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’ Summary

R

This report on the potential for improving M-15 from [-69 to 1-75 presents the results of the evaluation of
Practical Alternatives. The Practical Alternatives include widening M-15 to four lanes for through travel
with the center of the roadway dedicated to either a landscaped median, i.e., a narrow boulevard, or to a
paved area for vehicles to turn, i.e., a five-lane road.

.

A five-lane roadway can be constructed in ¢ither an urban or rural cross-section type. The difference is
t : drainage and sometimes amenities in the form of sidewalks or walkways/bicycle paths. The five-lane urban
- section is compact, with curb-and-gutter drainage, and requires a minimum of right-of-way. Where more
1 : right-of-way is available, the rural section allows for side slope drainage to aditch, In either case, the outside
lane can be widened to allow for bicycle travel concurrent with vehicular travel on the roadway. The five-
lane section would be augmented at intersections by exclusive lefi-turn and right-turn lanes. In addition, on
the far sides of intersections, there may be a taper lane that allows right-turning vehicles from the cross road
to return smoothly to the two-lane traffic flow. Travel demand projections at this point do not indicate any

ﬁ locations where more than five lanes would be required with the exception of auxiliary lanes at the I-75 and
I-09 interchanges.

\d A narrow boulevard provides a median which acts as a separator between the two travel directions, improving
. safety. The narrow boulevard shoulder areas provide adequate room for U-tumns. Provision for U-turns is
{} necessitated because many cross streets and driveways will not have median openings (i.e., access

management). For many adjacent land uses, there will be only “right turns in” and “right turns out” of the

E property. Left turns would be accomplished by a right turn from the cross street/driveway into traffic flow
J and then a subsequent U-tum.

, Because of the different widths of these proposed roadway cross-sections, they have different impacts. To
[ rminimize them, the placement of the road (i.e., left or right of the existing centerline of M-15) was key to the
analysis of alternatives. This was more the case with the boulevard as the five-lane alternative can be built

’ mostly in the existing right-of-way of 120 feet.

l In refining the alignments of the alternatives, important resources, like wetlands and historic properties, were
avoided to the extent possible while balancing the displacements of houses and businesses. Historic and
| wetland resources are protected by federal and/or state laws.
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It is worthy to note the Goodrich area as it relates to Figure -1

the road refinements. The five-lane alternative could One-Way Pair Concept Drawing
be carried through town, holding the west right-of-way
line where it is today. Or, a one-way pair could be N
constructed with M-15's width not being adjusted and A
this section dedicated to southbound traffic (Figure -

1). The north leg of the one-way pair would be aligned \
along the rear of the lots of the houses that face Rose l
Lane. This alignment was followed to preserve as ¥, HEGEL
much land as possible that would be contiguous to the
Goodrich United Methodist Church, That church, in
conjunction with a private developer, plans a | 00-unit
senior center on its property. Expansions of the chureh
building itself are also planned. GOODRICH
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The north leg of the one-way pair would have minor

wetland involvement and no impacts to historic
- resources. Some concerns exist about aestheties and
[ ‘ noise. The south leg of the road, i.e,, M-15, would
continue to operate within the existing right-of-way and

offer the opportunity for enhancements to the GREEN
‘g community, including historic resources, The existing
pavement for through traffic could be narrowed and
street trees, “"bumpouts” for plantings and street
furniture, and other features could be added. The speed
' limit could be lowered to 35 miles per hour from the present 45 miles per hour, These features would
LJ enhance the characteristics of a potential historic district on the west side of the road south of West Hegel
{Main Street) and 2 potential National Register house on the cast side (8083 State Road).

= !
1500

The one-way pair concept was developed in response to the historic character of the Village's core. It was
o believed that two buildings on the east of M-15 (8049 and 8083 State Road) were of historical significance
l and eligible for National Register listing. The Goodrich/Atlas Historical Web Page refers to the property at

8049 State Road as *...the first frame house builtin 1838 by Enos Goodrich,” the founder of the Village. A
I ‘ 1960 local historical study sponsored by the Goodrich Women's Club also cited it as “..built by Enos Goodrich
in 1838." However, more detailed study by the M-15 consultants reveals that the original Goodrich house is
i on the northwest corner of the intersection of M-15 at Park (8122 State Road). Additionally, the architectural
l. integrity of the building at 8049 State Road is so seriously compromised that it is likely not to be listed on the

National Register, regardless of its age. Therefore, a driving force leading to the one-way pair concept has
| been removed.

‘ Nevertheless, it must be recognized that farther south on the east side of M-15 (8083 State Road) is the

L Hawes House (circa 1870). It is believed to be architecturally intact and potentially eligible for the National
Register.

M.15 Envlmnmer:!nl Assessment - TM3 - 82




02-13-08; 10 38AM,; 12487331668 # 4/ 49
I
On the west side of M-15 in Goodrich is a district of buildings that is potentially eligible for the National
Register. If the five-lane altenative were constructed it would be shifted east to avoid taking any frontage
from the historic district. This would cause M-15 to encroach into the yard of the Hawes House on the

opposite side of the road. This type widening would likely allow construction of a five-lane M-135, but would
not enhance the community or its historic resources.

Another area of note is from just north of Hubbard Road to I-75, There, the boulevard concept would be

: very narrow, i.e., right-of-way at 120 feet. This is possible because adjoining property does not have direct
r access to M-135 but is channeled to cross streets. However, it does not appear possible to extend even the
very narrow boulevard concept south beyond Cranberry Lake Road s it would interfere with access/egress

{‘,’ of Amy Drive and several properties in the vicinity that front on M-15. Additionally, a proposal under review

: by Independence Township to develop the property in the northwest quadrant of the interchange has a
, stipulation that aceess must not be provided to Cranberry Lake Road. That means it must gain access to M-
@ 15 which will not be compatible with the boulevard concept in this area.

The refined Practical Alternatives were presented to the public at a workshop held on January 24. At that

time, and through the end of February, input was received on the rating of six evaluation factors that allowed
discrimination between the two build alternatives. These Factors are:

Displacaments
Historics

Wetlands
Community Cohcsion
Construction Cost

Roadway Safety

About five dozen citizens and 11 members of the consultant team (engincers, planners, and specialists in

historics and wetlands) separately rated the six evaluation factors, The results listed below indicate that both

‘ groups agree roadway safety is the highest rated evaluation factor with displacements rated second. Both

_ groups agree “historics™ is fourth and construction cost is the lowest rated factor, with the consultant scoring

( it even lower than the citizens. The citizens believed the third most important factor is community cohesion;

' the consultant scores it fifth, but less than one point lower than the citizens. The reverse happens with

[ “wetlands™ with the consultant scoring it third highest and the citizens fifth; but the spread is also less than
{ one point.

! Eveluation Fador Citizen Weight Consultgnt Weight

[ Displacements 18.82% (2) 18.97% (2)
Historics 16.49% (4 16.98% (4)

. Wetlands 16.30% (5) 17.17% (3}

} - Comrmunity Cohesion 17.33% (3) 16.43% (5)

: Construction Cost 12.13% (8) 9.48% (6)
Roadway Safety 18.93% (1) _20927% (1)

100.00% 100.00%

' M_1I5 FEavironmental Assessment - TM3 - 8.3
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Each of these factor weightings were used in the evaluation of the alternatives.

As might be expected, after several refinements have been made 1o the aliernatives, they have impacts that
are very close in many categories in most sectors, So, the resulting evaluations by roadway sector are very
close, Table S-1 and Figure §-2 indicate which roadway alternative seored higher in the evaluation. The total
possible score is 100. The data below reflect the difference between the higher scoring option and the other
one, Forexample, in Sector A2, the five-lane alternative scores 1.82 points higher than the narrow boulevard;
and, in Sector B2, the one-way pair scores 12.06 points higher than widening M-15,

Table $-1
Evaluation Results
Sector Higher Scoring Road Type | Store Difference’
A2 Five-Lane 1.82 points
Bl Narrow Boulevard 4.04 points
B2 One-Way Pair 12.06 points
B3 Marrow Boulevard 6.80 points
C1 Narrow Boulevard 5.50 points
2 Very Narrow Boulevard 5.28 points
D Narrow Boulevard 3.38 points |-

E Five-Lane 2.53 points
F1 Narraw Boulavard 3.29 points
F2 Very Marrow Boulavard 4.89 poinits

Source: The Corrading Group

lAvarage of Citizan and Cenzultant Scores

Following the evaluation, the results and the data from which they are derived were reviewed again to
determine if there were yet other refinements in road type to reduce impacts, In doing so, the consultant
offers the following modifications to the higher scoring option in Sectors A2, B2, and E.

In Sector A2 it is proposed to continue the five-lane section of Sector Al south to Maple Road where the
narrow boulevard would begin. This five-lane extension will reduce displacements by 43 houses and one
business and wetlands taken by 1.09 acres compared to a narrow boulevard.

In Sector B2 (Goodrich), the consultant propases a five-lane M-15 rather than the one-way pair. Widening
M-15 will encroach on the front lawn of the historic Hawes House, but this is not considered a reason to stop
the widening of M-15. Creating a five-lane M- 13, while disruptive to those along the existing road, will not
affect those in the nearby neighborhood to the east and the plans of the United Methodist Church. But, it is
not certam the church’s planned expansion and a senior housing development would be located in such a way
to avoid interfering with the one-way northbound pair. Also, lots now vacant at the south end of the proposed
one-way pair could develop with housing prior to funding becoming available to buy property for the route.
Finally, the cost of the one-way pair is likely to be two-thirds more than widening M-15 to five lanes when
accounting for a potential noise wall protecting houses along Rose Lane and urban design treatment along M-
15. 5o, in Sector B2 a five-lane reconstruction of M-15 is a more definitive option with no fatal flaws.

M-15 Environmenlal Assessment - TM3 - §-4
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In Sector D, the narrow boulevard scored higher. A change t0 a five-lane roadway was examined to reduce
the possible taking of residences (four additional) and businesses (13 additional). Weighing against that are
the safety benefits of a boulevard which are particularly important in this section of M-15 which directly
serves the Brandon Township schools. So, the narrow boulevard renmains the preferred bption in Sector D.

In Sector E, a five-lane roadway is proposed to extend to Seymour Lake Road but become a boulevard south
of there. This will involve laking three more residences and three more businesses than if the five-lane option
went all the way to Oak Hill Road. The weilands taken would be increased by 1.2 acres. But, the number
of crashes in 2025 would be reduced by almost 25 percent (from 204 to 155).

These changes result in the proposal shown on Figure S-3. It is associated with the impacts listed on Table
8-2. Intotal, the proposed widening of M-15 would take up to 38 houses and 40 businesses (about two per
mile) (sec Appendix A for a preliminary listing of potential displacements), impact five properties potentially
eligible for the National Register, take as much as [8 acres of wetlands, and cost about §75 million for
construction ($3.72 miltion per mile),

Nt:xl Sl-e,ps

This report contains the consultant proposal on how to widen M-15 if it is permitted by state and federal
reviewers. Itisto be discussed with the public in early April. That input will be included in an Environmental
Assessment made available for circulation in May. A public hearing is tentatively scheduled for June.
Following the public hearing, a recommendation on how to improve M- 15 will be made. Tt will be available
for public review in early Qetober 2001.

M-16 Environmental Assessment - ™3 - S-6
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I. Overw’ew‘ “

This report is one of several that, overa 22-month period, examines alternatives for improving transportation
in a corridor that is generally defined as being one-mile on either side of M-15 between [-75 and I-69 in
Oakland and Genesee Counties, Michigan (Figure 1-1). The goal is to gain approva!l of the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) to advance the project from this environmental analysis phase to the design phase.
Technical analyses define and analyze the impacts of “build” altemati';res versus not implementing any
improvements in the corridor (i.e., doing nothing). Alternatives formulation and analysis is guided by interaction
with the public, other stakeholders, and ageneies that have a regulatory role in project development (for

example, those dealing with wetlands, endangered species, and cultural resources),

This chapter provides an overview of the project: its history, purpose, and schedule. It is followed by
chapters that discuss: 1) the range of alternatives to be considered; 2) the process used to perform the
evaluation of these options in moving toward the best course of action: 3) the results of that evaluation; and,
4) the consultant’s findings. All of this information will be reviewed with the public prior to advancing to the

next phase of work.

1.1 Hislory

M-15 is a north-south arterial extending 70 miles (110 kilometers) from U.8. 24 in Oakland County 10 M-25
in Bay County. The current analysis is confined to the 20-mile (32-kilometer) section between I-75 and [-69,
South of I-75 is the Village of Clarkston in Oakland County. North of the junction with I-69 is the City of
Davison in Genesee County. These two communities fall outside the study area. Ortonville in Qakland
County and Goodrich in Genesee County are directly served by M-15. The core or “downtown™ sections of
each of these communities is, for the most part, “off [ine”, meaning that M-15 does not bisect these districts,

but skirts them. The project is almost equally divided between Genesee and Qakland counties.

M-15 Envirenmental Assessment - TM3 - 1
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was held in the latter part of August. At that time, preliminary (Iflustrative) alternatives were presented to
the public for review. Preliminary traffic analysis related to the number of required lanes in the corridor to
satisfy future travel demand were presented. A workshop preceded the public meetings. It examined
alternative land use “what if”” scenarios that could affect travel in the next 20+ years. That information was

used to determine if land use shifts could change the need for impraving M-15.

Following the August public meeting, technical studies were conducted to support a screening/evaluation of
the preliminary (Illustrative) alternatives. Another round of public meetings was held in October to gain input

on this evaluation (Figure 1-3),

A “scoping document™ was prepared, It informed the public and agencies at all levels of government of the
practical altemnatives under consideration and sought more in-depth agency involvement in the impact analysis
and alternatives evaluation. Agency guidance will be instrumental in determining the final alternative consistent
with legal and regulatory guidance. A process of soliciting this input began in September with meetings in

Langing and Ortonville (see Technical Memorandum No. 2 for the scoping document).

Since the October 2000 public meetings, the consultant has focused on two basic alternatives: a five-lane
¢ross section (four through-lanes and a center lane for turning vehicles) and a narrow-boulevard (four lanes
for through travel and a landscaped median to protect turning vehicles). A one-way pair concept has been
studied in the Village of Goodrich. These “Practical” Alternatives remained after the first-level evaluation.
They were refined and presented to the public in a workshop held on January 24, 2001. Since then, the

alternatives and their impact data have received additional refinement,

The evaluation of the Practical Alternatives is the subject of this technical memorandurmn. It will be summarized
along with other required information in 2 document known as an Environmental Assessment. It will be the
subject of comment at a public hearing tentatively scheduled for June 2001. Based on input from the public
and ongoing dialogue with other stakeholders and agencies, further refinements will be made to develop the
recommended alternative, A Recommended Alternative Report will be prepared after the public hearing
based on public and agency comments. If no significant environmental impacts have been found, a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be sought from FHWA; otherwise, an Environmental Impact Statement

will be prepared, If the interchanges at [-69 and/or I-75 are modified, Interchange Justification studies may

M_15 Envirenmenial Assessment - TM3 - 7 | -
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b

m  Ehminating the bypasses of Goodrich and Lake Louise and the Irish Road alternative as their impacts

are sufficiently negative even though they each divert some traffic from some sections of M-15,

®  Eliminating the widening of M-15 to a wide boulevard as its potential impacts on displacements (197
homes) and wetlands (about 34 acres) are so major that another option(s) must be found. This is
particularly the situation in the wetlands area as public sentiment and state and federal regulations
render the M-15 wide boulevard an option that will have difficulty in gaining acceptance, Those
regulations call for other less-impacting alternatives including those with design exceptions. The M-

15 narrow boulevard may be considered one such option.

B Contintting to consider widening M-15 to five lanes or to a narrow boulevard, with a one-way pair for
about a mile in Goodrich. These options can alleviate many of the impaets associated with all other
alternatives and handle the expected traffic. They are considered Practical Alternatives recommended

to be carried forward into the next phases of the study along with the do-nothing option,

22 Practical Allernalives

The Practical Alternatives, in addition to doing nothing, include widening M-15 to four lanes for through travel
with the center of the roadway dedicated to either a landscaped median or to a paved area for vehicles to
umn. A five-lane roadway can be constructed in either an urban or rural eross-section type (Figure 2-1), The
difference is drainage and sometimes amenities in the form of sidewalks or walkways/bicycle paths. The
five-lane urban section is compact, with curb-and-gutter drainage, and requires a minimum of right-of-way.
Where more right-of-way is available, the rural section allows for side slope drainage to a ditch. In either
case, the outside lane can be widened to allow for bicyele travel concurrent with vehicular travel on the
roadway. The five-lane section would be augmented at intersections by exclusive lefi-turn and right-turn
lanes. In addition, on the far sides of intersections, there may be a taper lane that allows right-tuming vehicles
from the cross road to return smoothly to the two-lane traffic flow, Travel demand projections at this point do
not indicate any locations where more than five lanes would be required with the exception of auxiliary lanes

at the I-75 and 1-69 interchanges.
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A narrow boulevard provides a median which acts as a separator between the two travel directions, improving
safety. The narrow boulevard shoulder areas provide adequate room for U-tmns. Provision for U-turns is
necessitated because many cross streets and driveways will not have median openings (i.e., access
management). For many adjacent land uses, there will be only “right turns in” and “right tums out” of the
property. Left turns would be accomplished by a right turn from the cross street/driveway into traffic flow

and then a subsequent U-tumn.

Because of the different widths of these proposed roadway cross-sections, they have different impacts
(refer 1o Figure 2-1). To minimize them, the placement of the road (i.e., left or right of the existing centerline
of M-15) was key to starting the second phase of the analysis of alicrmatives. This was more the case with

the boulevard as the five-lane alternative can be built mostly in the existing right-of-way of 120 feet.

In refining the alignments of the alternatives, important resources, like wetlands and historic properties, were
avoided to the extent possible while balancing the displacements of houses and businesses. Historic and

wetland resources are protected by federal and/or state laws.

To start the refinement process, a preliminary assessment by a specialist was made of historic resources in |
the corridor. All structures over 30 years old were categorized with regard to their potential for National
Register eligibility. A scale of | to 3 was used, with | representing sites that, on a preliminary basis, were
Judged to have reasonable potential for eligibility, Sites ¢lassified as 2 were considered to be of secondary
interest. Sites classified as 3 were considered to be of possible interest. The last two categories were
included as research sometimes finds such sites to be of greater significance than is readily apparent in a

preliminary survey.

Wetlands in the corridor were similarly examined and rated by a specialist in three categories, For the highest
score of |, wetlands were generally forested, ¢lassed as a fen (a particularly valuable wetland type), or part
of a large wetland complex protecting key lakes and streams. The lowest scoring wetlands (3) are typically
associated with roadside ditches and are generally considered low-diversity communities, often inhabited by
non-native species. These lower scoring wetlands have value in filtering runoff and storing stormwater, and

have functions well worth preserving or replicating, but they are generally easier to replicate
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through compensatory mitigation than forested and other higher-scoring wetlands. The intermediate-scoring

wetlands (2) fell between the higher and lower value wetlands in composition and function.

With potential historic sites and wetlands located, the alignments of the five-lane and narrow boulevard
alternatives were examined to determine where they should deviate from a centerline configuration, There
are numerous sitwations where there are important resources on both sides of the road. In these cases,
judgments were made regarding the value of the resource and the number of resources and/or acreages
involved. The following paragraphs explain the considerations made in shifting the alignment east or west to

avoid or minimize impacts to these identified resources.

South of the 1-69 interchange there are established commereial uses at the intersection of Lippincott Road,
and numerous driveways to residences to the south. This area was considered best served by a five-lane
road under either alternative due to the extensive dislocations that would be necessary if a narrow boulevard

were constructed.

Further south, there is a potential National Register-cligible historic site that fronts onto Montague, M-15
abuts its back yard, The narrow boulevard would take land from the site, but it is likely that the depth of the

lot would allow construction.

South of Atherton Road, on the west side of M-135, is the Louhelen Bahai School and Conference Center., It
is potentially eligible for listing on the National Register. The narrow boulevard alignment was shifted to
avoid it, The alignment stays on the east to avoid an old school house, likely to be National Register-eligible,
on the southwest corner of M-15 and Bristol Road. The five-lane alternative would fit through this section in

existing right-of-way.
AtCoolidge Road the alignment would shift slightly to the east to avoid impaets to Burkland Textron Industries.

In Goodrich, the five-lane alternative could be carried through town, holding the west right-of-way line where
it is today. Or, 2 one-way pair could be constructed with M-15"s width not being adjusted and this section
dedicated to southbound traffic (Figure 2-2). The north leg of the one-way pair would be aligned along the

rear of the lots of the houses that face Rose Lane. This alignment was followed to preserve as much land as

M_.15 Environmental Asscssmenl - TM3 - 15
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Figure 2-2
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would enhance the characteristics of a potential historie district on the west side of the road south of West

Hegel (Main Street) and a potential National Register house on the cast side (8083 State Road).

The one-way pair concept was developed in response 10 the historie character of the Village's core. It was
believed that two buildings on the east of M-15 (8049 and 8083 State Road) were of historical significance
and cligible for National Register listing, The Goodrich/Atlas Historical Web Page refers to the property at
8049 Staic Road as *...the first frame house builtin 1838 by Enos Goodrich,” the founder of the Village, A
1960 local historical study sponsored by the Goodrich Women's Club also cited it as *,,.built by Enos Goodrich
in 1838." However, more detailed study by the M-15 consultants reveals that the original Goodrich house is
on the northwest comer of the intersection of M-15 at Park (8122 State Road), Additionally, the architectural
integrity of the building at 8049 State Road is so seriously compromised that it is likely not to be listed on the
National Register, regardless of its age. Therefore, a driving force leading to the one-way pair concept has

been removed. This conclusion has been reviewed with the State Historic Preservation Officer.
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Nevertheless, it must be recognized that farther south on the east side of M-15 (8083 State Road) is the

Hawes House (circa 1870). It is believed to be architecturally intact and potentially eligible for the National

Register.

On the west side of M-15 in Goodrich is a fdistrict of buildings that is potentially eligible for the National
Register, If the five-lane alternative were constructed it would be shifted east to avoid taking any frontage
from the historic district, This would cause M-15 to encroach into the yard of the Hawes House on the
opposite side of the road. This type widening would likely allow construction of a five-lane M-15, but would

not enhance the community or its historic resources.

At the south end of Goodrich, the northbound leg of the one-way pair would pass through several plarted
residential lots. If these lots were developed, or if other development occurred along this alignment (like the

senior center), it would make the one-way pair less feasible,

Between Auten and Groveland roads there are fen wetlands (Category 1, highest) on both sides of M-135, but
the Category | wetlands on the east are more extensive, So, the alignment of the narrow boulevard through
this area is shified slightly to the west of existing M-15. In this area, the boulevard would be made very
namow, with a 120-foot-wide right-of way, to avoid as much of the fen area as possible. The five-lane option

would largely fit into existing right-of-way. ~

From Groveland Road to Mill Street in Ortonville, the alignment was shifted to the east. South of Groveland
on the east side is a Category 2 historic farmstead. There is a lake across M-15. Further south is another
Category 2 farmhouse and the Ortonville Cemetery on the west side of M-15, The Ortonville Cemetery is
potentially National Register-eligible, It acts as the control in this section. The narrow boulevard altemative
would hold the future pavement edge near where it is today, but push new right-of-way acquisition to the east
where the commercial development of Ortonville begins. By comparison, the five-lane alternative would fit

within existing right-of-way and maintain the existing centerline.

The shift of the narrow boulevard to the east would end south of Narin Street. The principal concermn moving

south in this area is commercial and residential development. The narrow boulevard would take from both
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|
sides, No wetlands or historic sites are of sufficient magnitude to cause the alignment to vary, Duck Creek

passes through this area, but its emergent wetlands (Category 2) are on both sides of M-15.

At Wolfe Road, the Old Stone house gift shop is potentially eligible for the National Regivter (Category 1).
Two round rock pillars in its front are likely in the existing right-of-way. It is believed that the setback of this
architectural resource will allow preservation of its setting, even with the pavement closer. Directly across

M-15 is St. Ann’s Catholic Church.

North of Glass Road, the alignment of a narrow boulevard would be moved to the east to avoid taking the
entire row of cottages along the west side of the road that line Bald Eagle Lake. This shift to the east is
maintained south to the vicinity of Weideman Drive. There are extensive wetlands (Category | and 2)
through this section, but their greater extent is on the west side, pushing the alignment to the east. A five-lane

section would fit within existing right-of-way.

South of Weideman Drive the narrow boulevard alignment Figure 2-3
Very Narrow Boulevard

shifts to the west of the existing centerline due to extensive
wetlands (Category 1) on the east. More wetlands hold the
alignment to this side south of Qak Hill Road. Atthat point,
the alignment shifts béck 10 the east due 1o a Category 2
historic site on the west side of M-15 north of Ratalee Lake
road. The alignment remains centered the rest of the way
south due to the extensive development on both sides of the ‘ e,
road. This is true despite the presence of a potential Natipnal
Register home on the east side of M-15 on the north side of

Deer Ridge Drive, Ttis noteworthy a boulevard here would

be very narrow, i.e., right-of-way at 120 feet, This is possible

because adjoining property does not have direct access to M-15 but is channeled to cross streets, However,
it does not appear possible to extend even the very narrow boulevard concept south beyond Cranberry Lake
Road as it would interfere with access/egress of Amy Drive and several properties in the vicinity that front

on M-15. Additionally, a proposal under review by Independence Township to develop the property in the

M.15 Eavironmenlal Assessment - TM3 - 18
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northwest quadrant of the interchange has a stipulation that access must not be provided to Cranberry Lake

Road. That means it must gain access to M-15 which will not be compatible with the boulevard concept in

this area. -
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3. Evaluation

This section provides information on the importance of six evaluation factors; the data defining the performance

of each alternative by analysis sector; and, the evaluation results,

31 Factors

The refined Practical Alternatives were presented to the public at a workshop held on January 24. At that
time, and through the end of February, input was received on the rating of six evaluation factors that allowed

discrimination between the two build alternatives. These factors are:

Displacements
Historics

Wetlands

Community Cohasion

Construction Cost

Roadway Safety

Displacements defines through field inventory the number of houses, businesses and platted residential lots

that would be totally taken by the widening of M-15.

Iistorics is an assessment of those properties considered eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places that could be adversely affected by widening M-15 compared to doing nothing, Field work

by specialists and detailed document review, along with personal interviews, are the basis of this assessment,

A meeting with the State Historic Preservation Officer has been conducted to discuss historic properties

issues in Goodrich, particularly two properties on the east side of M-15.
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Wetlands impacts are measured in the number of acres that could be taken by widening M-13. Wetlands are
divided into three categories, as discussed earlier, based upon field analysis by specialis;s.

Community cohesion is the assessment by professional planners of the degree to which a community’s soeial
interaction and/or the services now provided (e.g., fire, school transportation) are expected to be disrupted by
widening M-15. It was observed that even though a boulevard would be wider than a five-lane road, the
boulevard would have somewhat less negative effect on community cohesion because of the refuge the

median would provide and the enhanced character of the road associated with landseaping the median,

Construction cost includes the cost to excavate/backfill, install utilities and traffic signals, provide drainage,
and build the roadway. Tt is sensitive to the soil conditions, particularly wetlands. It accounts for waterway
crossings, But, itdoes not include property acquisition/relocation or the cost of design or project administration.
A contingency of 15 percent of all construction cost items is added to address uncertainties. Usually, the

narrower five-lane road is less costly than the boulevard in the same sector.

Roadway safety accounts for the difference in roadway type. Generally speaking, Michigan experience

indicates a boulevard will have roughly half the crashes of a five-lane facility.

3[1 '\Voigllling

About five dozen citizens and 11 members of the consultant team {(engineers, planners, and specialists in
historics and wetlands) separately rated the six evaluation factors. The results listed below indicate that both
groups agree roadway safety is the highest rated evaluation factor with displacements rated second. Both
groups agree “historics™ is fourth and construction cost is the lowest rated factor, with the consultant scoring
it even lower than the citizens. The citizens believed the third most important factor is community cohesion;
the consultant scores it fifth, but less than onc¢ peint lower than the citizens, The reverse happens with

“wetlands™ with the consultant scoring it third highest and the citizens fifth; but the spread is also less than

one point.
Displacements 18.82% (2) 18.97% (2)
Historics 16.49% {4)  16.98% (4)
Wetlands 16.30% {5) 12.17% ({3
Community Cohesion 17.33% (3)  16.43% (5)
Construction Cost 12.13% (6) 9.48% (6)
Roadway Safety ~893% (1) _2097% (1)
100.00% 100.00%
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Each of these factor weightings are used in the evaluation of the alternatives.

32 | Evaluation i

Table 3-1 illustrates the duta used to evaluate the alternatives. It is divided into sectors (Figure 3-1) to allow
the evaluation process to be more manageable and easier to report. It is noteworthy that Sector Al is not
included in the evaluation as the road improvement from I-69 to just south of Lippincott Road is limited to five
lanes. Nevertheless, it is noted there will be no takings of homes or businesses, nor impacts on historic

properties or wetlands, The construction cost is expected to be $2.29 million (2001 dollars).

The information of Table 3-1 was used by the consultant to score the two alternatives from | to 100. Generally,
a score above 50 indicates that a positive effect is expected, fully realizing that, as with any road widening,
some intrusion will occur. These scores of 1 to 100 were then weighted by the factor weightings noted in the
previous section, For example, if the total consultant unweighted score of the displacements impacts in
Sector A2 for the five-lane option is 84.50, then the weighted score using citizens’ weight (,1882) is 15.90 {or

84.5 x .1882 = 15.90). The weighted score of each of six evaluation factors is then added to determineg the

total score of an alternative. The maximum possible weighted seore is 100,
As might be expected, after several refinements have been made to the alternatives, they have impacts that

are very close in many categories in most sectors. The sector-by-sector evaluation presented below reflects

that.
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321 Secclor A2

The evaluation data for Section A2, a 3.64-mile section of M-
I5 from just south of Lippincott Road to Hill, are listed in
Table 3-2. By studying these data, members of the consultant
teamn provided the highest overall score to widening M-15 to
five lanes (see totals in Table 3-3). This refiects that many
fewer displacements of Ihomes and businesses and acrcs of
wetlands would be involved with a five-lane improvament

versus a narrow boulevard. On the other hand, the safety

Toble 32
Sector A2 Evoluation Qoto

A2 - 3.64 milas
% of Lippincort to HEl
Improvement Five-Lona Norraw Bivd,
Fuctor - # ! ParMi.| # | Per Mi.
1. Displacsmants
MHames 3 0.8 44 12.4
Businosies 2 0.5 4 1.1

Vacant DU Lots *

0.0 Q 2.0

2. Histories (Properties
Dirently Affartod)

Maybe Not. Reg.

3. Wetlands (nerss)

faatures of a boulevard weigh back in favor of it over afive-
Iane road but not enough to allow the boulevard to score higher
overall, Ttis noteworthy that because the eitizens’ evaluation
factor weights and those of the consultant are so close, the
resultant scoring produces virtually identical results (66.86

using citizens® weights; 66,60 using consultant’s weights).

Highest value Q06 | 000 000 | 0.00

Medium volue 074 | 020 1,22 0,34

Lowast velue 228 | 0.63°| 471 | 1.29

Total (agres)] 302 | 0.83 | 593 b.a3

4. Community Cohesion

High/Medium/Low Medium Medium
5. Construction Cost

millions of dollars) | 573,20 3.63 [ s14.46] 4.02
& Roadwoy Safaty

Total Acgidents

Yaor 2025 147 | 45.9 75 206

Sovree: The Cormding Group
* The numbor of totgl takes of platted but "unbuilt” residential lots.

Table 3-3
Sedor A2 Evoluation Resulis
Cansultent Unweighted Stores
Five-Lone Nerrow Boulevard
Digplagements B4.50 44,00
Histerics 60.07 58,79
Wetlands 4714 42.50
Community Cohasion 82.7%9 64.44
Construetion Cast 76.71 72.21
Roodway Safety 59.86 88.14
Citizens Weighted Scorss

Displacarments {1 8.82%) 15.90 B.28
Histories (16.49%) 791 9.69
Watlands (16.30%) 11.27 10,19
Community Cahesion (17.33%}) 215 11.20
Construetion Cost (12.13%) 2.31 B.74
Roadway Safety (18.93%) ] 16.6%

Totel Gi_-ggb 44.81

Consultont Waightad Seores

Displacements (18.97%) 16.03 8.35
Histarics {16.78%)} 10.20 $.98
Watlands {17.17%) 11.87 10.73
Ceamimunity Cohesion {16.43%) 8.68 10.62
Construction Cost (7.48%) 7.28 6.85
Roadway Safety (20.97%) 17,55 18.48

Tetal 66.40 &5.01

Seureet The Corading Group
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322 Sector BI Tabe 34

Sector B1 Evaluation Datg

The evaluaticn data allows the consultant to score the narrow

. . . . Bl - 214 milet
boulevard alternative higher in Sector. B1. This reflects C- . m'
- Hill to N of Hegel
advantages in the safaty and community cohesion areas which Improvemert - Fvelane _j Narrow Blvd
Fador L # | PerMl | # ] Par M,
overcome the negative of the potential displacement of seven  |1- Displacements
' Homas 0 0.0 7 3.3
homes. There is very litile difference between alternatives in Businesses o |ae] o | o0
] . Vacent DU Lots * Q0 Q.0 0 Q.0
. the areas of wetlands impacts and construction costs. ) Fiaries (Proparies
Ditectly Affected)
Maybe Mot Req. 0 1 a I
3. Watlunds {acres)
Highest value Q.00 0.00 | 0.00 | Q.00
Madium value Q.021 0.01 | 0.04 | Q.02
Lowest valye 016 007 | 031 | 014
Tatal (weres)] 01891 Q.08 | 0.35 | 014
4. Community Coheslon
High/Modium/Low Medium Medium
5. Construction Cost
{millionz of dallars) 57.28] 3.40 | 57.37] 3.44
& Readway Safaty
Totol Accidenta
Yaar 2025 B4 | 40.2 a9 18.2
Source; The Corradine Group
Tabla 3-5 * The number of totgl takes of plated but “unbuilt” residential lots.

Sector B1 Evaluation Resulls

Consultant Unweighted Scoras

Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Fivo-Lang Narrow Boulevard
Displocements 21.43 76.57
Historics 83.57 82,79
Watlands 83.14 7993
Community Cabesion 52.43 &4.07
Construction Cost 77.43 76.84
Roodway Sefety 62.07 Q.21
’ Citizens Weighted Stores
Displacamants (1 5.82%) 17.21 14.41
Histories {14.49%) 13.78 13.65
Wetlands (14.30%) 13585 13.03
Cammunity Cohesion (17.33%) 2.09 11.10
Coanstruction Cost (12.13%) 239 .37
Roadway Safety (18.93%) 11,73 17.08
Total 74.77 (78.55Y

Consultant Weighted Stores e

Displacements (18,97%) 17.34 14,53
Historics {16.78%) 14,19 14.05
Watlands (17.17%) 14,28 13.72
Coarmrmunity Cohesion (16.43%) B.62 10.53
Construction Cost (7.48%} 7.34 7.29
Raadway Safety (20.97%) 13.01 18.91
Tatal 74.78 79.04

o m—

Seuree: The Carading Graup
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323 Seclor B2

The primary force in creating the concept of a one-way pair in

Table 36

Secter B2 Evaluation Data

Goodrich has been removed as it was determined that the original BZ - 1.25 miles
N of Hegel 1o Green (Geodrich)
Enos Goodrich house is not affected by widening M-15. Improvement = Five-Lane | One-woy Pair*
Factor «|- # |Perdi] # | PerMi
Neverthelzss, the evaluation data indicate the one-way pair |1, Displocemants
Hermes 3 2.4 3 2.4
approach has fewer impacts on historic and wetland resources, Botinesas T 82 0] 80
. \ Veeant DU Lafs ** ¢ o0 ] 3 | 24
a better effect on community cohesion, and a lower expected T —
exposure to vehicle crashes. Displacements impacts are about | Clredly Aladed)
Muaybe Mat. Req. 1 l 0 |
even while construction cost favors widening M-15, Inlight of 5 wyisnds (ages)
L. \ . Higheet valye 145 1,146 | 148} 114
these characteristics, the consultant scores highest the one-way Y —— Tor T o0 (5351030
. Lowesl volue o7 0058 | 0141 011
pai, Total {jacres)) 1.53 | 1.22 | 1.97 | t.58
4, Communlty Cohaslen
Medinm to
High/Medium/Lew Migh High
5. Constructon Cost
{millions of dollars) 5.1_5?' .46 56_45' 507
f Roadway Safaty
Totak Accidents
Year 2025 54 {432 24 | 192
Source; The Comading Group
Table 3-7 = In Gaadrich (Sectar B2) o ane-way palr would be developed.
Sedor B? Evaluarion Results ** Tha numbar ol ool tokes of plotied but "unbuilt® residential lots,
Consultant Unweighted Seores
Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Five-Lane {One-Way Pair
Displacaments 71.50 73.57
Histarigs 20.00 83.57
Watlands 27.64 54.21
Cormmunity Cobesion 38.43 52.93
Construction Cost 76.21 64,21
Roadway Safety &1.57 £2.00
Citizens Weighted Scores
Displacements (18,82%) 13.43 13.85
Histerics {16.49%) 8.25 13.78
Wetlands (14.30%} .40 8.84
Community Cohesion (17.33%) 6.66 237
Construction Cost (12.73%) 5.24 779
Rocdway Safety (18.939%) 11.64 14,85
Total 58.64 (70.27)
Consultant Weighted Scores Il
Qisplacements {18.97%) 13.56 13.96
Histories (14.78%) 8.49 1419
Wetlands {17.17%) 2.20 231
Community Cohesian {16.43%) 6.32 8.70
Construction Cast (2.48%) 7.23 6,09
Roodwoy Satety (20.97%) 12,91 18.66
Total 58.40 7050
e —

Sourge: The Carrading Graup
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3,2.4 Sﬂ' lor B3 Tahle 3-8
Sector B3 Evaluation Data
Widening M-15 to either fives lanes or a boulevard in Sector Pradlical Allernativas to Widening M-15
B3 is not expected to take any homes or businesses, would T
. . . . . Green 1o Kipp
have no impact on historic properties and virtually none on T— S I T
wetlands, The construction costs are virtually the same, __fodor # | Purki] # | Porki
. 1. Displacements
So, the boulevard's advantages in roadway safety and Homes 0 0.0 o 0.0
Businasees 0 0.0 Q0 0.0
community cohesion allow it to seore higher in Sector B3, Vazont DU Lots * 0 0.0 0 0.0
2, Historics {Properties
Diredtly Affactad)
Mayba MNot. Reg. 4] - o] I -
3. Watlands (aerws)
Highest vatue Q.00 Q.00 [ Q.00 .00
Madium volue 0.01 .01 0.03 0.02
Lewrest valu= Q.07 .06 0.14 a.n
Total {ocres)] 0.0B Q.08 017 Q.td
4, Community Cohesion
High/Medivm/Low Medium Madium
5, {onstrudion Cost
{milllons of dallars) 54.18 ] 3.34 | s4.40 | 3.52
& Roadway Sofely
Tolal Accidents
Yeor 2025 54 43.2 24 19.2
Seurse: The Corrading Group
Table 3-9 " The numberof folo) takes of platted but *unbullt” rasidentlal lats.
Sectar B3 Evaluation Results
Consultant Unweighted Scores
Alternotive 1 Altemnative 2
Five-Lane Narrow Boulevard
Displacomants 21.43 91.43
Historics 82.43 82.07
Woetlands 84,43 21,43
Community Cohesion 52.43 63.57
Canstruction Cost 78.64 76.29
Raadway Safety &41.86 70.64
Citizerns Weighted Scores
Displagements (18.82%) 17.21 17.21
Historics {16,49%) 13.59 13.53
Wetlands (16,30%) 13.76 13.27
Cammunity Cohesion (17.33%} 2.09 11.02
Congtruction Cost (12.13%) 9.54 225
Roadway Safety (18.93%) 11.71 17.16
Total 74.90 (B1.44Y
Consulmnt Weighted Stores T
Displacements (18.57%) 17.34 17.34
Historics {14.98%) 13.99 13.93
Wetlonds {17.17%) 14,50 13.98
Community Cohesion (16,43%) 8,62 10,45
Construction Cost [7.48%) 748 7.24
Roadway Sofety (20.97%) 12.97 19.00
Total 74,88 KD

Sourca: Tho Comading Group
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325 Sector C1-

Sector C1 is virtually free of historic and wetland impacts,

regardless of widening option. The construction costs are about

the same. And, while five homes would be taken with a
boulevard, compared to one with a five-lane widening, the safcty

and community cohesion advantages allow the boulevard to

score highest here.

Table 3-1

Sector C1 Evaluation Results

Table 3-10
Sectar C1 Evoluation Data
Q1 -1.70 miley
Kipp ta Auten '
Improvement Five-Lane Nomow Blvd,
Fadar «J- # I PerMi. | # | Prer Mi.
1. Displocements
Hames 1 0.4 5 29
Businassas o} 0.0 0 0.0
Vosgnt DU Lots * 0 0.0 0 0.0
2 Historles (Proparties
Directly Atfocted)
Maybe Mat, Reg. 0o [ - 0
3. Watlands (ocres)
Highest valye Q.00 ] 000 | Q.00 | 000
Medium valug Q.06 1 003 ] Q.10 | 004
Lowest value 003 ] 002 ]| 0.08) Q08
Tolgl (gereg)) Q.08 | Q05 | W18 ) Q.1
4, Community Cohesion
High/Medium/Low Medivm Madium
5. Canstruction Cast
(millions of doflars) 55.06] 298 [ 551 | 3.01
6 Roadway Safety
Total Accidents
Year 2025 76 447 34 20.0

Saurce: The Caradine Graup
* The number of tatal takes of platted bul "unbull® residential lots.

Consultant Unweighted Scoras
Altemative 1 Alternativa 2
Five-Lone Narrow Boulevord
Displacements 86.93 79.14
Histarics 83.00 82.36
Wetlonds 83.50 81.14
Cormmunity Cohesion 53.50 64.64
Construction Cost B2.57 82.07
Rogdwoy Sofety 40,93 89.2%
Citizens Weighted Scores
Displacements (18.82%) 16.36 14,87
Historics (16.49%)} 13.69 13.58
Watlands (14.30%) 13.61 13.23 _
Community Cahesion (17.33%) 9.27 11.20
Construction Cost (12.1.3%) 10.02 294
Roadway Safety {18.93%) 11.53 14.89
Total 74,48 (79.75)

Consultant Weighted Scores T
Displocements {18.97%) 16.4% 15.01
Histarics (16.98%) 14,09 13.98
Watlands (17.17%)} 14,34 13.93
Community Cohesion (16,43%) 8.79 10.62
Construction Cost (7.48%) 7.83 7.78
Roadway Safety (20.97%) 12.77 18.7Q

Totel 74.3) (80.04)

Lourcn; The Comoding Group -
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326 Sector €2

Onee again, the consuitant observes significant advantages of

the boulevard (very narrow in this sector) over the five-lane

widening option for M-15 in the safety and community cohesion
areas. All otherimpacts are virtually even for each alternative.

This results in a bigher score for the boulevard option.

Toble 313

Sactor (2 Evaluation Results

Table 3-12
Serlor (2 Evaluation Data
2 - 059 miles
Auten to Grovelond
Impravement < Flve-Lane Yeary Norrow Bhd,
Fadar 4 # | Perbl [ # [ PerMi.

1. Displocements

Homes [¥] 0.0 1 1.7

Businesses 8] 0.0 8] 0.0

Vacani DU Leds * 0 0.0 0 0.0
2. Historles (Propaitin

Diracly Atfecied)

Mayba Mat. Reg. 0 | 0 |
3. Watlands {deras)

Highast value 1.57 | 2.86 | 1,57 | 2.44

Medium value 0.00{ 0.00 | 0.00( 000

Lowest value Q.00 0.00 | CO0| €00

Tolal fagres)] 1,657 | 2,66 | 1,57 | 2.46

4. Community Cohesion

High/Medium/Low Mediym Medivm
3. Construetion Cost

{milliens of dollars) §252| 4.27 |52.58| 4%
& Roodwoy Sofety

Total Accidents

Year 2025 25 44,1 12 20,3

Sourca: Tha Corroding Group
¥ The number of 1ot lakes of platied but *unbuili” residantiol lots.

Consultunt Unweighted Sores

Alternative 1 Altemative 2
Five-Lone Narrow Boulovord
Displocements 21.43 B2.64
Historics B83.57 82.79
Wetlands 41,43 41,43
Community Cohesion 52.79 65.00
Construction Cost 70.43 69,36
Roodway Safety 64.27 90,29
Citizens Weighted Scores

Displocamaents (18.82%) 17.21 15.585
Historics (16.49%) 13.78 13.65
Waillands (1 6.30%) 675 8.75
Community Cahesion (17.33%) 215 11.24
Construction Cost (12.13%) B.54 8.4
Roadway Safety (18.93%) 12.22 1

Total 67.65 (7’5_%

Consultant Weighted Scores

Displocements (18.%7%) 17.34 153,608
Historics (16.98%) 14,19 14.05
Weitlands (1 7.3 7%) 7.1 7.1
Community Cohesion (146.4.3%) 8.68 10.468
Construction Cost (¥,48%) 6,68 &.58
Readway Safaty {20.97%) 13.54 18.93

Totel 47.54 62__;5

Souream: The Corading Greup
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327 Seclor D Table 3-14
Sector D Evoluntion Data
The boulevard option has advantages in Sector D in roadway
\ . . 0 - 1.80 miles
safety and community cohesion and disadvantages in - Groveland to Walle {Orionville
displacements and wetlands. Because safety rates higher than 'mp;:":;‘j: 2 #? "'ll';:: my P:;"'T g:'rd,;"_
displacements and community cohesion is higher than wetlands |- Ciocment
Homes 0 0.0 4 2.2
for the citizens' rating but lower for the consultant’s, the Businesses 3 |17 ] 6| B9
Vecant OU Leats * 0 0.0 0 6.0
baulevard scores higher overall. 7. Historits (Propamios
Diradly Affeced)
Maybe Nat, Reg, R 2 | -
3. Wetlands (acras)
Highest velue 053 | 029 | 1.03 | 0.57
Medium value 080 | 044 [ 1.55] D.85
Lowast value 017 ) 00% | 023] 013
Totol (acresi] 1,50 | 0.83 | 2.81 | 1.5
4. Community Cohesion
High/Medium/Law Mediym Madivm
5. Construction Cost
(millions of dollars) | 56,56 | $3.64] 57,21 54.01
6 Roodwoy Safery
Total Accidents
Year 2025 89 |49.44] a0 | 222

Source: The Corradine Group
* The number of ioigl tokes of planted but "unbyill® residential lats.

Toble 3-15
Sector D Eveluation Results

Consultant Unweighted Scores

Muarnative 1 Alternafive 2
Five-Lone Narrow Boulavard
Displacements B8a.57 74.00
Historics 52.14 51.07
Wetlands 59.93 51.34
Community Cohesion 49,14 61.93
Congtrygtion Cost 76.57 72.50
Roadway Safety 38.57 84,86
Citizens Weighted Scores
Displacements (18.82%) 16.29 13.93
Historics {1 4.49%) 8.60 8.42
Wetlonds (14.30%) 9.77 8.37
Carmmunily Cohesion (17.33%) B.52 10.73
Construction Cost (12.13%) 229 8.7¢
Roadway Safaty (18.93%) 11.09 14.44
Tatal 63,55 (56.59)

Consultont Weighted Scores —
Displacamarts (18.97%) 16.42 14.04
Historics {14.28%) 8.85 8.67
Wetlonds (17.17%) 10.29 8.82
Community Cohesian (146.43%) 8.08 10.18
Construction Cost (9.4 8%) 7.26 6.88
Roadway Safety (20.97%) 12.28 18,21

Total 6318 (66.7%)

Source; The Cenmding Group
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328 Seclor E

The five-lane option has positive differences in displacements,

historics, and wetlands impacts. Its cost is about 25 percent

less than the boulevard alternative, All these factors allow the

five-lane option to widening M-15 to score higher.

Table 3-17
Secior E Evaluation Resulls

Table 3-16
Sector E Evaluation Data
E-3.7') mlfas
Wale to Dak Hill
Improvement = Five-Lona Nerrow flvd,
Fotor L # [ PerMi.f # 1 Per Mi.
1. Displacatients
Homes ) 0.0 10 2.6
Businasses & 1.6 22 5.8
Vacant DU Lots ™ g 0.0 0 0.9
2. Historiss (Properties
Diredly Affeded)
Mayhe Mat. Reg. 1] I 1 |
3, Wetlonds {oaes)
Highast value 222 | 052 | 4.02 | 1.0
Medium value 096 | 025] 1.50 | 0.40
Lowest volue 0.7& | 0,20 .24 | 0,59
Total {meves)] 3,94 | 1,041 7.76 | 2.05
4. Communlty Cohoslon
High/Mediurn/Law Medium Medium
5. Construdien Cost
{millions of dallars) 51 .'3.96[ 3.48 SlB.B?l 4,98
6 Roodway Safety
Total Accidents
Year 2025 204 | 538 92 | 243

Soures: The Carradine Graup
* The number of 1pta] lakes of platied bul "unbiuilt® residantial lats,

Consuttont Unweighted Scores

Alternotive 1 Alrermative 2
Five-Lane Narrow Baulevard
Displacements B5.64 7229
Histories 79.07 49.21
Wetlands 53.21 42.14
Community Cohesion 50.29 63.34
Construetion Cast 75.64 45,27
Roadway Safety 53.71 84.57
Gitizens Weighted Scores

Displacements (13.82%) 1612 13.60
Historics (14. 49%) 13.04 g8.12
Waetlonds (14.30%) B.47 &6.87
Cormmunity Cohesion {17_33%) B.71 10.78
Construetion Cast (12.13%) 218 7.92
Readway Safety (18.93%) 10.55 1601

Totol (56.27) 63.50

{onsultant Waighted Scares

Displagemants (18.97%) 16.25 13.71
Histerics (146.98%) 13.42 835
Wetlands (17.17%) 2.14 7.24
Community Cohesian (1 6.4.3%}) 826 10,41
Construction Cost (2,48%) 7.7 419
Roadway Sofety (20.97%) 11.48 17.73

Total (6553 63.64

Source; The Carroding Group
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329 Scclor FI

The impact data in Sector Fl indicate the boulevard has

advantages in the roadway safety and community cohesion
arcas, These offset the disadvantages in displacements and

wetlands impacts. So, the boulevard scores higher than the

five-lane option.

Tahle 3-19

Settor F| Evoluntion Results

Table 3-18
Sechor F1 Evaluation Data
Fl - 220 miles
Oak Hill ta N of Hubbard
Impravement = Five-Ldna Nairrow Blvd.
Factat |- # I ParMi,| # I Per Mi,
1. Displacamants
Heormes 1 Q.5 8 KR
Businasses .0 1 0.5
Vaeant OU Lots * 0 0.0 4] a.0
2 Higorks {Propedic
Diradly Aectad)
Mayke Nad, Reg, a | 0 -
3. Wetlands (o)
Highast value 062 028 ) 1.01 | Q.44
Medium volue 004 | 002} 0.09) 0.04
Lowest valye 0.001 000} 0.06 ) Q.03
Tatal [aeres)] Q.64 1 Q.30 ] 1,16 | Q.53
4, Community Cohesion
High/Medivm/Low Medium Medium
4. Construdion Cost
{millicns of dallar) sg.28| 3,76 | s9.53| 4.33
b Rondway Safaty
Total Accidents
Year 2025 119 | 54 53 | 240

Source; The Cormdine Group
* The number of totol 1akes of ploted but "unbuill* residential lots,

Consultont Unweighted Scores

Sayrce: The Coradine Graup

Alternative 1 Alernative 2
Five-Lane Narrow Bovlevard
Displacements 86.50 71.57
Historics a3.57 B2.64
Watlands 64.93 5¢.34
Community Cohesion 52.50 63.38
Construction Cost 76.86 74.93
Roadway Safety 27.00 B4.93
Gitizens Weightted Scores
Displacements {1 5.82%) 16.28 13.47
Histarics (1 &.49%) 13.78 13.63
Waetlands (16.30%) 10.58 .68
Community Cohesion (17.33%) 210 10.98
Construction Cast (12.13%) ?.32 2.09
Roadway Safety (18.93%) 10.79 14608
Total £69.85 ( 72.92)

Consultont Weighted Scares T
Displacements (18.97%} 16.41 13.58
Histarics (16.98%) 1419 14.03
Wetlands (17.17%) 11.15 1019
Community Cohesion {14.43%) B8.63 10.41
Construction Cast (2.48%) 7.2% 7.11
Roadway Safety (20.27%) 11.95 17.81

Tatal 59.61 C73.12)
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3210 Scctor F2 | Table 3-20

Sector F2 Evaluation Dale
The impact data in Sector F2 reflect the same impacts for both

alternatives in all categories except cost and roadway safety. N:rzﬁu:,ﬁ,s,dm::_ys
This is because the boulevard here is very narrow, i.e., contained Imp;: :;T 2 :‘rT;:: m '::rmi' f::i"
in the existing 120 feet of right-of-way as is the five-lane option. | Displatements
Hames 1 0.8 1 g8
This is possible because direct access from adjoining properties Businossas o ool o | o0
. o ) Vacan DU Lot * 0 0.0 0 0.0
15 mostly himited to cross streets. 30, the boulevard’s higher {2 Historis (Proparties
score in the roadway safety area makes its the highest scoring |0ty Afeced]
Maybe Nat, Reg, 1 l -- 1 I
option in Sector F2, 3. Werlonds (aares)
Highast valua 0.0010.007 6.00] 0.00
Medium volue 000 | 0.c0) Q.00 0.00
Lowest value Q001 Q.00 ¢.00 | 0.00
Total (aeres)] 0.00 1 0.00] 0.00 | 0.00
4, Community Cohesion
High/Medium/low Medium Medigm
5. Construdlon Cost
{millions of daltar) | $3,70] 2.96 | 54,82] 3.86
6 Roadway Sofety
Total Accidents
Yaar 2025 95 | 740 A3 | 4.4

Sovree: Tha Corrading Group
* The nymber of totel takes of platted but "unbuilt* residantiol lots.

Table 3-21
Sector F2 Evaluation Results
Consultant Unweighted Scores
Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Five-Lone Narrow Boulevard
Displacemants 846,79 8471
Historics a1.79 31,43
Wetlands 91.7% P1.79
Community Cohasion 52.07 63.93
Censtruction Cost 87.93 83,37
Roadway Safety 52.43 78.57
Citizens Weighted Scores
Displacements (18,82%) 16,33 16.32
Historics {16.49%) 524 518
Waetlards (16.30%) 14.94 14.96
Community Cohesion (1 7.33%} 202 11.08
Construction Cost (12.13%) 10.67 10.38
Roodway Sofety (18.93%) 2.92 14,87
Totot 66,15 (72.80)

Consultont Weighted Scores T
Displacernents (1 8.97%) 16.44 14.45
Historics (16.98%) 5.40 .33
Wetlands {17.17%} 15,76 15,76
Community Cohesion (16.43%) B.56 10.51
Constryction Cost (9.48%) 8.34 812
Roadway Safety (20.97%) . 10.99 16,47

Tolal 65.51 72,64 -

Source: The Cormding Group
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4. Fin(]ings

The data reflect the many refinements made to the alternatives so that the resulting evaluations by sector are

very close (Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1).

Tethle 4-1
Evaluation Results

Secor Higher Scoring Rood Type | Score Difference’
A2 Five-Lane 1.82 paints
B1 MNarraw Boulevard 4.04 points
B2 Cne-Way Pair 12.Q6 points
B3 Marrow Boulevard 4,80 points
1 MNarraw Boulevard 5.50 paints
C2 Very Marrow Boulevard 5.28 points
D Marrow Boulevard 3.38 points
E Five-lane 2.53 points
F1 Marrow Boulevard 3.29 points
F2 Very Narrow Boulevard 6.89 points

Source: The Corradine Group

VAvarago of Citizar and Cansultant Scores

Following the evaluation, the results and the data from which they are derived were revicwed again to

determine if there were yet other refinements in road type to reduce impacts. In doing so, the consultant

offers the following modifications to the higher scoring option in Sectors A2, B2, and E.

In Sector A2 it is proposed to continue the five-lane section of Sector A1 south to Maple Road where the

narrow boulevard would begin. This five-lane extension will reduce displacements by 43 houses and one

business and wetlands taken by 1.09 acres.
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In Sector B2 (Goodrich), the consultant proposes a five-lane M-135 rather than the one-way pair. Widening
M-135 will encroach on the front [awn of the historic Hawes House but this is not considered a reason to stop
the widening of M-15. Creating a five-lane M-15, while disruptive to those along the existing road, will not
affect those in the nearby neighborhood to the east and the plans of the United Methodist Church. But, it is
not certain the church’s planned expansion and a senior housing development would be located in such a way
to avoid interfering with the one-way northbound pair. Also, lots now vacant at the south end of the proposed
one-way pair ¢ould develop with housing prior to funding becoming available to buy property for the route,
Finally, the cost of the one-way pair is likely to be two-thirds more than widening M-15 to five lanes when
accounting for a potential noise wall protecting houses along Rose Lane and urban design treatment along M-

15. So, in Sector B2 u five-lane reconstruction of M-15 is a more definitive option with no fatal flaws.

In Sector D, the narrow boulevard scored higher. A change to a five-lane roadway was examined to reduce
the possible taking of residences (four additional) and businesses (18 additional). Weighing against that are
the safety benefits of a boulevard which are particularly important in this section of M-15 which directly

serves the Brandon Township schools. So, the narrow boulevard remains the preferred option in Sector D.

In Sector E, a five-lane roadway is proposed to extend to Seymour Lake Road but become a boulevard south
of there. This will involve taking three more residences and three more businesses than if the five-lane option
went all the way to Oak Hill Road., The wetlands taken would be increased by 1.2 acres. But, the number

of crashes in 2025 would be reduced by almost 25 percent from 204 to 155.

These changes result in the proposal shown on Figure 4-2, It is associated with the impacts listed on Table 4-
2. In total, the proposed widening of M-15 would take up to 38 houses and 40 businesses (about two per mile)
(see Appendix A for a preliminary listing of potential displacements), impact five properties potentially eligible
for the National Register, take as much as 18 acres of wetlands, and cost about $75 million for construction

($3.72 million per mile).

M_15 Environmental Assessment - TM3 - 38




02-13-08;

107 36AM;

12487331668

# 44/ 49

. -"Jphng E = ‘;\—%—/’_
s It =TT 69 = T )
E-Q it = el SECTOR, .
%ﬁﬁ:& (1T | amisgron - |§“ - =
Lole I = | SECTOR
i \ | — mi II  BRISTOL] o - a ]
[ | ,
1 5 | NOBLET | 7 -
= F=ATst
LA G ltf‘? “-‘ ey l ]u_ y - i
b _ JORDAN / - SEGL?_R_/ I
. HII.I.._EY 5
e PERR 2 — |
N - A'EA\%‘L‘QE ooung 5| | SECTIOR B1 4
BURPEE = 4 a3 | — I
3 -g-:rll:bl:L - f =i
‘J _| McCANDLISH 1GOO RICI% R l
i —
5 =] 2 j‘j 2 _ §E§i RB3 |
. BALDWN . =
‘ | HORTON - LAPH&R& | |
GENESEE CO I 1
OAKLA CO. = - _ :
_#1_ N\ _l~"CGROVELAND! [\, | |g RN m
VILLE
= peRouiE, | L THmiER
= L) > % SE
L | || oRastoe naw: T o EP*‘ E/*E
= PR -31{ ? HERWODD
S o ——
o E
% e ) id .
. UAKK- l'l z% Ch % 0AK HiL
I — = - -
A Framiee 4L =/
Ui o ptc = ol ¢ 2
‘ RN T =
A iR FERROGE]) 2
LEGEND g, | [* R iy e
= Fiva-Lone . . E
= Narrow Boulevard C \ K_ o) < Figure 4-2 -
T8 -~ Very Narrow Boulevard 3] Consultant’s Proposal
5 . /[J| for Widening M-15
LofProjsinr 16 GrophioFigh-2 e




# 45/ 49

2487331668

'

'

JEAM

10

'

02-13-08

“Uol38% $20U2 m._n__.mmnvn_. SRROUDU UYL L_u_ 5|03 DarouEy

dnosgy ouipoueT) ayj seunog

£0Z Zi ooz ¥e |zal ¥Z |ZEF ¥s |zet &€ | 0Bt 6l g5k 1zl |sar ZE SZOT 03,
SUBPNF 0o
] fang Aowpooy ¢
tevs | 8528 |oe s Jivsslzce s [ores [ose s [ 26vs [rres 2648 20w § l£0v8 fose ¢ | 9vés v §] 6228 | Eonop 100z o suomma)
150} U prsD] °g
LnipaAp Ly wahipayy YaiH WILpEY sy wnipapy Ry o npERLyBi
uatayay dumwwey
992 | 451 |t Jelo ] vlo [ 210 ] 2zl | e fovo | seo |oee |ove | sro | orl | s00 900 |(sen) o)
op | ooe | oo Jeoe] 1o | ko L0 200 1o |igo] ot |ssz | g0 | oso L0 20°0 30|DA 58401
oo | ooo 1o (owe| eo | o0 | oo oo | oo (r00 ]| 90 |evo | zo Jore | oo 000 BN{OA Whipayy
£z 1 os o0 Jogo] oo |oso i zL ¢t | 00 joove | o0 Jooo | oo Joooe | oo Qoo anjon ysayfiy
{s200) spunyiey
- 0 - | o - 0 - ] - 0 - 0 - L - 0 ‘Bayj “1opy Ighop
{peiagyy fjpang
solpradoad) suasty 2
00 8 oo | o 00 0 o8 ol 00 0 ol 1 g0 z 0 0 sasseusng
240 b 62 | 5 00 0 ZT ¥ £E £ (A A ! £ o0 0 sawopy
Huawaadag -
wWed | _# |mee| # [ was | & | wea | g || # Iwmd] # | wea | £ | W [ # / fopn
-._p_._m 3_H_._== ._n._mh .___.._m MOUDY ._u_._m MalHy n==.—.m._._u_ ‘Em molloyg _Em L) aum-asf aua]-=al4 A..I. jua Em.E__u.Eﬁ
puojaanan opuany | wainy of diy ddiyg oy razin ({ppocg) Pl PN | (Hosgow | agogoldinps | wowofdn o sol g3t
uazeg of By jo N
3|0 650~ £ 04 S SO R T A | 5'] - 8 S pE- 18 | wwori- 6y | s pez- oy a0 94 Y
) ¥ g 10335 ¥ g & xpes

G-y Bujuapig Joj |osodaag s juny|nsuoy
DJ0 LOHON{BA

&l

M.15 Envlmnmenlnl Assessmenl - ™3 . 40




# 46/ 49

12487331668

02-13-08; 10 38AM,;

dnorey ouponosy 8y) Eunog

£LE £y |oar oy | UrE £5 |ZEE g prar FEL |E2E ar SEOE Jow),
w.EMﬁmou.q_ _EO._.
' Ljajos dnwpocy §
zrt s |urse s |ome s |28ws [eey s |eses|zie s |eovs fsoe s [ 2168 Juor 5 | 1248 | (eoyep 100z oo
J50) UDJpNIfsED) °§
wN HanipEy wnipagy winipagy Ry LN PRy sounipay iy
uomayo) uawiny ¢
B veil | ooo Jooo | sso |ert | 222 |ese | 880 | 1eE | 95 gz |isarn) o)
£ 079 oo Jooo | oo |soo| 9o | w0 ] o | 05O L0 XA an s 5amo’)
AL Ly pe |ovo |l oo Jevo| so |0 ] 2o | 1wo] &0 5571 =N |oh WPy
0 PEL oo oo | so Juwi| 21 el ] ko o] w0 g0t anjos 53y
fsa] spucjig €
- g - | - | o - 0 - 0 - z "By 1ON Ao
{pensyy freng
saadalg) SUoay 7
&L 4 oo o 50 L 6% 5 9| ¥ Y 7l sassaLiEng
&t &€ B0 1 ¥E g ET £ o o BT g SHUAY
spraun)dag -
wred | & b | o# [owiee | o2 | wed | 2 [wma] & ] oweg | #  1opo]
woLOy gerrjeny | -pyg Mouoy Day "PAJg Moy “Pajg MoHDN auny-auy PAIg Moy o Juziuaansd |
RET §4-| L paoqgni} jo Y PlegqH I anoukzg fe|pmucup}
1OH s YD Yook noldas aym| & o ajoy, af|a ©J puajank)
B £ AL - T BwpEE- o SBWpE| - {1 sl |§E - 11 Saj L -
=01 J 10013, 3lapas 0 {0pas & Jop

¢|-w Gupuapiy so |osodoug s Juminsuo)

0jog voynn|oag
{panunjuos} 7-5 #gaq

M_15 Envirenmenlal Assessment - TM3 - 41




02-13-08;10:36AM; 12487331068 # 47/ 49

0. Next Sl'eps

This report contains the consultant proposal on how to widen M-15 if it is permitted by state and federal
reviewers, Itisto be discussed with the public in early April. Thatinput will be included in an Environmental
Assessment made available for circulation in May. A public hearing is tentatively seheduled for June.
Following the public hearing, & recommendation on how to improve M-15 will be made, It will be available

for public review in early October 2001,
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Residentlal Properties

Sector Lot # Street#  Strest Name County City Zlp
AZA 400-010 2437 State Rd Genosee| Davison |48423
AZA 2007010 3249 State Rd (Genesee| Davison [48423
AZA 12 3511 State Rd Genesee| Davison | 48423
AZB 100-002 5014 State Rd Genesee | Goodrich [ 48438
AZB 100-003 5030 State Rd Geneses | Goodrich | 48438
B1 200-008 6117 State Rd Genesea | Goodrich | 48438
B1 400-001 6275 State Rd Genesee| Goodrich [ 48438
B1 300-009 6376 State Rd Genesee| Goodrich | 48438
B1 300-014 6460 State Rd Genesee | Goodrich | 48438
B1 100-030 7090 State Rd Geneses | Goodrich | 48438
B1 200-014 8013 State Rd Genesee| Goodrich | 48438
B1 100-013 7250 State Rg Genesee| Goodrich | 48438
B2 200-015 8005 State Rd Genesea| Goodrich | 48438
B2 200-010 8049 State Rd Genesee| Goodrich | 48438
B2 200-009 8057 State Rd Genesee| Goodrich (48438
G 200-001 10100 State Rd Genesee| Goodrich [ 48438
C1 200-027 10252 State Rd Genesee| Goodrich [ 48438
C1 400-011 10532 State Rd Genesee | Goodrich | 48438
C1 02-01-126-020] 1580 Ortonville Rd Qakland | Ortonville | 48462
C1 02-01-151-002| 1375 Ortonville Rd Oakland | Ortenvilla | 48462
G2 02-01-376-019| 995 Ortonville Rd Oakland | Ortonville | 48462
D 02-12-202-003| 610 Ortonville Rd Qakland | Ortonville [ 48462
D 02-12-202-002| 520 Ortonville Rd Qakland | Orionville | 48462
] 03-18-152-003] 456 Ortonville Rd Qakland | Ortonville | 48462
D 03-18-151-004] 400 QOrtonville Rd Cakland | Ortonville | 48462
D 03-18-326-008| 507 Ortonville Rd Oakland | Ortonville | 48462
E2 03-28-403-001; 1520 | Seyrmore Lake Rd | Oakland | Clarkston | 48348
E2 03-32-128-005| 3003 Ortonville Rd Qakland | Clarkston | 48348
EZ2 03-32-128-006| 3065 Qrtonville Rd Qakland | Clarkston | 48348
F1 08-03-101-018| 10415 Ortonville Rd OQakland | Clarkston | 48348
F1 08-05-451-011 9700 Qrtonville Rd Qakland [ Clarkston | 48348
F1 08-05-451-014| 9600 Ortonville Rd QOakland { Clarkston | 48348
F1 08-08-200-008| 9388 Ortonville Rd Qakland | Clarkston | 48348
F1 08-08-200-009] 89356 Ortonville Rd Qakland | Clarkston | 48348
F1 08-08-200-018] 9052 Ortonville Rd Oakland | Clarkston | 48348
F1 08-08-200-007| 9410 QOrtonville Rd Qakland | Clarkston | 48348
1 08-08-400-005( 8920 Crtonville Rd Oakland | Clarkston [ 48348
—_FZ 08-17-201-013{ 8490 Ortonville Rd Oakland | Clarkston| 48348

2660 dao\DsHybrid xlsfinaertRaa]
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Businessges
Sector Lot # Street  Address Name County City Zip
AZA 400-017 3355 State Rd Shell Gas Station / Zips Pany Store Genesee | Davidson [ 48423
AZA 12 a5 State Rd Vaeant (used to be shell gas) Genesee | Davidson | 48425
AZE 400-009 5545 G.| State Ad Last Chance Party Store Genesee| Goodrich | 48438
B2 400-028 8340 State Rd Village Gregnary Genesee| Goodtich | 48430k
B2 18175/ 19/18 8241 5.| State Rd Wren In the Willow Gienesee| Goodrich [ 48438
B2 © |18233 5. State Rd Willsons Weenies Geanesee| Goodrich | 48438
B2 8223 5.] State Rd Donut Shop Genesee| Goodrich [ 48438
B2 170/16/15s /15014 | 8223 5. Stale Rd Goodrich Car Care Genesee | Goodrich [ 48438]
B2 8221 State Rd Custom Sterap & Alarm Geneses | Goodiich 48438
B2 8191 5.| State Rd Morts Barbor Shap Genesea | Goadrich [ 48438
B2 8191 5.| State Rd Goodrich Dry Cleaners Genesea| Goodrich [ 48438
B2 8217 State Rd Town Pride Carpet Genesee | Goadrich {48438
B2 200-012 8039 5.] State Rd Chureh & Sons's Auto Center/ Subway [ Genesee| Goodrich [48438
B2 200-014 T127 State Rd Bohlen Builders Genesee | Goodrich [48438
D 02-12-276-005 180 N. | Ortonville Rd POH Medical Center Oakland | Ortonville | 48462
D 02-12-426-006 15 N, | Ortonville Rd Marathon Food Center Oakland | Ortonville [ 48462
02-12-428-001 / 03
D 07-351-007 1 Mill St, Rite Aid Oakland | Ortonville | 48482)
D 03-07-351-008 4 N, | Ortonville Rd Ace Hardware Oakland | Ortonville | 48462
D 03-07-352-001 11 3, | Ortonville Rd Litile Caesars Qakland | Qrtonville | 48462
D 03-07-354-009 105 | QOrtonville Rd Vaeant Oakland [ Orionville [ 48462
D 03-18-153-009 345 5, | Ortonville Rd Oxford Bank Qakland | Ortonville [ 48482
D 03-18-153-010 425 M15 Willow Pointe Flowers Qakland | Ortonville [ 48462
D 03-18-151-003 384 N, | Ortonville Rd Vacant Oakland | Ortonville | 48462
D 03-18-152-002 440 | Ortonville Rd Village Hair & Nail Beauty Supply Qakland | Ononville [ 48482
D 03-18-152-004 456 [ Ortonville Rd Jayeo Roofing Qakland | Ortorville [ 48462
D 03-18-152-005 480 N, | Ortonville Rd Country Countertops, Inc. Qakland | Ortonwville [ 48462
D 03-18-178-002 495 South 5t. Clark Qil & Refining Company Qakland | Ortonville [ 48462
0D 03-18-326-011 595 | Ortonville Rd Brandon Tire Qakland | Ortonville | 48462
D 03-18-154-001 470 South St A&W Qakland | Ortorville | 48462
D 03-18-351-007 830 |Oranville Rd Brandon Family Dentistry Oakland | Orionville | 48462
E1 03-30-226-001 2140 8. { Ortonwille Rd Alderrnan Animal Hospital Oakland | Ortonville [ 48462
E1 03-30-226-002 2160 | Ortonville Rd Vacant Qakland | Ortonvilla | 48482
E1 03-18-352-019 880 N. | Ontonville Rd Forgter Auto Wash Qakland | Ortonville | 48462
El 03-18-352-025 910 | Ortonville Rd James Lumber Company Qakland | Ortonwille [ 48462
E2 03-32-300-03% 3960 | Ortorwille Rd MVA Oakland | Clarkston | 48548
Ez2 03-32-300-039 3970 | Ortarville Rd Auto Parts Qakland | Clarkston [ 48348
E2 03-32-300-039 3980 3. [ Ortonville Rd The City Prass Oakland [ Clarkston [ 48348
E2 03-32-300-037 3994 5. | Ortonville Rd! And | Do Qakland | Clarkston | 48348
E2 03-32-400-028 3983 G, Ortonville_l-jd Jeff Harrell Builder, Inc. Qakland | Clarkston 48348
F1 08-05-101-066 10439 { Ortonville Rd Michigan_ﬁvnship Participating Plan | Qakland | Clarkston 48348
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