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Project overview:

On June 19, 20 and 25, 2012, 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 Asset
Management Council.

PASER road rating system:

The PASER road rating 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 0 to 10 rating
scale, with a value of 10 representing a new road and a value of 0 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. The PASER system interprets
these observations into a condition rating. PASER rating charts for asphalt, concrete
and gravel roads have been included with this report.

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

e Roads with PASER ratings of 8-10 require Routine Maintenance. Routine
maintenance is the day-to-day maintenance activities that are scheduled, such
as street sweeping, drainage clearing, shoulder gravel grading, and sealing
cracks, to prevent standing water and water penetration.

e Roads with PASER ratings of 5-7 require Capital Preventive Maintenance. Capital
preventive maintenance is a planned set of cost effective treatments to an
existing roadway system and its appurtenances that preserves, retards future
deterioration and maintains or improves the functional condition of the system
without significantly increasing structural capacity. The purpose of capital
preventive maintenance fixes is to 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.

e Roads with PASER ratings of 0-4 require Structural Improvements. This category
includes work identified as rehabilitation and reconstruction, which address the
structural integrity of a road.

Computer Equipment and Software:
Staff collected data using a laptop computer with the RoadSoft GIS Laptop Data
Collector 7.4 software loaded. A GPS unit was connected to the laptop to track
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position and locate road segments. Note: Please contact RoadSoft staff for questions
regarding a specific GPS units’ compatibility with the RoadSoft program. RoadSoft GIS
is an asset management software package created and distributed free of charge by
the Michigan Technology Institute’s Technology Development Group. The current
version of the program was designed with a special module to collect PASER rating
data.

Staff Time:

Three staff members is the optimal amount to use for collecting PASER data. One
drives, one navigates and rates the roads, and the third staff member enters
information into the computer. For the Lapeer County road rating project there was
always one Region V representative, one LCRC representative and one MDOT
representative present. It took 22 hours to rate approximately 422 linear miles of road,
averaging 19 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.

Training:

All participants in the survey were required to attend a day long training session hosted
by the Michigan 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 the new participants how to use the RoadSoft program and guided
them through the rating process. Most participants felt comfortable after an hour of
working the computer and rating the roads.

Overview of the Federal Aid Network:

The Lapeer County Federal Aid network is comprised of approximately 908.22 lane
miles. Of the total, 520.12 (57%) lane miles are within Townships, which are under the
jurisdiction of the Lapeer County Road Commission (LCRC). Local Road agencies with
the greatest amount of federal aid lane miles within their jurisdiction are MDOT with
approximately 324.76 lane miles and the City of Lapeer with approximately 41.34 lane
miles of federal aid roads. Of the total roads surveyed, approximately 775 miles (85.3%)
were Asphalt and 133 miles (14.7%) were concrete.



2012 PASER Rating by Cities and Villages

Description Oto 4 5to 7 81to 10 Total Percentage
Structural Capital Routine Lane Miles of PASER

Improvements Preventative Maintenance Lane Miles in

Maintenance Jurisdiction
Almont 1.06 0.00 0.00 1.06 1.7%
Clifford 3.36 1.99 0.00 5.35 8.4%
Columbiaville 2.29 1.03 0.00 3.32 5.2%
Dryden 0.75 0.73 0.70 2.18 3.4%
Imlay City 3.39 1.77 0.00 5.16 8.2%
Lapeer 29.23 10.03 2.08 41.34 65.3%
Metamora 0.00 0.65 0.87 1.52 2.4%
North Branch 1.46 0.00 0.00 1.46 2.3%
Otter Lake 0.77 0.00 1.17 1.95 3.1%

Total
Percentage

2012 PASER Rating by Townships

Description Oto4 5to 7 8to 10 Total Percentage
Structural Capital Routine Lane Miles of PASER

Improvements Preventative Maintenance Lane Miles in

Maintenance Jurisdiction
Almont Twp 6.17 6.08 4.95 17.20 3.3%
Arcadia Twp 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.30 6.2%
Attica Twp 16.58 5.18 14.44 36.21 7.0%
Burlington Twp 25.60 0.00 0.38 25.97 5.0%
Burnside Twp 11.98 0.00 0.00 11.98 2.3%
Deerfield Twp 18.84 9.76 0.00 28.60 5.5%
Dryden Twp 22.34 1.38 0.98 24.70 4.7%
Elba Twp 39.28 10.10 0.50 49.88 9.6%
Goodland Twp 19.42 3.92 0.00 23.34 4.5%
Hadley Twp 25.06 7.05 0.50 32.61 6.3%
Imlay Twp 12.05 2.47 3.60 18.13 3.5%
Lapeer Twp 27.28 9.34 13.81 50.44 9.7%
Marathon Twp 22.12 11.05 0.00 33.17 6.4%
Mayfield Twp 22.98 10.14 7.30 40.42 7.8%
Metamora Twp 5.55 5.12 4.70 15.37 3.0%
North Branch Twp 23.12 0.00 0.00 23.12 4.4%
Oregon Twp 39.10 0.23 0.00 39.34 7.6%
Rich Twp 17.13 0.00 0.23 17.36 3.3%

86.90 31.8 0
4% 6% 0%




2012 PASER Rating by Jurisdiction

Description Oto4 5to 7 810 10 Total Percentage
Structural Capital Routine Lane Miles of PASER
Improvements Preventative Maintenance Lane Miles in
Maintenance Jurisdiction
Cities 42.31 16.20 4.83 63.34 7%
LCRC 386.90 81.83 51.39 520.12 57%
MDOT 81.65 145.08 98.03 324.76 36%

Lapeer Total 243.11 154.25 908.22 100%

Percentage 27% 17% 100%

*** Township federal aid roads are under the jurisdiction of the Lapeer County Road
Commission
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Results:

Approximately 908.22 lane miles of federal aid eligible roads were rated for this project.
The chart on the following page summarizes the distribution of ratings by mileage and
percentage of the total for all roads rated in the project. The data is disturbed into
three categories, in which, 510.86 lane miles (56%) received a rating less than or equal
to 4; 243.11 lane miles (27%) of the roads rated received a rating of 5, 6 or 7; and 154.25
lane miles (17%) of the roads rated received a rating of 8 or better. The Asset
Management Council has prescribed a fix for each of the PASER rating categories:

- Roads receiving a rating less than or equal to 4 require Structural Improvements
- Roads receiving a rating of 5-7 require Capital Preventive Maintenance
- Roads receiving a rating of 8 or better require only Routine Maintenance



Lapeer County 2012 PASER Ratings

PASER Rating Prescribed Fix Total Lane Miles Percentage of PASER
Lane Miles

Oto 4 Structural Improvements 510.86 56%

5to 7 Capital Preventative Maintenance 243.11 27%
81to0 10 Routine Maintenance 154.25 17%
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The following tables provide a summary of the 2012 PASER survey rating by surface type.

2012 PASER Rating by Surface Type
Description Oto4 5to 7 8to 10 Total

Percentage
Structural Capital Routine Lane Miles of PASER
Improvements Preventative Maintenance Lane Miles in
Maintenance Jurisdiction
Asphalt
Concrete
Total 908.22 100%
Total % 100%
4 )
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133.06, 14.7%
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775.16,85.3% DBConcrete
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Lapeer County 2012 PASER
Asphalt Ratings in Lane Miles

121.13, 16%

@Poor
165.58, 21% B Fair
488.45, 63% B Good
Lapeer County 2012 PASER
Concrete Ratings in Lane Miles
0
33.12. 250 22.41, 17%
@Poor
| Fair
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Comparison of 2008 to 2012 Lapeer County PASER Surveys

The following section analyzes data from PASER surveys conducted between 2008 and
2012 for Lapeer County as a whole and for each individual road agency. The data is
provided in lane miles and as percent of lane miles for a given year.
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The change in lane miles from 2008 to 2012 indicates a significant amount of miles
decreased in the Capital Preventative Maintenance category and an increase in miles
in the Routine Maintenance and Structural Improvement categories.

. In 2012, 56% (510.86 lane miles) of the Federal Aid Road System received a PASER
rating between 0 and 4. Roads with 0 to 4 ratings require structural
improvements that may include full depth repairs, a major overlay or
reconstruction. This represents an increase of 10% as compared to the 2008
rating distribution in the same category.

« In2012, 27% (243.12 lane miles) of the Federal Aid Road System received a PASER
rating between 5 and 7. Roads with 5 to 7 ratings require capital preventative
maintenance treatments such as partial depth joint repairs, a seal coat or crack
filling. This represents a decrease of 19% as compared to the 2008 rating
distribution in the same category.

« In 2012, 17% (154.25 lane miles) of the Federal Aid Road System are in the PASER
Rating Category of 8 to 10. Roads with 8 to 10 ratings require only routine
maintenance. This represents an increase of 9% as compared to the 2008 rating
distribution in the same category.

In general, the comparison indicates that the overall system is deteriorating rather then
improving. This trend is common throughout the state and was analyzed in detail for
the development of the Genesee County 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan. As
part of the analysis Genesee County staff used the RoadSoft program to evaluate
several different maintenance scenarios and found that the only way to improve the
overall condition of the Genesee County system would be to provide at least 3 times
the current level of funding for road improvements. As part of a pavement
management program this 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. Similar studies
have been conducted across the state with comparative results and it would be a
reasonable assumption that this analysis is also true for Lapeer County.

The data provided in the following tables represent the percent of lane miles in each

rating category for each year between 2008 and 2012 and the change in each rating
category between 2008 to 2012 for each jurisdiction and the County as a whole.
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Change

2008-
Almont 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 74% 60% 59% 45% 0% -74%
Poor 0Oto 4 26% 40% 41% 55% 100% 74%
2012 Lane Miles: 1.06
Change
2008-
Clifford 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 39% 39% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 0% 0% 0% 39% 37% 37%
Poor 0Oto 4 100% 61% 61% 61% 63% -37%
2012 Lane Miles: 5.35
Change
2008-
Columbiaville 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 22% 22% 22% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 78% 45% 45% 43% 31% -47%
Poor 0Oto4 22% 33% 33% 35% 69% A7%
2012 Lane Miles: 3.32
Change
2008-
Dryden 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 42% 70% 69% 32% 32%
Fair 7t05 0% 58% 30% 31% 34% 34%
Poor 0to 4 100% 0% 0% 0% 34% -66%
2012 Lane Miles: 2.18
Change
2008-
Imlay City 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 25% 13% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 0% 0% 0% 12% 34% 34%
Poor 0Oto 4 100% 100% 75% 75% 66% -34%
2012 Lane Miles: 5.16
Change
2008-
Lapeer 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 2% 2% 5% 4% 5% 3%
Fair 7t05 40% 52% 34% 14% 24% -16%
Poor 0Oto 4 58% 46% 61% 82% 71% 13%
2012 Lane Miles: 41.34
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Change

2008-
Metamora 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 60% 60% 34% 57% 57%
Fair 7t05 0% 0% 0% 26% 43% 43%
Poor 0Oto 4 100% 40% 40% 40% 0% -100%
2012 Lane Miles: 1.52
Change
2008-
North Branch 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Poor 0Oto 4 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0%
2012 Lane Miles: 1.46
Change
2008-
Otter Lake 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 92% 77% 77% 8% 60% -32%
Fair 7t05 0% 23% 23% 68% 0% 0%
Poor 0Oto4 8% 0% 0% 24% 40% 32%
2012 Lane Miles: 1.95
Change
2008-
Almont Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 17% 17% 0% 0% 29% 12%
Fair 7t05 56% 50% 30% 23% 35% -21%
Poor 0to 4 27% 33% 70% 77% 36% 9%
2012 Lane Miles: 17.20
Change
2008-
Arcadia Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 48% 45% 47% 15% 0% -48%
Poor 0Oto 4 52% 55% 53% 85% 100% 48%
2012 Lane Miles: 32.30
Change
2008-
Attica Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 1% 5% 6% 13% 40% 39%
Fair 7t05 14% 18% 17% 22% 14% 0%
Poor 0Oto 4 85% 77% 77% 65% 46% -39%
2012 Lane Miles: 36.21
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Change
2008-
Burlington Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Fair 7t05 27% 25% 24% 12% 0% -27%
Poor 0Oto 4 73% 75% 76% 88% 99% 26%
2012 Lane Miles: 25.97
Change
2008-
Burnside Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 34% 13% 8% 0% 0% -34%
Poor 0Oto 4 66% 87% 92% 100% 100% 34%
2012 Lane Miles: 11.98
Change
2008-
Deerfield Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 21% 7% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 11% 31% 14% 34% 34% 23%
Poor 0to 4 89% 48% 79% 66% 66% -23%
2012 Lane Miles: 28.60
Change
2008-
Dryden Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4%
Fair 7t05 47% 43% 23% 37% 6% -41%
Poor 0to 4 53% 57% 77% 63% 90% 37%
2012 Lane Miles: 24.70
Change
2008-
Elba Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 2% 6% 9% 1% 1% -1%
Fair 7t05 63% 56% 42% 36% 20% -43%
Poor 0Oto 4 35% 38% 49% 63% 79% 44%
2012 Lane Miles: 49.88
Change
2008-
Goodland Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% -7%
Fair 7t05 35% 35% 21% 14% 17% -18%
Poor 0Oto 4 58% 65% 79% 86% 83% 25%
2012 Lane Miles: 23.34
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Change

2008-
Hadley Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 13% 10% 13% 0% 1% -12%
Fair 7t05 64% 76% 69% 54% 22% -42%
Poor 0Oto 4 23% 14% 18% 46% 77% 54%
2012 Lane Miles: 32.61
Change
2008-
Imlay Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 8% 0% 0% 10% 20% 12%
Fair 7t05 27% 11% 8% 8% 14% -14%
Poor 0Oto 4 65% 89% 92% 82% 66% 2%
2012 Lane Miles: 18.13
Change
2008-
Lapeer Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 23% 11% 2% 9% 27% 4%
Fair 7t05 37% 40% 37% 33% 19% -18%
Poor 0Oto4 40% 49% 61% 58% 54% 14%
2012 Lane Miles: 50.44
Change
2008-
Marathon Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 48% 51% 37% 52% 33% -15%
Poor 0Oto 4 52% 49% 63% 48% 67% 15%
2012 Lane Miles: 33.17
Change
2008-
Mayfield Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 8% 32% 29% 11% 18% 10%
Fair 7t05 35% 24% 26% 40% 25% -10%
Poor 0Oto 4 57% 44% 45% 49% 57% 0%
2012 Lane Miles: 40.42
Change
2008-
Metamora Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 17% 15% 15% 10% 31% 14%
Fair 7t05 69% 81% 67% 82% 33% -36%
Poor 0Oto 4 14% 4% 18% 8% 36% 22%
2012 Lane Miles: 15.37
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Change

2008-
North Branch Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 39% 26% 9% 0% 0% -39%
Poor 0to4 61% 74% 91% 100% 100% 39%
2012 Lane Miles: 23.12
Change
2008-
Oregon Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Fair 7t05 27% 20% 12% 3% 1% -26%
Poor O0to 4 73% 80% 88% 97% 99% 26%
2012 Lane Miles: 39.34
Change
2008-
Rich Twp 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 10% 13% 13% 13% 1% -9%
Fair 7t05 4% 3% 0% 1% 0% -4%
Poor O0to 4 86% 84% 87% 86% 99% 13%
2012 Lane Miles: 17.36
Change
2008-
LCRC 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 6% 7% 5% 4% 10% 4%
Fair 7t05 38% 36% 28% 26% 16% -22%
Poor 0to 4 56% 57% 67% 70% 74% 18%
2012 Lane Miles: 624.68
Change
2008-
MDOT 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 13% 28% 32% 29% 30% 17%
Fair 7t05 67% 64% 64% 42% 45% -22%
Poor 0to4 20% 8% 4% 29% 25% 5%
2012 Lane Miles: 324.76
Change
2008-
Lapeer County 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012
Good 8to 10 8% 14% 15% 12% 17% 9%
Fair 7t05 46% 44% 39% 31% 27% -19%
Poor 0to 4 46% 42% 46% 57% 56% 10%
2012 Lane Miles: 908.22




Updating the ratings:

According to the Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statement 34 (GASB 34),
governmental units receiving, or applying for federal money must assess the condition
of their roads at least once every three years. This project continues to provide the
foundation to meet the requirements of GASB 34 and continues to demonstrate that it
can be accomplished with minimal staff in a relatively short period of time.

To obtain a digital copy of the data collected in this study each Local Road Agency
must submit a written request to GLS 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.
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PASER THEMATIC MAPS

17



TMCOLA

o
o B
A
3
\ Sarles g
ar g
= 3 \N 5 | ——"]
3 5 5 "
| 3
| i N {Soper |
[0) 7] |
= o @ i
=z 2 S < T i
g Z‘D g 3 g Dennis 2 Haight i
2 E H |
1 g H CLIFFORD \
< (2]
| Mrphy Lake Murphy Lake 3 !
” 3
] I
s 2 » Stover % i
c 3
i 2 5 ; g !
Milington El \ s ——— S ;,A,,,N LLAEC
| = [ ¢ | BURNSIDE TWP \ T
= e | 5 E 3 !
2 3 H 2 McKilop |2 3 i
z 3 g g = S s I i
5 ) ) H [y - )
H 8 | 8 s H i
2 Barnes s S g 2 |
T
¥ T
| 2 8 \‘ <
i 2
S 5 Law o ‘ 5 Maynard
g 5 i
Elmwood Dwyer ) Peck < Peck
| Squaw Creek | IS \\
+ 2
Ducker | Kennedy 3 Cady 2 g
? 2 o & 3 |
| g ¢ g ] |
— — . . Castle o) 2 s il o] Stiles
- g ) B /P E
! MARATHON TWT DEERFIELD TWP g g . NORTH BRANCH TWI H
! S 2 NORT @
| g a . _ 2 3 H
7777777777 | Briggs SNorth Branch . BRANCH Huroh 90/ North Branch £ g g i
1 = i
d OTTEE Otter Lake Otter Lake / Tozer Tozer| Elm Creek Brooks _‘
el jee’
= FAKE e g o g = ]
S. 5 Hemingway Lal Fé‘ . H Falkenbury g’ g Hutchinson g 2 i
S 8 EY 5 > 3 |
FS g 3 £
2 Howell & Burnside Bumsids
1) = 1 =
5 2 £ | - lz & ° g
F 2
Aurand | 5 3 H 5 3 R Ward - 3
z 3 | g 9 5 |® Q) 3
g = i g 3 5 5 S &
3 = | S 3 ' H < ; I
SisterLake |5 3 Barnes Lake " 5 s Jdhnson Mill Martus 3 Wilcox
< s Johnson Mill I 4
5 ’
= Hollenbeck Gfavel Creek Gravel Creek Swoish Linck g g i
3 o
5 | . ® g & )
Piersonville g Hasslick g @ Deanville
2 2 =
S 5 g
COLUMBIAVILLE Williams White Oak Grove 5 | & b
3 | ¢ —
3
Mot H Willis
Columbiaville Columbiaville o s ° 7~
T - o =4 Q
z i Dockham ) 8 g 3 5 g o g £
g ES i Scott Snoblin 5 g g g g § 3 E
| 5 5 | B ® > o 2
! ° : Norway Lake ) § Clear Lake < I
| OREGON TWP Y I R A [MAYFIELD TWP | ARCADIA TWP GOODLAND TWT "I
1 ‘ I Kings Mill Stine g g
i Vermilya i — — 2 |a 8
1= | Curtis Martin < Abbott 2
I3 | Sawdust Come |
‘o’ ‘ |
I’ \ ! Welch Ewalt 53) Bohms
i McKeen Lake | Byers i el |
| 2 5 = 2@ i
| i = 3 < | Reside
| g H Stanley Coulter N | |
s | tanton Lake . I
i ohler i
1 Vernor | Lothrop ‘
1 = o T |
! o < I 3 |7} 1
‘, g ‘ . o b H H Lyans Rd Speaker
in 5 ] & =
| Coldwate Mount View 9 5 H g 5
o) s @ o a
| g 3 Lum Shaw
[55) ES
] o = | o = =
! N 3 | 5 E
g g g
o | B s Dale: 3 z Armstron Turner
| Eiey _ Daley . 3 Y 3 g |
W | T 3 . P e 8 b |
| g g ) ¢ |3 = = 5 Crowe ‘
“ | | PeroLake ° g g 3 2 2 g s Gark 1
| o 9 g 3 N g g - . Norman |
E & g |
5 =< 5 o Haines Haines B Utley Mud —
© | McDowell 3 = 3 E 7 2]
@ 5] 8 3
! 3 Ostrom Wagner [ E H
| Reamer A o
_ = @ zZ o
i B 5 % Bowers - 2
s owers o Bowers . = @
| B 18 oregon B — L ATTICA TWp IMLAY TWP ]
ELBA TWp m g [} = LAPEER|TWP | £ £ H
\ 3 @ El . <
I 3 g - enesee Davis a
‘ ) H =
I isorf @ o
! Dayisg! oo Imiay City | /\g Weyer © | (]
i = = = I
/_ g \N\ g T ° % o g ? ° Petz
. i AP = = | 2 g B S 2
—— ) LAPEER g g —— 2 3 g = 3 2 2 E
| ® —— ° 3 2 3 Church
| ® ——— e 3 g
| g ] | —— Attica @
) El | R R
i § g B \
! 3 )
3
—_ | g Higley = Payne . | Atica
& 3
ﬂ | S
Greenwood Belle River 4
|
IMLAY
Lippincott Reynolds
z *\/\f crTy
| g 1 } |
Newarl ? Newark 1
Cobb \ } -
@
Merwin
! g o West = |
| z S z g [
Richards_ Sulivan z Hunters Creek Hunters Creek 8 plunters Creeki o g ‘
| & B e g : o £ g <
< -3 2 @
| g 2 5 o k] z 3 3 2 |
| 5 m Mitchell z v 3 3 ;s @ F @ | 4
i 7 g 5 H 3 2 = @ But |
i E é ® 2 T U
L Stewart Sutton S Sutton Sutton | L — T |
JHADLt Y TWP 7. (. s — - = p Town i ALMONT TWP |
/ - METAMORA JW1 g DRYDEN TWT K |
g |
| %’ Farmers Cregk 2 g T E s 3 =
| 2 s 2 B 5. a
5 «Q > Follow Corners
|
= Pratt _ | @ Hollow Corners 2 ©
2
@ 3 8 z
LJ 3 Bl , , g 3 .
{ ° 3 Ritchie METAMORA DRYDEN z 2 z g
| g £ T = g e} §
| 3 5 2 2 g
3 Dryden 8 g Dryden
@ Cramton Caley Hi 5 o)
3 (o] K
Brigham Snook 4 Kile ’,% g g I
| 5 2
| ap, 2 a H
Favg, | = | Tubspring
| e Phillips "Port Hendrie | Crawford |
| '_g . =
= 24 ALMONT; g
—— Hegel Casey &
T
é | . Almont
= | GeneralSauer i sain ——
< | Brocker | 3 8 |
e | 8 = 5 5
| 1y 3 o = 3
Tody E o e g = 2 = @ i
o g ] E g } Rock Valle 8 g g g > £ 3
S T 3 s H e 1 @ g 2 h 5 |
= ) g @ = s | 3 ] s 3 I
S s | S E - 3 !
Fox Lake Braver |3 ‘é Rock Valley | ° Hough s 2Marr i
| 17 o
2 | 5
o s | 8 3 = .
g g . Jonathan g 5 3 1
2z ] ) I e |
g3 3 3 2 [
' ES I - — -
- [ & a . — e T - ) I MACOMGB
,,,,,, - O A KLAND i
!
i
|
|
|
|
|
|
i
i
!
|
i
|
|
|
|
|
;
— H ]
Interstate/Freeway Collectors —+— Railroads Municipal Boundary N

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

—— Arterials

Local Roads

Rivers

2012 PASER Survey

and Streams

Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 154.25 lane miles)

e  Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 510.86 lane miles)

Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 243.11 lane miles)

W

0

Miles

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a
Date: September 2012
d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\LapeerCnty_all_small.mxd




— Brown Qo
{RICH TWP 3
2
Sarles g
o 5 | ——
3 Bl "
2
! H
| Soper
[0) 7] |
= o @ i
=z o ¢ < T [
§ 24 ¢ 3 3 Dennis 2 Haight |
2 3 H !
| 3 H CLIFFORD " N
| M{rphy Lake Murphy Lake 3 !
» 3
H I
b H » Stover 2 i
& =3
= : 5 i g 1
Milington e El | < S ANILAC
; o - . o 77; B J— e |
} H g g BURNSIDE TWP \\ i
o r Je | g 3 3 i
z z H E McKilop |3 H i
= 3 - s H T i
5 9 g o @
H 8 ( @ 51 2 |
8 B. g S 3 8 I
2 arnes 2 2 I
2 5 * ‘
5 2 5
S 5 Law ® } 2 Maynard
o o
2 &5 i
g H |
Elmwood Dwyer Peck < Peck
| Squaw Creek | I
Ducker | Kennedy 8 Cady @
» | o o 3
& 2 o & 1 |
| 8 9 g 2 |
| = 8 E 3 i
— . _ Castle ° = 3 3 o Sties
- S
| MARATHON TWT DEERFIELD TWP g g NORTH BRANCH TWP g
i g 4 NORTH 2 - =
iiiiiiiiii i Briggs SNorth Branch T BRANCH Turoh 90 North Branch = g E] !
) = S H |
i
OTTEE Otter Lake Otter Lake Tozer Tozer| Elm Creek Brooks |
Cengfeel K E <
PLIEy 9 e o g = 3
25 Hemingway Lal & - H Falkenbury g’ g Hutchinson g g 2
% g E I > 3 |
F g 3 =
2 Howell 5 Burnside Burnside
H 5 < | a5 5
° B s | 3 ] @ E
Aurand | & 3 I i 3 3 Ward - 3
g s 1 s B & s g
3 = | g 3 E g S 2 ‘
SisterLake | & g Barnes Lake v H 5 Jahnson Mill Martus 3 Wilcox
= g Johnson Mill ” @
5
2 Hollenbeck Gravel Creek Gravel Creek Swoish Linck g g i
£ g o i
> | & o 3 =3 )
Piersonville 2 Hasslick 2 @ Deanville
g o <
S 5 g
COLUMBIAVILLE Wiliams White Ozk Grove 5 g =
3 @
3 -
Columbiaville %) Columbiaville Mott £ " Willis z
3 —Columbiavile __ 2
z ! Dockham o @ 5 s g @ ®
Q 3 ! Scott Snoblin g z 3 3 H o 2 3 <
g L : § 3 E] g g 3 g
{ = = | = < @ b4 = 8 2 5
! 5 & \ § B > v
| H i Q
I ) N i Norwaylake | N 3 — Clear Lake < I
| OREGON TWP [MAYFIELD TWP | ARCADIA TWP GOODLAND TWI "
| | | . By o
‘ | Kings Mill Stine 2 8
H Vermilya | — ————— 3 > %
|< | i - g Abbott &
I3 | | Curtis Martin < ° R
’g | Sawdust Comer
- | !
15 |
| { | Ewalt Bohms
i McKeen Lake | Byers i Welch }
| 8 g z ‘ 2 s |
| El £ g ] ! Reside
| 3 E Stanley Coulter = | \
| tanton Lake |
| I Kohler i
! Vernor Lothrop
| z 2 b Ly o |
| ’ | Ki 5 | g 2 i Lyons Rd Speaker
| Coldwate Mount View ing 5 H g £
= s @ & 3
| g 3 Lum Shaw
| pe EH 1 S T S
n | 3 | ] Turner
v | S ) Dale 3 Daley 2 z Armstron; |
o | _ Sites 3 == @ 2 ¢ S ‘
2 ° g 3 = El 2 |
=~ | s 3 . ” 2 5 i ] Crowe |
| Pero Lake ? o g 3 E g 2 s Gark |
m @ g 5 ) |
ol g 3 = & A | : 5 Utley Muck | Norman _
| = L Haines Haines g <
© | McDowell 3 B s g 2 °
G A 3
| e Ostrom Wagner |5 E] H]
| Reamer g 2
i _ 4 8 2 °
owers . B
L. 2 Oregon —r— £ TCA T IMLAY TWP E
ELBA TW LAPEER|TV | :
| Davis a
1
! ! Py Weyer
t BN Imiay City ¢ > -
| = = £ 5
/— ] s - g H g » ° Petz
! — = 5 S & 2 2 E S
- £ 2 C 2 G 5 g g S
! 2 ‘%\'\'\f—\“’ By 2 i Church
| g 3 —— Attica @
| ¢ 3 S : 2
| ¢ — i SR
s Payne Attica ity
—_ Higley H y) g ~— S
ha:_% < | g —— g
Greenwood Belle River B -
! @
Lippincolt Reynolds ”ETILJ'\YY '@\*—ﬂ\,_‘
. g - g 1
3 |
Newarl ? Newark I
Cobb i
i [55)
Merwin g o q
| g g West ERRE : |
| E) E3 = 2 = § @ i
Richards_ Sullivan T Hunters Creek Hunters Creek 2 Hunters Creek] - ” Z g 3 z |
g 9 s
i El l% o H 5 . 3 g 3 2 > Rider <
I 5 u ™ Mitchell z jd ? 5 g 3 3 3 |
' 2 g o b -1 3 I * g £ I =
2 g g ] 2 @ 3 i
| 3 5 3 g g 8 But |
] X @ 2 T U
e Stewart Sutton C Sutton Sutton | — . I
P e 71— St — — - y SNT TWP |
IHADLEY TWP . ETAMORA Twp s DRYDEN Twp s ALMONT TWE
=y 3 g |
i 2 Farmers Credk 3 g E3 < -
i 5 2 z 3 9
2 A 2 H 5 3 =
® ? Follow Corners -
| 3 »
Pratt = ° Hollow Corners ®
J g 3 g .
g Q " . Ry 3 g =
| 2 3 Ritchie METAMORA DRYDEN | =z g H g
| S = x 2 B g H 8
\ 3 Dryden § g Dryded >
@ Cramton Caley High 5 o)
8 g
I 3 o 3
Brigham Snook Kie |3 A =
! §D 8 H 3
ZZave = bspring
! Q Phillips "ot Hendrie Crawford TueeP |
1 4
< ALMONT; z
) S - ZD Casey g
I ( ) t
n
g B ‘ GeneralSquier | | Sain{ Clair e e ey -
rocker =3 8
F— 3 gl
2 e g | 5 g H g g
Tody B z & 8 = H o > 3|
g g g s 4 } Rock Valley g ] g g £ ¢ 3 i
= z g 8 g ) | g 8 g s |
S s z S E - 3 i
Fox Lake Braver |3 & Rock Valley | ° Hough 5 Avar |
3 2 | o o
o i 9 = !
g g | Jonathan S ® g I
o T o & 5 |
] 3 3 5 | b '
23 2 2 [
1 =3 m 7777777 _ £ _ _ _ .
m— ——i - — — = T . -
\ M A COMB
,,,,,, _ OAKLAND i
!
i
!
|
!
|
!
|
i
i
!
|
!
|
!
|
!
|
;
— H [P
Interstate/Freeway Collectors —+— Railroads Municipal Boundary N

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

—— Arterials

Local Roads

2012 PASER Survey

Rivers and Streams

Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 51.39 lane miles)

Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 81.84 lane miles)

e  Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 386.90 lane miles)

\\

S

15 075 0

Miles

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a
Date: September 2012
d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\LCRC_small.mxd




I V\}ajrlelé €O

L A

g o Marlette
- 0. 2 .
|RICH TWP \ z _[BURBRNGION TWI
2
g
_Serles 2 Gy 2 [
3 5 2 "
2
| 3
| 2 Markle Soper
[0) 7] |
= 2 3 < § T |
§ s 3 g Dennis, 2 Haight i
2 3 g !
| 8 H CLIFFORD |
i 2 ® i
Milrohy Lake Murphy Lake g !
» 3
£
S I
5 2 Y Stover o |
c 3
§ : 1 : 1
Milington El | I S ANILAC
i o - . B B J— e 1
| z o % BURNSIDE TWP \ i
o r |2 | g 3 3 i
g @ =z E McKillop | @ 3 i
= 3 -3 3 = S s i
5 2 ] H Iy @ :EE i
= 8 | @ 14
8 B. g S 3 8 |
2 arnes 2 a |
! 2 z I |
g 2 5
S 5 Law ® ‘ B Maynard
5 o ]
g 3 |
Elmwood Dwyer ) Peck < Peck
Squaw Creek | IS
| 8 g
Ducker | Kennedy S Cady » 2
g T ° g ¢
| 8 2 g S i
i = £ g 8 ‘
— — _— Castle @  Casth 2 3 | o Stiles
! MARATHON TWT DEERFIELD TWP g g NORTH BRANCH TWP g
| g 4 NORTH 2 - =
iiiiiii | Briggs SNorth Branch BRANCH 90 North Branch 2 £l 5 |
_ L3 c 2 !
| I
|
& OTTEF Otter Lake Otter Lake Tozer Tozer| Elm Creek Brooks |
Sengfee.
TE LAKE . ° - g - o
S. 5 Hemingway Lak 5 . H Falkenbury g’ 2 Hutchinson g 2 =
[s) 8 2 5 B 3 |
z g 3 =
a Howell o Burnside 1 Burnside
H § £ ‘ - & ° E)
Awand | 5 3 £ b i 3 & Ward - 3
c
g 3 1 I c 5 s I
3 5 | 5 3 b 8 9 2 " I
SisterLake | 5 Barmes Lake 2 3 = Jghnson Mill Martus 5 Wilcox
5 g Johnson Mill . .
@ l
£ Hollenbeck Gravel Creek Gravel Creek Swoish Linck % g i
5 ‘ s ] z g Lo
Piersonville 2 Hasslick 2 @ Deanville
g o <
S 5 g
COLUMBIAVILLE Wiliams White Ozk Grove 5 g =
3 @
2 -
Columbiaville 2) C Mott 8 - Willis z
o 2
- s : Dockham 1) 2 5 s 2 ? -
g E | Scott Snoblin 3 5 3 = H s 2 H <
{ 2 - | - < @ = = ] < 5
) 5 9 \ g g > v
| H i Q
N o i Norway Lake ] o = — Clear Lake < —
| OREGON TWP IMAYFIELD TWP 2 | ARCADIA TWP GOODLAND TWI o o
| | | i Stine 2 g
! | 5 A Kings Mill g
I Vermilya ‘ — i § 2 Q
! 1 h - = 3
H | Curtis Martin = Arbat P
2 ount Morris | Sawdust Comer ‘
s | {
15 |
| { | Ewalt Bohms
i McKeen Lake | Byers i Welch }
| 2 H = | 2 i ]
| 3 g 3 3 | Reside
| 3 E Stanley Coulter | orton Lok |
i | anton Lake |
Stanley | Vernor Lothrop Kohler i
i ! |
i z EO H b o |
| ) | Kin g ) 2 8 Lyons Rd Speaker
| codwater | Mount View 9 5 H g <
= s @ 5 3
i = B _ Lum Shaw
w | - Bronson Lake E | & s Tz
! y ) 3 | ) 3 E:
o | g \ F g Tumer
“ ° S 3 z Armstrong
o || _ ISites Bolton 13;/@ L 2 Daley . 3 Daley % g i
5 e g PO g g 5 !
o | § g " g 2 T | 2 H Crowe
| Pero Lake @ g 3 3 g 2 @ 3 .. |
m o) Fi E 2 Ed 8 2
=N g 8 S = S 5 & 2 < Muck Norman |
= 5 5 Fis Lak - Haines Haines 9 Utley <  E——
O | McDowell 3 Vavis Lake 3 ! 3 S 2 o
- @ =] % 3
| e Ostrom Wagner I E H
| Reamer 8 o
| s = 2 <z o
‘ g 3 * Bowers Bowers SN A . C
owers — - N B
| B 18 oregon N Oregon g - —— IMLAY TWP E
; o © ATTICA TWT 3
ELBA TWP s g o &
3 2 E] ) E
| ° g Davis 3
‘ g
I isor®
t S Daviso! I Imlay City /\Plﬂﬁ Weyer | 1
! —— 2 S o
| = 5 @ g S o Petz
5 o ® g o b3 s o
f—— = 5 S 8 g 2 El S
f —— | g
L H L 5 AN i
| g B ° M\m 2 3 3 Church
! g 3 Atiica @ 2
| F S 1
i : \ B I s
‘ H Payne Atiica - Imiay
— =
T H y 5 —— Ll R
q K ‘ 8 T g
< Greenwood Belle River ——— | g m
: M\N 5
H
3
Lippincott Reynolds IMLAY '@\*—N
‘ CITY g i
Yauul |
Newark i~} |
Cobb i
| w
! Merwin West - ! ~
| = g 5 "
= 2 <c N
fRichards_ Sullivan T Hunters Creek Hunters Creek 2 Hunters Crook| ¢ |
| 8 g - £ ES s 2 I} 2 <
| s g T H 3 . 3 g ]
H nd m < N ® o] ) Z = 3 s g '
i 5 m Mitchell 3 3 EE] F s 3 | =
] ) g 5 g 2 s ] E !
i 8 3 g g g But | 3
2 - —a——— 71T
- Stewart Sutton Sution Sutton | — - 2 |
i 7 — - y SNT TWP i
% JADLEY TWP . METAMORA WP s DRYDEN Twp s ALMONT TWE
s = 2 |
| g Farmers Cregk 5 3 S .
{ 2 2 z 3 E =~
2 E F 5
@ ] = Follow Corners )
Pratt o S, | ° Hollow Corners ° @
S 2 : 2 .
g Q " . RY 3 g =
! ° 3 Ritchie METAMORA DRYDEN \ H 2 z g
| S = x 2 B g H 8
i .-3 Dryden 8 g ;//
a Cramton Caley N H R - Dryden) ©
Ei 2 3
~ 3 o S [}
Brigham Snook kie 3 I z g
| 53 g 7 2 g
ZHave, > bspring
| 2 Phillips "Port Hendrie Crawford Tubsp |
& |
i ]
< ALMONT; z
D S 24 casey H
T T =
g | General Squier sainfClair - Amont | —
2 o I | sainfic __[AIme
2 Brocker | — ] Z g 91
2% | H g gl
Tody, E @ Q 4 i 5 g 3 3 21
@ g 5
5 g ] S s Rock Valle 8 g g H g =i
= E ® ¢ g h i g S Ed 3 i
2 . : | g ! : o
Fox Lake Braver |5 5 Rock Valley | o lough Aar |
- 2 1 e
3 i g = |
& g | Jonathan 8 z |
8 T K g |
3 Z ] 2 - e |
g3 3 3 5 '
23 2 -3 S T N U N R B S—
. ES g
— —_— — - = = - - ———— —
| | M A COMB
,,,,,, | OAKLAND i
!
i
!
|
!
|
!
|
i
i
!
|
!
|
!
|
!
|
;
— H [P
Interstate/Freeway Collectors —+— Railroads Municipal Boundary N

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

—— Arterials

Local Roads

Rivers and Streams

2012 PASER Survey

Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 98.03 lane miles)

e  Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 81.65 lane miles)

Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 145.08 lane miles)

\\

S

15 075 0

Miles

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a
Date: September 2012
d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\MDOT _small.mxd




Howland Rd

Research Dr

3 2
218 0%
a \" A%\
A\ \Z\%
o 8\
Amherst L0 > = 3%
3 s \g
§ =4
H 5
C.1 <
: North St
z 5
) T S X
: g % = lyn Ln
8 g ren!
= T Mo, < Maple St z| ®
& 5
Ascot Cir ’J/(O
Sullivan St
@
<
E Almont Ave 5
: g
" S
3
| Washington St w e o)
2 ington 3
B = 8 Hamilton Ave
2 @
z
e g O School St z
é 2 @ Black Ct
E g :
@ L
W Saint Clair St ‘
Eastridge DT
; 2
g @ =]
o § 5 g
[ g S | Mill Stw Ml StE @
& H g
3 3 & ;
i Heim Ct ®
: 7]
= Stone St >
i 2
®
¢ § o Allison D >
| Q ison Dr 5
Westwinds Dr 2 Bates Aly < : P
2 Teeds Ave . : .
) % N - :
Water St g E
3
Cheryl Ct
Mclintosh Dr
53> % Dawn Dr
Me c
7]
<
2 5
%)

Village of Almont N

Interstate/Freeway —— Collectors
—— Arterials

—— Railroads W E
Local Roads Rivers and Streams

S
2012 PASER Survey

0.1 0.05 0 0.1
e=mm=» Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.0 miles)
Miles
e=smm» Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 0.0 lane miles)
Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a
e=mmms Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 1.06 lane miles) Date:  September 2012

d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\Almont.mxd




Bellamy St

= ~ | Maitl St
2 &
3 s &
= = ~ Madison St
i = 3

8 5}

= Jefferson St

Huron St

kel
o
£
©
=

Haight Rd
Village of Clifford N
== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —— Railroads \\% E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams
S
2012 PASER Surve
S S y 0.1 005 0 0.1
Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.0 lane miles) -
iles

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

L J
esmmms Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 1.986 lane miles)
L]

Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 3.364 lane miles)

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a
Date: September 2012
d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\Clifford.mxd




County Road 403

&

<q

Karen Ct
8

Elm St

Le Valley Rd

T
o
<l
o
£
o
©
=

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Village of Columbiaville N
== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —— Railroads \\% E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams

S
2012 PASER Surve
S S y 0.15 0.075 0 0.15
e=mm=» Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.0 lane miles) -
iles

esmmms Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 1.034 lane miles)

emmmm» Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 2.288 lane miles)

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a

Date: September 2012
d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\Columbiaville.mxd




Quail Run

c
Tag Alder Rdg g
- >
N >
z 1
z
North St -
- %]
%) -
= [
] e
] —
@ fa
L3 q el
o Liberty St E %
o 3 =
@ 3 2
~ S = g
(2] c [
) > 2
2
<
Southsty &
g
Timberwick Dr (%]
Gill St
Village of Dryden N
== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —— Railroads \\% E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams
S
2012 PASER Surve
y 0.1 005 O 0.1
e=mm=» Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.704 lane miles) il
iles

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

e=mmms Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 0.726 lane miles)

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a

emmmm» Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 0.746 lane miles) Date: ~ September 2012

d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\Dryden.mxd




£ Ry
7th St Grove Ave ?
~ 3
(2] o
= z
I 6th St g
2 2]
A1
o 2 W 5th St 5 o ESthst 3 o
o % 2 2 z
Z = & g E
2 = =
5 5 Swanst 3 &
Q0 o 2 =
L 2 = 5
T T w3dst
-'\'\f\*_:\ z
E\‘\’\é
o NVndst 2
-~ n =
»n & <
[ o
Sl &
& W 1st St
E 1st St
Weston St
School House Dr Engle St 5
&
Lynn Ct %é" -_o:z
Cheney St § Q
]
&
_ Titus St 8
= 3 @ Folk Ct
g ] Walker St Morrice Bivd
2 S
%. Palmer St
o
=
W Borland Ave E Borland Ave
%
fol
o | o
=
o
1
S 5
= ['4
S 2
<)
[a)]
Monica Blvd P2
Birch Run 9
Q
o
= ©
2 <
2 »
H
Magnotia D
\ A
Imlay City N
== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —+— Railroads w E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams
S
2012 PASER Survey
0.2 01 0 0.2
Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.0 lane miles) il
iles

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5A

. . Date: September 2012
Ratlng 1'4 (Structural Improvements, 3392 Iane mlles) d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\ImlayCity.mxd

L J
esmmms Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 1.772 miles)
L]




IS
o
i 5
e 2
Ry 5
s
3
s
3
A
y$ %0
@
S
¢

ol
oo
@D
2
S =
9 . E
% 2] 4th St i
o, < £
o, 8 5
- 2]
204 StB | 5oy oy Z z
s
TstSte ) yetst
]
= W Ofegon St
Ast & Huroj st g
°
% 5 ] 3
3 £ Michiggn St= o
& _ Sfatest 9
N i, & z = g
<Ege WESID, §’ é W Rark St é
2 5 5 Liberty St | & =
@ g2 g @ 3 ]
= ® g 5 §
2 5 2 2
o ™ § 5
& =
£ S Jackson St =
3
Q

S Moproe St

S Madjson St

& S Elm S Old Farm Ct
c
H
2 T Bjmingale Ave
]
@ @l il crk
2 McCormick Dr <
£
A S| Peppermill Cir
2/ |2 Kiideer cy )
& /& 0, Hartley g

s %, .
John Conley Dr § ety g & " & $
[John Conley Dr /
L /
City of Lapeer N
== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —— Railroads \\% E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

2012 PASER Survey

e=mm=» Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 2.084 lane miles)

e=mmms Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 10.026 lane miles)

emmmm» Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 29.234 lane miles)

03 015 0 0.3
Miles
Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a

Date: September 2012
d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\Lapeer.mxd




Barrow St

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

& 1st St
c
3
- 5 2nd St
@ o o]
Q c
o
£ 3 3rd St
w
4th St
6\ 5
N c
o he)
cJO 2 14
o) o
© 3
m
Village of Metamora N
== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —— Railroads \\% E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams
S
2012 PASER Surve
S S y 0.1 0.05 0 0.1
e=mm=» Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.865 lane miles) il
iles

e=mmms Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 0.654 lane miles)

emmmm» Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 0.0 lane miles)

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a
Date: September 2012
d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\Metamora.mxd




& &
o) g 2
S Park st g
| s 3 §
2 2 - Z Milst] &
B £ & 2 < m
g 3 3 g 3 £ | 8 4 8
Huron'St_§ 4_& j’: 2 . @
5 S 5
BankerSt & ES|
% 2 Z | CountryLn
F Pleasant St &
@ 5
g § Industrial Dr
Village of North Branch N
== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —— Railroads \\% E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams
S
2012 PASER Surve
y 0.150.075 0 0.15
e=mm=» Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.0 lane miles)

Miles

ON V emmm» Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 0.0 lane miles)
PUINNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

i i Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a
emmmm» Rating 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 1.456 lane miles) Date:  September 2012

d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\NorthBranch.mxd




Oak St

Sherman Dr
Sherman St

Otter Lake Rd

Avenue G

Genesee Ave

12th St

Forest Ave

Benson Ave

Detroit St

11th St

Hemingway Lake Rd

Hart Lake Rd

S,
<L
%
d}

Village of Otter Lake N

== |nterstate/Freeway —— Collectors —— Railroads \\% E
—— Arterials Local Roads Rivers and Streams
S
2012 PASER Surve
S S y 0.1 0.05 0 0.1
e=mm=» Rating 8-10 (Routine Maintenance, 0.172 lane miles) il
iles

esmmms Rating 5-7 (Capital Preventative Maintenance, 0.0 lane miles)

Sources:  Michigan Geographic Framework Vs5a

. . Date: September 2012
— Ratlng 1-4 (Structural Improvements, 0.774 lane mlles) d:\maps\transportation\Paser2012\Lapeer\OtterLake.mxd




Concrete - PASER Manual Rating System
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Rating pavement surface condition

18

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




Asphalt - PASER Manual Rating System
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Rating pavement surface condition

None

MNone

o longitudinal cracks except reflection of Daving joints.
Qccasional transverse cracks, widely spaced (40" or greater).
All cracks sealed or tght (open lass than V4.

Very dlight or no raveling, surface shows some traffic wear.
Longitudinat cracks (open e} due to reflection or paving joints.
Transverse cracks (oper 14"} 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.

Longitudiral cracks (open 47— 2"} some spaced less than 10°.
First sign of black cracking. Sight to moderate flushing or polishing.
Crecasional patching in good condition. -

Moderate to severe raveling {loss of tine and coarse aggregate).
Longituding! and transverse cracks {oper 1/2°) show first signs of
stight raveling and secondary cracks. First signs of longitudinal cracks
near pavement edge. Block cracking up 1o 50% of surface. Fxtensive
to severe Hushing 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,

Shght rutting or distortions (2" deep or less)

Closely spaced tongitudinal and transverse cracks often showing

raveling and crack erosion. Severe block cracking. Some alligator
cracking {less than 25% of surfacel Patches in fair 1o poor condii

e rutting or distortion {17 or 2* deep). Occasional Dot

3 (over 25% ¢
s {over 2"

riteqrity

Failed. Need

Mew construction.

Recent overlay. Like new.

Recertt sealcoat or new cold mifk,
Little or no maintenance
required.

First sfgns of aging. Malivtain
with routine crack fiifing.

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

Strface aging. Sound sfructural
condition. Needs sealcoat or
thin non-structural overlay (less
than 27}

Significant aging and first signs
of need for strengthening. Woldd
benefit from a structural overlay
(27 or more}.

Needs patching and repair prior
o malor overlay. Mifling and
removal of detenoration extends
ihe hife of overlay.

Severe deterioration. Neads
reconstruction wath exte :
base repair. Pulverization of oid
pavement is effective,

total

reconsir

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