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The State of Michigan
Transportation Asset Management Council
2015 PASER Road Survey
Lapeer County

Project Overview:

On August 3 through August 51, 2015, GLS Region V staff, along with representatives of
the Lapeer County Road Commission (LCRC) and the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT) assessed the condition of Lapeer County federal aid eligible
roads using the PASER road rating system as requested by the State of Michigan
Transportation Asset Management Council.

PASER Road Rating System:

The Pavement Surface Evaluation and Rating (PASER) System was developed by the
University of Wisconsin-Madison Transportation Information Center to be used as the
State of Wisconsin’s standard road rating system. PASER is a “windshield” road rating
system that uses a 1 to 10 rating scale, with a value of 10 representing a new road and
a value of 1 representing a failed road. Condition ratings are assigned by monitoring
the type and amount of visual defects along a road segment while driving the
segment. PASER rating charts for asphalt and concrete roads have been included with
this report.

The State of Michigan Transportation Asset Management Council has requested that
the information gathered in this survey be reported using the following categories:

e PASER rating of 8-10, “Good” condition, requires Routine Maintenance. Routine
maintenance is the day-to-day maintenance activities that are scheduled, such
as street sweeping, drainage clearing, gravel shoulder grading and sealing
cracks to prevent standing water and water penetration.




e PASER rating of 5-7, “Fair” condition, requires Capital Preventive Maintenance.
Capital preventive maintenance (CPM) is a planned set of cost effective
treatments to an existing roadway system that protect the pavement structure,
slow the rate of pavement deterioration and/or correct pavement surface
deficiencies. Surface treatments are targeted at pavement surface defects
primarily caused by the environment and by pavement material deficiencies.
Potential treatments include partial depth joint repairs, seal coating, and
resurfacing.

e PASER rating of 1-4, “Poor” condition, requires Structural Improvements. This
category includes work which addresses the structural integrity of a road, such as
full depth repairs, a major overlay or reconstruction.

Computer Equipment and Software:

Staff collected data using a laptop computer with the RoadSoft GIS Laptop Data
Collector 7.8 software loaded. RoadSoft GIS is an asset management software
package created and distributed free of charge by the Michigan Technological
University’s Center for Technology and Training. The current version of the program was
designed with a special module to collect PASER rating data. A GPS unit was
connected to the laptop to track position and locate road segments. Note: Please
contact RoadSoft staff for questions regarding a specific GPS units’ compatibility with
the RoadSoft program.




Staff Time and Training:

Three staff members is the optimal amount to use for collecting PASER data. One
drives, one rates the roads, and the third staff member enters information into the
computer. For the Lapeer County road rating project there was always one GLS Region
V representative, one LCRC or City representative and one MDOT representative
present. It took 18.5 hours to rate 453.25 linear miles of road, averaging approximately
24.5 miles per hour. This report provides information in lane miles which is linear miles
multiplied by the number of lanes. Lane mile calculations provide a better
representation of the condition of the system and what it may take to maintain the
system.

All participants in the survey were required to attend a day long training session hosted
by the Michigan Transportation Asset Management Council. Participants received an
overview of the project and were given instruction on how to use the RoadSoft software
and the PASER road rating system for data collection. Once out in the field,
experienced staff members taught new participants how to use the RoadSoft program
and guided them through the rating process.

Overview of the Federal Aid Network:

The Lapeer County Federal Aid network is comprised of approximately 881.86 lane
miles. Of the total, 526.22 (60%) lane miles are within Townships, which are under the
jurisdiction of the Lapeer County Road Commission (LCRC), 60.22 lane miles (7%) are
located within cities and villages, and approximately 295.42 lane miles (33%) of
roadway are state trunklines, which are maintained by the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT). Federal aid eligible roads include those classified as Interstates,
Other Freeways, Other Principal Arterials, Minor Arterials, Major Collectors, and Urban
Minor Collectors. Rural Minor Collectors are only eligible for limited federal funding, and
are not included in the PASER survey.

The following chart shows a breakdown of the Federal Aid Network in lane miles by

jurisdiction. The second chart on the following page displays a summary of the 2015
PASER ratings collected on the Federal Aid Network.

Federal Aid Lane Miles by Jurisdiction
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Lapeer County 2015 PASER Ratings

Total Lane Percentage
Prescribed Fix of PASER

llEe Lane Miles
Structural Improvements 469.15 53%
Capital Preventative Maintenance 331.79 38%
Routine Maintenance 80.92 9%

Comparison of 2011 to 2015 Lapeer County PASER Surveys

The following section compares data from PASER surveys conducted between 2011
and 2015 for all Federal Aid Roads in Lapeer County. The data is provided in lane miles
and as percent of lane miles for a given year.

« In 2015, approximately 53% (469.15 lane miles) of the Federal Aid Road System
received a PASER rating between 1 and 4. This represents a decrease of 4% as
compared to the 2011 rating distribution in the same category.

« In 2015, approximately 38% (331.79 lane miles) of the Federal Aid Road System
received a PASER rating between 5 and 7. This represents an increase of 7% as
compared to the 2011 rating distribution in the same category.

« In 2015, approximately 9% (80.92 lane miles) of the Federal Aid Road System
received a PASER rating between 8 and 10. This represents a decrease of 3% as
compared to the 2011 rating distribution in the same category.

m Poor
H Fair

m Good

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015



Average PASER Rating (APR) Comparison:

Average PASER Rating, or APR, is an average of the ratings collected for a jurisdiction
weighted by lane miles for each road segment. APR is a useful measure because it can
be easily tracked and compared year-to-year. Up to this point, the information
provided in this report has been on the full Federal Aid Network. This section also
includes the Local Federal Aid Network, which does not include state trunklines
maintained by MDOT. Using the Local Federal Aid Network allows for a more accurate
analysis of roads maintained by Lapeer County’s local road agencies. The following
chart shows a comparison of the Average PASER Ratings (APR) for the most recent 5-
year period, 2011-2015:

Average PASER Rating (APR) by Jurisdiction, 2011-2015
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Major Trends:

e Both the overall Federal Aid network and the Local Federal Aid network saw a
slight decline between 2011 and 2015.

e State Trunklines in Lapeer County, maintained by MDOT, saw an improvement in
conditions between 2011 and 2013, followed by a decline between 2013 and
2015.

¢ Township roads, maintained by the Lapeer County Road Commission (LCRC),
saw a slight decline in conditions between 2011 and 2015.

¢ Pavement conditions on city and village Federal Aid roads have seen a slight
decline between 2011 and 2015.




The general trend we are seeing in 2015 is a continued deterioration of federal aid
roads. After a slight improvement in road conditions between 2011 and 2013, many
roads moved from the “fair” or “good” rating category into the “poor” category
between 2013 and 2015. The decline in PASER ratings between 2013 and 2015 occurred
on roads under most jurisdictions, including MDOT, the Lapeer County Road
Commission, and roads maintained by cities and villages. This same trend can also be
seen as a steady decline in Average PASER Ratings between 2011 and 2015. This is
most likely due to a combination of two particularly harsh winters in 2013/14 and
2014/15, and a lack of available funding to address the needs of the road system. As
less funding is available to make structural improvements, we have seen a shift toward
treatments that focus on road preservation, rather than reconstruction.

A deterioration trend was analyzed during the development of the 2040 Genesee
County Long Range Transportation Plan. As part of the analysis, staff used the RoadSoft
program to evaluate several different maintenance scenarios and found that the only
way to improve the overall condition of the system is to provide at least 3 times the
current level of funding for road improvements. This is a trend that is seen in similar
analysis statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County. As part of a
pavement management program, an increased level of funding would help to stabilize
roads that require routine and preventative maintenance and would also be able to
incrementally improve roads that require more costly structural repairs.

To obtain a digital copy of the data collected in this study, each Local Road Agency
(LRA) must submit a written request to Region V staff. The data will be distributed as a
RoadSoft GIS file, so each LRA must also obtain a copy of the latest RoadSoft GIS
program from Michigan Tech prior to using the data.

PASER Ratings by Jurisdiction

The following pages provide an overview of Federal aid pavement conditions for each
city, vilage and township in Lapeer County. On each page, you will find a history of
PASER ratings collected between 2011 and 2015, Average PASER Rating trend, and the
percentage of lane miles that improved, declined, or remained unchanged between
2011 and 2015. Included on the back of each agency’s page is a map of the federal
aid ratings collected.



2015 PASER Survey of Lapeer County

All Federal Aid Roads

PASER Ratings 2011-2015
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year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.
Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation
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conditions; 5 times the current funding is needed to see improvement.
This trend is seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer
County.
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2015 PASER Survey

All Federal Aid Roads

Rating 8-10 (Good, 80.92 lane miles)
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2015 PASER Survey of Lapeer County

Local Federal Aid Roads

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011 20%2 2014 2015
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Local Federal Aid Roads
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percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
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allocates an average of in federal funds

per year to improve the local federal aid network.

spend an additional per year on
road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.
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Local Federal Aid Roads

Rating 8-10 (Good, 37.53 lane miles)
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 133.20 lane miles)
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State Trunklines (MDOT)

PASER Ratings 2011-2015
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MDOT Roads

Rating 8-10 (Good, 43.39 lane miles)
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2015 PASER Survey

Village of Almont

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012 2013 2014 2015
100% 100% 100% 100%

2011
55% 2011
45%
2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County Village of Almont
by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of

9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the
state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the

3.3
worst (Michigan TAMC)

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

. allocates an average of in federal funds
V”Iage of Almont per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

100% N Unchanged According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is seen
statewide., and can be reasonablv applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Village of Almont

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles)

0.10.05 0 0.1
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Rating 1-4 (Poor, 1.06 lane miles) Miles

Roads Under State Jurisdiction

Local Road (Not Rated)

Research Dr

o,
12
e
c
5
2
<]
I

% £ L
() ] nln
) 3 Maple St =| Bren
Ascot Cir =3 z
)
Sullivan St
) Almont Ave )
= por
5 B o
nh, £ E ) S
5 fﬁ ] = ) Hamilton Ave E
= > +— (7)) by
g g = School St 5 @ g
° 2
[9) - . ¥4
W Saint Clair St - 2| . saintClair St -~
- el D astridge Dr
5 2
5 Mill St W 2
o . o
2 Heim Ct b
3 Stone St @ .
S - 2 Katie Dr
s % c/; 2 % S Allison Dr
{78 = 2 < =~
z g Teeds Ave @z( S %
2 o Water St 2 § 5
[ [os) bl
o o)
S 3.
)
[v]
@3 _%_ Dawn Dr
2
o @
(] =3 0
c o
§ s %
7]




2015 PASER Survey

Village of Clifford

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2014
100% 2015
91%
2011 é%ﬁ/f 2013
61% 59%
2011 5qgpp 2013
39% 3704 41%
2015
2014 9% 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
0% - 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County ViIIage of Clifford

by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of
9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage

493
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the
state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the 4.27
worst (Michigan TAMC)
3.56
o _ _ 306 333
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing .
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
. . allocates an average of in federal funds
Village of Clifford . :
per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

70% _ Unchanged According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,
times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Village of Clifford

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles) 0.1 005 0 0.1
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2015 PASER Survey

Village of Columbiaville

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2014
ro13 90% 5015
0
2012 7509 80%
69%
2011
2011 43%
35% 2012 0013
31%
' 5% 2015 2011
2014 20% 22%
10% 2012 2013 2014 2015
- 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County Village of Columbiaville
by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of

9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage

471
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the 4.32

state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the
worst (Michigan TAMC)

4.18

3.41 3.44

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
(2015 TRIP Report)

Village of Columbiaville allocates an average of in federal
Trend 2011-2015 funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.
Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

66% I Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Village of Columbiaville

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles) 0.15 0.075 O

Rating 5-7 (Fair, 0.67 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 2.65 lane miles) Miles
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2015 PASER Survey

Village of Dryden

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

2011
69%
2013 2015
57% 57%
o
0,
2012 40% 2011 2012 2012 5013 2014
34% o 34% 2014 3004 .
31% 29% 0 300, 31%
2013
13%
2011 2015
0% 0%
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5 to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: t

Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County Vi||age of Dryden

by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst .

y 9 9 9 Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of
9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage 7.39
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the
state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the
worst (Michigan TAMC)
5.63
.- . . 5.24 553
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing 4.92

percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst

(2015 TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Village of Dryden
Trend 2011-2015

129 I Unchanged

allocates an average of in federal funds
per year to improve the local federal aid network.

spend an additional per year on
road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Village of Dryden

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles)
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 0.93 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 1.25 lane miles) Miles
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2015 PASER Survey

City of Imlay City

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2013
100%
2015
2011 81%
5% 2012 2014
66% 66%
2012 2014
34% 34%
2015
2011 19% 2011
0 13%
12% 2013 ° 2012 2013 2014 2015
- 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: t
Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County City of |m|ay City

by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of
9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage
5.42

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the
state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the 434

worst (Michigan TAMC)

382 376
3.45

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst

(2015 TRIP Report) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

City of Imlay City allocates an average of in federal funds
Trend 2011-2015 per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

64 [ Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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City of Imlay City

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles)

02 01 O
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2015 PASER Survey

City of Lapeer

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011
82%
2012
9 2015
1% 2014 65%
2013 61%
55%
2013
40% 2014 5015
2012 32% 300
0,
2011 24%
4% 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
4% 5% 5% % 5%
Poor (1o 4) Fair (5 to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: t
Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County City of Lapeer
by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out
of 9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the 4.71
state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the 40 4.3
worst (Michigan TAMC) 4.14 3.93 :
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

(2015 TRIP Report)

allocates an average of in federal funds per
City of Lapeer year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on road surface
improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51 funding comes

primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last increased in 1997.

Although conditions have improved in the short term, additional funding is
needed to maintain roads in the long term. According to the 2040 Genesee

72% I Unchanged . . o
County Long Range Transportation Plan, Z times the current funding is needed

to maintain existing conditions; 5 times the current funding is needed to see
improvement. This trend is seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to
Lapeer County.
www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

City of Lapeer

Rating 8-10 (Good, 1.95 lane miles)
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 12.04 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 25.69 lane miles)

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
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2015 PASER Survey

Village of Metamora

PASER Ratings 2011-2015
2014 2015
100% 100%

2013
63% 2012
57%
2012
2011
40% 43% 2011 ey
2011 34% 0
26%
2012 2013 2014 2015 2014 2015
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: t
s IAn e e Coun Village of Metamora
’ Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of

9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the 757 .57

state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the
worst (Michigan TAMC)

7.38

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst

(2015 TRIP Report) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Village of Metamora allocates an average of in federal funds
Trend 2011-2015 per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

43% [ Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Village of Metamora

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles) 0.1 0.05 0
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 1.52 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 0.0 lane miles) Miles
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2015 PASER Survey

Village of North Branch

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: S
Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County Vi||age of North Branch
by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of

9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the 3.46
state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the 3.12 3
worst (Michigan TAMC) 284 074
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
. allocates an average of in federal funds
Village of North Branch . :
per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

100% N Unchanged According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Village of North Branch

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles)
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 0.0 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 1.00 lane miles) Miles
Roads Under State Jurisdiction

Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Village of Otter Lake

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2013
79%
2011
68% 2015 2012
60% 60%
2014
2012 2015 46%
40% 2014 40%
35%
2011
4% 2013 2014
21% 19%
2011
2013 2012 8% 2015
0% 0% 0%
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 9 cities & villages in Lapeer County Vi||age of Otter Lake
by Average PASER Rating, #9 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked out of
9 cities & villages, #1 having highest lane mileage 23
o 622  6.41
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in the
state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 being the 566 5.29

worst (Michigan TAMC)

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst

(2015 TRIP Report) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

allocates an average of in federal funds
Village of Otter Lake per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

75% _ Unchanged According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,
times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;

times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide. and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Village of Otter Lake

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles) 0.08 0.04 0
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 1.17 lane miles) !
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 0.78 lane miles) Miles
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2015 PASER Survey

Township Roads —
Lapeer County Road Commission (LCRC)

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012

2011 740, 2014 2015
70% 2013 1% 71%
63%
2011 2015
26% 2013 2014 2013
2012 22%
18% 19% 19%
16% 2012 2014 2015
2011 10% 10% 704
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
LCRC
lane miles of Federal Aid roads .
located in townships, maintained by the Average PASER Ratmg (APR)
Lapeer County Road Commission (GCRC)
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 4.59
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 437 4.48
4.18
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing 4.04

percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

allocates an average of in federal funds
LCRC per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

71% _ Unchanged According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,
times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;

times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Lapeer County Road Commission

Rating 8-10 (Good, 35.58 lane miles)

Rating 5-7 (Fair, 115.58 lane miles)

Rating 1-4 (Poor, 375.06 lane miles)

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Almont Township

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011
7% 2014 2015
71% 71%
2013
2012 41% 2012
36% 35% 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013
2011 29% 29% 29% 29% 30%
23%
2011 2014 2015
0% 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: t
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Almont Township
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst .
y Averag 9 9 Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads;
ranked out of 18 townships, 6.05
#1 having highest lane mileage
562 548
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in

the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1

being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 413

3.87
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
(2015 TRIP Report)

Almont Township allocates an average of in federal funds
Trend 2011-2015 per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

419 [ Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Almont Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 4.95 lane miles)

Rating 1-4 (Poor, 12.24 lane miles) Miles
Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Arcadia Township

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012
100%
2011
85%
2015
2013 2014 ggos
60% 60%
2014
28% 2013
2011 2013 2015 22% 2015
18% 2014 19%
15% 15% 1204
2012 2011 2012 0
0% . 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: S
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County

Arcadia Township

by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst .
Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage
4.52

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in 4.1 4.03
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 3.82

being the worst (Michigan TAMC)
3.26

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
(2015 TRIP Report)

allocates an average of in federal funds per
Arcadia Township year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on road surface

improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51 funding comes
primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last increased in 1997.

Although conditions have improved in the short term, additional funding is
69% [ Unchanged needed to maintain roads in the long term. According to the 2040 Genesee
County Long Range Transportation Plan, 2 times the current funding is needed

to maintain existing conditions; 5 times the current funding is needed to see
improvement. This trend is seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to
Lapeer County.
www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Arcadia Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 6.01 lane miles) 05 025 0 05
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 5.00 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 21.28 lane miles) Miles
Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Attica Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011
65% 2015
2014 58%
2012 54%
46% 2013 2012 2013
41% 40% 4% 50914
0
2011 2015 33%
220 2013 24% 2015
2012 4go, 2014 2011 18%
14% 3% 13%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5 to 7) Good (8 to 10)

2011-15 Trend:

t

Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst

Attica Township
Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage
6.13

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 5.44 5 3
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) ' 4.86

5.56

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Attica Township allocates an average of in federal funds
Trend 2011-2015 per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

60% [ Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Attica Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 6.52 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 8.66 lane miles)

Rating 1-4 (Poor, 21.03 lane miles) Miles
Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Burlington Township

PLANKING 6 DOSLCPAINT COMMETICH

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012 2014 2015
2011 99% 100% 99%
88%
2013
68%
2013
32%
2011
12% 2012 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
- 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Bur|ington ToWnship
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage 4 o5
.. 3.74
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 3.37
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 3.06

2.97

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst (2015
TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

. . allocates an average of in federal funds
Bur“ngton TOWI"IShIp per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

84% _ UnChanged According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Burlington Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5

Rating 5-7 (Fair, 0.38 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 25.60 lane miles) Miles

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Burnside Township

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011 2012
100% 100%

2015 2013 2014
67% 67% 67%
2013 2014 2015
33% 33% 33%
2011 2012 2013 2014 2011 2012 2015
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: t
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Burnside Township

by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads;

ranked out of 18 townships, { 6o
#1 having highest lane mileage ' 6.14
5.43

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 3.33
2.71

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

allocates an average of in federal funds per
Burnside Township year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on road surface

improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51 funding comes
primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last increased in 1997.

Although conditions have improved in the short term, additional funding is

33% [ Unchanged needed to maintainroads in the long term. According to the 2040 Genesee
County Long Range Transportation Plan, 2 times the current funding is needed

to maintain existing conditions; 5 times the current funding is needed to see

improvement. This trend is seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to
Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Burnside Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.00 lane miles) 0.75 0375 0

Rating 5-7 (Fair, 8.02 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 3.96 lane miles) Miles

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Deerfield Township

PLANKING 6 DEVECPMINT COMMETICN

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2015
2014 4o0p
2011 2012 2013 72%
66% 66% 66%
2011 2012
34% 34% 23%/3 2014
> 28% 2015
21%
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
0% 0% 3% ooy 3%
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County

Deerfield Township

by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst )
Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in 4.63
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1
being the worst (Michigan TAMC)

4.45

3.98
3.87 3.75

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
(2015 TRIP Report)

. . allocates an average of in federal funds
Deerfield TOWI"IShIp per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional per year on road
surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51 funding

comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

83% I Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is seen
statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Deerfield Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 1.01 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5

Rating 5-7 (Fair, 5.97 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 21.62 lane miles) Miles

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Dryden Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012
90% 2013

84% 5014 2015
74% 75%

2011
63%
2011
37%
2014 2015
22% 9
2013 27 21%
2012 4 50, 2012 2013 2014 2015
2011
6% o 4% 8% 4% 4%
0
= I
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Dryden Township

by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked

out of 18 townships, 4.8
#1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in

. 4.17
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 4.05
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 350 38
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)
Dryden Township allocates an average of in federal funds
Trend 2011-2015 per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

75% I Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Dryden Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 1.00 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 4.98 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 17.83 lane miles) Miles
Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Elba Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012
79%
2011 2015
63% 2014 63%
2013 g
54%
2014
2011 200 2015 2013
36% 36% 34%
2012
20% 2013
12%
2011 2012 2014 2015
. 1% 1% 2% 1%
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: S
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Elba Township

by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; 519
ranked out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in 4.55

the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 41

. o 3.99 4.04
being the worst (Michigan TAMC)

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Elba Township allocates an average of in federal funds
Trend 2011-2015 per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

74 I Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is seen
statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Elba Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.31 lane miles) 05 025 0 05
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 18.10 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 31.98 lane miles)

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Goodland Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011 5415 2014 2010
86% 87%
83% 2013 83%
75%
2013
25%
o1 2022 28 2 g
14% 7 ’ 13%
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
. . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Goodland Township
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads;
ranked out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage
3.83
L 3.66
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 336 3.27 3.26
being the worst (Michigan TAMC)
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)
allocates an average of in federal

Goodland Township
Trend 2011-2015

funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.

spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.

Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

96% I Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Goodland Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.00 lane miles) 05 025 0 05
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 2.92 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 20.42 lane miles) Miles

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Hadley Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012
0,
7% 2015
2014 8%
0,
63% 2011
2013 549
2011 51% 0
46%
2014 2013
300, 2015 33%
2012 29%
22% 2013
16%
2014
2011 2012 506 0L
0% 1% 3%
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Had|ey Township
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage 543
5.26 '
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in 4.87 4.83
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 423

being the worst (Michigan TAMC)

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
(2015 TRIP Report)

Hadley Township - allocates an average of . in federal
Trend 2011-2015 funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.
Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

47% I Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org
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Hadley Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.93 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5

Rating 5-7 (Fair, 9.62 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 22.06 lane miles) Miles

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
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2015 PASER Survey

Imlay Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

20%1 2014 2015
82% 80% 80%
2012
66% 2013
58%
2013
23% 2012 2013 2014 2015
2012 20% 19% 19% 20%
2011 14% 2011
8% 2014 2015 10%
mlN - -
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Imlay Township
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage 517 518
L 4.63 247
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in :
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 342
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)
|m|ay Township - allocates an average of . in federal
Trend 2011-2015 funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.
Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

86% I Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Imlay Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 3.60 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 0.0 lane miles)
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2015 PASER Survey

Lapeer Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011
5805 2012 2014
54% 54% 2015 2015
2013 47% 6%
44% °
2011
33% 2013 2014 2012 2013
30% 29%
27%  26%
2012 2014
19%
2011 1% ois
I - =
Poor (1to 4)

Fair (5to 7)

2011-15 Trend: t

Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County -
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Lapeer TOWﬂShIp

Average PASER Rating (APR)

Good (8 to 10)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage

5.6
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in

. 5.18
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 5
being the worst (Michigan TAMC)

4.86
4.7

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing

percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
(2015 TRIP Report)

allocates an average of

in federal funds per
Lapeer Township year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 spend an additional

per year on road surface
improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51 funding comes

primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last increased in 1997.

Although conditions have improved in the short term, additional funding is
71% _ Unchanged needed to maintain roads in the long term. According to the 2040 Genesee

County Long Range Transportation Plan, Z times the current funding is

needed to maintain existing conditions; o times the current funding is
needed to see improvement. This trend is seen statewide, and can be
reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Lapeer Township
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2015 PASER Survey

Marathon Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2014

2015
2013 88% g5y
78%
2012 07
67%
2011 o
48%
2012
33%
2013
20% 5014 2015
10% 10% 2011 2012 2013 2014 250;5
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Marathon Township
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships, #1 having highest lane mileage 6.16
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 473
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) ' 4.39
3.93 3.8

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst (2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
TRIP Report)

Marathon Township allocates an average of in federal
Trend 2011-2015 funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.
Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

54 [ Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Marathon Township
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2015 PASER Survey

Mayfield Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2014
2013 81% 915
75% 73%
2012
2011 S7%
49% 2011
40%
2012 2015
25% 25% 2012 223%/3
Y014 2011 18% ° 2014
12%
2013 7% 11% ° 2015
4% 204
]
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Mayfield Township
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage
5.09 4.94
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in '
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 4.95
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) ' 3.9
3.76 '

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst (2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
TRIP Report)

Mayfield Township allocates an average of in federal funds
Trend 2011-2015 per year to improve the local federal aid network.
spend an additional per year on

road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds. Act 51
funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that was last
increased in 1997.

67% N Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Mayfield Township
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2015 PASER Survey

Metamora Township

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011
82%
2015
71%
2014
2013 53% 2013
0, 0,
so1p 46% s 46%
36% 330 20%2 2014
2014 2015 - 29%
0, 0,
2011 18%  18% 2013 2011 ?2%?
8% 8% 10% 0

Poor (1 to 4)

Fair (5to 7)

Good (8 to 10)

2011-15 Trend:

l

Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst

Metamora Township
Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked

out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage

6.97
6.66
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 £o8  5.99 6.15
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) '
Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
(2015 TRIP Report)
allocates an average of in federal

Metamora Township
Trend 2011-2015

funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.

spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.

Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

59% [ Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Metamora Township
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2015 PASER Survey

North Branch Township il

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2011 2012
100% 100%
2013
87% 2014
78%
2015
65%
2015
35%
2014
22%
2013
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 9%
0% 0% 2% 0w 0w 0% 0%
_— ...
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: G
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County :
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst North Branch TOWHShIp
Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads;

ranked out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage 4.72

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 382

being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 3.39 33

3.04

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst
(2015 TRIP Report)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

allocates an average of in federal
funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.
North Branch TOWI’]ShIp spend an additional per
Trend 2011-2015 year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.
Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that

was last increased in 1997.

Although conditions have improved in the short term, additional

65% I Unchanged funding is needed to maintain roads in the long term. According to the

2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan, 2 times the

current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is seen

statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.
www.gcmpc.org

times the



2015 PASER Survey

North Branch Township
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2015 PASER Survey

Oregon Township

PLANKING 6 DOSLCPAINT COMMETICH

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

97% 99% 98% 2014 100%
90%
2014
2011 2012 2013 10% 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
3% 19 2% Bl >~ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
| —
Poor (1 to 4) Fair (5to 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County .
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Oregon TOWI’]S.IhIp
Average PASER Rating (APR)
lane miles of Federal Aid roads;
ranked out of 18 townships,
#1 having highest lane mileage
3.54
Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in 3.27
the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 285 293
being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 2.76

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst (2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
TRIP Report)

Oregon Township o allocat::;s Tn a\I/tferzge Tf . ) in federal
unds per year to improve the local federal aid network.
Trend 2011-2015 bery P N
spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.
Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

96% IIGG Unchanged According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Oregon Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.0 lane miles) 05 025 0 0.5

Rating 5-7 (Fair, 0.0 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 39.34 lane miles) Miles

Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)

Vermilya Zemmer
=3
Q
(2]
= .
g Mount Morris
3
McKeen Lake
Q
g = 3
> o
> Stanley
Stanley
=
QO
%. E]
%
%
Coldwater
Bronson Lake
e}
(0]
5]
-
Q
£y Sites Bolton
2 g
5 2
(7]
Pero Lake T g
3 = =
m () o =
<3 3 E] =
o < Y 5
P
@
McDowell
1
! Reamer
|
1
| 5
! o
| >
1 =}
! Oregon
|
i



2015 PASER Survey

Rich Township

PLANKING 6 DOSLCPAINT COMMETICH

PASER Ratings 2011-2015

2012 2013 2014 2015
99% 99% 99%
2011 ° 93% ° °
86%
2011
2013 13%
2011 2012 6% 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015
1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1%
—— I _____
Poor (1to 4) Fair (5t0 7) Good (8 to 10)
2011-15 Trend: l
Ranked out of 18 townships in Lapeer County Rich Township
by Average PASER Rating, #18 being the worst Average PASER Rating (APR)

lane miles of Federal Aid roads; ranked
out of 18 townships, #1 having highest lane mileage

Lapeer County ranked out of 83 counties in 2.92

the state by percentage of poor roads, with #1 2.62

being the worst (Michigan TAMC) 241 294
: 2.14

Michigan ranked in the U.S. by comparing
percentage of poor roads, #1 being the worst (2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
TRIP Report)

allocates an average of in federal

Rich Township
Trend 2011-2015

funds per year to improve the local federal aid network.

spend an additional per

year on road surface improvements using state Act 51 and local funds.

Act 51 funding comes primarily from the 19-cent state gasoline tax that
was last increased in 1997.

99% [ Unchanged

According to the 2040 Genesee County Long Range Transportation Plan,

times the current funding is needed to maintain existing conditions;
times the current funding is needed to see improvement. This trend is
seen statewide, and can be reasonably applied to Lapeer County.

www.gcmpc.org



2015 PASER Survey

Rich Township

Rating 8-10 (Good, 0.23 lane miles) 05 025 0 05
Rating 5-7 (Fair, 0.0 lane miles)
Rating 1-4 (Poor, 17.13 lane miles) Miles
Roads Under State Jurisdiction
Local Road (Not Rated)
Brown Marlette
Q -
0
Q
3
o I~
]
Sarles D
35
_|
=
QO
3
(0]
> ) ®
= & Ey 5
=3 @? = @ =1 De
3 >0
<
@
Murphy Lake
[
Q
c
Q
N H
l
& 3 2
- 3
el
>0
Millington
w I @
5 3 <
Q 8- []
= g s s
g g
z 3
Barnes
P ®
g 2
= @
<
Elmwood Dwyer
Squaw Creek
Ducker
W
[0]
Q
~
Castle Castle
Q@




Asset Management Plans

An Asset Management process allows public agencies to make strategic decisions
based on in-depth understanding of the relationship between cost and performance. A
Pavement Asset Management Plan allows the most cost-effective projects to be
selected for the right place at the right time. Having such a plan in place allows an
agency to be more accountable and better communicate with the public and
elected officials with regards to investments and performance. MDOT uses the following
fundamental components of asset management:

1. Performance Based - Performance measures and targets based on policy
objectives.

2. Quality Information — Know what you own and what condition it is in. Make use
of analytical tools.

3. Policy Driven — Resource allocation decisions based on well-defined policy goals
and objectives. Alternatives are examined.

4. Options Evaluated — Conduct tradeoff analysis between types of fixes and
among various priorities within your program.

5. Clear Accountability — Monitor and report results. Feedback loop to influence
goals and decisions. Transparent decision making.

While this report includes an inventory and rating of federal aid roads, this is only one
element of a comprehensive asset management plan. A general pavement
management plan might include the following elements:

Inventory

Rating

Predict Future Conditions

Set Goals / Performance Management

Policy for Selecting Projects

List of Potential Projects That Meet Criteria / Costs / Benefits
7. Report Results

ok wbdrE

An Asset Management process for pavement management focuses on a “Mix of Fixes”,
rather than the “Worst First” approach. Rather than rehabilitating only roads in the worst
conditions as funding allows, a “Mix of Fixes” approach uses a range of preventative
maintenance treatments on roads already in good condition.

Below are some additional online resources provided by the Michigan Transportation
Asset Management Council to assist local agencies in creating an Asset Management
Plan:

Sample Asset Management Plan:
http://www.mcgqi.state.mi.us/MITRP/document.aspx?id=513

Local Agency Guidelines for Developing an Asset Management Process and Plan:
http://www.mcgi.state.mi.us/MITRP/document.aspx?id=491




Summary Charts

2015 PASER Rating by Jurisdiction

Total Percentage
Description Poor Fair Good . of PASER
Lane Miles .
Lane Miles
Cities/Villages 40.65 17.62 1.95 60.22 7%
LCRC 375.06 115.58 35.58 526.22 60%
MDOT 53.44 198.59 43.39 205 .42 33%

Lapeer Total
Total %

331.79
38%

881.86
100%

2015 PASER Ratings by Surface Type

100%

Total Percentage
Description Poor Fair Good . of PASER
Lane Miles :
Lane Miles
Asphalt 449.99 266.64 39.58 756.21 86%
Concrete 19.16 65.15 41.34 125.65 14%

Lapeer Total | 46915

331.79

1otal v MINSSIONN  35%

881.86
100%

100%




2015 PASER Ratings - Cities and Villages (in lane miles)

Description Poor Fair Good Laggtl?/lliles
Almont 1.06 0.00 0.00 1.06
Clifford 4.84 0.51 0.00 5.35

Columbiaville 2.65 0.67 0.00 3.32
Dryden 1.25 0.93 0.00 2.18

Imlay City 3.38 0.78 0.00 4.16
Lapeer 25.69 12.04 1.95 39.68

Metamora 0.00 1.52 0.00 1.52

North Branch 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00

Otter Lake 0.78 1.17 0.00 1.95

City/Village Total
Total %




2015 PASER Ratings - Townships (in lane miles)

Description Poor Fair Good La;gtsﬂliles
Almont Twp 12.24 4.95 0.00 17.19
Arcadia Twp 21.28 5.00 6.01 32.29

Attica Twp 21.03 8.66 6.52 36.21

Burlington Twp 25.60 0.38 0.00 25.98
Burnside Twp 3.96 8.02 0.00 11.98
Deerfield Twp 21.62 5.97 1.01 28.60

Dryden Twp 17.83 4.98 1.00 23.81

Elba Twp 31.98 18.10 0.31 50.39

Goodland Twp 2042 2.92 0.00 23.34

Hadley Twp 22.06 9.62 0.93 32.61

Imlay Twp 14.53 0.00 3.60 18.13
Lapeer Twp 23.53 22.83 3.64 50.00

Marathon Twp 35.17 4.02 1.90 41.09
Mayfield Twp 29.62 9.96 0.84 40.42
Metamora Twp 2.60 10.17 1.59 14.36
North Branch Twp 15.12 0.00 8.00 23.12
Oregon Twp 39.34 0.00 0.00 39.34
Rich Twp 17.13 0.00 0.23 17.36

LCRC Total
Total %

115.58
22%

526.22
100%




Concrete - PASER Rating System Manual



Rating system

Surface rating

10

Excellent

9

Excellent

8

Very Good

7
Good

Good

Fair

Fair

Poor

2

Very Poor

Failed

Visible distress*

None.

Traffic wear in wheelpath.
Slight map cracking or pop-outs.

Pop-outs, map cracking, or minor surface defects. Slight surface
scaling. Partial loss of joint sealant. Isolated meander cracks, tight or
well sealed. Isolated cracks at manholes, tight or well sealed.

More extensive surface scaling. Some open joints. Isolated transverse
or longitudinal cracks, tight or well sealed. Some manhole
displacement and cracking. First utility patch, in good condition.
First noticeable settlement or heave area.

Moderate scaling in several locations. A few isolated surface spalls.
Shallow reinforcement causing cracks. Several corner cracks, tight or
well sealed. Open (/4" wide) longitudinal or transverse joints and
more frequent transverse cracks (some open /4").

Moderate to severe polishing or scaling over 25% of the surface.
High reinforcing steel causing surface spalling. Some joints and cracks
have begun spalling. First signs of joint or crack faulting ('/2").
Multiple corner cracks with broken pieces. Moderate settlement or
frost heave areas. Patching showing distress.

Severe polishing, scaling, map cracking, or spalling over 50% of the
area. Joints and cracks show moderate to severe spalling. Pumping
and faulting of joints (/2") with fair ride. Several slabs have multiple
transverse or meander cracks with moderate spalling. Spalled area
broken into several pieces. Corner cracks with missing pieces or
patches. Pavement blowups.

Most joints and cracks are open, with multiple parallel cracks,

severe spalling, or faulting. D-cracking is evident. Severe faulting (1)
giving poor ride. Extensive patching in fair to poor condition.

Many transverse and meander cracks, open and severely spalled.

Extensive slab cracking, severely spalled and patched.
Joints failed. Patching in very poor condition.
Severe and extensive settlements or frost heaves.

Restricted speed. Extensive potholes.
Almost total loss of pavement integrity.

General condition/

treatment measures

New pavement. No maintenance
required.

Recent concrete overlay or joint
rehabilitation. Like new condi-
tion. No maintenance required.

More surface wear or slight
defects. Little or no maintenance
required.

First sign of transverse cracks (all
tight); first utility patch. More
extensive surface scaling. Seal
open joints and other routine
maintenance.

First signs of shallow reinforce-
ment or corner cracking. Needs
general joint and crack sealing.
Scaled areas could be overlaid.

First signs of joint or crack
spalling or faulting. Grind to
repair surface defects. Some
partial depth patching or joint
repairs needed.

Needs some full depth repairs,
grinding, and/or asphalt overlay
to correct surface defects.

Needs extensive full depth
patching plus some full slab
replacement.

Recycle and/or rebuild pavement.

Total reconstruction.

* Individual pavements will not have all of the types of distress listed for any particular rating. They may have only one or two types.



Asphalt - PASER Rating System Manual



Rating system

Surface rating

10

Excellent

9

Excellent

8

Very Good

7
Good

Good

Fair

Fair

Poor

2

Very Poor

1

Failed

Visible distress*

None.

None.

No longitudinal cracks except reflection of paving joints.
Occasional transverse cracks, widely spaced (40" or greater).
All cracks sealed or tight (open less than /4").

Very slight or no raveling, surface shows some traffic wear.
Longitudinal cracks (open /4”) due to reflection or paving joints.
Transverse cracks (open /4") spaced 10’ or more apart, little or slight

crack raveling. No patching or very few patches in excellent condition.

Slight raveling (loss of fines) and traffic wear.

Longitudinal cracks (open Va"—12"), some spaced less than 10".
First sign of block cracking. Sight to moderate flushing or polishing.
Occasional patching in good condition.

Moderate to severe raveling (loss of fine and coarse aggregate).
Longitudinal and transverse cracks (open /2"”) show first signs of
slight raveling and secondary cracks. First signs of longitudinal cracks
near pavement edge. Block cracking up to 50% of surface. Extensive
to severe flushing or polishing. Some patching or edge wedging in
good condition.

Severe surface raveling. Multiple longitudinal and transverse cracking
with slight raveling. Longitudinal cracking in wheel path. Block
cracking (over 50% of surface). Patching in fair condition.

Slight rutting or distortions (/2" deep or less).

Closely spaced longitudinal and transverse cracks often showing
raveling and crack erosion. Severe block cracking. Some alligator
cracking (less than 25% of surface). Patches in fair to poor condition.
Moderate rutting or distortion (1" or 2" deep). Occasional potholes.

Alligator cracking (over 25% of surface).
Severe distortions (over 2" deep)
Extensive patching in poor condition.
Potholes.

Severe distress with extensive loss of surface integrity.

General condition/

treatment measures

New construction.

Recent overlay. Like new.

Recent sealcoat or new cold mix.
Little or no maintenance
required.

First signs of aging. Maintain
with routine crack filling.

Shows signs of aging. Sound
structural condition. Could
extend life with sealcoat.

Surface aging. Sound structural
condition. Needs sealcoat or
thin non-structural overlay (less
than 2")

Significant aging and first signs
of need for strengthening. Would
benefit from a structural overlay
(2" or more).

Needs patching and repair prior
to major overlay. Milling and
removal of deterioration extends
the life of overlay.

Severe deterioration. Needs
reconstruction with extensive
base repair. Pulverization of old
pavement is effective.

Failed. Needs total
reconstruction.

* Individual pavements will not have all of the types of distress listed for any particular rating. They may have only one or two types.
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