
Summary

Based on the parameters used in the 2004 
Crossing Study Report [1] (Numbers in [  ] designate 
References listed at the end of this text.) and the cost 
of similar construction, major improvements in the 
road system along M–32 at I–75 provide superior 
benefits and much reduced cost over a new I–75 
crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads.  
These results are shown on page 4 of this memo.  

Introduction

The principal objective in all of the prior work 
has been to address the traffic congestion along M–32 
in the vicinity of I–75.  The goals for the 2004 Study 
were somewhat broader as described on page 3 of the 
2004 Crossing Study Report (2004 CSR).

“These goals led to development of the 
following project purposes which were used to 
evaluate the  road improvement options that 
were eventually developed:
• Improve east-west travel efficiency
• Eliminate traffic congestion at the two 

interchanges
• Eliminate non-interchange traffic 

congestion
• Improve freeway access and circulation for 

trucks
• Reduce crashes, especially on Main Street 

[M–32}
• Provide opportunities for aesthetic 

improvements and non-motorized travel”  
These were the purposes or factors used in the 2004 
CSR to evaluate the various road system changes 
considered.  

This memo provides an analysis of the benefits 
and costs of two specific I–75 crossing proposals:

(A) New at-grade I–75 crossing connecting McCoy 
and Milbocker Roads

(B) Modern roundabouts and other improvements 
along M–32 at I–75.  

Unfortunately, these specific definitions were not 
analyzed in the 2004 CSR.  However, the two specific 

proposals, identified as Proposals A and B, are close 
to Alternatives 2 and 4, respectively, in the 2004 
CSR.  This analysis is based on the descriptions, 
results and other findings in the 2004 CSR for those 
two alternatives.  Memo:  Because the 
recommendations and priorities in the 2004 CSR 
are based on conjecture, they are not included in 
the benefit aspects of this analysis.  

Methodology

The first step was to copy the applicable 
information concerning Alternatives 2 and 4 from the 
2004 CSR into a comparative format on page 2.  The 
information copied from Table 2 of the 2004 CSR is 
shown with the shaded background and is the 
information in columns 2 and 3:  the description of 
the alternatives from page 12: the summary from page 
15; and the traffic factors from Table 2 on page 16.  
The notes in column 1 explain the type and color 
coding.  The superior benefits for each of the 
alternatives are highlighted in bold and color coded: 
superior (green); same (blue) and inferior (red).  An 
important perspective (assumption) in these results is 
that they are all based on high-growth assumption 
projected to year 2025.  

In interpreting these 2025 results, the perspective 
of current Levels of Service and those projected to 
year 2015 were used.  See Figures 5 and 12 of the 
2004 CSR.  Further, slower growth is occurring near 
Exit 279 than assumed in the 2004 CSR.

Since neither of the alternatives exactly matches 
the definitions of the two proposals described in the 
Introduction, adjustments are required to account for 
the differences between the alternatives in the 2004 
CSR and the proposals in the Introduction.  
Specifically, the adjustments in content are:

(A) Change Alternative 2 from an Interchange at 
McCoy-Milbocker to just a crossing,

(B) Delete from Alternative 4 the road system 
changes not along M–32 at I–75.  

The resulting definition for Proposal B is shown on 
page 4, which contains notes to explain the definition.  

The content used for the road system improvements is 
shown on the map shown on page 3 and takes 
advantage of road system changes made along M–32 
since the 2004 CSR.  All of the road system changes 
are believed to be within the lands used for the current 
interchange.  

Page 4 shows the adjustments from Page 2 as 
defined above.  The legend for the adjustments is 
shown in Column 1.  The Alternative Comments at 
the bottom of Columns 2 and 3 discuss the rationale 
for the adjustments in the benefits.  The worksheet for 
the adjustments to the results in Table 2 is shown on 
page 5 and page 6.  The information copied from Table 
2 of the 2004 CSR is shown with the shaded 
background.  The benefits for Proposal B are superior 
to those for the I–75 crossing at McCoy-Milbocker 
(Proposal A) for five of the six factors used in the 
2004 CSR and the same for the sixth factor.  The level 
of improvement over the current road system shown 
below includes descriptive levels and is color coded 
(green is superior; blue is neutral).  

• Best overall peak hour traffic congestion 
relief, safety, and  aesthetic opportunities

• East-West Traffic Movement — Moderate to 
Major

• Traffic Congestion at Interchanges — 
Moderate to Major

• Freeway Access for Trucks — Minimal to 
Moderate

• Non-Interchange Traffic Congestion — 
Minimal

• Safety — Major
Note that these factors are directly related to the goals 
for the study listed in the Introduction.  

Cost Estimate — The cost for the improvements 
at M–32 (Proposal B) is based on the costs of 
construction of similar improvement at US-23 and Lee 
Roads south of Brighton [2].  The much lower cost is 
also highlighted on Page 4.  

New Crossing at Wisconsin-Van Tyle —There 
may be significant benefits for including an I–75 
crossing connecting Wisconsin and Van Tyle Roads, 
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as described in the Memo in the first column on Page 
4.  However, since the benefits are not reported in the 
2004 CSR, those potential benefits are not included 
in the benefits described in Column 3.  

References

 [1] “I–75 Gaylord East-West Crossing Study Report” 
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road%20final.jpg>.  

[3] Other References available at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/2007/02/i75_cros
sovers_.html#LinkDLReferences> — These are the 
references in Don Nordeen’s 2007 Feb 12 letter to 

the Otsego County Road Commissioners.  

[4] Don Nordeen’s Weblog on I–75 Crossings 
available at 
<http://swagman.typepad.com/curmudgeon/i75_crossings_gay
lord/index.html>.  All of the documents in these 
references are available at this weblog, or linked to 
other websites.  Included are the exchange of 
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commissioners, other correspondence, and history 
of the I–75 crossings activities as chronicled by 
the Gaylord Herald Times and other media.  

Alternative 4 Description
• Replacement of problem intersections with 

modern roundabout intersections  
• Road widening on those segments where needed 
• New crossing over I-75 at Wisconsin Avenue/Van 

Tyle Road 
• New crossing over I-75 at McCoy 

Road/Milbocker Road 
• Other changes away from I–75 (not listed in the 

2004 report)

Alternative 4 Results
• Best overall peak hour traffic congestion relief, 

safety, and aesthetic opportunities

Alternative 4 Improvements from Table 2
• East-West Traffic Movement — Major
• Traffic Congestion at Interchanges — Major
• Freeway Access for Trucks — Moderate
• Non-Interchange Traffic Congestion — 

Moderate
• Safety — Major

Alternative 2 Description
• New interchange between the existing 

interchanges 282 and 279 at or near the existing  
Milbocker and McCoy Roads    

Alternative 2 Results
• Provides the best benefit for truck access into 

the industrial areas near the airport, but does 
not solve peak hour traffic congestion 
problems at the two existing I-75  interchanges

Alternative 2 Improvements from Table 2
• East-West Traffic Movement — Moderate
• Traffic Congestion at Interchanges — Moderate
• Freeway Access for Trucks — Major
• Non-Interchange Traffic Congestion — Minimal

• Safety — Minimal

Closest Alternatives in the 2004 Crossing Study 
Report

Notes

• All of the non–italized text have been copied 
from the 2004 Traffic Study Report except as 
noted

• Benefits are shown in bold and color coded:
Superior — Green
Same — Blue
Inferior — Red

Modern Roundabouts Plus along M–32 
in the Vicinity of I–75 plus Other 
Improvements (Alternative 4 in 2004 
Crossing Study Report)

I–75 Interchange at McCoy-Milbocker 
(Alternative 2 in 2004 Crossing Study 
Report)

Alternative and Reference

 

I–75 Crossings Comparison of Benefits and Costs 2007 March 26;  Updated 2007 Aug 09; 2007 Dec 08
Analysis of the Current Alternatives By Donald L. Nordeen Page 2 of 6



3

Move SB entrance to the east to 
provide larger radius for trucks to 
increase speed.

Keep WB M–32 to SB I–75 
“clover leaf” as is including access 
lane.  

Provide access 
with separate 
lanes to SB 
I–75 from both 
Dickerson and 
M–32.  

North

Move roundabout west as 
required to not encroach on 
any private property, and to 
provide three lanes of 
circulating roadway for both 
EB and WB M-32.

Move roundabout east to 
provide for larger diameter 
circulating roadway, three 
lanes of circulating roadway 
for EB M–32, and better 
access to adjacent businesses, 
including the possible 
addition of business access 
lanes. 

Design both roundabouts for three 
M–32 lanes into each roundabout 
(2 thru & 1 turn) to take advantage 
of the current five-lane width.  

Don Nordeen
2007 Mar 22
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$4,000,000 plus $2,000,000 with addition of I–75 
crossing at Wisconsin/Van Tyle

$13,000,000Cost

Alternative 4 Description
• Replacement of problem intersections with 

modern roundabout intersections  
• Road widening on those segments where needed 
• New crossing over I-75 at Wisconsin Avenue/Van 

Tyle Road 
• New crossing over I-75 at McCoy 

Road/Milbocker Road 
• Other changes away from I–75 (not listed in the 

text)

Alternative 4 Results
• Best overall peak hour traffic congestion relief, 

safety, and  aesthetic opportunities

Alternative 4 Improvements from Table 2
• East-West Traffic Movement — Major
• Traffic Congestion at Interchanges — Major 

Moderate to Major 
• Freeway Access for Trucks — Moderate 

Minimal to Moderate
• Non-Interchange Traffic Congestion — 

Moderate Minimal
• Safety — Major Moderate to Major

Alternative 4 Comments
• Congestion away from I–75 in unknown, but 

should be unchanged if total traffic is 
unchanged.

• Traffic diverted to crossing at McCoy 
Road/Milbocker assumed to be small

• Traffic diverted to crossing at Wisconsin 
Avenue/Van Tyle assumed to be small.

Alternative 2 Description
• New interchange crossing between the existing 

interchanges 282 and 279 at or near the existing  
Milbocker and McCoy Roads    

Alternative 2 Results
• Provides the best benefit for truck access into the 

industrial areas near the  airport, but does not 
solve peak hour traffic congestion problems at 
the two existing I–75  interchanges

Alternative 2 Improvements from Table 2
• East-West Traffic Movement — Moderate
• Traffic Congestion at Interchanges — 

Moderate Minimal to Moderate
• Freeway Access for Trucks — Major Minimal

• Non-Interchange Traffic Congestion — 
Minimal

• Safety — Minimal

Alternative 2 Comments
• Diversion of traffic from M–32 & I–75 assumed 

to be small.  A new crossing more like a detour 
than a bypass because in inconvenience to and 
from the new crossing from M–32.  

• Without the interchange, still have alternate 
access between the Industrial Park and I–75 
south via crossing and Old 27.

Adjust for Descriptions in First Row

Notes

• All of the non–italized text is copies from the 
2004 Traffic Study Report except as noted

• Adjustments shown in add and delete.  

• Alternative 2 Comments are related to the 
adjustments to the 2004 Report text for the 
content in the comparison of I–75 Crossing at 
McCoy-Milbocker and Full Improvements 
along M–32 at I–75.  

• Benefits are shown in bold and color coded:
Superior — Green
Same — Blue
Inferior — Red

Memos
The effect of retaining a crossing at Wisconsin 
Avenue/Van Tyle could be significant.  
• Diversion of traffic from Edelweiss Center away 

from M–32 & Dickerson
• Alternate route between Gaylord and the 

Industrial Park
• Alternate route for emergency vehicles to 

Industrial Park and southwest
The crossing adds costs and benefits and does not 
affect I–75.  Traffic simulation studies are needed to 
determine whether or not the benefits would support 
the increased cost.  

Modern Roundabouts Plus along M–32 
in the Vicinity of I–75 plus Other 
Improvements (Proposal B)

I–75 Interchange Crossing at McCoy-
Milbocker (Proposal A)

Alternative and Reference
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Columns 5 and 6 with yellow-background headings show the estimated results for Proposals A and B based on Alternatives 2 and 4 from the 2004 Crossing 
Study Report with adjustments for the different content.  The estimated degree of improvement is shown with shades of green in addition to the word description.  

Revised Alternatives (Year 2015)Table 2 — Alternative Evaluation Comparison (for Year 2025) [1]

Moderate to Major 
Improvement [4]

Minimal Improvement [3]

Major Improvement [2]Moderate Improvement

•  Congestion at existing 
interchanges

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks

•  Congestion at Exit 282 
interchange

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks
•  Crashes on Main Street 

at and near Exit 282 
interchange

Modern Roundabouts++ 
at Exit 282   (Proposal B)

•  New I–75 crossing at 
Milbocker-McCoy

•  Roundabout at NB Exit-
Entrance ramps & M–32

•  Roundabout at SB Exit 
ramp & M–32 & 
Dickerson Road

•  Interchange upgrade for 
SB I–75 Entrance from 
EB M–32

New I–75 Crossing at 
M–M   (Proposal A)

•  Congestion at existing 
interchanges

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks
•  Non-interchange 

congestion
•  Crashes on Main Street

•  Interchange upgrades
•  Van Tyle/Wisconsin 

Crossing
•  Milbocker-McCoy 

Crossing
•  Roundabouts and 

New/Upgraded signals 
across local system

•  Road widening

•  Congestion at existing 
interchanges

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks

•  New Interchange at 
Milbocker-McCoy

Primary problems 
addressed by the 
alternative

Main road improvement 
elements included in the 
alternative

Problems 
Addressed

Main 
Components

Alternative 4Alternative 2

Major Improvement

Major Improvement

Traffic 
Congestion at 
Interchanges

East-West 
Traffic 
Movement

Topic Comment

Moderate Improvement

Moderate Improvement

Degree of congestion 
relief provided at 
existing interchanges

Degree of improvement 
in East-West connections 
and travel

Notes and Explanations

[1] Note that Table 2 is based on projections to 
year 2025.  This is an uncertain basis.  
Consider whether the accuracy of predictions 
made in 1984 for what exists today.  It is much 
better to base specific projects on what exists 
today and projections for the next 10 years at 
most.  Accordingly, this analysis for the 
Revised Alternatives is based on what exists 
today and the projections for year 2015 which 
are included in the 2004 CSR.  

[2] Still rated Major Improvement because of 
elimination of traffic congestion along M–32 
near I–75, which is the area of major 
congestion.  Most other areas of east-west 
traffic are projected to have LOS C or better 
through 2015 with high growth and no road 
system changes.  

[3] Without an interchange, the traffic at the 279 
and 282 interchanges will not be significantly 
changed, and therefore the congestion is not 
significantly affected.  

[4] The content in the Modern 282 Interchange 
alternative is the only one that provides relief 
of congestion at and near Interchange 282, 
which is the area of major congestion.  
Obviously, without changes at 279 Interchange, 
congestion there would not be affected.  The 
contribution of new interchanges in 2004 CSR 
Alternative 4 to elimination of congestion at 
Exit 282 is small as indicated in the results for 
2004 CSR Alternatives 1 and 2.  Hence the 
rating is lowered to “moderate to major”.  
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Minimal to Moderate 
Improvement [6]

Minimal Improvement [5]Moderate ImprovementMajor ImprovementDegree to which option 
improves access to I–75 
for trucks

Freeway Access 
for Trucks

Revised Alternatives (Year 2015)Table 2 — Alternative Evaluation Comparison (for Year 2025) [1]

Moderate to Major 
Improvement [8]

Minimal Improvement

Minimal ImprovementMinimal Improvement [7]

•  Congestion at existing 
interchanges

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks

•  Congestion at Exit 282 
interchange

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks
•  Crashes on Main Street 

at and near Exit 282 
interchange

Modern Roundabouts++ 
at Exit 282   (Proposal B)

•  New I–75 crossing at 
Milbocker-McCoy

•  Roundabout at NB Exit-
Entrance ramps & M–32

•  Roundabout at SB Exit 
ramp & M–32 & 
Dickerson Road

•  Interchange upgrade for 
SB I–75 Entrance from 
EB M–32

New I–75 Crossing at 
M–M   (Proposal A)

•  Congestion at existing 
interchanges

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks
•  Non-interchange 

congestion
•  Crashes on Main Street

•  Interchange upgrades
•  Van Tyle/Wisconsin 

Crossing
•  Milbocker-McCoy 

Crossing
•  Roundabouts and 

New/Upgraded signals 
across local system

•  Road widening

•  Congestion at existing 
interchanges

•  Limited routes for East-
West travel

•  Freeway access for trucks

•  New Interchange at 
Milbocker-McCoy

Primary problems 
addressed by the 
alternative

Main road improvement 
elements included in the 
alternative

Problems 
Addressed

Main 
Components

Alternative 4Alternative 2

Major Improvement

Moderate Improvement

Safety

Non-Interchange 
Traffic 
Congestion

Topic Comment

Minimal Improvement

Minimal Improvement

Degree to which option 
reduces total crashes and 
injury crashes

Degree of congestion 
relief provided on road 
system away from 
interchanges

Notes and Explanations (continued)

[5] The only improvement in access for trucks 
would be from using the I–75 crossing 
connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads to 
connect to Exit 279 via Old 27 (Otsego Ave) 
rather than the connection using Dickerson to 
North Otsego Lake Drive to Old 27.  For 
connections to and from I–75 to the south, the 
turns at the exit and entrance ramps at the 279 

Interchange would be right turns, rather than 
the current left turns.  

[6] According to Figure 6 of the 2004 CSR, the 
percentage of traffic that is commercial vehicle 
is about 12% in the vicinity of Exit 282, and is 
5% or less elsewhere.  Consequently, the 
improvements to reduce congestion and for 
increased radius entrance ramp will help truck 
traffic.  

[7] No congestion in the area or the proposed new 
I–75 crossing, both currently and in 2015 with 
high growth.  See Figures 5 and 12 in the 2004 
CSR.  

[8] The principal improvements in safety are at 
Exit 282 with inherently safer roundabouts 
replacing traffic signals.  Reduction in 
congestion also favorable affects safety.  
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