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Actors

Key organizations involved with planning, maintaining and improving the transportation network in Washtenaw
County.

Ann Arbor Transportation Authority (AATA)

AATA is the primary provider of public transportation services in Washtenaw County, as well as the County’s
designated recipient for many of the federally funded programs available to transit services. Upon receiving these
funds, AATA distributes them to the various transit agencies throughout the County. In addition, MDOT provides
AATA with operative assistance for the demand-responsive (para-transit) providers in Washtenaw County, which
AATA is responsible for distributing. These providers include: Northpeld Human Services, Manchester Senior
Services, Milan Area Transit and Chelsea Area Transportation Services.

Local City and Village Governments

The cities and villages of Washtenaw County are responsible for the local, primary and major roads under their
jurisdiction, while the Washtenaw County Road Commission (WCRC) maintains and improves non-state roads under
township jurisdiction. Townships must provide the WCRC up to 50% of the total cost for any work to be done on
their non-primary transportation facilities.

Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT)

MDOT is typically in charge of high volume roads, which carry relatively high portions of commercial trafpc,
including interstate systems and other limited access highways. MDOT’s responsibilities include state facilities,
such as 1-94, M-14, US-23, US-12 (Michigan Avenue) and business routes such as Washtenaw Avenue, Huron and
Cross Streets.

Washtenaw Area Transportation Study (WATS)

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) are designated to prepare and adopt long-range transportation plans
and improvement programs for their respective planning areas to meet federal requirements and qualify for federal
and state funding. In Southeast Michigan, the designated MPO is the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
(SEMCOG). However, for Washtenaw County, the Washtenaw Area Transportation Study (WATS) assumes the
MPO role in performing the federally required transportation planning functions for the County and submits their
results to SEMCOG for incorporation into regional plans and programs. Federal law mandates that these agencies
provide a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning process guiding the expenditure of
state and federal transportation funds in Washtenaw County. In addition, WATS continually monitors the current
condition of the County’s transportation network; including roads, bicycle and pedestrian paths, airports and public
transit. These functions include the development and maintenance of a long-range plan (20 years), a multi-modal
transportation plan and detailed planning studies to solve specipc transportation-related needs. WATS also coordinates
transportation funding for the study area through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the Surface
Transportation Program (STP).

Washtenaw County Road Commission (WCRC)

The WCRC is responsible for 1,594.34 miles of roads in the County with the exception of state trunk lines such
as M-52 and US-12, interstate freeways such as 1-94 and US-23, and portions of the network that fall within the
city or village limits. There are two types of County roads, Primary and Local. The WCRC has the majority of the
jurisdiction over the primary roads. Act 51 states that a Road Commission is limited to fund up to, but not exceed
50% of the cost of transportation projects for a local road; therefore the local jurisdiction is responsible for providing
the remaining dollars in order for a project to be completed. As a result, the WCRC has limited jurisdiction over
the Local roads, which places restrictions on the nature of improvements that can be conducted.
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Depnitions of Road Types in Washtenaw County

Principal Arterials generally carry long distance, through-travel movements. They also provide access to
important trafpc generators, such as major airports or regional shopping centers.

General Examples: Interstate and other freeways, other state routes between large cities, and important surface
streets in large cities.

County Examples: M-14, US-23, 1-94, M-12, M-17, M-153, Jackson (Huron west to Baker), Ellsworth (State
east to Michigan) and Plymouth (Maiden Lane east to Earhart).

Minor Arterials/Primary Roads are similar in function to principal arterials, except they carry trips of shorter
distance and to lesser trafpc generators. These roads tend to serve a higher function and are typically spaced
one mile apart in the Urban Area and three miles apart in the Rural Area.

General Examples: State routes between smaller cities, surface streets of medium importance in large cities and
important surface streets in smaller cities.

County Examples: M-52, Dixboro, Pontiac Trail, State (Ellsworth south to US-12), Dexter-Ann Arbor, Baker,
Packard, Geddes, Ann Arbor-Saline, etc.

Collectors tend to provide more access to property than do arterials and serve to funnel trafpc from residential
or rural areas to arterials.

General Examples: County roads, farm-to-market roads and various connecting streets in large and small
cities.

County Examples: Major Collectors: Jackson (Baker east to Old US 12), Old US 12, Pleasant Lake, Austin,
Platt, Huron River Drive, and Minor Collectors: Sharon Hollow, Island Lake, Dexter Township, Willow, Macon,
Whitmore lake and Cherry Hill.

Local Roads primarily provide access to property and consist mostly of subdivision roads and neighborhood
streets.

General Examples: Residential streets and lightly traveled county roads.

County Examples: 5 Mile Road, Liberty Road (From Zeeb west to Guenther), Bethel Church Road (From Dell
west to Sharon Hollow), etc. Subdivision, Public: Mainly Subdivision Roads in Ypsilanti and Scio Townships,
Subdivision, Private: The remaining subdivision developments throughout the county.
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Transportation Programs

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)

This current federal legislation governs transportation planning and provides the federal funds for transportation.
TEA-21 requires that the transportation plan cover at least a 20-year planning period and is updated every three
years because Southeast Michigan, including Washtenaw County, is a Maintenance Area for the ozone standard set
by the U. S. EPA. In addition to the 3-year update cycle, the plan is amended as priorities, available revenues or
transportation needs change.

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

This is a list of all capital improvement transportation projects receiving federal funding and scheduled for
implementation over a 3-year time-period in Washtenaw County. The TIP represents the immediate priorities of
cities and transportation agencies for implementation as identiped in the Countyis 25-year Long Range Regional
Transportation Plan. In order for a community or agency to receive federal highway or transit funds, the project
must prst be in the Regional Transportation Plan. To become part of the TIP, projects pass through a rigorous
technical review that determines the impact on our communitys air quality and minority populations and the pnancial
feasibility of the project. Comments from stakeholders and the public are actively sought during the process.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

Every two years the Michigan Department of Transportation prepares a summary of its federal aid program. The
pscal year 2004-2006 State Transportation Improvement Program - a compilation of all transportation projects
that will be authorized for funding in FY 2004-06 - has been approved by the Federal Highway Administration
and the Federal Transit Administration. This STIP report provides a list of state trunkline (MDOT) and local
road, bridge and transit projects in rural areas of the state as well as information about the planning process

used to develop programs and projects. It also includes a pnancial plan that compares the resources available for
transportation projects with project commitments made for the three-year period.

National Functional Classipcation (NFC)

National Functional Classipcation is a transportation planning tool. All public roads are classiped according

to function — this allows roads to be studied and compared across different regions of the state or the entire
country. National Functional Classipcation is also used to determine which roads are eligible to receive federal
funds (federal-aid) for improvements. Roads are eligible for federal-aid if they are classiped as any kind of
collector or higher. Roads classiped as rural major or urban collector, or higher, are also called Federal Aid Eligible
(FAE) roads.
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Funding in Michigan

Main Funding Sources:

The Michigan Transportation Fund is the main source of funding. This source acquires its funds through
registration fees and the Michigan State Gas tax. The amount of funding distributed is based on population,
miles of certiped road and vehicle registration fees.

Federal and State Grants for individual projects.

Contributions from private developers and other governmental entities for specipc improvements.
Permits and other fees.

Special assessment districts.

Interest from invested funds.

Michigan Public Act 51 of 1951 depnes how the state spends approximately $3 billion annually to support local
roads, state highways, bridges, buses, trains, on-road bicycling, sidewalks and other transportation options. These
funds come from the gasoline tax; registration fees on cars, trucks and aircraft; and a tax on the sale of motor
vehicles and their parts.

Transportation Funding Programs available through TEA-21 and the State of Michigan to local communities,
transit agencies and the road Commission in Washtenaw County:

Federal Aid Urban

Washtenaw County receives approximately $3 million every year. All communities within the urban boundary
with road jurisdiction, transit agencies and the WCRC may submit projects for consideration. The projects must
have a minimum of 20 percent local match from the applicant. Eligible applicants must be designated by the
Federal Highway Administrations National Functional Classipcation (NFC) as collector or above.

Federal Aid Small Urban Funding
Similar to Federal Aid Urban, except these funds are available to all communities with road jurisdiction, including
small cities and villages with population more than 5000. These projects are selected by the state.

Federal Aid Rural

Allocation is based on each county’s share of regional rural population. Washtenaw receives approximately
$500,000 each year. All rural communities with road jurisdiction and population less than 5000, rural transit
agencies and the WCRC may submit projects. The projects require a minimum of 20 percent local match. Eligible
transportation projects include transit capital projects and roadway construction on public roads classiped as
rural minor collector, or higher.

Local Safety Program

Funds for highway safety improvements or rail highway crossings on the State and Local System available through
a competitive application process to all cities, villages, county road commissions and MDOT. Individual safety
projects are generally small with a total project cost of $500,000 or less. Projects are awarded a maximum of 80
percent federal funds or $200,000.
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Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ)

CMAQ funds improvements to the transportation system in non attainment and maintenance areas which reduce
vehicle exhaust emissions. Eligible transportation projects include; projects that improve the yow of trafpc on
the existing roadway system, transit services and project and programs that reduce the demand for the roadway
system. All cities, villages, county road commissions, MDOT, public/private partnerships and transit are eligible
to apply for funding. WATS prioritizes projects for Washtenaw County.

Transportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot (TCSP)
States, local governments and metropolitan planning organizations are eligible for discretionary grants to plan
and implement strategies that:
L Improve the efpciency of the transportation system
Reduce environmental impacts of transportation
- Reduce the need for costly future public infrastructure investments
L Ensure efpcient access to jobs, services and centers of trade
Examine private sector development patterns and investments that support these goals.
A total of $120 million is available for the 1999-2003 pscal years.

Enhancement Program
Ten percent of the Surface Transportation Fund is set aside for Enhancement activities. All agencies are eligible to
enter a project in the statewide competitive application process. The eligible activities fall into four categories:
Non-motorized Facilities
Preservation Aesthetics
Water Quality and Wildlife Mortality
Historic Preservation

Transportation Economic Development Fund (TEDF)

Used to promote and support economic development activities by improving the transportation system. The
fund is divided into 6 categories of funding (A, B, C, D, E and F) based on population. Washtenaw County is
only eligible to receive categories A, D and F.

These three categories are:

Category A: Economic Development Road Projects
These funds aim to:
Improve the network of highway services essential to economic competitiveness
Improve accessibility to target industries as a catalyst for economic growth
Support private initiatives that create or retain jobs
Encourage economic development and redevelopment efforts that improve the health, safety and welfare
of Michigan citizens

Eligible projects address a transportation need (condition, safety or accessibility) that is critical to an
economic development project. The target industries for these funds are: agriculture, tourism, forestry,
high-tech research, manufacturing, mining and ofpce center at least 50,000 feet in size. Projects are awarded
quarterly and can be submitted by all county commissions, cities and villages and MDOT, but require at
least a 20 percent match from the applicant.
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Category D: Secondary All-Season Road System

These funds are awarded to county, city or village road agencies and transit agencies in counties with a
population of less than 400,000. Funds can only be used for construction activities for projects that serve
development by establishing and integrating a local secondary all-season road system with the state trunkline
system.

Eligible projects include:
Projects essential to the creation of an all-season road system
Located on a rural primary road or major street
Eligible for federal aid funding

Distribution of funds is based on recipients’ annual federal aid allocation and their ability to provide a 20%
local match.

Category F: Cities in Rural Counties

These funds are awarded to county, city, and village road agencies in counties with a population of less than
400,000 to provide system continuity with the secondary all-season road system. Funds can only be used
for improvements to the federal aid roads under county or city/village jurisdiction and be located within
the federal aid urban boundary.

Eligible projects include:
Improve access to the all-season road system, including the Priority Commercial Network
£ Improve safety and all-season capabilities on routes having high commercial trafpc
Increase the interchange potential between transportation modes
Coordinated with the secondary all-season system or provide all-season routes within a city

A local match of at least 20% is required with a maximum grant amount of $375,000 per project.
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Transportation Needs and Improvements

In 1999, the EPA found that several years after a roadis space is expanded by 10%, trafpc increases by 7%
to 10%, and in 1997, University of California, Berkeley, researchers found that every 10% increase in road
space generated a 9% rise in trafpc over four years.>

0The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) is the current federal legislation that governs
transportation planning and provides the federal funds for transportation. TEA-21 requires that the
transportation plan cover at least a 20-year planning period. The plan is required to be updated every three years
because Southeast Michigan, including Washtenaw County, is a Maintenance Area for the ozone standard set

by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency. In addition to the 3-year update cycle, the plan is amended as
priorities, available revenues, or transportation needs change.” The improvements made to the transportation
system are pnanced by MDOT, the Washtenaw County Road Commission, Downtown Development Authorities,
Cities and Villages and private sources.

The six main depciencies used to identify and prioritize transportation improvement projects within Washtenaw
County include:

1. Congestion: The congestion depciencies were identiped by pve-year periods using a computer model
based on the recent regional travel survey, projected employment and household data. Once the future
trips were assigned to the countywide network, the depcient facilities are depned using volume to capacity
ratios (V/C) of 0.80 or more for non-freeway segments. The freeway segments are depned as depcient if
the V/C ratio is 1.0 or more.

2. Safety: A selection was made of all intersections that averaged 2 or more crashes between the years
1997-1999. A total of 856 intersections in Washtenaw County averaged two or more crashes between
1997-1999. The 856 intersections were ranked by crash frequency. Trafpc count data for vehicles
entering the intersections was available for only 285 of the 856 intersections. This data is critical
to calculate a crash rate based on exposure. The intersection depciencies were ranked based on the
combination of crash frequency (how many crashes occur at an intersection) and crash rate (number of
crashes occurring at the intersection normalized by entering volumes).

3. Bridges: A structurally depcient bridge is depned as needing extensive repair or replacement. A
functionally obsolete bridge is depned as needing some repair or upgrade because it no longer meets the
transportation system’s needs

4. Transit: An area was considered to have service if it fell within a one-half mile band around a pxed
route bus stop. To pnd out which areas could benept most from AATA expanding its services, the trafpc
analysis zones in Washtenaw County were ranked by the number of housing units that did not have an
automobile. For the areas serviced by the Ann Arbor Transportation Authority and the University of
Michigan Transportation System, the TCQSM provided a Level of Service (LOS) rating system based
on headway and hours of service. These LOS ratings were combined with weekend service to provide a
“Combined LOS”.
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5. Pavement: Washtenaw County agencies responsible for maintaining roads within the County provided
the WATS with their individual pavement ratings or projected paving projects, which are cataloged
into Poor (Very poor and Poor), Fair and Good condition. Those segments that received a Very Good
or Excellent are new or close to new and are not considered to become depcient within the length of
this plan, due to the assumption that these roads will receive regular maintenance. Roadways that are
currently rated Poor are considered depcient in 2005, those rated Fair are considered depcient in 2015
and those rated Good are considered depcient in 2030.

6. Non-motorized: Member agencies responsible for maintaining non-motorized facilities within
Washtenaw County provided WATS with non-motorized depciencies for their jurisdiction. A non-
motorized depciency is depned as a gap in sidewalk, non-motorized path or a missing segment in a
network of on-road bike lanes and/or paved shoulders. A facility can also be categorized as depcient if it
has deteriorated and is no longer servicing pedestrians and non-motorists. Because there is not a uniform
method to identify non-motorized depciencies, there may be depciencies that exist that are not shown
here. WATS will add any depciency brought to their attention once it has been veriped.
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Roadway Statistics
Jurisdiction of the Transportation System in Washtenaw County by Miles of Roadway, 2003

Major/ Agency | Percentage of
Agency Local Primary Total Total Miles
WCRC 1,051.72 542.62 1,594.34 72.8
IAnn Arbor 96.20 195.26 291.46 13.3
Chelsea 9.59 7.63 17.22 0.8
Dexter 5.55 8.69 14.24 0.7
Manchester 4.45 8.91 13.36 0.6
Milan 8.72 13.55 22.27 1.0
Saline 13.31 19.95 33.26 1.5
'Ypsilanti 20.56 33.18 53.74 25
MDOT - - 148.73 6.8
Total* 1,210.10 829.79 2,188.62 100.00

Source: Washtenaw Area Transportation Study. 2003 Updated Washtenaw
County Road Miles. Received March 2004.

Congested Miles in Washtenaw County by National Functional Classipcation

2005 Deycient Miles 2010 Deycient Miles 2015 Deycient Miles 2020 Deycient Miles De?éiegnt Total Miles % ?‘Aeﬁ’/ecsient
NFC Miles % Miles % Miles % Miles %
Freeways 55.3 35.5% 11.9 7.6% 55 3.5% 6.4 4.1% 79.0 155.9 50.7%
Principal Arterials 46.0 42.1% 25 2.3% 3.8 3.4% 0.0 0.0% 52.2 109.3 47.8%
Minor Arterials 49.1 28.7% 6.4 3.7% 4.8 2.8% 3.4 2.0% 63.7 171.0 37.2%
Urban Collectors 25.6 19.0% 45 3.3% 51 3.8% 18 1.3% 36.9 1343 27.5%
Major Rural Collectors 40.8 15.5% 9.0 3.4% 5.1 1.9% 3.8 1.4% 58.6 262.9 22.3%
Minor Rural Collectors 4.4 2.71% 0.3 0.2% 1.0 0.6% 0.5 0.3% 6.2 165.0 3.7%
Total Deycient Miles 221.1 n/a 345 n/a 253 nla 15.7 n/a 296.6 998.5 29.7%
% of Total Deycient Miles n/a 74.5% nla 11.6% nla 8.5% n/a 5.3% 0.0
Source: WATS Model, Draft 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan Update for Washtenaw County
Road Rating by Surface Type for All Roads in Washtenaw County, 2003
Asphalt Concrete Gravel Other Total
Road

Condition |Road Miles| Percent |Road Miles| Percent [Road Miles| Percent |Road Miles| Percent |Road Miles| Percent
Excelent 49.11 5.91 6.37 10.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 55.48 5.46
\Very Good 69.91 8.41 3.66 5.90 0.44 0.36 0.12 7.53 74.13 7.29
Good 227.46 27.37 13.05 21.04 23.57 19.37 0.00 0.00 264.08 25.99
Fair 389.36 46.85 32.54 52.48 91.82 75.46 1.39 91.09 515.11 50.69
Poor 81.56 9.81 5.96 9.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 87.52 8.61
Very Poor 13.61 1.64 0.39 0.63 5.85 4.81 0.00 0.00 19.86 1.95
Failed 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.02 1.38 0.06 0.01
Not Rated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 831.00 100.00 62.01 100.00 121.69 100.00 1.53 100.00 1,016.23 100.00

Source: Ken Reiter, Washtenaw County Road Commission. Results of PASER Evaluation for Washtenaw County. October 1, 2003.
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