities 
including whether a corridor serves statewide or 
national/international transportation needs.

The current state long-range plan—MI Transporta-
tion Plan—identifi ed 11 corridors serving national 
and international needs.  The Plan also identifi ed 
eight corridors serving statewide needs.  During 
the next fi ve years, improvements will be made to 
three national/international corridors.  Planning 
and design work for improvements to border 
crossings will also continue and improvements 
will be made to two statewide corridors.

National and International and 
Statewide Corridor Strategies
Strategies focus on improving all modes of 
transportation within each national/international 
corridor, providing better connections between 
modes and preserving and modernizing infra-
structure components, providing options for 
personal mobility, providing for effi  cient move-
ment of commodities and managing traffi  c in work 
zones to improve safety and reduce travel delays.  
Specifi c strategies for highways identifi ed for each 
corridor in MI Transportation Plan include:

• Apply asset management principles.
• Continue to strive to maintain good pavement 

conditions.
• Bring bridges and roadway geometrics to cur-

rent design standards.
• Seek opportunities and implement low-cost 

operational improvements to increase roadway 
corridor mobility.

• Work with local governments to implement 
access management on strategic sections of 
regional and local roadways.

Muskegon to Grand Rapids to 
Lansing to Detroit (I-96)
The Muskegon/Grand Rapids/Lansing/Detroit 
corridor is the primary east-west connection 
between the largest cities and most densely 
populated urban areas in Michigan.  The corridor 
area includes a diverse set of trade and technology 
jobs.  This corridor begins and ends in Michigan.  
The value of this corridor to the state is defi ned 
based upon the people, businesses, industries, 
and activities it supports together with how it is 
integrated and connected to the greater Michigan 
transportation system. In comparison to the other 
national/international corridors, this one supports 
the most population and jobs.

Major projects in this corridor include completion 
of interchange improvements at the I-96/Wixom 
Road interchange and construction of a new 
interchange at I-96 and Latson Road in Livingston 
County once local funding participation commit-
ments are confi rmed.  Bridge widening and opera-
tional improvements on I-96 and I-196 in Grand 
Rapids will be part of a multi-year schedule of road 
and bridge rehabilitation projects.  Improvements 
at the I-96/US-31/Sternberg Road interchange 
area in Muskegon can begin once FHWA approves 
the proposed new access to the interstate at this 
location.



 2009 - 2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 49

Detroit to Chicago (I-94)
The Detroit to Chicago corridor includes the 
greatest diversity and concentration of trade and 
technology jobs in the state.  In addition to sup-
porting Michigan-based business and commercial 
travel, it supports the international transport 
of commodities.  More than 35 universities and 
technology centers and major medical and life 
science research facilities are located within the 
corridor.  This corridor also provides some of the 
most important non-highway travel facilities 
including Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County 
Airport, and Willow Run Airport.  It encompasses 
Michigan’s principal Amtrak service route, rail 
freight facilities, and major marine ports in Detroit 
and Benton Harbor.

One major investment in this corridor is the 
construction of a new bridge and reconfi guration 
of the interchange at I-94 and Sargent Road in 
Jackson County.  Bridges at Dettman and Hawkins 
Road in Jackson County will also be replaced.  
These bridge replacements will increase the lateral 
clearance and the length to allow future widening 
of I-94 through Jackson County when funding 
becomes available.  It should also be noted that 
work on I-94 in Kalamazoo between US-131 and 
Oakland is nearly completed.  Landscaping is 
programed for 2009.

Grand Rapids to Chicago (I-196/ I-94)
The Grand Rapids to Chicago corridor supports a 
signifi cant portion of Michigan’s agricultural and 
manufacturing industries. The function of this 
multi-modal corridor is also heavily infl uenced by 
travelers from Chicago heading to tourist destina-
tions on Lake Michigan and other west Michigan 
destinations.  It also serves the developing Life 
Sciences Corridor in downtown Grand Rapids.

Major work in Kent and Ottawa counties, along 
this corridor, will be completed in 2009.  This work 
includes interchange ramp construction on I-196 
at Chicago Drive/Baldwin Street, and reconstruc-
tion and widening of two bridges as well as the 
connecting roadway segment on I-196 begun in 
April 2008.

Bridge widening and operational improvements 
on I-96 and I-196 in Grand Rapids will be part of a 
multi-year schedule of road and bridge rehabilita-
tion projects. In 2010, reconstruction is planned for 
the segment between the Grand River and Fuller 
Avenue.  This project will include weave/merge 
lanes between freeway ramps, and bridge im-
provements in the corridor (as noted in the Grand 
Region Five-Year Program section).  Aesthetic and 
sidewalk enhancements will be included with 
funding from the City of Grand Rapids and other 
stakeholders along the route.  In addition, the 
I-196 at College Avenue bridge and interchange 
improvement project, started in 2008 through the 
Governor’s Economic Stimulus program, will be 
completed in 2009.

Petoskey to Grand Rapids to 
Indiana (US-131)
This corridor connects Michigan residents, busi-
ness and commerce to Indiana and other portions 
of the United States because of the connection to 
I-80/I-90 just south of our border with Indiana.  It 
is also the most congested corridor in the Grand 
Rapid area.

Two major projects are currently scheduled for this 
corridor.  The fi rst is the construction of the US-131 
bypass of Constantine in St. Joseph County.  This 
project is scheduled for construction in 2012 and 
also includes northbound and southbound truck 
climbing lanes on US-131 between Drummond 
Road and Gleason Road.  In 2009, construction of 
a single point urban interchange at US-131 and 
44th Street in the City of Wyoming will begin.  This 
project will be jointly funded by MDOT, the City of 
Wyoming and a federal earmark.

St. Ignace and Mackinaw City to 
Holland (US-31)
This corridor includes farmland and many 
tourist vacation sites.  It provides access to over 
19 state parks.

System improvements during the next fi ve years 
in this corridor include construction of a new 
crossing of the Grand River in Ottawa County 
and connecting two-lane controlled access road, 
M-231, between M-45 and I-96.  Improvements to 
portions of existing 

US-31 in Grand Haven and north of Holland are 
also planned with this project.



 2009 - 2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 50

Region Corridors
Design work will continue for improvements to 
M-59 in Howell and in Oakland County.  Construc-
tion of a noise wall at M-53 and 181/2 Mile Road 
in Macomb County is schedule for construction in 
2010.

Border Crossings
The world’s largest bilateral trade relationship 
exists between the United States and Canada. 
Michigan’s international border crossings are vital 
links for international commerce and are critical 
to the well-being of the local, state and national 
economies.  

Approximately 28 percent of surface trade 
between the United States and Canada passes 
through the Detroit River area.  This commerce 
depends not only on reliable transportation links 
but multiple links as well.  Major disruptions at 
either the Ambassador Bridge or Detroit-Windsor 
Tunnel have signifi cant economic eff ects.  It is es-
sential to have redundancy, when both the United 
States and Canada are so economically dependent 
upon these key links. This trade is integral to the 
manufacturing base of the region.  Manufacturing 
accounts for almost 20 percent of employment in 
Ontario and in the fi ve-state region of Michigan, 
Illinois, Indiana, Ohio and Wisconsin.  An economic 
study indicated that without improvements to the 
crossing system in the Detroit River area, 71,000 
fewer jobs would be created in the United States 
and 27,000 fewer jobs would be created in Canada 
by 2035.

State long range planning analysis revealed that 
up to 43 percent of all US/Canadian trade moves 
through international crossing facilities in Port 
Huron and Detroit.  Improving connections from 

border crossings to US Customs facilities, freight 
handling facilities and rail and freeway corridors 
remains a priority for Michigan. The border cross-
ings and customs facilities also support mobility 
for national and civil defense, and also play a vital 
national security role.

Major investments include completion of the I-75/
I-96 Ambassador Bridge Gateway Project in Detroit 
which will provide direct freeway connections to 
this crossing.  Environmental clearance activities 
will be completed in 2009 three major projects:

• The new Detroit River International Crossing 
(DRIC) will include a new bridge, new plaza 
facilities and direct connections to the freeway 
system on both sides of the border.  Design and 
right of way activities are scheduled to begin 
for the DRIC project once the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) signs the Record of 
Decision (ROD) in January 2009.

• Planned expansion of the Blue Water Bridge 
Plaza and improvements to plaza access in 
St. Clair County will improve effi  ciency, security 
and safety for vehicles crossing at Port Huron. 
Advanced right-of-way acquisition activities will 
continue for the Blue Water Bridge plaza and 
approaches.  Design activities will commence 
once the ROD is approved by FHWA.

• Improvements to the Detroit Intermodal Freight 
Terminal (DIFT) will improve freight transfer 
effi  ciency by consolidating and expanding 
freight handling facilities.  The costs will be 
borne by both state and local governments and 
the railroads.

These three projects will greatly enhance the ef-
fi ciency of freight movements between the United 
States and Canada.
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STATEWIDE CORRIDOR 
STRATEGIES
MDOT develops, schedules and implements sys-
tem improvements based upon corridor strategies 
developed as part of the state long range planning 
process and available funds.  The department’s 
preservation commitments will continue to 
challenge its ability to fund corridor expansions 
until additional funding sources or partnerships 
are identifi ed.  MDOT uses a number of factors to 
determine investment priorities including whether 
a corridor serves statewide or national/interna-
tional transportation needs.

The current state long range plan—MI Trans-
portation Plan—identifi ed Corridors of Highest 
Signifi cance.  Corridors of Highest Signifi cance are 
integrated, multi-modal systems of transporta-
tion infrastructure along geographic corridors 
that provide a high level of support for the 
international, national and state economies.  These 
corridors connect activity centers within and 
outside Michigan and serve the movements of 
people, services, and goods vital to the economic 
prosperity of the state.

These multimodal corridors include those 
identifi ed as having international/national, and 
statewide signifi cance.  Eleven corridors serving 
national and international needs are labeled 
Corridors of National / International Signifi cance.  
The Plan also identifi ed the eight Corridors of 
Statewide Signifi cance serving statewide needs.

The following chart shows which corridors in 
Michigan have this designation:
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NATIONAL/INTERNATIONAL
CORRIDORS OF HIGHEST SIGNIFICANCE

Corridor General Description

Mackinaw City – 
St. Ignace/Wisconsin

Starts in St. Ignace and follows US-2 to M-35 
in Escanaba; follows M-35 to Menominee; 
ends at the Wisconsin border.

Sault Ste. Marie/Bay City Starts at the Canadian border in Sault Ste. Marie; 
follows I-75 and ends at Bay City.

Bay City-Midland-
Saginaw/Flint/Detroit Starts in Bay City and follows I-75 to Detroit

Muskegon/Grand Rapids/
Lansing/Detroit

Starts in Muskegon and follows I-96 
through Grand Rapids, Lansing, Livonia and 
ends in Detroit.

Detroit/Chicago Starts in Detroit and follows I-94 through 
Ann Arbor, ends at the Indiana border.

Grand Rapids/Chicago
Starts in Grand Rapids and follows I-196 
through Holland to I-94; follows I-94 and ends 
at the Indiana border.

Port Huron/Detroit/Toledo
Starts at the Canadian border in Port Huron; 
follows I-94 to I-75 in Detroit; follows I-75 and 
ends at the Ohio border.

Port Huron/Lansing/
Indianapolis

Starts at Canadian border in Port Huron; 
follows I-69 through Lansing and ends at the 
Indiana border.

Port Huron/Chicago
Starts at Canadian border in Port Huron; 
follows I-69 through Lansing to I-94; follows I-94 
and ends at the Indiana border.

I-696 Starts at I-96 in Farmington Hills and follows I-696; 
ends at I-94.

I-275 Starts at I-96/I-696 interchange in 
Farmington Hills and follows I-275; ends at I-75.

CORRIDORS OF STATEWIDE SIGNIFICANCE

Corridor General Description

Houghton/Marquette/
Sault Ste. Marie

Starts in Houghton and follows US-41 to 
Marquette; follows M-28 to I-75; follows I-75 
and ends at the Canadian border.

Petoskey/Grand Rapids/
Indiana

Starts in Petoskey and follows US-131 
through Grand Rapids; ends at the 
Indiana border.

Mackinaw City-St. Ignace/
Holland

Starts in Mackinaw City and follows 
US-31 through Petoskey, Traverse City, 
and Muskegon; ends in Holland.

Benton Harbor/Indiana Starts in Benton Harbor and follows US-31 
through Niles; ends at the Indiana border.

Flint/Toledo Starts in Flint and follows US-23 through 
Ann Arbor; ends at the Ohio border

Mackinaw City-St. Ignace/
Alpena/Standish

Starts in Mackinaw City and follows US-23 
through Alpena; ends at Standish.

Grayling/Jackson
Starts in Grayling and follows I-75 to 
US-127; through Lansing and ends 
in Jackson.

Jackson/Toledo
Starts in Jackson and follows US-127 to 
US-223; through Adrian to US-23; follows 
US-23 and ends at the Ohio border.
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Strategies for the Corridors 
of Highest Signifi cance
Strategies focus on improving all modes of 
transportation within each corridor, providing 
better connections between modes and preserv-
ing and modernizing infrastructure components, 
providing options for personal mobility, providing 
for effi  cient movement of commodities and 
managing traffi  c in work zones to improve safety 
and reduce travel delays.  Transportation improve-
ments within these corridors have become the 
state’s priority for future investments out to 2030.  
Specifi c strategies for highways identifi ed for each 
corridor in MI Transportation Plan include:

• Apply Asset Management principles
• Continue to strive to maintain good 

pavement conditions
• Bring bridges and roadway geometrics to 

current design standards
• Seek opportunities and implement low-cost 

operational improvements to increase roadway 
corridor mobility

• Work with local governments to implement 
Access Management on strategic sections of 
regional and local roadways.

To accomplish statewide long-range strategies, 
each of MDOT’s seven regions has developed 
appropriate action strategies to identify and 
implement the projects necessary to achieve 
statewide goals.

The overall program is based on achieving condi-
tion goals within annual investment targets, but 
the projects refl ect each region’s careful eff orts 
to coordinate road and bridge work, preserve the 
existing system, address access and safety needs, 
and make the most eff ective use of anticipated 
revenue.  These strategies recognize the variability 
in each region as to the type and age of facilities as 
well as the type of travel, weather, soils, etc.

Maintaining customer mobility during 
construction and maintenance operations is a key 
consideration in region project development and 
delivery strategies at the network, corridor and 
project level.

Through regional cooperation with our local 
partners, MDOT regions strive to deliver improved 
roads and bridges to the traveling public state-
wide. Region and Transportation Service Center 
staff  will continue to work proactively with local 
units of government to identify ways, such as 
access management, to improve operational 
effi  ciency and safety, and to get the most out of 
the current surface transportation system.  The 
narratives on the following pages describe each 
region’s eff orts to address projects on corridors 
that have been designated as Corridors of 
Highest Signifi cance.

NORTH/SOUTH CORRIDORS 
OF SIGNIFICANCE
The following maps show major corridors of 
signifi cance that travel from the north to the south 
throughout the state of Michigan.  The freeways in 
these corridors are managed by MDOT’s regions 
and Transportation Service Centers (TSCs).  The 
following maps show corridors beginning in 
the Upper Peninsula in MDOT’s Superior Region 
and traveling south through the North and 
Bay Regions.

Mackinaw City – St. Ignace/Wisconsin 
National/International Corridor
This corridor begins in St. Ignace and follows US-2 
to M-35 in Escanaba; follows M-35 to Menominee 
and ends at the Wisconsin border.

Several major preservation projects are planned 
along this corridor located in MDOT’s Superior 
Region during the 2009-2013 timeframe.  
They include: a fi ve lane widening along 
US2/M-95/US-141, in Dickinson County; comple-
tion of the reconstruction and widening of US-41, 
in Menominee County; a major road & bridge 
project along US-141 in Dickinson County includ-
ing a new bridge on US-141 over the Menominee 
River, just south of Iron Mountain; and 
reconstruction of US-2 in Mackinac County.

More detailed information about these projects 
and other improvements are listed in the Region 
Section of this document.
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Mackinaw City - St. Ignace/Wisconsin

Houghton/Marquette/
Sault Ste. Marie Statewide Corridor
This corridor begins in Houghton and follows 
US-41 to Marquette; follows M-28 to I-75 and ends 
at the Canadian border. 

US-41 Corridor

During the 2009-2013 timeframe, major pres-
ervation work and improvements on US-41 in 
Marquette and Houghton counties will include: 
Reconstruction of Brown Road to the Baraga 
County line in Marquette County; reconstruction 
of US-41 (Sheldon Avenue) through downtown 
Houghton utilizing the original brick pavement; 
and a section of US-41 passing through Michigan 
Technological University’s campus will be widened 

Houghton/Marquette/Sault Ste. Marie

to create safe refuge locations in the median for 
students wishing to cross the highway. 

The Upper Peninsula’s fi rst roundabout will be 
constructed in Marquette County in 2010.  The 
roundabout will be constructed at the Front Street 
and US-41 location just south of downtown Mar-
quette, and will replace the existing, deteriorated 
multi-ramp intersection. 
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Additional work on US-41 in Menominee County 
will include: nearly two miles of reconstruction 
from 20th Avenue to 48th Avenue. The highway 
will be converted from four to fi ve lanes, providing 
a center lane for left turns. In addition, approxi-
mately eight miles of US-41 will be reconstructed 
from G12 Road to Bagley throughout the City of 
Stephenson.

I-75 Corridor 

In Mackinac County along the I-75 Business Loop 
through downtown St. Ignace, one mile of road 
will be resurfaced in 2009.  MDOT is coordinating 
with the City of St. Ignace to upgrade sidewalk 
ramps to current ADA standards and to relocate 
water main and other utilities within the project 
area.  MDOT is also coordinating the road project 
with the construction of a new inter-city bus 
terminal, located at Church Street in St. Ignace. In 
addition more than one-half mile of I-75 BS will 
be reconstructed in Sault Ste. Marie, (Chippewa 
County) from 10th Street to Easterday Avenue. 
MDOT is also coordinating this project with a 
locally funded streetscape project planned for 
2011 along the I-75BS, from Easterday Avenue to 
the Power Canal (Sheridan Street). This project is 
located along an MDOT “Corridor of International 
Signifi cance” and is nearly two miles from the 
International Bridge border crossing.

US-141 Corridor 

Projects along this corridor during the 2009-2013 
timeframe include: a major road and bridge 
project is planned for US-141, from the Wisconsin 
state line to US-2 in Dickinson County during 2011; 
a new bridge will be installed on US-141 over the 
Menominee River, just south of Iron Mountain. US-
141 will be resurfaced and intersection improve-
ments will be made at the Breitung Cutoff  Road 

intersection. Safety improvements 
will also be made at or near the 
US-2/ US-141 intersection, improv-
ing traffi  c fl ow on and off  of US-2.

Mackinaw City – 
St. Ignace/Alpena/
Standish
This corridor begins in MDOT’s 
North Region in Mackinaw City; 
follows US-23 through Alpena and 
ends at Standish. 

US-23 Corridor

US-23 will be a main focus for im-
provements 2009-2013 timeframe. 
Beginning in 2009, US-23 from 
north of French Road to Hamilton 
Road, in Alpena County will be 
totally reconstructed with new 
pavement, drainage improvements, 
and  center-turn lane construction 
at Industrial Highway and Hamilton 
Road to improve the safety and 
fl ow of traffi  c. In 2010, US-23 from 
Everett Road to Black River Road will 
be rehabilitated to improve safety 
and extend pavement life.   

US-23 parallels the shore of Lake 
Huron in Cheboygan County.  The 
work currently planned for 2011 
includes resurfacing the asphalt 
pavement. There will also be 
guardrail upgrading, slope repair, 
culvert repair and extensions as 
necessary throughout the project. 
In 2012, US-23 in Oscoda will be 
reconstructed from the Au Sable 
River Bridge to F-41.

Mackinaw City - St. Ignace/
Alpena/Standish
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Grayling/Jackson 
Corridor of Statewide Signifi cance
This corridor begins in Grayling and follows I-75 
to US-127; through Lansing and ends in Jackson.

Preservation work planned along this corridor 
includes: work on I-75 and US-31.  On I-75, the 
northbound section crosses the AuSable River 
in Crawford County near the city of Grayling. The 
existing asphalt pavement and shoulders will be 

Grayling/Jackson Mackinaw City - St. Ignace/Holland

resurfaced at this location.  In addition, work along 
I-75 northbound and southbound from Maple 
Valley Road to 9 Mile Hill Road in Roscommon 
County includes resurfacing the existing asphalt 
pavement and shoulders in 2013. 

Work on US-31 along this corridor will include 
resurfacing from Paradise Trail to I-75 in 
Emmet County.

More detailed information about these projects 
and other improvements are listed in the Region 
Section of this document.

Mackinaw City – St. Ignace/Holland
This corridor begins in Mackinaw City and 
follows US-31 through Petoskey, Traverse City, 
and Muskegon ending in Holland.
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Petoskey/Grand Rapids/Indiana
US-31 Corridor Focus

US-31, from Coates Highway to Maidens Road, 
will be resurfaced with new asphalt in 2011 to 
complete the corridor reconstruction between 
Bear Lake and Manistee.  Geometric modifi cation 
between Division and M-119 north of Petoskey 
is also scheduled for 2011. In 2012, two sections 
of US-31 will be worked on: The Beulah Bridge to 
M-115, will receive a resurfacing; and the culvert 
at Tobeco Creek north of Acme, will be replaced.  
Also in 2012, a reconfi guration of the intersection 
just north of the bascule bridge at the Manistee 
River is planned to address some problematic turn 
movements, by providing center turn lanes to 
improve safety.

Petoskey/Grand Rapids/Indiana 
Corridor of Statewide Signifi cance
This corridor begins in Petoskey and follows 
US-131 through Cadillac to Grand Rapids, ending 
in Indiana.

US-131 Corridor Focus 

In 2009, the North Region is planning to resurface 
a section of US-131, from Elder Road to M-66 and 
in 2011, another section along US-131 between 
Elk Rapids and Campbell Road, is scheduled for 
resurfacing. In 2013, US-131 southbound, from 
Osceola south county line to US-10, is scheduled 
for new pavement.  This freeway project completes 
the rehabilitation plan for the southbound US-131 
corridor in the Cadillac TSC area.  

More detailed information about these projects 
and other planned improvements are listed in the 
Region Section of this document.
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Bay City/Midland-Saginaw/Flint/
Detroit Corridor
This corridor of national signifi cance starts in 
Bay City in MDOT’s Bay Region and follows I-75 
to Detroit.

During the 2009-2013 timeframe, several preser-
vation projects are planned along the I-75, I-69 
and I-675 freeways in this corridor. In 2009, work 
on I-75 at the M-21/Corunna Road Interchange 
in Genesee County includes replacement of the 
M-21 Bridge over I-75 that is being designed, built 
and fi nanced by a consultant/contractor team. 
Other work over the fi ve-year timeframe includes: 
Pavement repairs to the I-675 Freeway through the 
City of Saginaw in Saginaw County, including work 
on multiple bridges; the replacement of the deck 
on the Henry Marsh Bridge over the Saginaw River; 
pavement reconstruction along I-75 from the 
north junction of I-675 to the Saginaw/Bay County 
line in Saginaw County; repairs to the Zilwaukee 
Bridge; and pavement reconstruction along I-75 
from Janes Road to the north junction of I-675 in 
the City of Saginaw.

More detailed information about these projects 
and other planned improvements are listed in the 
Region Section of this document.

Bay City/Midland-Saginaw/Flint/Detroit



 2009 - 2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 59

Muskegon/Grand Rapids/Lansing/Detroit
East/West 
Corridors of Signifi cance
As outlined in the MI Transportation Plan, MDOT will 
continue to invest in its corridors of highest sig-
nifi cance.  The following corridors represent major 
freeway connections from the west to the east coast 
of Michigan including US-131, I-69 and US-31/I-196 
beginning in MDOT’s Southwest Region, traveling 
through the Grand Region across the state to the 
east along I-96, I-696, 1-94, I-275 and I-75 through 
MDOT’s University and Metro Regions. 

Muskegon/Grand Rapids/ 
Lansing/Detroit
Starts in Muskegon and follows I-96 through 
Grand Rapids, Lansing, Livonia and ends in Detroit.

Major projects planned along the Muskegon / 
Grand Rapids / Lansing / Detroit Corridor include 
completion of interchange improvements at the 
I-96 / Wixom Road interchange and construction 
of a new interchange at I-96 and Latson Road in 
Livingston County.  Bridge widening and opera-
tional improvements on I–96 and I-196 in 
Grand Rapids will be part of a multi-year sched-
ule of road and bridge rehabilitation projects. 
Improvements at the I-96/US-31/Sternberg Road 
interchange area in Muskegon are scheduled for 
new access to the interstate at this location.

Several major preservation projects are also 
planned along this corridor.  They include:  numer-
ous bridge projects along I-96 and I-496  in the 
Grand and University Regions; rehabilitation and 
replacement of numerous bridges along I-96 in 
Oakland County and the City of Detroit; recon-
struction of a portion of I-96 east of Lansing; road 
reconstruction and bridge rehabilitation along 
I-96 in the City of Livonia. 
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Grand Rapids/Chicago
Grand Rapids/Chicago 
Corridor of National Signifi cance
This corridor begins in Grand Rapids and follows 
I-196 through Holland to I-94 and ends at the 
Indiana border.

Major work in Kent and Ottawa counties, along the 
Grand Rapids/Chicago Corridor will be completed 
in 2009.  This work includes interchange ramp con-
struction on I-196 at Chicago Drive/Baldwin Street, 
and reconstruction and widening of two bridges. 
Bridge widening and operational improvements 
on I-96 and I-196 in Grand Rapids will be part of a 
multi-year schedule of road and bridge rehabilita-
tion projects. 

In 2009, the construction of a Single Point 
Urban Interchange is planned at the US-131 
and 44th Street Interchange in partnership with 
the City of Wyoming. In 2010, reconstruction is 
planned for the segment between the Grand River 
and Fuller Avenue in the City of Grand Rapids. This 
project will include weave/merge lanes between 
freeway ramps, and bridge improvements in the 
corridor. In 2011 in Oceana County, the Rothbury 
Rest Area building is scheduled to be replaced.
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Detroit/Chicago

Detroit/Chicago 
National Corridor of Signifi cance
This corridor starts in Detroit and follows I-94 
through Ann Arbor; ending at Indiana border.

Major investments along the Detroit / Chicago 
Corridor include widening of I-94 in Kalamazoo 

between US-131 and Oakland Drive in MDOT’s 
Southwest Region and in University Region, con-
struction of a new bridge along with reconfi gura-
tion of the interchange at I-94 at Sargent Road in 
Jackson County.  Also in University Region, bridges 
at Dettman and Hawkins Road in Jackson County 
will be replaced to accommodate a wider I-94.

Several major preservation projects are planned 
during the 2009-2013 timeframe as well, including: 
major pavement rehabilitation on I-94 between 
Freer and Parker Roads in Washtenaw County; 
and in  Metro Region, the I-275/I-94 interchange 
in Wayne County will include road and bridge 
rehabilitations; pavement reconstruction and 
bridge rehabilitation along I-94 in St. Clair County; 
pavement resurfacing along I-94 in Macomb Coun-
ty; interchange reconstruction for I-696 at I-94, in 
Macomb County, including bridge rehabilitations; 
and several bridges on I-94 from Belleville Road to 
I-275, in Wayne County will be rehabilitated.

In addition, I-94 from M-29 (23 Mile Road) to the 
North Macomb County Line, will be resurfaced 
and I-94, in the cities of Eastpointe, St. Clair Shores 
and Roseville, Macomb County will rehabilitated.

MDOT’s Metro Region serves four counties in 
southeastern Michigan: Wayne, Oakland, 
Macomb, and St. Clair. These four counties encom-
pass 161 cities and townships that are served by 
state trunklines. The Metro Region has the largest 
population concentration in the state and the 
oldest and busiest freeways. Forty-three percent 
of the vehicle miles traveled on Michigan’s freeway 
system are in this region. While there are slowing 
trends in land development due to economic 
conditions, there are some signs of redevelopment 
in urban centers throughout the Metro Region.  
Metro Region also coordinates with University 
Region and Bay Region on many projects in their 
shared areas. 
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Port Huron/Detroit/Toledo I-696 Corridor

Port Huron/Detroit/Toledo
This corridor begins at the Canadian border in 
Port Huron; follows I-94 to I-75 in Detroit; follows 
I-75 and ends at the Ohio border.

Some of the major preservation projects planned 
along the Port Huron / Detroit / Toledo Corridor 
include replacing and rehabilitating numerous 
bridge structures along I-75 in the University 
Region and the interchange for I-69 at I-94, 

in St. Clair County will be reconstructed and 
include bridge rehabilitations.  

I-696
This important corridor begins at I-96 in 
Farmington Hills and follows I-696; ending at I-94.

Some of the major preservation projects planned 
along the I-696 Corridor include the following:

In 2009, MDOT will rehabilitate roads and bridges 
in the following communities: the cities of Novi, 
Farmington Hills, Southfi eld, Lathrup Village, 
Oak Park, Huntington Woods, and Madison 
Heights, all located in Oakland County. In Macomb 
County, a project on I-696 from M-97 to I-94 will 
encompass both road and bridge rehabilitation; 
and in 2011 in Macomb County the interchange 
at I-696 and I-94 will be reconstructed.
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I-275
Starts at I-96/I-696 interchange in Farmington Hills 
and follows I-275; ends at I-75.

Some of the major preservation projects planned 
along the I-275 Corridor during the 2009-2013 
timeframe are listed below.

In 2009, the University Region will be replacing 
and rehabilitating important bridge structures 
along I-275. In 2010, I-275 from South Wayne 
County line to I-94, including the I-275/I-94 
interchange in Wayne County will be improved 
with both road and bridge rehabilitations and in  
2012, I-275 from I-94 to I-96, will be improved with 
both road and bridge rehabilitations.

MDOT has engaged in numerous partnerships to 
evaluate transportation solutions, and will con-
tinue to pursue new partnerships into the future 
to provide the best transportation solutions for the 
Metro Region. Partnerships with other agencies 
are critical to share knowledge and resources and 
to coordinate activities.

More detailed information about these projects 
and other planned improvements are listed in the 
Region Section of this document.

I-275 Corridor
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

INTERMODAL CONNECTIVITY

Aviation Corridor Focus
 The overall aviation program is largely determined 
annually in response to local investment strategies 
established by individual airports, consistent with 
the Michigan Aviation System Plan (MASP) and the 
Policy Plan for Michigan Air Service (PPMAS), both 
as approved by the Michigan Aeronautics Com-
mission and federal priorities.  

In general, state and federal aviation funds will be 
focused on:

• Preservation and maintenance of locally-owned 
infrastructure.

• Safety and security (infrastructure and 
operations).

• Capacity improvement.

MDOT’s investment strategy for aviation includes 
the following programs: Aviation Improvement, Air 
Service Program and All Weather Airport Access as 
stated earlier.  The following information provides 
planned activities along high priority corridors.  
These projects will be implemented when funding 
is identifi ed.

Large Aviation Projects 
by Corridor 

I-94
• Southwest Michigan Regional Airport 

(Benton Harbor) - primary runway extension
• Kalamazoo / Battle Creek International Airport 

(Kalamazoo) - terminal building improvements
• W.K. Kellogg Airport (Battle Creek) - 

parallel runway for capacity enhancement
• Jackson County - Reynold’s Field (Jackson) - 

new primary runway to meet runway safety 
area requirements

US-127
• Jackson County - Reynold’s Field (Jackson) - 

new primary runway to meet runway safety area 
requirements

• Capital Region International Airport (Lansing) 
- primary runway extension

I-75  
• Oakland County International Airport (Pontiac) 

- primary runway extension
• Bishop International Airport (Flint) - multi-modal 

cargo facility

I-96 
• Capital Regional International Airport 

(Lansing) - primary runway extension
• Gerald R. Ford International Airport 

(Grand Rapids) - parking garage
• Muskegon County Airport (Muskegon)  - 

crosswind/winter primary runway extension

Passenger Transportation
The passenger transportation fi ve-year program 
is focused entirely on preservation of the existing 
system.  Expansion of the system is not provided 
for in the program. System improvement objec-
tives will be addressed to the degree possible, 
through enhanced intermodal connectivity, 
reduced travel time and regional coordination. The 
fi ve-year program will include maintenance of pas-
senger terminals/stations that enhance intermodal 
connectivity, including providing state match to 
federal grants used by local transit agencies for 
local intermodal passenger facilities.  However, as 
noted above, program revenues are expected to 
fall short of the meeting passenger transportation 
infrastructure needs, which means other than 
projects that are proceeding with remaining CTF 
bond revenues, investments will likely be limited 
to routine maintenance and repair of existing 
facilities.  New passenger facilities will be possible 
only to the degree federal funds are awarded for 
these types of projects and state funds are avail-
able to provide the match.  
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System improvements will also be pursued with 
prior year funds and federal grants (if awarded) 
for infrastructure improvements that will benefi t 
on-time performance for passenger rail.  In addi-
tion, MDOT staff  will work with Amtrak and staff  
in other state transportation departments (DOTs) 
to develop specifi cations for new train equipment 
and will continue to work with other state DOTs in 
the Midwest to advance a proposal for enhanced 
passenger rail service (including connecting bus 
service) throughout the Midwest region. Funding 
for implementation of the midwest regional rail 
proposal is not included in the fi ve-year program. 

To the degree possible, the passenger transporta-
tion program will support strategies for corridors 
of highest signifi cance. However, the largest 
portion of the passenger transportation program 
supports local transit in accordance with funding 
formulas established in state and federal law. Since 
these funding formulas are not corridor- based, 
MDOT has little ability to focus program revenues 
on specifi c corridors.  

The intercity passenger programs, which are a 
much smaller portion of the passenger transporta-
tion program, are more corridor-based.  Within the 
intercity bus programs, MDOT investments will 
continue to focus on transportation corridors (and 
activity centers) that have been abandoned by the 
private sector because the route was unprofi table.  
Since investments are made to “fi ll gaps” in the 
system, they may not focus on the most signifi cant 
transportation corridors within the state, which 
may already be served by the private sector.  

The fi ve-year passenger rail program will focus 
on transportation corridors that already support 
passenger rail service (i.e., existing passenger rail 
corridors), since funds are not available to make 
improvements or purchase service along new 
corridors.  

MDOT staff  will continue to provide planning, 
technical and policy support for development 
for regional rail service between Detroit and 
Ann Arbor, which is of particular importance 
since it is located within the Detroit/Chicago 
federally designated high speed rail corridor and 
a national/international corridor of signifi cance 
as identifi ed in the MI Transportation Plan.  

However, the fi ve-year program does not provide 
funding for this service.  MDOT will also facilitate 
local eff orts to add commuter rail service between 
Ann Arbor and Livingston County and light rail 
along the Woodward Avenue corridor, although 
there is no funding for these expansion projects in 
the fi ve-year program. 

Rail Freight 
System Improvement 
The fi ve-year rail freight transportation program is 
entirely based on the preservation of the exist-
ing state-owned railroad system and the basic 
continuation of programs to support economic 
development and motorist safety at grade cross-
ings.  Revenue is expected to remain constant, at 
best, and costs will continue to escalate.

The department will take all appropriate steps 
to maximize the eff ectiveness of its investments. 
Railroads operating on state-owned lines may be 
expected to shoulder an increasing responsibility 
for maintenance and minor improvements. The 
Freight Economic Development Program may 
be forced to deny worthwhile applications for 
assistance and/or require greater proportional 
participation from the applicants themselves.  
Fewer safety improvement projects at grade 
crossings will be undertaken.  The Michigan Rail 
Loan Assistance Program (MiRLAP), as a revolving 
loan fund, will be aff ected by increasing costs as 
well, and continues to be underfunded by nearly 
$2.5 million.
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

ROAD AND BRIDGE PROJECT LISTS BY REGION

To accomplish statewide long-range strategies, 
each of MDOT’s seven regions has developed ap-
propriate action strategies to identify and imple-
ment the projects necessary to achieve statewide 
goals. The overall program is based on achieving 
condition goals within annual investment targets, 
but the projects refl ect each region’s careful eff orts 
to coordinate road and bridge work, preserve the 
existing system, address access and safety needs, 
and make the most eff ective use of anticipated 
revenue. These strategies recognize the variability 
in each region as to the type and age of facilities as 
well as the type of travel, weather, soils, etc.

Maintaining customer mobility during con-
struction and maintenance operations is a key 
consideration in region project development and 
delivery strategies at the network, corridor and 
project level. Through regional cooperation with 
our local partners, MDOT regions strive to deliver 
improved roads and bridges to the traveling public 
statewide. The narratives on the following pages 
describe recent accomplishments and important 
activities planned for the next fi ve years. The 
pages that follow provide additional details about 
Michigan’s highway system and the strategies 
underlying the project selection process for the 
various programs described in the Five-Year 
Transportation Program. Please note the regions 
are listed in alphabetical order. Each region section 
contains the following:

• Region Introduction

• Road and Bridge Program
 This section highlights planned investments 

for road and bridge repairs over the next fi ve 
years. Please note:  Road and Bridge Program 
investment levels represent the construc-
tion phase of road and bridge preservation 
projects and capacity improvements and new 
roads projects where applicable.

• Project Lists

The project list contained at the end of each 
region’s narrative contains road and bridge 
rehabilitation and reconstruction projects. 
The lists are organized fi rst by project type, 
then by county, then by route.

There are several abbreviations and acronyms 
contained in the project list. The following list 
explains what they stand for:

• The “DIR” column just after the route name 
refers to Governor Granholm’s directive for the 
Jobs Today initiative. If the project has a “JT” in 
the column, it means that the project is being 
funded under the Jobs Today Initiative.  

Each project phase of work being funded is shown 
in the appropriate region tables in the appropriate 
year. The phases for highway projects have been 
abbreviated, but are explained below.  

• EPE – Early Preliminary Engineering (refers to 
the study and assessment phase of a project)

• PE – Preliminary Engineering (refers to the 
design phase of a project)

• SUB – A sub-phase of  preliminary engineering 
for bridges

• ROW – Right-of-way (refers to the real estate 
purchase phase of the project)

• CON – Construction (refers to the actual building 
phase of the project)

Projects Impacted by 
Reduced State Funding
The project list included in this document is 
highlighted to indicate which projects would be 
delayed if additional transportation funding is not 
identifi ed and the program reduction scenario 
needs to be implemented.   

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 was not fi nalized at the time this plan 
was written.  However, the anticipated funding 
from the federal economic stimulus package may 
restore many of these projects that were delayed. 
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2009-2013 FIVE-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS
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MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS

 BAY REGION

Saginaw
Cass City

Davison

Bay CityMt. Pleasant
The Bay Region includes 13 counties in the 
Saginaw Bay area.  They are: Arenac, Bay, Clare, 
Genesee, Gladwin, Gratiot, Huron, Isabella, Lapeer, 
Midland, Saginaw, Sanilac and Tuscola. Major state 
trunklines include: I-75, I-69, US-127, US-23 and 
US-10. The Bay Region’s top priority is to serve the 
Flint, Saginaw, Bay City, and Midland industrial 
centers with national and statewide corridors for 
the movement of people and goods to enhance 
international trade as well as interstate and intra-
state tourism. Other important priorities to the 
Bay Region include providing a seamless transpor-
tation system to the region’s agricultural industry. 
By doing so, the region’s status is preserved as a 
leading producer of sugar beets and worldwide 
exporter of beans. 

The 2009-2013 program for road preservation 
work refl ects approximately 55 miles (four percent) 
of the Bay Region’s more than 1,509 route miles 
of state trunklines. The 2009-2013 program for 
bridge preservation work will address 73 (seven 
percent) of the region’s 1,028 trunkline bridges 
and structures.

There are also a number of programs that are 
selected based on statewide priorities or where 
project identifi cation is completed throughout 
the year.  These investments are not refl ected 
above, but are included in the statewide invest-
ment strategy.

Five-Year Road and 
Bridge Program
The road and bridge preservation 
projects identifi ed in this 2009 to 2013 
Five-Year Transportation Program for the 
Bay Region total approximately $386 
million.  Investment is allocated in the 
following manner:

BAY REGION TOTAL 2009-2013

Road Preservation $214 million
Bridge Preservation $98 million
Road and Bridge CPM $74 million

Total 2009-2013 $386 million

(Amounts are rounded to the nearest million dollars)

Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) projects are 
planned for a signifi cant number of pavements 
and structures that do not require extensive 
repairs during this Five-Year Transportation 
Program period.  CPM projects are short-term fi xes, 
adding from fi ve to 10 years of life to a pavement 
or maintaining the existing structure condition.

BAY REGION

Route 

Miles of 

Road

Number of 

Bridges and

Structures

Total in Region 1,509 1,028

Scheduled Work 55 73

Percentage of Region 4% 7%
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

BAY          Bridge - Big Bridge Program

BAY          Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
SAGINAW I-675 I-675 OVER SAGINAW R, RAMP, H&E, SBS RR & M-13 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.010

SAGINAW I-675 M-58 EB OVER H&E RR, AND DAVENPORT, IN SAGINAW DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.010

0.010

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
ARENAC I-75 STERLING ROAD OVER I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.410

BAY I-75 I-75 NB OVER SQUACONNING CREEK OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

BAY I-75 I-75 SB OVER SQUACONNING CREEK OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

BAY M-13  (S River Rd) M-13 OVER CHEBOYGANING CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

BAY M-13 M-13 OVER JOHNSONS CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

BAY M-13  (South Euclid Avenue) M-13 OVER KAWKAWLIN RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

BAY M-13  (South Euclid Avenue) M-13 OVER PINCONNING RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

BAY M-84 M-84 OVER SQUACONNING CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.509

BAY M-84 M-84 OVER DUTCH CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.509

GENESEE I-475 I-475 SB OVER CLIO ROAD SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.790

GENESEE I-475 JENNINGS ROAD OVER I-475 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.790

GENESEE I-475 I-475 WB OVER CLIO ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.790

GENESEE I-475 14TH STREET OVER I-475 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.040

GENESEE I-475 I-475 RAMP TO I-75 OVER I-475 RAMP B AND I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.468

GENESEE I-475 LEFT TURN LANE (SOUTH OF HEMPHILL) OVER I-475 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.468

GENESEE I-475 LEFT TURN LANE (NORTH OF HEMPHILL) OVER I-475 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.468

GENESEE I-69 I-69 OVER M-54 (DORT HIGHWAY) SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.048

GENESEE I-75 I-75 US-23 OVER FLINT RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.037

GENESEE I-75 ARLENE DRIVE OVER I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.037

GENESEE I-75 I-75 SB OVER FLUSHING ROAD OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON3.037

GENESEE I-75 I-75 OVER SWARTZ CREEK OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.538

GENESEE I-75 MILLER ROAD OVER I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.538

GENESEE I-75 I-75 NB OVER FLUSHING ROAD OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON1.538

GENESEE M-21  (Corunna Road) M-21 OVER MISTEQUAY CREEK DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

GENESEE M-21 M-21 OVER SWARTZ CREEK SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.151

GRATIOT M-57 M-57 OVER BEAR CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.813

HURON M-142 M-142 OVER NETTLE RUN CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.000

HURON M-142 M-142 OVER PIGEON RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM 
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

BAY          Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation (continued)

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013

LAPEER I-69 LAKE NEPESSING ROAD OVER I-69 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.635

LAPEER I-69 I-69 WB OVER M-24 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.635

LAPEER M-24  (South Lapeer Road) M-24 OVER FARMERS CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.000

LAPEER M-24 M-24 OVER CR RAILROAD (ABANDONED) BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.602

LAPEER M-24 M-24 OVER PLUM CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.044

SAGINAW I-675 VETERANS MEMORIAL HIGHWAY OVER I-675 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.188

SAGINAW I-675 VETERANS MEMORIAL HIGHWAY OVER I-675 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.188

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB OVER SCHAEFER STREET OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.069

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 SB OVER SCHAEFER STREET DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.069

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB OVER SBS RAILROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 SB OVER SBS RAILROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 JANES ROAD OVER I-675 NB RAMP JOINT REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB OVER I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 OUTER DRIVE OVER I-675 OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 14TH STREET OVER I-675, IN SAGINAW DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB OVER MICHIGAN AVENUE, IN SAGINAW DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 SB OVER MICHIGAN AVENUE, IN SAGINAW OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB OVER WEISS STREET, IN SAGINAW DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 SB OVER WEISS ST, IN SAGINAW AT N. LIMITS OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB OVER SHATTUCK ROAD OVERLAY CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 SB OVER SHATTUCK ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 TITTABAWASSEE RD OVER I-675 OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 SB OVER KOCHVILLE ROAD DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB TO I-75 SB RAMP OVER I-75 DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 MCCARTY ROAD OVER I-675 OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 NB OVER KOCHVILLE ROAD DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 SB TO I-75 NB RAMP OVER I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 I-75NB TO I-675SB RAMP OVER I-75 DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.084

SAGINAW I-675 21ST STREET WALKOVER OVER I-675 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

SAGINAW I-675 ELEVENTH STREET WALKOVER OVER I-675 BRIDGE REMOVAL CON0.000

SAGINAW I-75 JANES ROAD OVER I-75 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.397

SAGINAW I-75 WADSWORTH ROAD OVER I-75 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.397

SAGINAW I-75 EAST BURT ROAD OVER I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.998

SAGINAW I-75 I-75 NB OVER KOCHVILLE DRAIN DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.621

SAGINAW I-75 I-75 SB OVER KOCHVILLE DRAIN DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.621

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

HURON M-46 M-25 OVER HARBOR BEACH CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013

SAGINAW M-83  (Gera Road) M-83 OVER DEAD CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

TUSCOLA M-15 M-15 OVER SHEBOYGAN DRAIN BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

TUSCOLA M-15 M-15 OVER CASS RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.098

TUSCOLA M-25 M-25 OVER QUANICASSEE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.755

TUSCOLA M-46 M-46 OVER SUCKER CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

TUSCOLA M-81 M-81 OVER NORTH BRANCH CASS RIVER OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.997
1

17.581

BAY          Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation (continued)

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
BAY I-75 SAGINAW COUNTY LINE TO SQUACONNING CREEK RECONSTRUCTION CON2.480

BAY M-13/M-84  (Salzburg Avenue) EUCLID TO LAFAYETTE BASCULE BRIDGE, BAY CITY RECONSTRUCTION CON0.770

GENESEE I-69 M-15 TO M-24 RECONSTRUCTION CON9.635

GENESEE I-69 I-475 TO CENTER ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON2.323

GENESEE M-13  (Sheridan Road) M-21 TO M-57 RESURFACE CON12.227

GENESEE M-57  (Vienna Road) BRENT RUN CREEK TO LINDEN ROAD RESURFACE CON4.137

HURON M-25  (East Pine Street) CANBORO ROAD TO STEIN ROAD RESURFACE CON4.109

HURON M-53  (West Huron Avenue) OUTER DRIVE TO M-142, BAD AXE RECONSTRUCTION CON0.779

ISABELLA US-127 BLANCHARD ROAD TO SHEPHERD ROAD RESURFACE CON1.750

ISABELLA US-127 SHEPHERD ROAD TO THE US-127 BR JUNCTION RESURFACE CON2.789

MIDLAND US-10 M-18 TO THE SANFORD LAKE BRIDGE RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON6.950

SAGINAW I-675 I-675 RAMPS RESURFACE CON0.001

SAGINAW I-75 JANES TO I-675 NORTH JUNCTION RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON4.473

SAGINAW I-75 I-675 NORTH JUNCTION TO SAGINAW/BAY COL RECONSTRUCTION CON1.142

SAGINAW M-13  (Washington Avenue) HESS AVENUE TO NORTH OF M-46 RECONSTRUCTION CON1.122

54.687

BAY          Repair and Rebuild Roads

SAGINAW M-13 M-13 OVER NO NAME DRAIN BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.289
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MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS

 GRAND REGION
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The Grand Region serves eight counties in west 
Michigan. These include Ionia, Kent, Mecosta, 
Montcalm, Muskegon, Newaygo, Oceana, and 
Ottawa counties. Located within the Grand Region 
are the metropolitan areas of Grand Rapids, 
Holland, and Muskegon, which make up one of the 
largest economies in the upper Midwest. Major 
economic sectors in the Grand Region include 
manufacturing, retail, health care, agriculture, and 
tourism. Major state trunklines include: I-96, I-196, 
US-31, US-131, and the M-6 freeway.  

Five-Year Road and 
Bridge Program
The road and bridge preservation projects identi-
fi ed in this 2009 to 2013 Five-Year Transportation 
Program for the Grand Region total approximately 
$223 million.  Investment is allocated in the 
following manner:

GRAND REGION Total 2009-2013

Road Preservation $110 million

Bridge Preservation $42 million

Road and Bridge CPM $71 million

Total 2009-2013 $223 million

(Amounts are rounded to the nearest million dollars)
(Road Preservation includes Roadside Facilities)

Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) projects are 
planned for a signifi cant number of pavements 
and structures that do not require extensive 
repairs during this Five-Year Transportation 
Program period.  CPM projects are short-term fi xes, 
adding from fi ve to 10 years of life to a pavement 
or maintaining the existing structure condition.

GRAND REGION

Route 

Miles of 

Road

Number of 

Bridges and 

Structures

Total in Region 937 744

Scheduled Work 89 26

Percentage of Region 9% 4%

The 2009-2013 program for road preservation 
work refl ects approximately 89 (nine percent) of 
the Grand Region’s more than 937 route miles of 
state trunklines during the next fi ve years.  The 
2009-2013 program for bridge preservation 
work will address 26 (four percent) of the region’s 
744 trunkline bridges and structures.

There are also a number of programs that are 
selected based on statewide priorities or where 
project identifi cation is completed throughout 
the year.  These investments are not refl ected 
above, but are included in the statewide invest-
ment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

GRAND        Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
IONIA I-96 I-96 EB OVER CSX RAILROAD (ABANDONED) BRIDGE REMOVAL CON0.028

IONIA I-96 I-96 WB OVER CSX RAILROAD (ABANDONED) BRIDGE REMOVAL CON0.028

IONIA I-96 I-96 OVER PORTLAND TRAIL NEW STRC-EXTG RTE CON0.028

KENT I-196 I-196 UNDER COIT AVENUE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT I-196 I-196, M-21 EB OVER LAFAYETTE AVENUE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT I-196 I-196, M-21 WB OVER LAFAYETTE AVENUE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT M-21 M-21 OVER FLAT RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT M-21 M-21 OVER FLAT RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT M-21 M-21 OVER GRAND RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT M-21 M-21 OVER GTW RAILROAD SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.087

KENT US-131 I-196 BS (FRANKLIN) OVER CSX RR & US-131, I-196 BS DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT US-131 BURTON STREET OVER US-131 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT US-131 HALL STREET OVER US-131 AND CENTURY AVENUE DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT US-131 36TH STREET OVER US-131 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

KENT US-131 US-131 OVER CSX RAILROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.231

KENT US-131 32ND STREET OVER US-131 MISCELLANEOUS REPLACE CON0.000

KENT US-131 POST ROAD OVER US-131 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.400

MONTCALM US-131 US-131 NB OVER TAMARACK CREEK DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.687

MUSKEGON I-96 RUSSELL ROAD OVER US-31 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

MUSKEGON I-96 FRUITPORT ROAD OVER I-96 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

MUSKEGON US-31 BR US-31 BR WB OVER SOUTH BRANCH MUSKEGON RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

MUSKEGON US-31BR  (Colby Street) US-31 BR OVER CSX RAILROAD (ABANDONDED) SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

MUSKEGON US-BR-31 US-31 BR EB OVER SOUTH BRANCH MUSKEGON RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

MUSKEGON US-BR-31 US-31 BR EB OVER MUSKEGON RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

NEWAYGO M-20 M-20 OVER WHITE RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.665
7

3.098
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

GRAND       Repair and Rebuild Roads

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
IONIA I-96 EB AT THE SARANAC REST AREA #532 ROADSIDE FACILITIES - IMPROVE CON0.540

IONIA M-21  (BLUE WATER HIGHWAY) HAWLEY HIGHWAY EAST TO DETMERS RESURFACE CON4.112

IONIA M-21  (BLUE WATER HIGHWAY) KENT COUNTY LINE EAST TO PINCKNEY ROAD RESURFACE CON2.648

IONIA M-21  (BLUE WATER HIGHWAY) PINCKNEY ROAD EAST TO HAWLEY HIGHWAY RESURFACE CON2.426

IONIA M-21  (BLUE WATER HIGHWAY) DETMERS ROAD EAST TO LINCOLN AVENUE RESURFACE CON3.174

IONIA M-21  (Lincoln Avenue) M-66 (DEXTER STREET) EAST TO LOVELL STREET RESURFACE CON1.338

IONIA M-66 S. IONIA CO. LINE TO 238' N OF PORTLAND RD. RECONSTRUCTION CON6.994

IONIA M-66  (Dexter Street) SOUTH OF GRE RR NORTH TO M-21 RECONSTRUCTION CON0.520

IONIA M-91 M-44 TO ELLIS ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON1.195

KENT I-196  (GERALD R FORD FREEWAY) THE GRAND RIVER EAST TO FULLER AVENUE RECONSTRUCTION CON1.739

KENT M-11  (28TH STREET) DIVISION AVENUE EAST TO KALAMAZOO AVENUE RESURFACE CON1.849

MECOSTA M-20  (9 Mile Road) EAST BRANCH LITTLE MUSKEGON RIVER TO MAPLE STREET RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.630

MECOSTA US-131 OLD  (Northland Drive) 19 MILE TO MECOSTA/OSCEOLA COUNTY LINE RESURFACE CON5.040

MONTCALM M-91  (Greenville Road) GIBSON ST NORTH TO WISE RD RESURFACE CON1.579

MONTCALM M-91  (Greenville Road) ELLIS ROAD TO SNOWS LAKE ROAD RESURFACE CON2.163

MONTCALM US-131  (US-131) PIERSON ROAD NORTH TO CUTLER ROAD MISCELLANEOUS CON9.733

MONTCALM US-131 NB  (US 131 NB) NORTH OF CANNONSVILLE RD TO SOUTH OF M-46 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.448

MONTCALM US-131 SB  (US-131 SB) NORTH OF CANNONSVILLE ROAD TO SOUTH OF M-46 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.390

MUSKEGON M-37  (NEWAYGO ROAD) M37: M46 TO MOON RD; M46:1200 FT WEST OF M-37 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON1.725

MUSKEGON US-31 BR  (Colby Street) HALL STREET TO DIVISION STREET RECONSTRUCTION CON0.758

OCEANA US-31  (US-31 NB) POLK RD TO THE N. BRANCH OF THE PENTWATER RIVER RESURFACE CON5.889

OCEANA US-31 NB AT THE ROTHBURY REST AREA #529 ROADSIDE FACILITIES - IMPROVE CON0.647

OCEANA US-31 OLD  (Oceana Drive) M20 TO S BRANCH PENTWATER RIVER (GAP SHELBY) RESURFACE CON8.141

OTTAWA M-121  (Chicago Drive) 40TH AVENUE EAST TO RUSH CREEK RESURFACE CON2.012

OTTAWA M-121  (Chicago Drive) 80TH AVENUE TO 40TH AVENUE RESURFACE CON5.916

OTTAWA M-121  (Chicago Drive) M-121 EB OVER BLACK CREEK OVERLAY - EPOXY CON5.916

OTTAWA M-121  (Chicago Drive) MAIN ST (ZEELAND) EAST TO 80TH AVE RECONSTRUCTION CON1.169

OTTAWA US-31  (US-31) LAKEWOOD BLVD TO QUINCY ST RECONSTRUCTION CON2.787

90.562
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Capacity Improvement

GRAND I-196 AT BALDWIN ROAD INTERCHANGE 

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
KENT I-196  (Gerald R Ford Freeway) JT AT CHICAGO DRIVE INTERCHANGE INTERCHANGE REDESIGN & UPGRADING CON CON2.066

KENT I-196 EB AND WB OVER CSX RAILROAD INTERCHANGE REDESIGN & UPGRADING CON CON0.000

GRAND I-96 AT US-31 AND STERNBERG ROAD

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
CONMUSKEGON I-96 AT US-31 AND STERNBERG ROAD VICINITY INTERCHANGE REDESIGN & UPGRADING CON CON CON0.000

MUSKEGON I-96 AT US-31 AND STERNBERG ROAD VICINITY INTERCHANGE REDESIGN & UPGRADING ROW ROW

MUSKEGON I-96 AT US-31 AND STERNBERG ROAD VICINITY INTERCHANGE REDESIGN & UPGRADING PE PE

GRAND US-131 AT 44TH STREET, CITY OF WYOMING

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
KENT US-131 UNDER 44TH STREET REPLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES CON CON0.000

KENT US-131 UNDER 44TH STREET REPLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES ROW

GRAND US-31, HOLLAND TO GRAND HAVEN

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
CONOTTAWA US-31 LAKEWOOD BLVD NORTH TO QUINCY ST RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S) OVER 0.5 M 2.787

PEOTTAWA US-31 LAKEWOOD BLVD NORTH TO QUINCY ST RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S) OVER 0.5 M PE PE PE PE

4.853

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
New Roads

GRAND US-31, HOLLAND TO GRAND HAVEN

CONOTTAWA I-96 OVER ABANDONED GTW RAILROAD BRIDGE REMOVAL CON1.393

CONOTTAWA M-231 OVER LEONARD STREET NEW STRUCTURE ON NEW ROUTE CON0.018

CONOTTAWA I-96 OVER M-231 RAMP NEW STRC-EXTG RTE CON0.000

CONOTTAWA I-96 UNDER 112TH AVE REPLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES CON0.000

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ROWOTTAWA M-231  (US-31 Bypass) M-45 NORTH TO I-96/M-104 NEW ROUTES ROW ROW ROW ROW

CONOTTAWA M-231 FROM M-45 TO THE GRAND RIVER NEW ROUTES 4.500

PEOTTAWA M-231 FROM M-45 TO THE GRAND RIVER NEW ROUTES PE PE PE PE

OTTAWA M-231 M-231(NEW ROUTE) OVER THE GRAND RIVER NEW STRUCTURE ON NEW ROUTE CON CON0.001

OTTAWA M-231 M-231(NEW ROUTE) OVER THE GRAND RIVER NEW STRUCTURE ON NEW ROUTE CON CON0.001

CONOTTAWA M-231 FROM THE GRAND RIVER TO I-96 NEW ROUTES CON2.501

OTTAWA M-231 FROM THE GRAND RIVER TO I-96 NEW ROUTES PE PE PE PE

8.414

OTTAWA I-96 OVER ABANDONED GTW RAILROAD BRIDGE REMOVAL PE PE PE

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS

 METRO REGION

Detroit

Oakland

Port
Huron

Southfield

Macomb

Taylor

The Metro Region serves four counties in south-
eastern Michigan: Wayne, Oakland, Macomb, and 
St. Clair. These four counties encompass 161 cities 
and townships that are served by state trunklines. 
The Metro Region has the largest population 
concentration in the state and the oldest and busi-
est freeways. Forty-three percent of the vehicle 
miles traveled on Michigan’s freeway system are in 
this region. While there are slowing trends in land 
development due to economic conditions, there 
are some signs of redevelopment in urban centers 
throughout the Metro Region. This includes in-
creasing densities of land use adjacent to existing 
trunkline right-of-way.  

The 2009-2013 program for road preservation 
work refl ects approximately 102 (12 percent) of 
the Metro Region’s more than 866 route miles of 
state trunklines during the next fi ve years.  The 
2009-2013 program for bridge preservation work 
will address 130 (eight percent) of the region’s 
1,541 trunkline bridges and structures.

There are also a number of programs that are 
selected based on statewide priorities or where 
project identifi cation is completed throughout 
the year.  These investments are not refl ected 
above, but are included in the statewide invest-
ment strategy.

Five-Year Road and 
Bridge Program
The road and bridge preservation projects identi-
fi ed in this 2009 to 2013 Five-Year Transportation 
Program for the Metro Region total approximately 
$964 million. Investment is allocated in the follow-
ing manner:

METRO REGION Total 2009-2013

Road Preservation $560 million

Bridge Preservation $270 million

Road and Bridge CPM $134 million

Total 2009-2013 $964 million

(Amounts are rounded to the nearest million dollars)

Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) projects are 
planned for a signifi cant number of pavements 
and structures that do not require extensive 
repairs during this Five-Year Transportation 
Program period.  CPM projects are short-term fi xes, 
adding from fi ve to ten years of life to a pavement 
or maintaining the existing structure condition.

METRO REGION

Route 

Miles of 

Road

Number of 

Bridges and 

Structures

Total in Region 866 1,541

Scheduled Work 102 130

Percentage of Region 12% 8%
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

METRO  Bridge - Big Bridge Program

METRO    Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation  

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
WAYNE I-75 I-75 OVER ROUGE RIVER ,DEARBORN STREET & RR SUBSTRUCTURE PATCHING CON0.080

WAYNE I-75 I-75 SB ON RAMP OVER ROUGE RIVER & PLEASANT STREET SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.080

WAYNE M-10 M-102 OVER M-10 AND RAMPS DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.011

WAYNE M-85  (Fort Street) M-85 OVER ROUGE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

0.091

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) GRANDMONT WALKOVER OVER I-696 AND SERVICE ROADS OVERLAY - EPOXY CON0.000

MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) FERNWOOD WALKOVER OVER I-696 AND SERVICE ROADS OVERLAY - EPOXY CON0.000

MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) NIEMAN STREET OVER I-696 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) SOUTH SERVICE ROAD OVER I-696 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) NORTH SERVICE ROAD OVER I-696 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) SERVICE ROAD OVER I-696 RAMP N TO W OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) I-696 RAMP E TO N OVER I-94, 11 MILE ROAD & RAMPS DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.001

MACOMB I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) 11 MILE ROAD OVER I-94 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.001

MACOMB M-3  (Gratiot avenue) M-3 SB OVER CLINTON RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

MACOMB M-3  (Gratiot avenue) M-3 NB OVER CLINTON RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

MACOMB M-53 26 MILE ROAD OVER M-53 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.310

OAKLAND I-696 M-102 OVER I-696 EB BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

OAKLAND I-696 TEN MILE ROAD OVER I-96 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.000

OAKLAND I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) HALSTEAD ROAD OVER I-696 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

OAKLAND I-696  (W P Reuther Freeway) ORCHARD LAKE ROAD OVER I-696 OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.000

OAKLAND I-696  (Walter P Reuther Hwy) I-696 OVER DRAKE ROAD DECK REPLACEMENT CON2.051

OAKLAND I-696  (Walter P Reuther Hwy) I-696 EB OVER INKSTER ROAD MISCELLANEOUS REHABILITATION CON2.051

OAKLAND I-696  (Walter P Reuther Hwy) I-696 WB OVER INKSTER ROAD MISCELLANEOUS REHABILITATION CON2.051

OAKLAND I-96 I-96 EB OVER GTW RAILROAD (ABANDONED) BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

OAKLAND I-96 I-96 WB OVER GTW RAILROAD (ABANDONED) BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

OAKLAND I-96 I-96 OVER KENT LAKE ROAD DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

OAKLAND I-96 NOVI ROAD OVER I-96 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.000

OAKLAND I-96  (Meadowbrook Rd) MEADOWBROOK ROAD OVER I-96 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.001

OAKLAND I-96 I-96 OVER HURON RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.000

OAKLAND I-96 I-96EB OVER MILFORD ROAD WIDEN-MAINT LANES CON0.030

OAKLAND I-96 I-96WB OVER MILFORD ROAD WIDEN-MAINT LANES CON0.030
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

METRO    Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation   (continued)

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013

OAKLAND I-96 I-96 WB OVER CSX RAILROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.584

OAKLAND M-59 OPDYKE ROAD OVER M-59 DECK REPLACEMENT CON1.761

OAKLAND M-59 CROOKS ROAD OVER M-59 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.761

OAKLAND M-59 LIVERNOIS ROAD OVER M-59 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.761

OAKLAND M-59 AUBURN ROAD OVER M-59 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.761

OAKLAND M-59 M-59 EB OVER GTW RAILROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.794

OAKLAND M-59 M-59 WB OVER GTW RAILROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.794

OAKLAND TROWBRIDGE ROAD TROWBRIDGE ROAD OVER GTW RAILROAD SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.010

OAKLAND US-24 US-24 OVER CLINTON RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

ST. CLAIR I-69 MICHIGAN ROAD OVER I-69 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.485

ST. CLAIR I-69 MICHIGAN ROAD OVER I-69 WB BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.485

ST. CLAIR I-69 MICHIGAN ROAD OVER I-94 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.485

ST. CLAIR I-69 RAMP D I-94 EB TO M-21 OVER I-69 EB BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.485

ST. CLAIR I-94 I-69 EB OVER I-94 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

ST. CLAIR I-94 I-69 WB OVER I-94 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

ST. CLAIR I-94 I-94 EB OVER LAPEER ROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

ST. CLAIR I-94 I-94 WB OVER LAPEER ROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

ST. CLAIR I-94 I-94 EB OVER BELLE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.143

ST. CLAIR I-94 I-94 WB OVER BELLE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.143

ST. CLAIR I-BL-94 M-25 OVER CSX & GTW RAILROAD:S BRIDGE REMOVAL CON0.134

ST. CLAIR I-BL-94 M-25 OVER BIKE PATH BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.134

ST. CLAIR M-19 M-19 OVER MILL CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

ST. CLAIR M-19 M-19 OVER PINE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.501

WAYNE I-275 HANNAN ROAD OVER I-275 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.133

WAYNE I-275 I-275 SB OVER MIDDLE ROUGE RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.133

WAYNE I-275 I-275 NB OVER MIDDLE ROUGE RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.133

WAYNE I-275 WARREN ROAD OVER I-275 OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON1.133

WAYNE I-275 PLYMOUTH ROAD OVER I-275 DECK REPLACEMENT CON1.133

WAYNE I-275 I-275 SB OVER LOWER ROUGE RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

WAYNE I-275 I-275 NB OVER LOWER ROUGE RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

WAYNE I-275 I-275 RAMP OVER MCCLAUGHREY DRAIN OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

WAYNE I-275 I-275 SB OVER MCCLAUGHREY DRAIN OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

WAYNE I-275 I-275 NB OVER MCCLAUGHREY DRAIN OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

WAYNE I-275 I-275 RAMP OVER MCCLAUGHERY DRAIN OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

OAKLAND I-96 I-96 EB OVER CSX RAILROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.584
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

METRO    Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation   (continued)

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013

WAYNE I-275 I-94 WB COLLECTOR OVER I-275 SB TO I-94 EB RAMP DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.001

WAYNE I-275 I-94 WB OVER I-275 SB TO I-94 EB RAMP DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.001

WAYNE I-275 I-94 EB OVER I-275 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.185

WAYNE I-275 HURON RIVER DRIVE OVER I-275 DECK REPLACEMENT CON1.488

WAYNE I-275 PENNSYLVANIA ROAD OVER I-275 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.488

WAYNE I-275 GRANT ROAD OVER I-275 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.488

WAYNE I-94 SB WEST GRAND BOULEVARD OVER I-94 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 I-94 TO WEST GRAND  BOULEVARD OVER OPEN AREA DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 NB WEST GRAND BOULEVARD OVER I-94 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 TRUMBULL AVENUE OVER I-94 OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 I-94 EB RAMP TO M-10 OVER M-10 SB AND I-94 WB OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 CSX RAILROAD OVER I-94 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 CONRAIL OVER I-94 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 GTW & CONRAIL OVER I-94 PAINTING COMPLETE CON0.000

WAYNE I-94 WEST GRAND BOULEVARD U-TURN OVER OPEN AREA OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.001

WAYNE I-96 M-8 WB TO I-96 EB RAMP OVER M-8 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 FULLERTON  AVENUE OVER I-96 OVERLAY - EPOXY CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 ELMHURST AVENUE OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 U-TURN NORTH OF GRAND RIVER AVENUE OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 GRAND RIVER AVENUE OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 LIVERNOIS AVENUE OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 LIVERNOIS AVENUE LEFT TURN OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 WB DAVISON TO EB I-96 OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 OAKMAN BOULEVARD EB OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 OAKMAN BOULEVARD WB OVER I-96 DECK PATCHING CON0.000

WAYNE I-96 CONRAIL(ABANDONED) OVER I-96 BRIDGE REMOVAL CON0.307

WAYNE I-96 CONRAIL (ABANDONED) OVER I-96 BRIDGE REMOVAL CON0.307

WAYNE I-96 UNDERWOOD AVENUE OVER I-96 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.117

WAYNE M-10 M-102 WB SERVICE ROAD OVER M-10 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.081

WAYNE M-10 M-102 EB SERVICE ROAD OVER M-10 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.081

WAYNE M-39 JOY ROAD OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.140

WAYNE M-39 WEST CHICAGO ROAD OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.140

WAYNE M-39 PLYMOUTH ROAD OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.140

WAYNE I-275 TYLER ROAD OVER I-275 OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

WAYNE I-275 ANN ARBOR TRAIL OVER I-275 OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.574

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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WAYNE M-39 FITZPATRICK ROAD OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.646

WAYNE M-39 FULLERTON AVENUE OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.646

WAYNE M-39 LYNDON AVENUE OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.646

WAYNE M-39 CURTIS AVENUE OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.646

WAYNE M-39 PEMBROKE AVENUE OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.646

WAYNE M-39 SCHOOLCRAFT AVENUE OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.318

WAYNE M-39 PURITAN AVENUE OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.318

WAYNE M-39 M-102 LEFT TURN RAMP OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.318

WAYNE M-39 M-102 EB OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.318

WAYNE M-39 OUTER DRIVE OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.014

WAYNE M-39 M-102 WB OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.014

WAYNE M-39 OUTER DRIVE EB OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.029

WAYNE M-39 OUTER DRIVE WB OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.029

WAYNE M-39 FERN AVENUE OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.029

WAYNE M-39 OAKWOOD BOULEVARD OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.029

WAYNE M-39 VILLAGE ROAD OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.029

WAYNE M-39 HUBBARD AVENUE EB OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.029

WAYNE M-39 HUBBARD AVENUE WB OVER M-39 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.029

WAYNE M-8  (Davison Highway) JOSEPH CAMPAU OVER M-8 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE M-8  (Davison Highway) GODDARD AVENUE OVER M-8 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE M-85  (Fort Street) M-85 NB OVER SEXTON-KILFOIL DRAIN OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.000

WAYNE M-85  (Fort Street) M-85 SB OVER SEXTON-KILFOIL DRAIN OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.000

WAYNE M-85 NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD OVER M-85 (FORT ST) SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.000

WAYNE M-85 CONRAIL OVER M-85 (FORT STREET) SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.000

WAYNE US-12  (Michigan Avenue) US-12 EB OVER ROUGE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE US-12  (Michigan Avenue) US-12 WB OVER ROUGE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

WAYNE US-24 US-24 OVER SMITH CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.094

16.934

WAYNE M-39 FENKELL AVENUE OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.140

WAYNE M-39 6 MILE ROAD OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.140

WAYNE M-39 7 MILE ROAD OVER M-39 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.140

2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

METRO    Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation   (continued)

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

METRO    Repair and Rebuild Roads

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
MACOMB I-696  (Reuther Freeway) M-97 TO I-94 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON2.740

MACOMB I-696  (Reuther Freeway) AT I-94 RECONSTRUCTION CON0.816

MACOMB I-94 M-29 TO NORTH MACOMB COUNTY LINE RESURFACE CON6.179

MACOMB I-94 STEPHENS TO MASONIC RESURFACE CON4.971

MACOMB M-3 NB  (Gratiot Avenue) REMICK TO SANDPIPER RESURFACE CON3.037

MACOMB M-3 SB  (South Gratiot Avenue) WELLINGTON STREET TO SUNNYVIEW ROAD RESURFACE CON1.705

MACOMB M-3 SB  (Gratiot Avenue) CLINTON TO SANDPIPER RESURFACE CON2.364

MACOMB M-53  (Earle Memorial Highway) 34 MILE ROAD TO NORTH MACOMB COUNTY LINE RECONSTRUCTION CON4.436

MACOMB M-53  (Van Dyke Freeway) 24 MILE ROAD TO 27 1/2 MILE ROAD RESURFACE CON3.268

MACOMB M-97  (Groesbeck Highway) HAYES TO 14 MILE ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON3.433

OAKLAND I-696  (Reuther Freeway) NOVI ROAD EASTERLY TO HALSTED ROAD RESURFACE CON2.835

OAKLAND I-96 6 RAMPS AT NOVI ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON0.029

OAKLAND M-150  (Rochester Road) 2ND STREET TO UNIVERSITY DRIVE RECONSTRUCTION CON0.265

OAKLAND M-59 OPDYKE TO CROOKS RESURFACE CON4.940

OAKLAND M-59  (Huron St) WIDETRACK TO OPDYKE RESURFACE CON2.090

OAKLAND N QUARTON/TELEGRAPH TURNARO NORTH OF 12 MILE ROAD TO WEST QUARTON ROAD RESURFACE CON4.802

OAKLAND US-24  (Telegraph Road) EAST QUARTON ROAD TO LONG LAKE ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON1.859

OAKLAND US-24  (Telegraph Road) SQUARE LAKE ROAD TO OLD TELEGRAPH ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON1.630

OAKLAND US-24  (Dixie Highway) TELEGRAPH TO I-75 RESURFACE CON8.602

OAKLAND US-24 BR  (Cass Avenue) WOODWARD AVENUE TO CESAR CHAVEZ AVENUE RESURFACE CON1.183

OAKLAND US-24 BR   (Square Lake Road) US-24 TO COLDSPRING RESURFACE CON1.288

ST. CLAIR I-69 AT I-94 INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION CON3.707

ST. CLAIR I-94 FRED MOORE HIGHWAY TO NORTH OF ALLINGTON ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON2.220

ST. CLAIR I-94 S/MELDRUM AND N/ ALLINGTON MISCELLANEOUS CON0.251

ST. CLAIR M-19 NORMAN TO YALE AND YALE TO NCL RESURFACE CON4.280

WAYNE I-94 FIVE RAMPS AT  I-275 RECONSTRUCTION CON1.358

WAYNE I-96  (Jefferies Freeway) MIDDLEBELT TO US-24 RECONSTRUCTION CON2.842

WAYNE M-1  (Woodward Avenue) I-94 TO SIBLEY RESURFACE CON2.069

WAYNE M-1  (Woodward Avenue) TUXEDO TO I-94 RESURFACE CON2.321

WAYNE M-102  (8 Mile Road) M-5 TO SHIAWASSEE STREET RESURFACE CON1.709

WAYNE M-153  (Ford Road) VENOY ROAD TO ARCOLA AVENUE RESURFACE CON2.673

WAYNE M-39  (Southfield Road) PORTER TO NORTH OF PINECREST RECONSTRUCTION CON1.742

WAYNE M-39  (Southfield Freeway) MCNICHOLS TO M-10 RESURFACE CON3.221

WAYNE M-8  (Davison Avenue) OAKLAND AVENUE TO CONANT RESURFACE CON1.432

WAYNE M-85  (Fort Street) SIBLEY TO GODDARD RECONSTRUCTION CON3.870

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

METRO    Repair and Rebuild Roads   (continued)

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013

WAYNE OLD M-14  (Plymouth Road) NEWBURGH TO FARMINGTON ROAD RESURFACE CON2.064

WAYNE US-12  (Michigan Avenue) LIVERNOIS TO 28TH STREET RECONSTRUCTION CON0.835

WAYNE US-12 28TH STREET TO I-96 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON0.625

WAYNE US-24  (Telegraph Road) VREELAND TO WEST ROAD MAJOR WIDENING CON2.210

101.901

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Capacity Improvement

METRO AMBASSADOR BRIDGE GATEWAY PROJECT

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
WAYNE I-75  (Fisher Freeway) I-75 AND I-96 AT THE AMBASSADOR BRIDGE CONCRETE RECONSTRUCTION CON CON0.642

WAYNE I-75  (Fisher Freeway) I-75 AND I-96 AT THE AMBASSADOR BRIDGE CONCRETE RECONSTRUCTION PE

WAYNE I-75 AT BAGLEY, DETROIT CONCRETE RECONSTRUCTION CON0.642

WAYNE I-75 AT BAGLEY, DETROIT CONCRETE RECONSTRUCTION PE

METRO BLUE WATER BRIDGE PLAZA AND THE I-94 / I-69 AT THE BLACK RIVER BRIDGE CORRIDOR

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ST. CLAIR I-94/BLUE WATER BRIDGE BLUE WATER BRIDGE PLAZA BLDG EXPN-RST, WEL, WEI ROW ROW

ST. CLAIR I-94/BLUE WATER BRIDGE BLUE WATER BRIDGE PLAZA BLDG EXPN-RST, WEL, WEI PE

METRO M-53 AT 18 1/2 MILE ROAD AND VAN DYKE ROAD

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
MACOMB M-53 AT 18 1/2 MILE ROAD & VAN DYKE NOISE BARRIER TYPE I ON EXISTING ROUTE CON CON0.720

MACOMB M-53 AT 18 1/2 MILE ROAD & VAN DYKE NOISE BARRIER TYPE I ON EXISTING ROUTE PE PE

METRO M-59, CROOKS TO RYAN

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
PEOAKLAND M-59 CROOKS TO RYAN RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S) OVER 0.5 M PE PE PE PE

2.004

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM 
New Roads

METRO DETROIT RIVER INTERNATIONAL CROSSING

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ROWWAYNE DETROIT RIVER INTNTL CROSSING SE MICHIGAN & SW ONTARIO NEW ROUTES ROW ROW ROW ROW

PEWAYNE DETROIT RIVER INTNTL CROSSING SE MICHIGAN & SW ONTARIO NEW ROUTES PE PE PE PE

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
OAKLAND M-5  (Haggerty Connector) 12 MILE ROAD TO NORTH OF 14 MILE ROAD NEW ROUTES ROW

0.000

METRO M-5, I-696 TO PONTIAC TRAIL

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS

NORTH REGION

Gaylord
Alpena

Cadillac

GraylingTraverse City

The North Region is comprised of the 24 north-
ernmost counties of the Lower Peninsula, which 
are:  Alcona, Alpena, Antrim, Benzie, Charlevoix, 
Cheboygan, Crawford, Emmet, Grand Traverse, 
Iosco, Kalkaska, Lake, Leelanau, Manistee, Mason, 
Missaukee, Montmorency, Ogemaw, Osceola, 
Oscoda, Otsego, Presque Isle, Roscommon, and 
Wexford. Major routes include I-75, US-127, US-23, 
US-131, and US-31.

Five-Year Road and 
Bridge Program
The road and bridge preservation 
projects identifi ed in this 2009 
to 2013 Five-Year Transportation 
Program for the North Region total 
approximately $187 million.  Invest-
ment is allocated in the following 
manner:

NORTH REGION Total 2009-2013

Road Preservation $121 million

Bridge Preservation $11 million

Road and Bridge CPM $56 million

Total 2009-2013 $187 million

(Amounts are rounded to the nearest million dollars)
(Road Preservation includes Roadside Facilities)

Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) projects are 
planned for a signifi cant number of pavements 
and structures that do not require extensive 
repairs during this Five-Year Transportation 
Program period.  CPM projects are short-term fi xes, 
adding from fi ve to 10 years of life to a pavement 
or maintaining the existing structure condition.

NORTH REGION

Route 

Miles of 

Road

Number of 

Bridges and 

Structures

Total in Region 1,962 458

Scheduled Work 93 9

Percentage of Region 5% 2%

The 2009-2013 program for road preservation 
work refl ects approximately 93 (fi ve percent) of 
the North Region’s more than 1,962 route miles 
of state trunklines during the next fi ve years.  The 
2009-2013 program for bridge preservation work 
will address nine (two percent) of the region’s 
458 trunkline bridges and structures.

There are also a number of programs that are 
selected based on statewide priorities or where 
project identifi cation is completed throughout 
the year.  These investments are not refl ected 
above, but are included in the statewide invest-
ment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

NORTH    Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation  

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
ALPENA M-32 M-32 OVER SOUTH BRANCH THUNDER BAY RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.509

ALPENA M-65 M-65 OVER NORTH BRANCH THUNDER BAY RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.493

EMMET M-68 M-68 OVER CROOKED RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.263

LAKE M-37 M-37 OVER LITTLE MANISTEE RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.151

MANISTEE M-115 M-115 OVER BEAR CREEK MISCELLANEOUS REHABILITATION CON0.720

MONTMORENCY M-32 BR M-32 OVER THUNDER BAY RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

OSCEOLA M-115 M-115 OVER WEST BRANCH RIVER OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON1.234

WEXFORD M-37 M-37 OVER PINE RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT CON1.204

WEXFORD US-131 BR US-131 OVER CLAM RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.292

4.866

NORTH          Repair and Rebuild Roads

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
ALCONA US-23 EVERETT ROAD TO BLACK RIVER ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON4.889

ALPENA M-32 INTERSECTION AT RIPLEY STREET IN ALPENA RECONSTRUCTION CON0.456

ALPENA US-23  (US-23) NORTH OF FRENCH ROAD TO HAMILTON ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON0.870

ANTRIM M-88 BELLAIRE TO CENTRAL  LAKE RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON6.861

ANTRIM US-131 FROM ELDER ROAD NORTH TO M-66 RECONSTRUCTION CON2.314

ANTRIM US-31 FROM ELK RAPIDS TO CAMPBELL ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON4.697

BENZIE M-168  (Frankfort Ave) ENTIRE LENGTH OF M-168 RECONSTRUCTION CON0.953

BENZIE US-31 FROM BEULAH BRIDGE TO M-115 RESURFACE CON0.607

CHARLEVOIX M-32 M-32 FROM EAST JORDAN SOUTHERLY TO ROGERS ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON1.890

CHEBOYGAN M-108 BETWEEN I-75 RAMPS AND OLD 31 TO END OF ROUTE RESURFACE CON1.069

CHEBOYGAN M-27 FROM LINCOLN ST TO US-23 RECONSTRUCTION CON1.045

CHEBOYGAN US-23 FROM CHEBOYGAN EAST COUNTY LINE TO CORDWOOD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON6.837

CRAWFORD I-75 SOUTH OF NYC RR TO NORTH OF M-93 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.319

CRAWFORD I-75 BL FROM M-72 EAST TO M-72 WEST RECONSTRUCTION CON0.805

CRAWFORD I-75 SB HARTWICK PINES REST AREA ROADSIDE FACILITIES - PRESERVE CON0.000

EMMET US-31 US-31 FROM WEST OF DIVISION TO MANVEL AND M-119 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS OR SAFETY WORK CON1.217

EMMET US-31 PARADISE TR TO I-75 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.117

GRAND TRAVERSE US-31 AT TOBECO CREEK RECONSTRUCTION CON0.114

IOSCO M65 TURTLE RD TO 1200' NORTH OF SHERMAN STREET RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON3.213

IOSCO US-23  (US-23) AUSABLE RIVER BRIDGE TO F-41 RECONSTRUCTION CON1.850

LAKE US-10 DEPOT STREET TO WEST OF SADDLER ROAD RESURFACE CON0.535

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

NORTH          Repair and Rebuild Roads (continued)

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
LAKE US-10 WEST OF WAVERLY ROAD TO BROADWAY RESURFACE CON0.860

LEELANAU M-22  (South Leelanau Highway) FROM COUNTY LINE TO EMPIRE RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON2.693

MANISTEE M-115 THOMPSONVILLE ROAD TO SE OF BEAR CREEK RESURFACE CON0.490

MANISTEE US-31  (S US 31) US-31 AT MEMORIAL DRIVE TRAFFIC OPERATIONS OR SAFETY WORK CON0.119

MANISTEE US-31  (Chippewa Hwy) SOUTH OF COATES HIGHWAY TO MAIDENS ROAD RESURFACE CON6.498

MASON US-10  (James Street) DOWLAND STREET TO US-10 RESURFACE CON0.480

MONTMORENCY BUSINESS M-32  (Business M-32) VETERAN'S MEMORIAL HWY TO HILLMAN VILLAGE LIMIT RECONSTRUCTION CON0.757

OGEMAW I-75 BL I-75 TO WOODLAND DR RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON2.080

OSCEOLA M-115 M-61 TO CLARE COUNTY LINE RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.821

OSCEOLA OLD 131 FROM SOUTH OSCEOLA COUNTY LINE TO 3 MILE RD. RESURFACE CON3.010

OSCEOLA US-131 SB SOUTH COUNTY LINE TO NORTH OF US-10 RESURFACE CON5.630

ROSCOMMON I-75 FROM MAPLE VALLEY ROAD TO NINE MILE HILL ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON7.010

WEXFORD M-115 45 ROAD TO WEST OF 48 1/2 ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON1.400

WEXFORD M-37  (M-37) M-115 TO MANISTEE RIVER RESURFACE CON2.237

WEXFORD US-131 BR  (Mitchell Street) PEARL STREET TO RIVER STREET RECONSTRUCTION CON1.562

WEXFORD US-131BR  (Mitchell St) RIVER STREET TO NORTH OF BOON ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON2.120
8

93.425

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS

SOUTHWEST REGION

Marshall

Kalamazoo
Coloma

The Southwest Region covers nine counties in the 
southwestern part of the state: Allegan, Barry, Ber-
rien, Branch, Calhoun, Cass, Kalamazoo, St. Joseph, 
and Van Buren counties. Major state highways 
include: I-69, I-94, I-196, US-12, US-31, and US-131.

The region is traversed by I-94, an important 
international trade corridor linking Port Huron 
and Detroit to Chicago and Toronto. This makes 
the Southwest Region an ideal location for many 
industries, particularly those supporting the 
automobile manufacturing industry. The region 
is also home to a signifi cant portion of the agri-
cultural industry encompassing over 9,500 farms 
that annually produce agricultural products with 
a market value of over $900 million. To bolster 
industries and commerce that are important to the 
region and the state, project selection emphasizes 
freeway improvements and modernization.

Five-Year Road and 
Bridge Program
The road and bridge preservation 
projects identifi ed in this 2009 to 2013 
Five-Year Transportation Program for the 
Southwest Region total approximately 
$272 million.  Investment is allocated in 
the following manner:

SOUTHWEST REGION Total 2009-2013

Road Preservation $162 million

Bridge Preservation $43 million

Road and Bridge CPM $67 million

Total 2009-2013 $272 million

(Amounts are rounded to the nearest million dollars.)
(Road Preservation includes Roadside Facilities)

Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) projects are 
planned for a signifi cant number of pavements 
and structures that do not require extensive 
repairs during this Five-Year Transportation 
Program period.  CPM projects are short-term fi xes, 
adding from fi ve to 10 years of life to a pavement 
or maintaining the existing structure condition.

SOUTHWEST REGION

Route 

Miles of 

Road

Number of 

Bridges and 

Structures

Total in Region 1,226 606

Scheduled  Work 69 34

Percentage of Region 6% 6%

The 2009-2013 program for road preservation 
work refl ects approximately 69 (six percent) of 
the Southwest Region’s more than 1,226 route 
miles of state trunklines during the next fi ve years.  
The 2009-2013 program for bridge preservation 
work will address 34 (six percent) of the region’s 
606 trunkline bridges and structures.

There are also a number of programs that are 
selected based on statewide priorities or where 
project identifi cation is completed throughout 
the year.  These investments are not refl ected 
above, but are included in the statewide invest-
ment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

SOUTHWEST   Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation  

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
ALLEGAN I-196 I-196 AND US-31 OVER 71ST STREET OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.399

ALLEGAN I-196 I-196 AND US-31 OVER 71ST STREET OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.399

ALLEGAN M-222 M-222 OVER KALAMAZOO RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

ALLEGAN M-89 M-89 OVER I-196 & US-31 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.348

ALLEGAN M-89 M-89 (ALLEGAN ST) OVER KALAMAZOO RIVER MILL RACE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.196

ALLEGAN M-89 M-89 OVER KALAMAZOO RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.317

ALLEGAN US-131 M-89 OVER US-131 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.390

ALLEGAN US-131 M-89 OVER US-131 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.390

ALLEGAN US-131 142ND AVENUE OVER US-131 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.230

ALLEGAN US-31 BR US-31 BR (58 TH) OVER NORTH BRANCH CREEK SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.102

ALLEGAN US-31 BR US-31 BR (RAMP) OVER NORTH BRANCH CREEK SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.102

BARRY M-43 M-43 OVER THORNAPPLE RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.167

BARRY M-66 M-66 OVER MUD CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

BERRIEN I-196 I-196 NB OVER PAW PAW RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.261

BERRIEN I-196 I-196 SB OVER PAW PAW RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.261

BERRIEN I-94 BRITAIN ROAD OVER I-94 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.552

BERRIEN M-51 M-51 OVER MCKINZIE CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.011

BERRIEN US-31 BR US-31 BR OVER DOWAGIAC RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

BRANCH M-86  (Colon Road) M-86 OVER MATTESON CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

BRANCH M-86 M-86 OVER BATAVIA #1 & #7 DRAIN CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.987

BRANCH US-12 US-12 OVER PRAIRIE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.682

CALHOUN I-69 P DRIVE S OVER I-69 OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.390

CALHOUN I-94 I-94 EB OVER RIVERSIDE DRIVE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

CALHOUN I-94 I-94 WB OVER RIVERSIDE DRIVE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

CALHOUN I-94 22 1/2 MILE ROAD OVER I-94 OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.309

CALHOUN I-94 M-199 (26 MILE ROAD) OVER I-94 OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.309

CALHOUN M-66 M-66 OVER WANONDAGA CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.785

CALHOUN M-99 M-99 (SUPERIOR STREET) OVER KALAMAZOO RIVER SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.558

CASS US-12 US-12 OVER VALLEY CREEK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.708

CASS US-12 US-12 OVER MUD CREEK MISCELLANEOUS BRIDGE CPM CON0.708

KALAMAZOO M-96 M-96 OVER MILL RACE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

VAN BUREN BLUE STAR HIGHWAY BLUE STAR HIGHWAY OVER BLACK RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.001

VAN BUREN I-196 I-196 NB OVER 20 TH AVENUE (CR 380) DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.878

VAN BUREN I-196 I-196 SB OVER 20 TH AVENUE (CR 380) DECK REPLACEMENT CON3.878

14.271

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

SOUTHWEST          Repair and Rebuild Roads

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
ALLEGAN I-196 SOUTH OF 71ST STREET TO NORTH OF 118TH AVENUE RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON6.980

ALLEGAN I-196  (Glenn Rest Area) GLENN REST AREA ROADSIDE FACILITIES - PRESERVE CON0.000

ALLEGAN I-196 BLUE STAR HIGHWAY NORTH TO US-31, ALLEGAN COUNTY RECONSTRUCTION CON3.600

ALLEGAN I-196 NB AT THE SAUGATUCK REST AREA #727 ROADSIDE FACILITIES - IMPROVE CON0.589

ALLEGAN M-89 JEFFERSON AVE TO WILMOTT STREET RESURFACE CON1.453

ALLEGAN M-89  (Allegan Street) 28TH STREET EAST TO KALAMAZOO STREET RECONSTRUCTION CON7.519

ALLEGAN M-89  (Allegan St) WEST OF US-131 EAST TO HICKS STREET IN PLAINWELL RECONSTRUCTION CON1.210

ALLEGAN US-131 NB AT THE NEW MARTIN TOWNSHIP REST AREA ROADSIDE FACILITIES - PRESERVE CON0.787

BARRY M-37  (E Green St) HANOVER STREET TO M-43 (STATE STREET) RESURFACE CON0.575

BARRY M-43  (South Broadway Street) M-37/M-43 (STATE STREET) TO NORTH STREET RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON1.014

BARRY M-43 NORTH HASTINGS CITY LIMITS TO MESSER ROAD RESURFACE CON4.834

BERRIEN I-94 NORTH CITY LIMITS OF BRIDGMAN TO WEST OF I-94 BL RESURFACE CON5.851

BERRIEN I-94 BL  (E Main Street) FAIR AVENUE TO RIVER STREET RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON1.756

BERRIEN M-140  (N Main St) DAN SMITH ROAD TO WATERVLIET NORTH CITY LIMITS RECONSTRUCTION CON2.400

BERRIEN US-12 RED ARROW HIGHWAY TO HODER ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON1.369

BERRIEN US-31 STATE LINE TO US-12 RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON3.305

BERRIEN US-31 SB STATE LINE TO US-12 RECONSTRUCTION CON3.268

BRANCH US-12 RIDGE ROAD TO BROWN STREET, QUINCY RESURFACE CON1.715

CALHOUN I-94 WB 23 MILE ROAD TO 29 MILE ROAD RESURFACE CON6.199

CALHOUN M-60  (Leigh St) WITHIN THE VILLAGE OF HOMER RESURFACE CON0.845

CASS US-12 MASON STREET IN UNION TO ST. JOSEPH RIVER RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.919

CASS US-12 M-60 TO EDWARDSBURG RESURFACE CON7.258

VAN BUREN M-40  (North Kalamazoo Street) ST. JOSEPH AVENUE TO POWER PLANT ROAD RESURFACE CON1.441

69.887

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Capacity Improvement

SOUTHWEST I-94 IN KALAMAZOO

SOUTHWEST US-131, STATE LINE TO LOCKPORT TOWNSHIP LINE

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
KALAMAZOO I-94 FROM WEST OF US-131 TO EAST OF US-131 RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S) OVER 0.5 M CON CON1.630

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ST. JOSEPH US-131 DRUMMOND ROAD TO GLEASON ROAD ADD 1+ LANE 0.5 MI LONG PE PE PE PE

1.630

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
ST. JOSEPH US-131 ST. JOSEPH COUNTY RELOCATION OF EXISTING ROUTE EPE

CONST. JOSEPH US-131 ST. JOSEPH COUNTY RELOCATION OF EXISTING ROUTE CON10.294

ST. JOSEPH US-131 ST. JOSEPH COUNTY RELOCATION OF EXISTING ROUTE ROW ROW ROW ROW

PEST. JOSEPH US-131 ST. JOSEPH COUNTY RELOCATION OF EXISTING ROUTE PE PE PE PE

CONST. JOSEPH US-131 DRUMMOND ROAD TO GLEASON ROAD ADD 1+ LANE 0.5 MI LONG CON2.574

ST. JOSEPH US-131 DRUMMOND ROAD TO GLEASON ROAD ADD 1+ LANE 0.5 MI LONG ROW ROW ROW ROW

12.868

2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM 
New Roads

SOUTHWEST US-131, STATE LINE TO LOCKPORT TOWNSHIP LINE

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS

SUPERIOR REGION

Escanaba

Ishpeming
Crystal Falls

Newberry

The 2009-2013 program for road preservation 
work refl ects approximately 71 (four percent) of 
the Superior Region’s more than 1,830 route miles 
of state trunklines during the next fi ve years.  The 
2009-2013 program for bridge preservation work 
will address  eight (two percent) of the region’s 
481 trunkline bridges and structures.

There are also a number of programs that are 
selected based on statewide priorities or where 
project identifi cation is completed throughout 
the year.  These investments are not refl ected 
above, but are included in the statewide invest-
ment strategy.

The Superior Region includes all 15 counties in the 
Upper Peninsula: Alger, Baraga, Chippewa, Delta, 
Dickinson, Gogebic, Houghton, Iron, Keweenaw, 
Luce, Mackinac, Marquette, Menominee, Onto-
nagon, and Schoolcraft. Major state and federal 
highways include:  I-75, US-41, US-45, US-2, M-26, 
M-35, M-95, M-117 and M-28.  Connecting these 
state highways are six economic centers: Escanaba, 
Iron Mountain, Marquette, Houghton, Menominee, 
and Sault Ste. Marie.

Five-Year Road and 
Bridge Program
The road and bridge preservation projects identi-
fi ed in this 2009 to 2013 Five-Year Transportation 
Program for the Superior Region total approxi-
mately $126 million.  Investment is allocated in 
the following manner:

SUPERIOR REGION Total 2009-2013

Road Preservation $71 million

Bridge Preservation $9 million

Road and Bridge CPM $46 million

Total 2009-2013 $126 million

(Amounts are rounded to the nearest million dollars)

Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) projects are 
planned for a signifi cant number of pavements 
and structures that do not require extensive 
repairs during this Five-Year Transportation 
Program period.  CPM projects are short-term fi xes, 
adding from fi ve to 10 years of life to a pavement 
or maintaining the existing structure condition.

SUPERIOR  REGION

Route 

Miles of 

Road

Number of 

Bridges and 

Structures

Total in Region 1,830 481

Scheduled Work 71 8

Percentage of Region 4% 2%
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

SUPERIOR         Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation

SUPERIOR         Bridge - Big Bridge Program

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
CHIPPEWA M-129 M-129 OVER SOUTH BRANCH CHARLOTTE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

DELTA US-2 US-2, US-41 OVER ESCANABA RIVER SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON1.540

DICKINSON US-141 US-141 OVER MENOMINEE RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

LUCE M-123  (Falls Road) M-123 OVER MURPHY CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON11.085

MACKINAC I-75 I-75 OVER HOBAN CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.000

MACKINAC I-75 SB I-75 SB OVER CARP RIVER OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.532

MACKINAC I-75 SB I-75 SB OVER OLD US-2 OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.532

MARQUETTE M-553  (County Road 553) M-553 OVER CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAY SUBSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON1.250

15.407

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
ALGER M-28 FROM SHELTER BAY TO AUTRAIN RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON8.187

CHIPPEWA I-75 BS  (South Mackinac Trail) FROM NORTH OF 10TH AVENUE TO ASHMUN STREET BRIDGE RECONSTRUCTION CON0.609

CHIPPEWA I-75BS I-75 BS FROM EASTERDAY AVE TO POWER CANAL RECONSTRUCTION CON0.253

CHIPPEWA M-129  (Pickford Road) SOUTH OF M-80 TO NORTH OF 10 MILE ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON7.251

DELTA US-2  (US-2) US-2 & US-41 INTERSECTION RECONSTRUCTION CON0.580

DICKINSON US-141 US-141 FROM STATE LINE TO US-2 IN DICKINSON COUNTY RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON1.533

HOUGHTON M-26 TAMARACK  TO  HUBBEL RECONSTRUCTION CON1.220

HOUGHTON M-26 LAURIUM RECONSTRUCTION CON1.110

HOUGHTON M-26 M-26, OSCEOLA TOWNSHIP, HOUGHTON COUNTY RESURFACE CON1.180

HOUGHTON US-41 US-41, CITY OF HOUGHTON, HOUGHTON COUNTY RECONSTRUCTION CON0.500

IRON M-189 NORTH OF HIAWATHA ROAD TO US-2 RECONSTRUCTION CON1.184

IRON US-2 WEST OF US-141 TO EAST OF SHELDON STREET RECONSTRUCTION CON0.720

IRON US-2 IRON RIVER RECONSTRUCTION CON0.580

MACKINAC I-75 BL FROM I-75 TO HIGH STREET RESURFACE CON0.902

MACKINAC US-2 EAST OF BREVORT LAKE ROAD TO MARTIN LAKE ROAD RESURFACE CON6.010

MACKINAC US-2 BORGSTROM ROAD TO HIAWATHA TRAIL RESURFACE CON8.689

MACKINAC US-2 M-117 TO NAUBINWAY RECONSTRUCTION CON5.092

MARQUETTE US-41 M-28(HARVEY) AND FRONT STREET INTERSECTIONS RECONSTRUCTION CON1.197

MARQUETTE US-41/M-28 PURPLE ROAD NORTH 4 MILES TO BARAGA COUNTY LINE RECONSTRUCTION CON3.125

MARQUETTE US-41/M-28 BAYOUT ST TO THE CARP RIVER RECONSTRUCTION CON2.290

MENOMINEE US-41  (Bridge Street) 20TH AVENUE TO 48TH AVENUE RECONSTRUCTION CON1.890

MENOMINEE US-41 COUNTY ROAD G-12 TO BAGLEY RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON7.959

SCHOOLCRAFT M-94 RIVERVIEW ROAD IN MANISTIQUE TO DODGE LAKE ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON9.152
7

71.213
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MDOT REGIONS AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICE CENTERS

UNIVERSITY REGION

Jackson

Brighton

Lansing
The University Region serves 10 counties in the 
heart of south-central Michigan: Clinton, Eaton, 
Hillsdale, Ingham, Jackson, Lenawee, Livingston, 
Monroe, Shiawassee, and Washtenaw. The 
University Region’s central location makes it the 
crossroads of the Lower Peninsula, with eight cor-
ridors of highest signifi cance (I-69, I-75, I-94, I-96, 
I-275, US-12, US-23 and US-127) passing through 
the region as part of the national and statewide 
network of highways that support commerce and 
international trade.  

The University Region is home to the state capitol 
and governmental functions; institutions of higher 
learning, including the state’s two largest universi-
ties, the University of Michigan and Michigan State 
University; industrial and commercial centers; and 
agricultural lands.  

Five-Year Road and 
Bridge Program
The road and bridge preservation projects 
identifi ed in this 2009 to 2013 Five-Year 
Transportation Program for the University 
Region total approximately $431 million.  
Investment is allocated in the following 
manner:

UNIVERSITY REGION Total 2009-2013

Road Preservation $257 million

Bridge Preservation $83 million

Road and Bridge CPM $91 million

Total 2009-2013 $431 million

(Amounts are rounded to the nearest million dollars.)
(Road Preservation includes Roadside Facilities)

Capital Preventive Maintenance (CPM) projects are 
planned for a signifi cant number of pavements 
and structures that do not require extensive 
repairs during this Five-Year Transportation 
Program period.  CPM projects are short-term fi xes, 
adding from fi ve to 10 years of life to a pavement 
or maintaining the existing structure condition.

UNIVERSITY REGION

Route 

Miles of 

Roads

Number of 

Bridges and  

Structures

Total in Region 1,342 986

Scheduled Work 100 57

Percentage of Region 7% 6%

The 2009-2013 program for road preservation 
work refl ects approximately 100 (seven percent) 
of the University Region’s more than 1,342 route 
miles of state trunklines during the next fi ve years.  
The 2009-2013 program for bridge preservation 
work will address 57 (six percent) of the region’s 
986 trunkline bridges and structures.

There are also a number of programs that are 
selected based on statewide priorities or where 
project identifi cation is completed throughout 
the year.  These investments are not refl ected 
above, but are included in the statewide invest-
ment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

UNIVERSITY  Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation  

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
CLINTON I-69 US-127 BUSINESS ROUTE OVER I-69 DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

CLINTON I-96 WACOUSTA ROAD OVER I-96 OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.149

CLINTON I-96 I-96 EB OVER I-96 BUSINESS LOOP OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.149

CLINTON I-96 I-96 WB OVER I-96 BUSINESS LOOP OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.149

CLINTON I-96 M-100 OVER I-96 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.169

CLINTON US-27 BR US-27 BUSINESS ROUTE OVER LOOKING GLASS RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

EATON I-96 I-96 WB OVER M-43 OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.149

EATON I-96 I-96 EB OVER M-43 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.043

HILLSDALE M-49 M-49 OVER ST JOSEPH RIVER OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.000

INGHAM I-496 DUNCKEL ROAD OVER I-496/US-127 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

INGHAM I-496 I-496 WB OVER JOLLY ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.259

INGHAM I-496 I-496 EB OVER JOLLY ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.259

INGHAM I-496 SB SB I-496 TO EB 96 OVER I-96WB BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

INGHAM I-96 I-96 EB OVER I-96 BUSINESS LOOP RAMPS DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.150

INGHAM I-96 I-96 WB OVER I-96 BUSINESS LOOP RAMPS DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.150

INGHAM M-43 M-43 WB OVER GTW RAILROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.010

INGHAM US-127 KIPP ROAD OVER US-127 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT CON0.001

JACKSON I-94 DETTMAN ROAD OVER I-94 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.825

JACKSON I-94 HAWKINS ROAD OVER I-94 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.825

JACKSON I-94 I-94 EB OVER RACE ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.180

JACKSON I-94 WHIPPLE ROAD OVER I-94 DECK REPLACEMENT CON1.121

JACKSON I-94 I-94 WB OVER RACE ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.150

JACKSON M-50 / US-127 BR  (West Avenue) M-50,US-127BR OVER CONRAIL REPLACE BRIDGE, ADD LANES CON0.000

JACKSON M-99 M-99 OVER SOUTH BRANCH OF RICE CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON2.144

JACKSON US-127  (N US 127) M-50 OVER US-127 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.200

LENAWEE US-223 US-223 OVER GALL COUNTY DRAIN CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.000

LENAWEE US-223 US-223 OVER RAISIN RIVER BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.238

LIVINGSTON I-96 PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD OVER I-96 OVERLAY - DEEP CON1.427

LIVINGSTON I-96 KENSINGTON ROAD OVER I-96 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON1.427

LIVINGSTON US-23 US-23 NB OVER SILVER LAKE ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.702

LIVINGSTON US-23 LEE ROAD OVER US-23 SUPERSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON2.702

LIVINGSTON US-23 US-23 SB OVER HYNE ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.236

LIVINGSTON US-23 US-23 NB OVER HYNE ROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.234

MONROE I-275 I-275 SB OVER TELEGRAPH ROAD (US-24) OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

MONROE I-275 I-275 NB OVER TELEGRAPH ROAD (US-24) OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

UNIVERSITY  Bridge - Replacement and Rehabilitation    (continued)

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013

MONROE I-75 I-75 NB OVER PLUM CREEK OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.088

MONROE I-75 I-75 OVER INDUSTRIAL TRACKS OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.088

MONROE I-75 I-75 OVER CONRAIL INDUSTRIAL TRACKS OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.088

MONROE I-75 LAPLAISANCE ROAD OVER I-75 OVERLAY - SHALLOW CON0.088

MONROE I-75 I-75 OVER GTW & CR RAILROAD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.088

MONROE I-75 NEWPORT ROAD OVER I-75 SUBSTRUCTURE REPAIR CON0.088

MONROE I-75 I-75 SB OVER PLUM CREEK OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.849

MONROE US-24 US-24 OVER LITTLE SANDY CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.010

SHIAWASSEE I-69 M-71 OVER I-69 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

SHIAWASSEE I-69 STATE ROAD OVER I-69 OVERLAY - DEEP CON3.493

SHIAWASSEE I-69 I-69 EB OVER LOOKING GLASS RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT CON2.672

SHIAWASSEE I-69 I-69 WB OVER LOOKIN GLASS RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT CON2.672

SHIAWASSEE I-69 MORRICE ROAD OVER I-69 OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.672

SHIAWASSEE I-69 DURAND ROAD OVER I-69 OVERLAY - DEEP CON2.672

SHIAWASSEE M-21 M-21 OVER THOMPSON DRAIN BRIDGE REPLACEMENT CON0.000

SHIAWASSEE M-21 M-21 OVER LIMBARD COUNTY DRAIN CULVERT REPLACEMENT CON0.000

SHIAWASSEE M-71 M-71 OVER HOLLY DRAIN OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.000

WASHTENAW M-52 M-52 OVER RAISIN RIVER DECK REPLACEMENT CON0.000

26.599

MONROE I-275 SB I-275 SB (RAMP) OVER I-75 OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.100

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Repair and Rebuild - Roads and Bridges

UNIVERSITY  Repair and Rebuild Roads 

2010COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION TYPE OF WORK LENGTH 2009 2011 2012 2013
CLINTON I-96 EB AT THE GRAND LEDGE REST AREA #825 ROADSIDE FACILITIES - IMPROVE CON0.504

EATON M-99 / M-50  (Main Street) WEST OF HALLAWOOD LANE TO KIMBARK AVENUE RESURFACE CON1.355

HILLSDALE M-49 US-12 TO M-99 RESURFACE CON6.005

INGHAM I-96 AT THE OKEMOS REST AREA ROADSIDE FACILITIES - PRESERVE CON0.381

INGHAM I-96 COLLEGE ROAD TO MERIDIAN ROAD RECONSTRUCTION CON6.213

INGHAM I-96  (EB I-96) SYCAMORE CREEK TO MERIDIAN ROAD MISCELLANEOUS CON8.200

INGHAM M-43  (Grand River Avenue) ECL WILLIAMSTON TO EAST JCT OF M-52 RESURFACE CON3.711

INGHAM US-127 NB AT THE LANSING REST AREA #810 ROADSIDE FACILITIES - IMPROVE CON0.519

JACKSON I-94  (EB I-94) SARGENT RD TO WASHTENAW CL RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON9.365

JACKSON I-94BL (MICHIGAN AVENUE)  (Mi) M-60 EASTERLY TO WASHINGTON/LOUIS GLICK RESURFACE CON3.206

JACKSON US-127  (NB US-127) BOARDMAN ROAD TO HENRY ROAD RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON5.610

JACKSON WB I-94  (WB I-94) SARGENT ROAD TO WASHTENAW CL RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION CON9.342

LENAWEE M-50  (W Chicago Blvd) RIDGE HWY TO THE EVL OF BRITTON, LENAWEE COUNTY RESURFACE CON2.155

LENAWEE M-52  (S Adrian Hwy) US-223 NORTH TO SOUTH OF M-34 RECONSTRUCTION CON0.779

LENAWEE US-223 EAST OF SILBERHORN HWY TO WEST OF RODESILER ROAD RESURFACE CON2.706

LIVINGSTON I-96 FROM US-23 TO LIVINGSTON/OAKLAND COUNTY LINE RESURFACE CON3.838

LIVINGSTON US-23 SILVER LAKE ROAD TO CSX RAILROAD RESURFACE CON0.200

LIVINGSTON US-23 US-23 NB OVER HURON R WIDEN-MAINT LANES CON0.200

LIVINGSTON US-23 US-23 SB OVER HURON R WIDEN-MAINT LANES CON0.200

LIVINGSTON US-23 US-23 SB OVER SILVER LAKE RD OVERLAY - DEEP CON0.200

MONROE M-125  (M-125) M-125 FROM 440' N OF JONES TO US-24 RESURFACE CON5.227

MONROE US-24  (Telegraph Road) US-24 FROM STEWART RD TO LASALLE  RD RESURFACE CON1.154

SHIAWASSEE M-52  (Shiawassee) M-21, CHESTNUT TO M-52, M-52, M-21 TO ARDELEAN RESURFACE CON3.272

SHIAWASSEE M-52 M-52, MORRICE TO M-21 RECONSTRUCTION CON1.830

SHIAWASSEE M-71  (Corunna Ave) WOODWORTH TO LEGION RESURFACE CON0.774

WASHTENAW I-94 FREER ROAD TO PARKER ROAD, LIMA TOWNSHIP RESURFACE CON5.500

WASHTENAW M-14  (EB M-14) M-14 FROM EAST OF EARHART ROAD TO WASHTENAW COUNTY RESURFACE CON7.819

WASHTENAW M-52 AUSTIN  TO DUTCH RECONSTRUCTION CON1.680

WASHTENAW M-52 DUTCH DRIVE TO I-94 RESURFACE CON9.981

WASHTENAW US-23 NORTHFIELD CHURCH REST AREA, WASHTENAW COUNTY ROADSIDE FACILITIES - IMPROVE CON0.554

101.880

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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2009-2013 ROAD & BRIDGE PROGRAM  
Capacity Improvement

UNIVERSITY I-94, M-60 TO SARGENT ROAD-CITY OF JACKSON

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
JACKSON I-94 AT DETTMAN AND HAWKINS ROADS, JACKSON COUNTY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT ROW

JACKSON I-94 AT DETTMAN AND HAWKINS ROADS, JACKSON COUNTY BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PE

JACKSON I-94  (WB I-94) I-94 AT SARGENT ROAD, JACKSON CO. NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE CON CON3.178

JACKSON I-94  (WB I-94) I-94 AT SARGENT ROAD, JACKSON CO. NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE ROW ROW

JACKSON I-94  (WB I-94) I-94 AT SARGENT ROAD, JACKSON CO. NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE PE PE

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
LIVINGSTON I-96 AT LATSON ROAD NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE CON CON0.000

LIVINGSTON I-96 AT LATSON ROAD NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE CON CON1.000

LIVINGSTON I-96 AT LATSON ROAD NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE CON CON0.001

LIVINGSTON I-96 AT LATSON ROAD NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE ROW

LIVINGSTON I-96 AT LATSON ROAD NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE PE PE

LIVINGSTON I-96 AT LATSON ROAD NEW INTERCHANGE-EXISTING ROUTE CON CON1.000

COUNTY ROUTE (COMMON NAME) DIR. LOCATION HTGNELKROWFOEPYT 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
LIVINGSTON M-59  (Highland Road) MICHIGAN AVENUE TO WHITMORE LAKE ROAD RECONSTRUCT AND ADD LANE(S) OVER 0.5 M ROW ROW

LIVINGSTON M-59  (West Highland Road) M-59 EAST OF TOOLEY ROAD SOUND BARRIER TYPE I (REQUIRED) - NEW R CON CON0.230

5.409

UNIVERSITY I-96 ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS, HOWELL

UNIVERSITY M-59, FROM EAST OF I-96 TO US-23, INCLUDING THE INTERCHANGE AT US-23

* Projects that may be delayed due to the reduced highway investment strategy.
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