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Introduction

    The Environmental Assessment Report (EA) provides the first information Otsego County et 
al have made available to the public on the proposed new I–75 crossing connecting McCoy and 
Milbocker Roads.  This analysis has two parts:  (a) a proactive analysis for selection of road 
improvement projects that have highest priority and are the most cost effective; and (b) a reactive 
analysis that looks specifically at the justification for the Preferred Alternative described on page 
5 of the EA and Alternative 2 (Improvements at M–32) on pages 5-6.  Since no additional studies 
or analyses are described in the EA, the only traffic study available and also the only report 
referenced in the DA is the 2004 Crossing Study Report[1]3.  

    This analysis considers the question of wisest and best use of public funds to improve traffic 
flow, specifically to relieve congestion along M–32 at and near Exit 282 with I–75, from several 
different perspectives.  All have the same overall conclusion:  modern roundabouts along M–32 
will relieve the congestion at an estimated cost of $4,000,000 while a new I–75 crossing 
connecting McCoy and Milbocker roads provides only small improvement at a cost of 
$13,000,000.  

    The recommendations and priorities in the 2004 Crossing Study Report should not be 
considered in any benefit-cost or similar analysis since they are conjecture on the part of the 
Technical Steering Committee.  See footnote 2 on this page.   

1 This analysis is posted on the internet as Analysis of the Preferred and M–32 Alternatives at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/11/analysis-of-the.html>.  
2 The revisions identified with the date 2007 Dec 03 are limited to Appendix D and are concerned with the 
inconsistencies in the 2004 CSR.  A careful reading of SECTION 6 - RECOMMENDATIONS beginning on page 
19 in the 2004 CSR reveals that the Technical Steering Committee directed the Recommendations and the Priorities 
in Tables 3 and 5.  Non-technical factors were apparently used by the Technical Steering Committee which helps to 
explain the inconsistencies between the content in Section 6 and the results in SECTION 4 - PHASE III:  ROAD 
IMPROVEMENTS beginning on page 12 in the 2004 CSR and including Table 2.  Some of the descrptions in 
Section 6 are not consistent with the 1.1  PROJECT GOALS AND PURPOSE stated on pages 2-3 of the 2004 
CSR.  Consequently, any application of the technical results and findings in the 2004 CSR should eliminate 
Section 6 from consideration since it is conjecture by the Technical Steering Committee without any description of 
the standards or criteria used.  Some of the recommendations and priorities are consistent with the results; others are 
not.  
   On the other hand, the discussion in SECTION 4 - PHASE III:  ROAD IMPROVEMENTS is consistent with 
the goals and purpose.  Table 2 uses the stated goals from 1.1 for the comparison of alternatives.  
   As a result of this careful reading of Section 6, I will be revising the text of this analysis to eliminate any 
reference to Section 6 since the purpose of this analysis is to consider the technical factors in relation to the purpose 
needs and benefits. This document as of 2007 Dec 03 will be created as an archive and posted on my weblog.  
Accordingly, readers are advised to discount any references to Recommendations and Priorities in both the proactive 
and reactive analyses below.  
3  Numbers in [  ] designate references listed in Appendix A.  The references are supplemental to and an integral part 
of this analysis.  All of the references are available on the internet by the links included with the references.  
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Conclusions

    The project justification for the Preferred Alternative and the rejection of Improvements along 
M–32 are both contrary to the conclusions, results, recommendations and information in the 
2004 Crossing Study Report (2004 CSR).  

    For the proactive analysis which should have been done prior to selecting the project definition 
for the federal earmark (approximately 2005 April 22), both the totality of the considerations and 
most of the specific traffic and road improvement objectives are best met by improvements along 
M–32 at and near the I–75 interchange at Exit 282.  This conclusion is based on the 2004 CSR.  
The need for improvements at Exit 279 requires further study, but should be limited to 
installation of traffic lights at the exit/entrance ramps with minor road system changes.  

    Separate tables are included for the proactive analysis for different evaluation criteria:  (I) 
project purposes in the 2004 CSR, (II) project purposes in the EA, and (III) priority ranking 
factors from the 2004 CSR.  Based on the conclusions, results, recommendations, and other 
information in the 2004 CSR, all three methods show more benefits for the 2004 CSR 
recommended improvements along M–32 at and near Exit 282 with I–75 over a new I–75 
crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads.  On the cost side, the estimated cost for the 
improvements along M–32 is on the order of $4,000,000 ([13] and [14]) compared to the 
$13,000,000 for a new I–75 crossing.  

    Concerning the reactive analysis of the information in the Environmental Assessment (EA), 
five of the seven reasons for selecting the Preferred Alternative are contrary to the 2004 CSR.  
The remaining two deal with aspects of much lesser importance than relieving the traffic 
congestion along M–32 in the vicinity of I–75.  For Improvements at M–32 (designated Proposal 
B and defined herein), four of the five reasons for rejecting this alternative are contrary to the 
2004 CSR.  The fifth reason lacks quantification regarding its importance and fails to consider 
relevant factors.  
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    Concerning the Preferred Alternative and the reasons for rejecting other alternatives, the only 
reference to the 2004 CSR is to priorities which were based on a cost estimate for a new crossing 
of $4,280,000 compared to the current estimate of $13,000,000.  Adjustments in priorities were 
not made based on the much higher costs.  Moreover, other conclusions, results, 
recommendations and other information unfavorable to a new I–75 crossing and favorable to 
other alternatives were omitted without explanation.  

    The reasons for selecting the Preferred Alternative and rejecting other alternatives are grossly 
contrary to the conclusions, recommendations, results and information in the 2004 Crossing 
Study Report.  The definition of the project for the federal earmark should be reconsidered before 
authorizing funds for demolition of parts of a 1.5-mile section of existing I–75 and reconstruction 
including two new bridges over the proposed new crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker 
Roads.  

    In addition, a proactive analysis is included comparing the benefits from a new I–75 crossing 
vs. changes in the road systems at and near Exits 279 and 282.  The proactive analysis is 
particularly important since a new I–75 crossing was never in an MDOT five-year plan 
suggesting  that the need and benefits didn’t meet MDOT’s requirements for new construction.  
Based on three different sets of criteria, the benefits from the road system improvements along 
M–32 at and near Exit 282 with I–75 far outweigh the benefits from a new crossing.  Combined 
with the much lower cost, the benefit-cost ratios are even more favorable to the road system 
changes along M–32.  

    Lastly, the 2004 CSR report states that modern roundabouts and other improvements along 
M–32 near I–75 at the areas of congestion “provides the best overall [present and future] peak 
hour traffic congestion relief, safety, and aesthetic opportunities”.  This is consistent with the 
conclusions by the Federal Highway Administration concerning the results with the new 
roundabouts at the I–75 interchange with M–81 in Sagniaw4.

Reply to Environmental Assessment Report

    A formal reply to the Environmental Assessment (EA) was provided to the Otsego County 
Road Commission in my 2007 Jun 29 letter [2].  That letter was written in direct response to the 
4 See Internet posting [13] “Michigan: Traffic Bottlenecks > Combating Bottlenecks” which states in part “The 
solution was to reconfigure the interchange with a reconstruction of the bridge, construction of roundabouts, which 
included bypass lanes at the ramp terminals, and removal of the signals. At $5.1M this solution represented a cost 
savings of $6-7M over typical reconstruction. In essence, the "roundabout solution" has reduced delays, reduced fuel 
consumption (which has reduced air pollution emissions) and the LOS of C/D has improved to A with on [sic:  
“no”] visible traffic back-ups.”  These traffic principles of improvements along the crossing road apply to the 
conditions along M–32 at and near I–75 at Exit 282.  See also the roundabouts on the crossing road (Lee Road) at 
the Lee Road Exit and US–23 [14].  
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text in the EA.  The constraints in that type of reply make it difficult to provide a proactive 
analysis which provides a basis for better understanding of the issues.  The conclusions stated in 
the letter are similar to those in this analysis; however, this analysis is more comprehensive and 
hopefully better organized and readable.  

Proactive Analysis

    Introduction

        A proactive analysis should have been completed as part of defining the project for the 
federal earmark and other funding prior to 2005 April 22.  Clearly, the project definition for  the 
earmark should have been based on wisest and best use of public funds with no spending on any 
aspect that doesn’t meet usual and customary standards for costs and benefits from road system 
improvements.  

        The word “congestion” is used 29 times in the 2004 Crossing Study Report, but only one 
use at page 8 describes current congestion which identifies three locations:  

“Peak hour traffic congestion exists along Main Street at the I-75 interchange; 
along Otsego Avenue at the I-75 interchange; and 
at the Otsego Avenue/Grandview Avenue intersection.”

        Throughout the East-West I–75 crossing project dating back to 2002 and perhaps earlier, 
relieving of the congestion along M–32 at and near I–75 has been the justification.  Regarding a 
public meeting on or about 2005 April 22 with staffs of Senator Levin, Senator Stabenow, and 
Representative Stupak, MDOT officials, Senator Stamas, and Representative Elsenheimer, the 
Gaylord Herald Times reported that Task Force participant, Mr. Jeff Ratcliffe, spoke for all the 
Otsego County officials:

“Noting the strong community motivation as a driving force behind the project, 
Ratcliffe praised community leaders who were adamant about solving the morning 
rush-hour and weekend traffic congestion around the M-32 and I-75 
interchange.”[3] 

        See Appendix  B for documentation of voice of the residents to address the traffic 
congestion along M–32 at and near Exit 282.  Thus, it has been well established that the 
highest priority is to relieve the congestion along M–32 in the vicinity of and at the I–75 
interchange.  

        Another important action by the residents is their rejection of a $4,900,000 millage 
proposal to partially fund a larger crossing project in 2006 August [4].  This suggests that 
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Otsego County voters did not perceive a benefit consistent with the costs.5 

    Principal Conclusions from the 2004 Crossing Study Report

        The principal reference is the 2004 Crossing Study Report (2004 CSR) which contains 
conclusions, results, recommendations, priorities and other information.  Taken in total, the 2004 
Crossing Study Report clearly states and recommends:

    • that only modern roundabouts and other improvements at and near Exit 282 will relieve 
the traffic congestion along M–32 at and near Exit 282 with I–75;

    • that a new I–75 crossing between Exits 279 and 282 will not relieve the traffic congestion 
along M–32 near I–75 or at Exit 279 interchange; and

    • that, even with a new crossing, the modern roundabouts, etc. will still be needed at Exit 
282 to relieve the congestion at and near that interchange.  

In the above and in this analysis, the highest weight was given to the results on page 15 and in 
Table 2 on page 16 in the 2004 CSR, then to the recommendations on page 21, and lastly to the 
priorities in Table 3 on page 20.  The results in the 2004 CSR are the least judgmental, followed 
by the recommendations.  The priorities involved many people with different interests, and are 
not explained.  See Appendix C for the basis for and more information on the above three 
recommendations.  

    Inconsistencies in the 2004 Crossing Study Report

        The 2004 Crossing Study Report was also reviewed for inconsistencies which typically 
occur in a summary study with many participants.  Three areas of inconsistencies in the 2004 
CSR are noted:  

(a) new I–75 crossings appear to be over-represented given their minimal effects on 
congestion along M–32;  

(b) the priorities in Table 3 on page 20 are inconsistent with the results and 
recommendations concerning improvements at the primary points of congestion, and 

(c) the first bullet in the recommendations on page 21, which states “At least one new 
east-west crossing of I-75 is necessary.  The Milbocker/McCoy location provides 
major benefits and is recommended as a high priority improvement.” which is 
inconsistent with the results on page 15 and in Table 2 on page 16.  

The inconsistencies were resolved as reflected in the three “bullets” in the above paragraph (in 
Principal Conclusions).  See Appendix D for more discussion on the inconsistencies.  

        The review of the inconsistencies in the 2004 CSR has three findings, which are copied from 
Appendix D:
5  The voters’ overwhelming rejection of a millage for a larger project raises another important question.  If the 
federal earmark and other funding were sufficient to make the improvements along M–32 at and near Exit 282 with 
I–75 (approximately $4,000,000), would the voters forego those improvements and vote an additional $9,000,000 
to construct a new I–75 crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads?  
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(1) The first bullet in the recommendations on page 21 “At least one new east-west 
crossing of I-75 is necessary. ...”  is without support in the 2004 CSR and therefore is 
likely invalid (“invalid” deleted and the underlined text added on 2007 Dec 03) the 
conjecture of the Technical Steering Committee.   See first paragraph on page 19 of 
the 2004 CSR.   

(2) The priority numbers in Tables 3 and 5 are not consistent with the results.  
Improvements to the road systems at Exits 282 and 279 should have higher priority 
than a new I–75 crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads given the greater 
benefits at the same or lower costs.  (Added 2007 Dec 03) The priority numbers 
reflect conjecture by the Technical Steering Committee.  

(3) The over-representation of new I–75 crossings in the 2004 CSR is mostly 
unexplained.  It may be conjecture (added underlined words on 2007 Dec 03) by the 
Technical Steering Committee that a new crossing will function as a bypass for 
M–32.  Because of the road system and other factors, little traffic is diverted during 
the hours of peak congestion along M–32, as indicated in the 2004 CSR.  However, 
for the purposes of defining the first major improvements, there is no effect beyond 
(1) and (2) above.  

Memo:  Many cost numbers are in the 2004 CSR with different content.  Many are based on 
assumptions that are now not viable.  Caution is advised.  

Memo:  The recommendations have to now be interpreted in relation to the $13,000,000 cost just 
for the crossing, not an interchange.  The third bullet in the recommendations goes on to explain 
why a new crossing provides only limited benefits, and that the improvements at Exits 279 and 
282 are still required. 

Memo:  The much higher current cost for the new crossing described in (1) above requires an 
adjustment in the priority numbers for current application.  The cost in the 2004 CSR for a 
bridge crossing for McCoy-Milbocker connection is $4,380,000, not $13,000,000 (Priorities 3-6 
in Table 2).  

Memo:  The improvements on M–32 west of  I–75 in priorities 8-10 in Table 3 of the 2004 CSR 
is now $1,220,000 because priority number 10 has already been done.  Regardless, the cost of full 
improvements along M–32 at Exit 282 is on the order of $4,000,000.   

    Many Considerations

        The inconsistencies were considered in the context of the total information.  A number of 
other more important factors were also considered:  

• the voice of the residents is to fix the congestion along M–32 at and near Exit 282 as 
documented in Appendix B;
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Level of Service Around and Between Exits 279 and 282

Part of Figure 12 - 2015 
Peak Hour Level of 
Service (High Growth 
Scenario, No Build)
I-75 East-West Crossing 
Study Otsego County, 
Michigan

Memo:  Development 
in area west of Exit 282 
is faster than projected 
in the 2004 Crossing 
Study Report: Lowe’s, 
Kohls, Old Navy, 
Office Max, Meijer’s.  

Memo:  Development 
in area east of Exit 279 
is much slower than 
projected in the 2004 
Traffic Study Report.  

DLN
2007 Jul 20

Memo:  Level of Service near Exit 
279 may be better than shown due 
to slower development



• the 2004 CSR reports “Peak hour traffic congestion exists along Main Street at the I-75 
interchange; along Otsego Avenue at the I-75 interchange; and at the Otsego 
Avenue/Grandview Avenue intersection.”;

• the major findings in the 2004 Crossing Study Report (2004 CSR) which are summarized 
in Appendix C;

• the project purposes for the 2004 CSR which are stated on page 3 of the 2004 CSR.;
• the shifting of proposed development near Exit 279 to actual development along M–32 

West:  Lowe’s, Kohl’s, Old Navy, Office Max and Meijer’s;
• the Levels of Service at the various intersections for current and 2015 high-growth 

projections show the greatest need along M–32 near I–75 and the interchange at Exit 279 
(See Figures 5 and 12 in the 2004 CSR);

• the largest number of accidents are along M–32 near I–75 and the interchange at Exit 282 
(See Figures 7, 8 and 9 in the 2004 CSR);

• modern roundabouts provide a major improvement in safety over traffic signals and 
improved Levels of Service (See Table 4 in the 2004 CSR and reference [13].);

• the largest commercial-vehicle traffic (as a percentage of total traffic) occurs in the vicinity 
of Exit 282 (11-13%), which is also the location of the highest total traffic, compared to 
less than 6% on other roads and intersections (See Figure 6 in the 2004 CSR);

• only a few origins/destinations near McCoy Road and Otsego Ave will benefit from a new 
I–75 crossing (See Figures 4 and 10 in the 2004 CSR);

• improvements along M–32 near I–75 are not in MDOT’s Five Year Plan (through 2011) 
though are likely active;

• a new I–75 crossing between Exits 279 and 282 is not in MDOT’s Five Year Plan (through 
2011) and likely was never active at MDOT;

• consideration of a connector road between US–131 and I–75 is no longer active at MDOT;
• an alternate route to a new I–75 crossing would likely not be signed by MDOT because the 

connecting roads are not state roads and/or do not meet MDOT standards;
• the congestion along M–32 at and near Exit 282 with I–75 affects traffic to NW lower 

Michigan and other regional transportation;
• the above five bullets, highlighted in italics, indicate the need for regional considerations — 

one of the planning questions to be answered in the EA —  in the definition of the project 
for the federal earmark;  

• the need for caution in considering projections for 2025 high-growth scenarios which were 
part of the basis for the results and recommendations in the 2004 CSR; and;

• the need to understand the assumptions and conditions in the 2004 Crossing Study Report 
and to adjust the application of results and recommendations accordingly.

    Level of Service for 2015 with High Growth Scenario

        To help understand and integrate the many considerations, a single graphic aids the analysis 
but the limitations of using a single graphic must be recognized.  The graphic selected shows the 
Levels of Service (LOS) for areas around and between Exits 279 and 282 on next page (page 9).  
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This map also shows the existing road system and some of the barriers to E–W traffic.  This 
graphic shows the color-coded LOS for the roads and intersections in this central region taken 
from Figure 12 of the 2004 CSR.  Where a traffic light exists or is recommended for 2015, the 
color coding is shown within the traffic light.  Additional notes have been added in the boxes for 
significant changes that have occurred since the 2004 CSR was written.  

        There are a few questions about the information presented.  A traffic light is incorrectly not 
shown at Otsego Ave and McCoy Road.  The LOS of C or better also needs to be verified for 
that intersection, but is consistent with the same LOS for 2025 with high growth (Figure 14 of 
the 2004 CSR).  The designation of McCoy Road west of Otsego Ave as LOS E or F appears to 
be in error.  Traffic lights are shown at Exit 279 but the LOS is shown as E or F.  This is 
inconsistent with Table 4 in the 2004 CSR which shows LOS B with traffic lights and for a basis 
of higher traffic (2025 rather than 2015).  

        Level of Service integrates all of the factors that affect traffic flow and congestion, and 
therefore provides a meaningful summary, but conclusions should be checked against the “Many 
Considerations”.  The LOS map clearly shows the major congestion along M–32 in the vicinity 
of Exit 282 as reflected in a reduced Level of Service.  The area in the vicinity of Exit 279 requires 
further study as described above.  The LOS for all intersections between M–32 and N. Otsego 
Lake Dr (& Johnson Road) is A, B, or C except for the intersection of Dickerson Road and N. 
Otsego Lake Dr.  When this intersection was upgraded a few years ago, it is a shame that a 
roundabout was not constructed.  Given the new construction, the cost effective improvement is 
likely a traffic light, and appears to be an independent need.  

    Diverted Traffic from M–32 with a New I–75 Crossing

        The results in the 2004 CSR from the traffic simulation studies indicate that only a small 
amount of traffic is diverted from M–32 to a new crossing.  This is specifically described in the 
third bullet in the recommendations on page 21 which reads in part,  “road improvements at the 
existing Main Street and Otsego Avenue interchanges with I-75 would still be needed because the 
new interchange would not draw enough traffic away from these locations.”  In effect, this means 
that a new crossing does not function as a bypass because it is not “easy-to” and “easy-back”.  
Hence, a new crossing would function as an alternate route that is longer and slower — perhaps 
analogous to a detour which is the way it might feel to drivers.  Because the alternate route is not 
over state roads, it is unlikely to be signed by MDOT as an alternate route.  

    Considerations for Interchange at Exit 279

        The 2004 Level of Service at this interchange was D (High-density, but stable flow, speed 
and freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, small increases in traffic flow can cause 
operational problems.) suggesting that the current performance is borderline.  However, changes 
to handle the current traffic may not be currently justified given the uncertain development in 
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that area.  The development in the vicinity of Exit 279 is slower than projected in the 2004 CSR.  
Further, the costs for the possible changes vary widely.  For traffic signals, the costs vary from 
$220,000 (Alternative 5 in the 2004 CSR) to $1,080,000 (Table 4 in the 2004 CSR) with 
different levels of road improvements.  For roundabouts, the costs vary from $1,036,000 
(Alternative 4 in the 2004 CSR) to $1,480,00 (Table 4 in the 2004 CSR).  Under the present 
circumstances, only the minimum cost proposal should be considered but should be designed to 
facilitate the other road improvements if increased congestion occurs.  The $220,000 could be 
included in any proposal intended to address current congestion concerns at Exit 279.  

    Application of 2004 CSR Project Purposes

        Without defining all the details, the potential benefits of a new crossing vs. improvements at 
Exits 279 and 282 can be evaluated on a general basis.  The purposes for the 2004 Study are 
stated on page 3 of the 2004 CSR and are copied in the left column of the Table I on page 12.  
The introductory paragraph in the second row is also from the 2004 CSR.  Four levels of 
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Slight improvement for both for 
different reasons.  

There is little need for non-motorized 
travel between McCoy and 
Milbocker.  

Roundabouts on Main Street near 
Exit 282 provide fundamental 
improvement.  

The only current non-interchange 
traffic congestion is at Grandview and 
Otsego Ave.  

A new crossing at McCoy-Milbocker 
does not divert much traffic from 
M–32.  

Most east-west travel is at Exit 282 
where improvements affect many 
drivers.  

Explanation

Improve-

ments at 

Exits 282 

and 279

New 

I–75 

Crossing

Degree of Meeting 
Priority

Table I — Application of 2004 
CSR Project Purpose Factors to 
Principal Alternatives

•  Provide opportunities for 
aesthetic improvements and 
non-motorized travel

•  Reduce crashes, especially on 
Main Street

•  Improve freeway access and 
circulation for trucks

•  Eliminate non-interchange traffic 
congestion 

•  Eliminate traffic congestion at 
the two interchanges 

•  Improve east-west travel 
efficiency

These goals led to development of 
the following project purposes 
which were used to evaluate the  
road improvement options that 
were eventually developed:
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Truck traffic from the Industrial Park 
to Exit 279 will have an alternate 
route.  Reduced congestion at Exits 
279 and 282 helps truck traffic.  

A new crossing provides better access 
to limited areas to SW of Gaylord.  
Reduced congestion along M–32 
helps access to M–32 West.  See 
DLZ presentation [5].  

There is little need for non-motorized 
travel between McCoy and 
Milbocker.  There are no walking 
locations west of I–75.  Modern 
roundabouts at Exit 282 provide 
improved appearance in a high traffic 
area.  

A new crossing has only small effect 
on congestion on Main Street.  Only 
Main Street near Exit 282 is changed 
to a safer modern roundabout.  
“Reducing the potential for crashes” 
is undefined and unknown.   

A new crossing at McCoy-Milbocker 
does not divert much traffic from 
M–32.  Improvements at the exits 
address the existing and projected 
congestion at those locations.  
Neither improves I–75 business route 
since neither makes changes at the 
points of congestion.  The only 
current non-interchange traffic 
congestion is at Grandview and 
Otsego Ave.  The meaning of 
reducing traffic congestion by up to 
20% is undefined and unknown.  

Most east-west travel is at Exit 282 
where improvements affect the most 
drivers.  Reduced travel time with a 
new I–75 crossing affects only the 
limited origins/destinations in that 
vicinity.  

Explanation

Improve-

ments at 

Exits 282 

and 279

New 

I–75 

Crossing

Degree of Meeting 
Priority

Table II — Application of EA 
Project Purpose Factors to 
Principal Alternatives

•  Provide opportunities for 
aesthetic improvements and 
non-motorized travel, 
including an  additional east-
west non-motorized crossing.  

•  Reduce the potential for 
crashes by reducing traffic 
congestion at M-32 
intersections.

•  Improve vehicular access for 
all users including emergency 
vehicles. 

•  Improve truck traffic 
circulation in and around the 
Gaylord area.

•  Reduce by up to 20 percent 
the existing and future traffic 
congestion at intersections 
along M-32  (Main Street) and 
the I-75 business Route/South 
Otsego.

•  Improve east-west travel 
efficiency in and around the 
Gaylord area.

The proposed project will 
establish a new major crossing of I-
75, between the existing 
interchanges.  It  will:



improvement or effect (from minimal to major) are shown by the darkness or boldness of the 
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Improvements are basically 
standalone and mutually exclusive.  

Principal bottleneck is EB M–32 
at Dickerson.  

Both are basically standalone and 
mutually exclusive.  However, 
both may move points of 
congestion to other locations.  

Improvements at Exits 279 and 
282 are on the order of $4,000,000 
compared to $13,000,000 for a 
new crossing.  More benefits at 
less cost.  

The congestion along M–32 at and 
near Exit 282 existed in 2004, 
exists today and is projected to 
become worse.

The highest level of congestion 
exists along M–32 at and near Exit 
282.  This area is also an area with 
a large number of crashes.  The 
safety improvement with modern 
roundabouts is documented in 
Table 4 of the 2004 CSR.  Since a 
new crossing does not divert a 
significant volume of traffic from 
M–32, the effect is small.  

Explanation

Improve-

ments at 

Exits 282 

and 279

New I–75 

Crossing

Degree of Meeting 
Priority

Table III — Application of 
Priority Ranking Factors to 
Principal Alternatives

• Whether an improvement would 
extend the useful life of the 
existing transportation 
infrastructure at a relatively low 
cost (low cost, short term 
measures were given higher 
priority where they extend useful 
life notably)  

• Importance of the upgrade 
relative to the overall road 
network (i.e., high volume 
locations and bottlenecks were 
given higher priority)  

• Relationship to other 
improvements (some 
improvements can not or should 
not be constructed unless others 
are also done simultaneously)  

• Cost effectiveness (benefit derived 
vs. construction cost)  

• The timing of the problem 
(existing problems were given 
higher priority than future 
projected problems)  

• The severity of the problem being 
addressed (the worst congestion 
and safety problems were given 
highest priority)  • The severity 
of the problem being addressed 
(the worst congestion and safety 
problems were given highest 
priority)  

Priority Ranking Factor (from 2004 

Crossing Study Report)



symbols.  The principal reference for the evaluation of “Degree of Meeting Priority” is the 2004 
CSR.  The fourth column provides brief explanations for the ratings shown by the symbols.  

    Application of Environmental Assessment Project Purposes

        The purposes in the Environmental Assessment are different from those in the 2004 CSR.  
It appears that the purposes in the EA have been selected to match the claimed benefits of the 
Preferred Alternative.  A comparison and brief discussion are in Appendix E.  

        The purposes for the Environmental Assessment are stated on page 3 of the EA and are 
copied in the left column of Table II on page 13.  The introductory paragraph in the second row 
is also from the EA.  Four levels of improvement or effect (from minimal to major) are shown by 
the darkness or boldness of the symbols.  The principal reference for the evaluation of “Degree of 
Meeting Priority” is the 2004 CSR.  The fourth column provides brief explanations for the 
ratings shown by the symbols. 

    Application of Priority Rankings

        Given a limited project, priorities should should be a primary consideration in the use of 
available funds.  The Priority Ranking Factors used in the 2004 Study are shown on page 19 of 
the 2004 CSR.  Table III on page 14 has been constructed by copying and applying those ranking 
factors to two alternatives:  a New I–75 Crossing and Improvements at Exits 279 and 282.  Four 
levels of improvement or effect (from minimal to major) are shown by the darkness or boldness 
of the symbols.  The fourth column provides brief explanations for the ratings shown by the 
symbols. The principal reference for the evaluation of “Degree of Meeting Priority” is the 2004 
CSR.  The priority factors tend to integrate and are consistent with the “Many Considerations” 
shown on pages 7.  

    All Tables and the Conclusions from the Three Tables

        In constructing the three tables, the “Many Considerations” described above have been 
applied based on the conclusions, results, recommendations and other information in the 2004 
CSR.  Basically, all of the “Many Considerations” favor road system changes in the vicinity of 
Exit 282.  The need for road system changes at or near Exit 279 is certainly second priority, but 
requires further study because development in the area of Exit 279 has not proceeded as assumed 
in the 2004 CSR.  Not only are more benefits provided by Improvements at and near Exits 279 
and 282, the cost is much less than the cost of a new I–75 crossing.  
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Reactive Analysis of the Claimed Benefits in the Draft Environmental Assessment

    Further and More Specific Analysis of Two Alternatives

        Definitions — Based on the alternatives considered in the 2004 CSR and those considered in 
the EA, two stand out as requiring very careful analysis and are designated and defined as:

Proposal A New I–75 surface-level crossing connecting McCoy and 
Milbocker Roads with I–75 reconstructed as overpasses 
for the connecting roadway

Proposal B Modern Roundabouts and other road and entrance ramp 
improvements at Exit 282 and M–32 in that vicinity.  A 
conceptual graphic of the content and changes is shown 
on page 16.  

The conceptual graphic is a close up of Exit 282 and vicinity in Figure 18, Alternative 4 Layout, 
in the 2004 CSR.  The “red” lane on the north side of M–32 was added to emphasize the 
retention of the quarter clover leaf from WB M–32 to SB I–75.  At the time of the aerial 
photograph, the clover leaf was under construction.  The “red” lanes were added on the south 
side to show the possibilities.  First, the I–75 entrance from EB M–32 is moved further east to 
provide a larger radius turn for better traffic flow.  Currently, turning vehicles — particularly 
large trucks — turn very slowly backing up traffic through the Dickerson intersection.  The “red” 
lanes also show the possibility of a bypass lane from NB Dickerson Road to EB M–32 (to I–75) 
to remove this traffic from the roundabout.  Other notes on on the conceptual graphic on page 16 
indicate other possibilities for improved traffic flow and minimal effect on adjacent businesses.  

        The roundabout was included on the east side of I–75 for the long-term benefits for both 
improved traffic capacity and safety, mindful that the immediate and short-term congestion could 
be addressed by road system and traffic signal changes as recommended in the 2004 CSR.  Some 
of the related improvements, stated in the 2004 CSR for Alternative 4 at Meecher and Murner 
Roads, have already been made.  Other changes all along Main Street (M–32) from Murner Road 
to Center Street may be required to ensure LOS of C or better for the intermediate term.  

        Much of the further analysis of these two alternatives is based on my specific analysis of 
the above two proposals in I–75 Crossings - Comparison of Benefits and Costs [6].   To avoid 
confusion, the terms “Proposal A” and  “Proposal B” are used in the further analysis, which are 
the designations used in [6].  For the reasons described in the  discussion concerning Exit 279 on 
page 10, no changes at or near Exit 279 are included in Proposal B, but could be included at a cost 
of $220,000.  

        Analysis of Benefits Claimed in the EA — In the further analysis, the information from the 
EA is copied with the reasons for selection (of the Preferred Alternative — Proposal A) and 
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rejection of the M–32 alternative — Proposal B) copied into the left column of the following 
tables beginning on page 18 (EA Preferred Alternative and EA Alternative 2 beginning on page 
22).  

    Concerning the Preferred Alternative and the reasons for rejecting other alternatives, the only 
reference to the 2004 CSR is to priorities which are based on a cost estimate of a new crossing of 
$4,280,000 compared to the current estimate of $13,000,000.  Moreover, other results, 
recommendations and other information unfavorable to a new I–75 crossing and favorable to 
other alternatives were omitted without explanation.  Two examples.  

• First, the result on page 15 of the 2004 CSR, which is omitted in the draft EA, clearly 
states that a new interchange at McCoy-Milbocker "does not solve peak hour traffic 
congestion problems at the two existing I-75  interchanges".  Yet the draft EA implies 
that it will and is better than any of the alternatives considered.  

• Second, the third bullet in the recommendations on page 21 of the 2004 CSR states, "A 
new interchange at Milbocker/McCoy provides limited benefits considering its cost.  ...  
Also, the new interchange would not eliminate the need for road improvements elsewhere 
across the road network."  Yet the draft EA either implies or states that it does, and that 
other alternatives do not address the traffic congestion along M–32 as well.  

There are many other statements in the EA that are flat out contrary to the conclusions, results, 
recommendations and other information in the 2004 CSR.  The elimination of congestion along 
M–32 is used a the principal justification for the project.  Maybe additional work has been done 
to support the many such statements in the draft EA, but no reference to such new studies is 
stated in the draft EA.

        The analysis indicates that five of the seven reasons for selecting the Preferred Alternative 
are contrary to the conclusions, results, recommendations and other information in the 2004 CSR.  
The remaining two deal with aspects of much lesser importance than relieving the traffic 
congestion along M–32 in the vicinity of I–75.  For Proposal B (Improvements at M–32), four of 
the five reasons for rejecting this alternative are contrary to the 2004 CSR.  The fifth reason lacks 
quantification regarding its importance and fails to consider relevant factors.  

        The reasons for selecting the Preferred Alternative and rejecting other alternatives are 
grossly contrary to the results and recommendations in the 2004 Crossing Study Report.  

        Tables relating the claims in the draft EA to the conclusions, results, recommendations and 
other information in the 2004 CSR follow.  
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Preferred Alternative includes all 
of the elements listed previously in 
the “Proposed Action” section.

2004 CSR — The first sentence is conclusory, 
unsupported and grossly contrary to the conclusions, 
results, recommendations, priority ranking factors and 
other information in the 2004 CSR, as described 
below.  It is also grossly contrary to the analyses 
reflected in Table I, II and III above.  

The Preferred Alternative would 
best address the problems 
identified in the purpose and need 
and the I-75 Gaylord East-West 
Crossing Study Report relative to 
the other alternatives considered.  
The Preferred Alternative was 
selected for the following reasons: 

2004 Crossing Study Report  (2004 CSR)Environmental Assessment 

2004 CSR — Both sentences in Statement (1) are 
contrary to the results and recommendations in the 
2004 CSR.  See Appendix C for quotations and 
explanations from the 2004 CSR.  Moreover, in Table 
2 of the 2004 CSR for Alternative 2 (which includes an 
interchange not just a crossing), the “Degree of 
congestion relief provided at existing interchanges”  is 
rated as “Moderate Improvement:.  For 2004 CSR 
Alternative 4 (on which Proposal B is based), the 
rating is “Major Improvement”.  

(1)  The preferred alternative 
would provide greatly 
improved traffic operations 
and reduced congestion on M-
32 and at the two existing 
interchanges.  Congestion 
relief is projected to be at least 
as good as the other 
alternatives evaluated, and 
likely better.
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (continued 2)

2004 CSR — Statement (2) lacks quantification.  Any 
change would likely improve safety, but the question 
is “how much?”.  The degree of improvement is not 
quantified.  If (1) above is not valid, then (2) is not 
valid.  Moreover, in Table 2 of the 2004 CSR for 
Alternative 2 (on which the Preferred Alternative is 
based), the “Degree to which option reduces total 
crashes and injury crashes”  is rated “Minimal 
Improvement”.  For 2004 CSR Alternative 4 (on 
which Proposal B is based), the rating is “Major 
Improvement”.  While reducing the amount of traffic 
would have an effect on safety, it would not provide 
the major benefits of changing from a traffic light 
control to a modern roundabout.  See Table 4, 
“Technical Evaluation Factors for Roundabouts vs. 
Traffic Signals” on page 23 of the 2004 CSR.  

(2)  The preferred alternative 
would improve traffic safety 
on M-32 and at the 
interchanges by reducing 
congestion.

2004 CSR — This statement lacks definition, and is 
ambiguous at best.  For example, improving E–W 
traffic flow where the traffic volume is small provides 
little benefit.  The potential for large benefit occurs 
where E–W traffic is congested, which is along M–32 
at and near Exit 282.  The second sentence is contrary 
to the results in the 2004 CSR, and in Table 2 of the 
2004 CSR.  In Table 2 of the 2004 CSR, Alternative 2 
(on which Proposal A is based and which includes an 
interchange not just a crossing) rates lower than 2004 
CSR Alternative 4 (on which Proposal B is based) in 
the three categories (1, 2 and 4) which describe east-
west traffic connections and travel, relief at Exit 282 
and relief away from interchanges.  The Statement is 
certainly contrary to the results and recommendations 
in the 2004 CSR since it does not relieve congestion at 
the principal point of congestion — at and near Exit 
282.  This area of congestion has the highest traffic 
volume in Otsego County, 24,000 vehicles per day.  
Improvements therefore affect the largest number of 
people.  

(3)  The preferred alternative 
would provide for better east-
west movement of traffic in 
the Gaylord area.  The 
improvement to east-west 
travel would be greater for the 
preferred alternative than the 
other alternatives considered.

2004 Crossing Study Report  (2004 CSR)Environmental Assessment
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (continued 3)

2004 CSR — These are evaluated in the 2004 CSR in 
Table 2 on page 16.  The 2004 CSR Alternative 2 (on 
which Proposal A is based) and Alternative 4 (on 
which Proposal B is based) have the same ratings.  
Consequently, Statement (4) is contrary to the 2004 
CSR.  There are no separate provisions either east or 
west of I–75 along McCoy and Milbocker Roads for 
non-motorized travel.  Further, there are no walking 
destinations west of I–75.  Any benefit is small and of 
minimal significance.  

(4)  The preferred alternative 
would provide a greater degree 
of improvement for non-
motorized travel then the 
other alternatives considered, 
especially for east-west 
movement across I-75.

2004 Crossing Study Report  (2004 CSR)Environmental Assessment

2004 CSR — Statement (5) is conclusory with no 
supporting  analysis.  The 2004 CSR states in the 
third bullet in the recommendations on page 21, “A 
new interchange at Milbocker/McCoy provides limited 
benefits considering its cost.”  This statement is based 
on the cost estimate used in the 2004 CSR of 
$6,000,000 compared to the current estimate cost of 
$13,000,000 just for a crossing.  The 2004 CSR does 
not specifically include a benefits and cost analysis, 
but such is implicit in the total information in the 
Report.  The alternative of modern roundabouts and 
other improvements along M–32 (Proposal B) 
provides superior benefits at $9,000,000 less cost, and 
relieves the congestion along M–32.  Statement (5) is 
without foundation and is contrary to both specific 
and the totality of information in the 2004 CSR.  

(5)  The costs associated with the 
preferred alternative are 
reasonable compared to the 
benefits provided.  
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (continued 4)

2004 Crossing Study Report  (2004 CSR)Environmental Assessment

2004 CSR — The purpose defined in the EA is different 
from the objectives in the 2004 traffic study.  The 
project’s purpose in the EA has been selected to be 
consistent with the claimed benefits for the preferred 
alternative.  See Appendix E.  Given the many areas 
described above for which the claims are contrary with 
the results, recommendations and other information in 
the 2004 CSR, Statement (7) is conclusory and has no 
basis.  Further, Statement (7) is contrary to the  
analysis presented in Table II on page 13.  

2004 CSR — The phrase “would be less than other 
alternatives considered” lacks basis.  Without 
conceptual design for the other alternatives, Statement 
(6) is conclusory and is not supported by the 
alternatives with the maps or drawings shown in the 
2004 CSR.  Specifically, MDOT already owns the 
land at M–32 and I–75 which would be used in 
Proposal B.  

(7)  The preferred alternative 
meets the project’s purpose 
and need better than the other 
alternatives considered.

(6)  Negative impacts caused by 
the preferred alternative would 
be very low and would be less 
than the other alternatives 
considered.  The preferred 
alternative would only require 
the acquisition of one business 
property and 0.3 additional 
acres of ROW.  
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ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 includes the following: 

The description in the EA is not definitive.  It could be 
almost anything.  The right column below is based on 
the description for Proposal B on page 15 of this 
analysis.  

Comments on Decsription of AlternativeEnvironmental Assessment

• New road improvements only on 
M-32 

Alternative 2 was eliminated from 
consideration for the following 
reasons: 

2004 Crossing Study Report  (2004 CSR)Environmental Assessment

2004 CSR — Statement (b) is also contrary to the 2004 
CSR (See Table 2 on page 16 of the 2004 CSR).  There 
is no greater benefit to east-west traffic than relieving 
the congestion along M–32, which Proposal B will do.  
There is no significant congestion at the other 
intersection locations, except from Otsego Ave and 
Grandview, as indicated by the Level of Service charts 
(Figures 5 and 12 of the 2004 CSR).  If the 
improvements along M–32 are excluded, the statement 
might be true.  However, even then the statement is 
misleading at best.  Improvements at locations that 
already has acceptable Levels of Service don’t create 
much benefit.  

(b)  Alternative 2 does not 
improve overall east-west 
movement of traffic to the 
same degree as the preferred 
alternative.  

2004 CSR — The phrase “at best equal to the preferred 
alternative” is contrary to the 2004 CSR.  See Appendix 
C.  Specifically, the 2004 CSR states that 2004 CSR 
Alternative 4 (on which Proposal B is based) relieves 
the congestion along M–32 while an interchange at 
McCoy-Milbocker Roads does not.  Statement (a) is 
contrary to the 2004 CSR.  Even if Proposal B were just 
equal to the new I–75 crossing, its cost of $4,000,000 
compared to $13,000,000 should have made Proposal B 
the preferred alternative.  

(a)  Although Alternative 2 
improves traffic congestion 
along M-32, the degree of 
improvement is at best equal 
to the preferred alternative, 
with the possibility that 
congestion relief is less than 
the preferred alternative.
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ALTERNATIVE 2 (continued 2)

2004 CSR — Statement (c) is contrary to the 2004 CSR, 
which states with regard to an interchange at McCoy-
Milbocker, that “road improvements at the existing 
Main Street and Otsego Avenue interchanges with I–75 
would still be needed because the new interchange 
would not draw enough traffic away from these 
locations.”  See Appendix C.  Fundamentally, the 2004 
CSR indicates that reductions in congestion at and near 
the interchanges can only be effected by road 
improvements at those locations.  Moreover, the need 
for improvements at the I–75/Otsego Avenue 
interchange on page 10 of this analysis should be 
reevaluated in light of development near that location 
being much less than assumed in the 2004 CSR.  

(c)  Alternative 2 does not provide 
congestion relief at the I-
75/Otsego Avenue 
interchange, but the preferred 
alternative does.  

2004 CSR — This was not a factor in the 2004 CSR.  
The significance is undefined.  Evaluation by 
emergency services personnel is required to assess 
importance.  Statement (d) does not consider the 
benefits to emergency vehicles with reduced congestion 
along M–32 and benefits of roundabouts to emergency 
vehicles.  See DLZ presentation [5].  

(d)  This alternative would not 
improve emergency vehicle 
response times as much as the 
preferred alternative.  

2004 Crossing Study Report  (2004 CSR)Environmental Assessment
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ALTERNATIVE 2 (continued 3)

2004 CSR — Some of the priorities in the 2004 CSR are 
inconsistent in the results and recommendations.  See 
Appendix D.  Statement (e) is apparently based on 
Priority #3 in Table 3 on page 20 identified as a bridge 
over I–75 at a total cost of $4,280,000 (includes cost of 
related road improvements) compared to the current 
estimated cost of $13,000,000.  The #3 priority is not 
consistent with the ranking criteria on page 19.  The #3 
priority is also not consistent with the results and 
recommendations described in Appendix C.  At the 
higher current cost, the priority would clearly be lower.  
The reason for the lower priority for the improvements 
at M–32 is unclear since there are greater benefits for 
the high priority of reducing congestion along M–32 at 
$4,000,000 or less cost.    The improvements defined as 
Proposal B above meet all six of the bullets in the 
ranking criteria as shown in Table III.  Statement (e) 
failed to consider the assumptions and conditions in the 
2004 CSR and to apply the totality of the results, 
recommendations, priority ranking factors and other 
information in the 2004 CSR.  

(e)  Building this alternative before 
or instead of the crossing at 
Milbocker/McCoy (Preferred 
Alternative) would be 
inconsistent with the 
priorities outlined in the I-75 
Gaylord East-West Crossing 
Study Report, which 
identifies the preferred 
alternative as a higher priority

2004 Crossing Study Report  (2004 CSR)Environmental Assessment
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Appendix A — References with Notes

References with Notes

The documents and related notes and other references included in these references are made 
part of this analysis concerning the Environmental Assessment.  Internet links are provided for 
all references except the draft Environmental Assessment.  A comprehensive compilation of 
applicable documents is available in Index, Posts on I–75 Crossings, Gaylord at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/12/index-posts-o-1.html>.  

[1] “I–75 Gaylord East-West Crossing Study Report” Prepared by DLZ Michigan, Inc. and 
Midwestern Consulting, LLC dated 2004 July.  Available from Northeast Michigan 
Council of Governments (NEMCOG) at <http://www.nemcog.org/pdfs/I-

75%20Crossover%20Study/Final%20Report.pdf>.  Or just do an internet search with the report 
title in quotation marks.

(a) Sponsorship:  “The current study is sponsored by NEMCOG in partnership with 
Otsego County, MDOT, the  City of Gaylord, Bagley Township, Hayes 
Township, Livingston Township, the Otsego County  Economic Alliance, and the 
Otsego County Road Commission (OCRC).  Collectively, these  entities made up 
the Technical Steering Committee for the project.”  (Page 2 of the 2004 CSR)

(b) Notes:  This is the principal reference for traffic congestion, analysis, results, 
recommendations and priorities.  No other reference, analysis or report is cited in 
the draft EA.  

[2] D. L. Nordeen, Letter to Mr. Tom Deans, OCRC re Questions, I–75 Crossing at McCoy 
and Milbocker Roads, 2007 June 29 at 

<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/06/questions-i75-c.html>. 
(a) Quotation:  This letter is in response the report, ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSESSMENT For Proposed Action I-75 Over Milbocker/McCoy Roads Grade 
Separation Project Gaylord, Michigan, May 2007 (referred to hereinafter as EA).  

(b) Quotation:  In my 38 years as an engineer, manager and executive, the material on 
pp 1-7 is the most unprofessional, incompetent, biased and self-serving report I 
have ever seen for a project proposing to spend $13,000,000.  

(c) Quotation:  My recommendation is that proposed project not be further funded 
pending the independent assessment by MDOT that it is wisest, highest and best 
use of $13,000,000. 

(d) Notes:  No reply has been received.  

[3] Mary Jergensen, “Relieving gridlock:  Local, state, federal officials search for solutions”, 
believed to be  an article published by  the Gaylord Herald Times, 2005 Apr 23.  
Available at <http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2005/04/i-75-crossing-c.html>.

[4] “Crossover funding reaches voter impass”, Gaylord Herald Times, 2006 Aug 09, at 
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<http://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2006/08/10/news/top_stories/top_stories02.txt>.  
(a) Notes:  $4.900,000 millage proposal for additional funding was rejected by Otsego 

County votes by over 2.5 to 1.  

[5] Wes Butch, “Modern Roundabout Myths”, DLZ Michigan, Inc. 2007 May 30, p 51, at 
<http://www.semcog.org/TranPlan/SEM_U_Transportation/Assets/RegionalOperations20070522/RoundaboutMyths.pdf>.  

(a) Notes:  This is one of many references indicating an advantage of roundabouts 
over traffic signals for emergency vehicles.  

[6] D. L. Nordeen, “Cost-Benefit Comparison, I–75 Crossings”, 2007 March 26 and updated 
2007 August 09 on the internet at the above link which is  
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/03/costbenefit_com.html>, and as a PDF File at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/files/i75_crossings70326_cmprsnar.pdf>.  

(a) Notes:  This is a benefit and cost analysis for two specific possible improvements 
in Otsego County road system:  (1) and new I–75 crossing connecting McCoy and 
Milbocker Roads and (2) modern roundabouts and other road system 
improvements along M–32 in the vicinity of I–75.  The analysis is primarily 
based on a 2004 Study Report, “I–75 Gaylord East-West Crossing Study Report” 
[1], reported statements of the principals involved in that study, references to 
related projects as cited, and discussions with personnel involved in the selection 
of definition for a federal earmark for road improvements in Otsego County. 

(b) Notes:  This document was sent with cover letter to the Otsego County Road 
Commissioners [12].  This document was distributed to some members of the 
Task Force.  No reply has been received.  

[7] D. L. Nordeen, Letter to Otsego County Road Commissioners and to Otsego County 
Board of Commissioners, Re:  I-75 Crossing Proposal at McCoy-Milbocker Roads, 2007 
January 08 at <http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/01/i75_crossing_pr.html>.  

(a) Notes:  This letter raised a number of concerns about the named project and the 
inconsistency with the 2004 Study Report.  

(b) Notes:  Number [8] below is a reply to this letter, and the only communication to 
the writer from the Road Commissioner et al.  

[8] Michael Roper, Letter to D. L. Nordeen, Re:  Reply to 2007 January 08, 2007 Letter, 
2007 January 16 at <http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/01/reply_i75_cross.html>.  

(a) Notes:  The letter is not responsive to the questions raised and provides only 
generalizations and unsubstantiated claims.  It is significant for its statement, “We 
knew from the study that the project with the biggest impact would be the 
construction of the south crossing.” which is inconsistent with the result reported 
in the 2004 Study Report that an interchange at McCoy-Milbocker “does not 
solve peak hour traffic congestion problems at the two existing I-75  
interchanges.” (emphasis mine) which reveals a preconceived mindset on the part 
of the author(s).  
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[9] D. L. Nordeen, Letter to Otsego County Road Commissioners, Re:  I–75 Crossover and 
Alternatives, 2007 February 12 at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/02/i75_crossovers_.html>.  

(a) Notes:  This letter was more specific than the 2007 Jan 08 letter in expressing 
concern about the inconsistency with the 2004 Study Report.  The letter included 
an attachment containing 26 statements with the introduction “Based on Mr. 
Roper’s letter and my inquiries, my understanding of the facts follows.  I invite 
others to add to and correct any statements below.”  

(b) Notes:  No corrections have been received which indicates they are correct.  

[10] D. L. Nordeen, Draft Resolution on I-75 Crossings, 2007 February 27 at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/02/resolution_on_i.html>.  

(a) Notes:  The resolution was read at the Otsego County Board of Commissioners 
meeting on 2007 Feb. 27 and to the Otsego County Road Commissioners on 2007 
Mar 05 concerning the proposed I–75 crossing in Gaylord, Otsego County, 
Michigan. 

(b) Notes:  No reply has been received from either body describing the action taken 
by motion or resolution.  

[11] D. L. Nordeen, Letter to Otsego County Road Commissioners and to Otsego County 
Board of Commissioners, Re:  More on Resolution re I–75 Crossings, 2006 March 19 at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/03/more_on_resolut.html>.  

(a) Notes:  The letter provided additional information concerning the need to make 
direct improvements along M–32 in the vicinity of I–75 as stated in the 2004 
Study Report.  The letter also noted that improvements along M–32 are not in 
MDOT’s five-year plan.  

(b) Notes:  No reply has been received describing the action taken by motion or 
resolution.  

[12] D. L. Nordeen, I–75 Crossings - Comparison of Benefits and Costs, 2007 April 09 at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/04/i75-crossings--.html>.

(a) Notes:  This letter to the Otsego County Road Commissioners transmits my 
analysis [6] of the two principal alternatives for reducing congestion along M–32 
in the vicinity of I–75 which is the highest priority expressed by residents in their 
participation in the 2004 Traffic Study.  My analysis is primarily based on the 
2004 Study Report.  This letter was presented to the Road Commissioners at 
their meeting on Apr 09, and discussed with them at that time.  

(b) Notes:  No reply has been received describing the action taken by motion or 
resolution.

[13] Federal Highway Administration, Michigan: Traffic Bottlenecks > Combating 
Bottlenecks at <http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/bn/successful_efforts/example/mi.htm>, Reconfiguring 
interchange ramps instead of rebuilding the whole interchange.  
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(a) Notes:  Also, see MDOT’s press release on completion, “MDOT completes I-
75/M-81 roundabouts construction” at <http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-

9620_11057-157912--,00.html>.  It states that the cost for construction of two 
roundabouts and demolition of and reconstruction of a new two-lane bridge over 
I–75 was $5.4 million.  

(b) Notes:  See Footnote 4 on page 4 of this analysis for discussion and application.  
At this time quantitative information on traffic capacity and level of service 
should be available.  

[14] Green Lake Village Place, Roundabouts at <http://www.shopsatgreenoak.com/roundabouts.html>.  
(a) Notes:  Construction and cost information has been published at Michigan 

Contractor and Builder at <http://www.acppubs.com/article/CA6378602.html>.  It states 
that the cost for three complex multiple-lane roundabouts is reported to be $3.5 
million.  

(b) Notes:  At this time quantitative information on traffic capacity and level of 
service should be available.  
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Appendix B — Primary Need is to Relieve Congestion on M–32

    The primary need is to relieve congestion on M–32 in the vicinity of I–75, as reflected in 
numerous Gaylord Herald Times stories.  All the comments by public officials have to used the 
congestion along M–32 as the traffic problem to be addressed.  Dates and excerpts are shown 
below.  

    •  2003 Aug 25 — About 50 area residents showed their willingness to help solve traffic 
problems in Gaylord by attending a public information open house Tuesday, Aug. 19 at 
the University Center.  ...  "The people made it clear there's a big problem on Main Street, 
especially eastbound at the I-75 interchange," Butch said.  Ref:  Hearing consensus: 
Problem rests with M-32 at 
<http://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2003/08/25/news/local_news/local_news01.txt>.  

    •  2004 Feb 04 — Forget bypasses and a new interchange. The solution to Gaylord's traffic 
congestion will likely be found with less dramatic, and less expensive, fixes.  ...  "Another 
interchange between the north and south interchanges is the least likely alternative, there 
are significant obstacles to it," Butch said.  Ref:  Traffic study, Phase 3: Crossovers, 
road improvements among plausible options at 
<http://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2004/02/04/news/local_news/local_news02.txt>.  

    •  2004 July 28 — Remember how congested the traffic in Gaylord was Tuesday, July 6? I 
remember specifically because as I sat through five light cycles waiting to make a left turn 
off M-32 onto Dickerson Road that evening,  Ref:  It Made Me Think - Scouting: The 
future? or thing of the past? at 
<http://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2004/07/28/news/opinion/opinion02.txt>.  

    •  2004 Aug 25 — ... traffic from Gaylord's new 150-acre industrial park on Milbocker Road 
and the Edelweiss Shopping Center on Dickerson Road would result in bottlenecks around 
the I-75 and M-32 junction.  Ref:  Easing gridlock could take 10 years, $25 million at 
<http://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2004/08/25/news/top_stories/top_stories04.txt>.  

    •  2005 Apr 23 — Noting the strong community motivation as a driving force behind the 
project, Ratcliffe praised community leaders who were adamant about solving the morning 
rush-hour and weekend traffic congestion around the M-32 and I-75 interchange.  Ref:  
Relieving gridlock:  Local, state, federal officials search for solutions at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2005/04/i-75-crossing-c.html>.  

    •  2005 Aug 01 — Heavy congestion at the M-32/I-75 interchange precipitated the need for 
the project.  Ref:  Project OK'd in Senate transportation bill at 
<http://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2005/08/01/news/top_stories/top_stories01.txt>.  

    •  2006 Jul 24 — “Recent Michigan Dept. of Transportation figures estimate 24,000 vehicles 
a day travel the stretch of M-32 between South Otsego Avenue and North Townline 
Road,” he [Gaylord City Manager and I-75 Crossings Task Force member Joe Duff] 
reported. “The crossings would give local traffic a much needed alternative to M-32.”  Ref:  
Proponents say 2 crossovers assure traffic relief at 
<http://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2006/07/24/news/top_stories/top_stories03.txt>.  
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Appendix C — Quotations from the 2004 Crossing Study Report
and Related Analysis and Explanation

    A perspective is needed for discussion of the I–75 crossings, which is provided in the 2004 
East-West Crossing Study Report (2004 CSR) [1].  The following are primary quotations from 
the 4.2  Results section:

    •  An interchange — not just a crossing — at I–75 and McCoy-Milbocker, “does not solve 
peak hour traffic congestion problems [present and future] at the two existing I–75 
interchanges”.  See Alternative 2 on p 15 in the 2004 CSR. 

    •  Modern roundabouts and other improvements along M–32 near I–75 at the areas of 
congestion “provides the best overall [present and future] peak hour traffic congestion 
relief, safety, and aesthetic opportunities”.  See Alternative 4 on p 15 in the 2004 CSR.

See I–75 Crossings - Comparison of Benefits and Costs [6] at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/files/i75_crossings70326_cmprsnar.pdf> for 
adjustments to the definitions and results in the 2004 CSR for the specific definition of an 
I–75 crossing and without the additional changes in Alternative 4 in the 2004 CSR.  That 
comparison shows the modern roundabouts, etc. along M–32 provide superior benefits 
including relieving the traffic congestion along M–32 to a new I–75 crossing at 1/3 the cost 
($4,000,000 vs. $13,000,000). 

    •  The third "bullet" recommendation on p 21 of the 2004 Study Report states,
"A new interchange at Milbocker/McCoy provides limited benefits considering its cost. This 
improvement provides direct truck access to and from I-75 which is important, but road 
improvements at the existing Main Street and Otsego Avenue interchanges with I-75 would 
still be needed because the new interchange would not draw enough traffic away from these 
locations. Also, the new interchange would not eliminate the need for road improvements 
elsewhere across the road network. With the construction of an I-75 crossing (without 
interchange ramps) at Milbocker/McCoy, trucks will still have greatly improved access to the 
industrial area near the airport via the Otsego Avenue interchange with I-75, Otsego Avenue, 
McCoy Road, and Milbocker Road. The Milbocker/McCoy bridge and re-aligned Dickerson 
Road could be constructed such that interchange ramps could be built in the future if 
needed." 

  (1)  The cost used in the above recommendation was $6,148,528 compared to the current 
estimate based on a different design of $13,000,000. 

  (2)  Only a crossing is proposed without the interchange which further reduces the 
benefits.

  (3)  There are many statements in the Environmental Assessment Report that are not 
consistent with the above, and are made without explanation. 

The above three numbered points that follow the quotation above are mine.

    Taken in total, the 2004 Crossing Study Report clearly states and recommends:
    • that only modern roundabouts and other improvements at and near Exit 282 will relieve 

the traffic congestion along M–32 at and near Exit 282 with I–75;
    • that a new I–75 crossing between Exits 279 and 282 will not relieve the traffic congestion 

along M–32 near I–75 or at Exit 279 interchange; and
    • that, even with a new crossing, the modern roundabouts, etc. will still be needed at Exit 

282 to relieve the congestion at and near that interchange.
In the above and in this analysis, the highest weight was given to the results on page 15 of the 
2004 CSR, then the recommendations on page 21, and lastly the priorities in Table 3 on page 20.  
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Appendix D — Discussion of Inconsistencies in the 2004 Crossing Study Report
Revised 2007 December 03 (See footnote 2.)

    Memo:  (Added 2007 Dec 03) After completing the analysis in this paper, I discovered that 
the 2004 CSR states that the recommendations and priorities are based on the conjecture of the 
Technical Steering Committee.  The inconsistencies resulting from the conjecture are clearly 
illustrated by the contradictory first (new I–75 crossing required) and third (limited benefits 
considering its cost) bullets in the Recommendations on page 21 of the 2004 CSR:

• First Bullet — “At least one new east-west crossing of I-75 is necessary.  The Milbocker/McCoy location 
provides major benefits and is recommended as a high priority improvement.  The Van Tyle/Wisconsin 
crossing also provides benefits but would be a longer term need and is designated as a low priority 
improvement.  Based on the results of the SYNCHRO model analysis, the Five Lakes/Fairview crossing 
location would not draw large amounts of traffic away from Main Street.  For this reason, it is 
undesirable.”

• Third Bullet — “A new interchange at Milbocker/McCoy provides limited benefits considering its cost.  
This improvement provides direct truck access to and from I-75 which is important, but road 
improvements at the existing Main Street and Otsego Avenue interchanges with I-75 would still be needed 
because the new interchange would not draw enough traffic away from these locations.  Also, the new 
interchange would not eliminate the need for road improvements elsewhere across the road network.  With 
the construction of an I-75 crossing (without interchange ramps) at Milbocker/McCoy, trucks will still 
have greatly improved access to the industrial area near the airport via the Otsego Avenue interchange with 
I-75, Otsego Avenue, McCoy Road, and Milbocker Road.  The Milbocker/McCoy bridge and re-aligned 
Dickerson Road could be constructed such that interchange ramps could be built in the future if needed.”

The first bullet is not consistent with the results and Table 2 in the 2004 CSR, but the third 
bullet is.  

    The 2004 Crossing Study Report was also reviewed for inconsistencies which typically occurs 
in a summary study with many participants.  Three areas of inconsistencies in the 2004 Crossing 
Study Report are noted:

(1) new I–75 crossings appear to be over-represented given their minimal effects on 
congestion along M–32 and the high cost of new crossings;

(2) the priorities in Tables 3 and 5 are inconsistent with the results and recommendations for 
improvements at the primary points of congestion, and

(3) the first bullet in the recommendations on page 21, which states “At least one new east-
west crossing of I-75 is necessary.  The Milbocker/McCoy location provides major 
benefits and is recommended as a high priority improvement.” which appears to be 
inconsistent with the third bullet in the recommendations on page 21 and the results on 
page 15.  

    Inconsistency (1) is a general observation regarding the content in the alternatives evaluated, 
the results for those alternatives and the recommendations, which all indicate the major benefit is 
from direct improvements at the points of congestion and not to new crossings which do not 
divert sufficient traffic from M–32 to relieve the congestion along M–32 at or near Exit 282 at 
I–75.  (Added 2007 Dec 03)  The over-representation may merely be the expression from the 
Technical Steering Committee as stated in the first paragraph on page 19 of the 2004 CSR, 
“These recommendations were discussed with the [Technical Steering] committee and revised 
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based on their input to form the final recommendations in this report.”  Consequently, the 
recommendations are not necessarily based on the traffic flow, safely and other traffic issues.  
 For the purposes of this analysis, the recommendations and priorities from the Technical 
Steering Committee are considered conjecture because no basis or criteria were defined and people 
and qualifications were not identified. 

    Inconsistency (2) is similar to (1) but involves the priorities in Tables 3 and 5.  Specifically: 
(a) priority numbers 3, 4, 5 and 6 (new I–75 crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker 

Roads with related changes to connecting roads recommended to be done together) for 
a then estimated cost of $4,280,000 which doesn’t relieve the traffic congestion along 
M–32 near I–75 seems inconsistent with priority numbers 8, 9 and 10 (modern 
roundabout at M–32 and Dickerson with related changes recommended to be done 
together) at a then estimated cost $1,790,000 which likely relieves the traffic 
congestion.  See Appendix C for the basis in the preceding sentence.  

(b) Further, the existing Level of Service (Figures 5) and for 2015 with high growth 
(Figure 12), indicate LOS C or better for McCoy & Otsego Ave and for Dickerson & 
Milbocker intersections.  Those same LOS figures show current LOS E or worse for 
intersections along M–32 near I–75 (Figure 5) with additional intersections nearby 
rated worse for 2015 (Figure 12).  

(c) Also, existing LOS E or worse at Exit 279 (Figure 5) can be addressed with traffic 
lights at a cost of $100,000 (priority numbers 12 and 13).  Further improvements at 
The considerations for Exit 279 must be tempered by the slower than projected 
growth near Exit 279.  

The  application of the priority ranking factors on page 19 of the 2004 CSR for both cost and 
benefits should give highest priority to priority numbers 8 and 9, and then to 12 and 13 in Tables 
3 and 5 of the 2004 CSR.  The same conclusion can be drawn from Table III on page 14 in this 
analysis.  Given the favorable LOS ratings for intersections involving McCoy and Milbocker 
Roads, improvements at those locations should have low priorities according to the priority 
ranking factors on page 19 of the 2004 CSR.  See Appendix C for further information.  

    Inconsistency (3) occurs in two ways in the 2004 CSR:
(a) First, the first bullet in the recommendations states, “At least one new east-west 

crossing of I-75 is necessary.  The Milbocker/McCoy location provides major benefits 
and is recommended as a high priority improvement.” while the third bullet in the 
recommendations states, “A new interchange at Milbocker/McCoy provides limited 
benefits considering its cost.  ... but road improvements at [Exit 279 and 282] 
interchanges with I-75 would still be needed because the new interchange would not 
draw enough traffic away from these locations.  Also, the new interchange would not 
eliminate the need for road improvements elsewhere across the road network.”  The 
first and third bullets are mutually inconsistent.  The SYNCRO model results for a 
crossing only at McCoy-Milbocker are not described.  Perhaps this inconsistency is 
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explained by the crossing having a low cost (bridge at $4,280,000) and the interchange 
a higher cost (bridge with ramps and related changes at $6,149,000 total).  (Added 
2007 Dec 03)  Or perhaps more likely, the first bullet is merely the conjecture of the 
Technical Steering Committee.  See first paragraph on page 19 of the 2004 CSR.   

(b) Second, the results for alternative 2 on page 15 (new interchange at McCoy-
Milbocker) state  a new interchange “does not solve peak hour traffic congestion 
problems at the two existing I-75  interchanges.”  This result statement is consistent 
with the third bullet in the recommendations on page 21 of the 2004 CSR.  Since the 
current and 2015 LOS ratings for McCoy and Milbocker roads are C or better, what 
are the benefits from a new crossing that support a high priority?  

(c) Certainly, there would be some benefit from a new crossing.  The traffic may be at 
times other than peak traffic congestion along M–32.  The benefit may be convenience 
to those who have origins-destinations near McCoy and Otsego Ave.  Careful study 
is required to quantify the benefits from a new crossing as related to the often-stated 
primary objective to relieve congestion along M–32 at and near Exit 282 with I–75.  

    The review of the inconsistencies has three findings:
(1) The first bullet in the recommendations on page 21 “At least one new east-west 

crossing of I-75 is necessary. ...”  is without support in the 2004 CSR and therefore is 
likely invalid (“invalid” deleted and the underlined text added on 2007 Dec 03) the 
conjecture of the Technical Steering Committee.   See first paragraph on page 19 of 
the 2004 CSR.   

(2) The priority numbers in Tables 3 and 5 are not consistent with the results.  
Improvements to the road systems at Exits 282 and 279 should have higher priority 
than a new I–75 crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads given the greater 
benefits at the same or lower costs.  (Added 2007 Dec 03) The priority numbers 
reflect conjecture by the Technical Steering Committee.  

(3) The over-representation of new I–75 crossings in the 2004 CSR is mostly 
unexplained.  It may be conjecture (added underlined words on 2007 Dec 03) by the 
Technical Steering Committee that a new crossing will function as a bypass for 
M–32.  Because of the road system and other factors, little traffic is diverted during 
the hours of peak congestion along M–32, as indicated in the 2004 CSR.  However, 
for the purposes of defining the first major improvements, there is no effect beyond 
(1) and (2) above.  
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Appendix E — Comparison of Purpose Concerning I–75 Crossing Project
Connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads

Purpose Stated in the Environmental 

Assessment Report

Purpose Stated in the 2004 Study Report

• Provide opportunities for aesthetic 
improvements and non-motorized travel

• Reduce crashes, especially on Main 
Street

• Provide opportunities for aesthetic 
improvements and non-motorized travel, 
including an  additional east-west non-
motorized crossing.

• Reduce the potential for crashes by 
reducing traffic congestion at M-32 
intersections.

• Improve vehicular access for all users 
including emergency vehicles

• Improve freeway access and circulation 
for trucks

• Improve truck traffic circulation in and 
around the Gaylord area.

• Eliminate non-interchange traffic 
congestion

• Reduce by up to 20 percent the existing 
and future traffic congestion at 
intersections along M-32  (Main Street) 
and the I-75 business Route/South 
Otsego.

• Eliminate traffic congestion at the two 
interchanges 

• Improve east-west travel efficiency in 
and around the Gaylord area.

• Improve east-west travel efficiency

Notes

1. Note the changes from a specific commitment to eliminate traffic congestion to the 
equivocal “reduce by up to 20 percent” and “Reduce crashes” to “Reduce the potential for 
crashes”.  

2. Note that the purpose has been tailored to favor the claimed benefits from a new east-west 
I–75 crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads.  This may be appropriate for 
explaining the benefits of a specific project, but is not appropriate as the basis for 
examining alternatives as claimed on page 5 of the EA.  

3. The claim to best meet the purpose of the proposed action is ridiculous when the proposed 
purpose is the claimed benefits.  
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