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PAVEMENT CYCLE OF LIFE 

Pavements go through a cycle starting from good condition, to fair condition and ultimately to poor 
condition. This doesn’t happen overnight, but age along a recognizable cycle. There are many places along 
the cycle where performing some preventative maintenance at a relatively minimal cost can prolong the life 
of the pavement in a good or fair condition. If an investment can be made at or before the pavement has 
reached the threshold of poor condition, it will be less expensive and extend the useful life of the asset in good 
or fair condition. Unfortunately, Figure 9 below indicates we are not making that investment as often as we 
would like. The Pavement Cycle of Life charts the life of pavement on federal-aid system in the State of 
Michigan over the last four-years and shows that 33.6 percent of Michigan’s roads have 
improved/deteriorated over that time. During that period, 8.5 percent of the roads went from good to fair, 9.7 
percent went from fair to poor, and less than 1 percent slid all the way from good to poor. In that same three 
year period, only 14.8 percent of the roads were improved; 4.5 percent went from fair to good, 5.9 percent 
went from poor to fair and 4.4 percent went from poor to good. Overall, almost 19 percent of the lane 
miles have deteriorated and only 14 percent have improved. We continue to lose ground 
each year! 
 

 

Source: 2010 – 2013 PASER Data Collection 
Figure 9 
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TAMC Recognition:  
 

Awards Program: The Council adopted an awards program to annually recognize those 
individuals and organizations that support and promote asset management practices. The following 
individuals and organizations received awards in 2009 – 2013: 

 

Individual Award Winners:  
2009 – John Daly III, PHD, Genesee County Road Commission  
2009 – Brian Gutowski, Emmet County Road Commission  
2010 – Lance Malburg, Oceana County Road Commission  
2010 – Rob VanEffen, Delta County Road Commission  
2010 – Anamika Laad, East Michigan Council of Governments  
2011 – Edward G. Hug, Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 
2012 – Jim Snell, Grand Valley Metro Council 
2012 – Nathan Fazer, Eastern U.P. Regional Planning & Development Commission 
2012 – Rep. Rick Olson, Michigan Legislature  
2012 – Kelly Bekken, Missaukee County Road Commission  
2013 – Keith Cooper, Michigan Department of Transportation   
2013 – Nico Tucker, Northeast Michigan Council of Governments   
2013 – Toby Kuznicki, City of Rogers City  

 

Organization Award Winners:  
 2009 – Michigan Department of Transportation  
 2009 – Genesee County Metropolitan Planning  
 2009 – City of Manistee  
 2009 – City of Marquette  
 2009 – Alcona County Road Commission  
 2009 – Kent County Road Commission  
 2010 – Kalamazoo County Road Commission  
 2010 – Roscommon County Road Commission  
 2010 – Genesee County Road Commission   
 2011 – Ottawa County Road Commission  
 2012 – Texas Township  

 
(Note: See Pages. 32-33 for award winner maps.)  
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APPENDIX – A 
 

STATE TRUNKLINE HIGHWAY SYSTEM (EXCERPT) 
Act 51 of 1951 

 
As Amended by Act No. 199 Public Acts of 2007 

 
247.659a Definitions; transportation asset management council; creation; charge; membership; 
appointments; staff and technical assistance; requirements and procedures; technical advisory panel; 
multiyear program; funding; records on road and bridge work performed and funds expended; report.  
 

Sec. 9a. (1) As used in this section:  
 
(a) “Asset management” means an ongoing process of maintaining, upgrading, and operating 
physical assets cost-effectively, based on a continuous physical inventory and condition assessment.  
 
(b) “Bridge” means a structure including supports erected over a depression or an obstruction, such 
as water, a highway, or a railway, for the purposes of carrying traffic or other moving loads, and 
having an opening measuring along the center of the roadway of more than 20 feet between under 
copings of abutments or spring lines of arches, or extreme ends of openings for multiple boxes where 
the clear distance between openings is less than 1/2 of the smaller contiguous opening.  
 
(c) “Central storage data agency” means that agency or office chosen by the council where the data 
collected is stored and maintained.  
 
(d) “Council” means the transportation asset management council created by this section. 
 
(e) “County road commission” means the board of county road commissioners elected or appointed 
pursuant to section 6 of chapter IV of 1909 PA 283, MCL 224.6, or, in the case of a charter county 
with a population of 2,000,000 or more with an elected county executive that does not have a board 
of county road commissioners, the county executive for ministerial functions and the county 
commission provided for in section 14(1)(d) of 1966 PA 293, MCL 45.514, for legislative functions.  
 
(f) “Department” means the state transportation department. 
 
(g) “Federal-aid eligible” means any public road or bridge that is eligible for federal aid to be spent 
for the construction, repair, or maintenance of that road or bridge.  
 
(h) “Local road agency” means a county road commission or designated county road agency or city 
or village that is responsible for the construction or maintenance of public roads within the state 
under this act.  
 
(i) “Multiyear program” means a compilation of road and bridge projects anticipated to be 
contracted for by the department or a local road agency during a 3-year period.  
 
The multiyear program shall include a listing of each project to be funded in whole or in part with 
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state or federal funds.  
 
(j) “State planning and development regions” means those agencies required by section 134(b) of 
title 23 of the United States Code, 23 USC 134, and those agencies established by Executive 
Directive 1968-1.  
 
(2) In order to provide a coordinated, unified effort by the various roadway agencies within the 
state, the transportation asset management council is hereby created within the state transportation 
commission and is charged with advising the commission on a statewide asset management strategy 
and the processes and necessary tools needed to implement such a strategy beginning with the 
federal-aid eligible highway system, and once completed, continuing on with the county road and 
municipal systems, in a cost-effective, efficient manner. Nothing in this section shall prohibit a local 
road agency from using an asset management process on its non-federal-aid eligible system. The 
council shall consist of 10 voting members appointed by the state transportation commission. The 
council shall include 2 members from the county road association of Michigan, 2 members from the 
Michigan municipal league, 2 members from the state planning and development regions, 1 member 
from the Michigan townships association, 1 member from the Michigan association of counties, and 
2 members from the department. Nonvoting members shall include 1 person from the agency or 
office selected as the location for central data storage. Each agency with voting rights shall submit a 
list of 2 nominees to the state transportation commission from which the appointments shall be 
made. The Michigan townships association shall submit 1 name, and the Michigan association of 
counties shall submit 1 name. Names shall be submitted within 30 days after the effective date of 
the 2002 amendatory act that amended this section. The state transportation commission shall 
make the appointments within 30 days after receipt of the lists.  
 
(3) The positions for the department shall be permanent. The position of the central data storage 
agency shall be nonvoting and shall be for as long as the agency continues to serve as the data 
storage repository. The member from the Michigan association of counties shall be initially 
appointed for 2 years. The member from the Michigan townships association shall be initially 
appointed for 3 years. Of the members first appointed from the county road association of Michigan, 
the Michigan municipal league, and the state planning and development regions, 1 member of each 
group shall be appointed for 2 years and 1 member of each group shall be appointed for 3 years. At 
the end of the initial appointment, all terms shall be for 3 years. The chairperson shall be selected 
from among the voting members of the council.  
 
(4) The department shall provide qualified administrative staff and the state planning and 
development regions shall provide qualified technical assistance to the council.  
 
(5) The council shall develop and present to the state transportation commission for approval within 
90 days after the date of the first meeting such procedures and requirements as are necessary for the 
administration of the asset management process. This shall, at a minimum, include the areas of 
training, data storage and collection, reporting, development of a multiyear program, budgeting and 
funding, and other issues related to asset management that may arise from time to time. All quality  
 
control standards and protocols shall, at a minimum, be consistent with any existing federal 
requirements and regulations and existing government accounting standards.  
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(6) The council may appoint a technical advisory panel whose members shall be representatives 
from the transportation construction associations and related transportation road interests. The 
asset management council shall select members to the technical advisory panel from names 
submitted by the transportation construction associations and related transportation road interests. 
The technical advisory panel members shall be appointed for 3 years. The asset management council 
shall determine the research issues and assign projects to the technical advisory panel to assist in the 
development of statewide policies. The technical advisory panel’s recommendations shall be 
advisory only and not binding on the asset management council.  
 
(7) The department, each county road commission, and each city and village of this state shall 
annually submit a report to the transportation asset management council. This report shall include 
a multiyear program developed through the asset management process described in this section. 
Projects contained in the department’s annual multiyear program shall be consistent with the 
department’s asset management process and shall be reported consistent with categories established 
by the transportation asset management council. Projects contained in the annual multiyear 
program of each local road agency shall be consistent with the asset management process of each 
local road agency and shall be reported consistent with categories established by the transportation 
asset management council.  
 
(8) Funding necessary to support the activities described in this section shall be provided by an 
annual appropriation from the Michigan transportation fund to the state transportation 
commission.  
 
(9) The department and each local road agency shall keep accurate and uniform records on all road 
and bridge work performed and funds expended for the purposes of this section, according to the 
procedures developed by the council. Each local road agency and the department shall annually 
report to the council the mileage and condition of the road and bridge system under their 
jurisdiction and the receipts and disbursements of road and street funds in the manner prescribed by 
the council, which shall be consistent with any current accounting procedures. An annual report 
shall be prepared by the staff assigned to the council regarding the results of activities conducted 
during the preceding year and the expenditure of funds related to the processes and activities 
identified by the council. The report shall also include an overview of the activities identified for the 
succeeding year. The council shall submit this report to the state transportation commission, the 
legislature, and the transportation committees of the house and senate by May 2 of each year.  
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APPENDIX – B 
 

TRANSPORTATION ASSET MANAGEMENT COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
Carmine Palombo, Chair – Michigan Transportation Planning Association:  Carmine is the Deputy Director of 
the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments.  He has served as the Chair since the Council’s first meeting 
in October 2002.  
 
Bob D. Slattery, Jr., Vice-Chair – Michigan Municipal League:  Bob is the former Mayor of the City of Mt. 
Morris and Past President and lifetime member of MML.  He is currently the Planning and Development 
Coordinator at the Genesee County Road Commission. Bob is in his fourth term on the Council. 
 
Dale Kerbyson – Michigan Municipal League:  Dale is the City Manager for the City of Lapeer.  He has been in 
that position since December 2004.  Dale is in his first term on the Council. 
 
William McEntee – County Road Association of Michigan:  Bill retired as Director of the Permits and 
Environmental Concerns Department of the Road Commission for Oakland County.  He served in that 
position since 1992.  Bill is in his third term on the Council. 
 
Joanna Johnson – County Road Association of Michigan:  Joanna is the Managing Director of the Kalamazoo 
County Road Commission.  She has been in that position since November 2007. Joanna is in her first term on 
the Council.  
 
Roger Safford - Michigan Department of Transportation: Roger is the Engineer for the MDOT Grand Region 
and was appointed to Council in 2010.  
 
Dave Wresinski – Michigan Department of Transportation: Dave is Director of MDOT’s Bureau of 
Transportation Planning and was appointed to Council in 2011.  
 
Don Disselkoen – Michigan Association of Counties: Don currently serves on the Ottawa County Board of 
Commissioners and represents the 3rd district of Ottawa County. Don is in his third term on the Council.  
 
John Egelhaaf – Michigan Association of Regions:  John has served as the Executive Director of the 
Southwest Michigan Planning Commission (SWMPC) since 2003. John is in his second term on the Council. 
 
Jennifer Tubbs – Michigan Townships Association:  Jennifer is the Manager of the Charter Township of 
Watertown. Jennifer is in her first term on the Council. 
 
Rob Surber – Michigan Center for Shared Solutions:  Rob is the Deputy Director of the Center for Shared 
Solutions (CSS), which serves as the Council’s data storage agency. Rob has been a non-voting member of the 
Council since 2004. 
 
For full bio and contact information, please visit Council’s website: www.michigan.gov/tamc 
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