
Donald L. Nordeen
Street Address Deleted
Gaylord, MI  49735
Tel:  (989) 939-8240

2007 June 29
Mr. Tom Deans
Otsego County Road Commission

Dear Mr. Deans:

Subject:   Questions, I–75 Crossing at McCoy and Milbocker Roads

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).  This letter become part of the Public Record.  

While the EA was prepared by DLZ Michigan, Inc., some of the information and conclusions in 
the Report appear to not have been part of the current contract with DLZ.  Any such information and 
conclusions from other sources should be clearly identified and should be limited to sources that are in the 
Public Record.  

The site selection decision for this project is a major part of the Environmental Assessment since 
there would be no environmental effect at the McCoy-Milbocker location if another of the alternatives 
had been selected.  The background and alternatives considered are described on pages 1-7 of  the EA.  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.  Please See Appendix A.  

My major recommendation is that a consensus peer review be conducted by MDOT central office 
for the proposed project vs. the modern roundabouts and other improvements along M–32  in the 
vicinity of I–75.  The standard for the review should be costs, benefits, and the wise, highest and best use 
of public funds.  Funds should not be spent unless justified by benefits using usual and customary standards.  
This is part of the check and balance in good government.  The Task Force could have and should have 
asked MDOT to conduct an independent review of the project alternatives and an independent review of 
the 2004 Study Report.  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.  

In the event that answers to the questions and requested records are not included in the 
Environmental Assessment Report, I reserve the right to submit Freedom of Information Act requests 
for such information and have such information published with the Environmental Impact Report.  

Questions and Requested Documentation are provided in Appendix B.  References in Appendix D 
are part of these comments.  

Sincerely,

Donald L. Nordeen

cc: Mr. Tom Kellogg, DLZ Michigan, Inc.
Mr. James Martinez, Gaylord HT

Attachments
A. Justification for Project
B. Questions, I–75 Crossing at McCoy 

and Milbocker Roads
C. Comparison of Purposes
D. References with Notes

File>>OCRC70629 I75Questions.cwk



Definitions

In this report, a number of terms are used in ways that have specific meanings.  To avoid 
repetition of explanations, such terms are defined below and use beginning capital letters.  

Public Record — Documents available to the public without recourse to a Freedom of Information 
Act Request.  This could include documents placed with the library, available at the 
office of any Otsego County governmental unit, or posted on the internet.  

2004 Study Report — This is the report, I-75 Gaylord East-West Crossing Study Report, which is 
the major reference.  

2004 Study — The project conducted in 2003-4 which resulted in the 2004 Study Report.  

EA — Draft Environmental Assessment Report which has full description:  
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT      For Proposed Action       I-75 Over 
Milbocker/McCoy Roads   Grade Separation Project    Gaylord, Michigan    May 
2007    Otsego County Road Commission  Local Agency Project      Prepared by:    
DLZ Michigan, Inc.    

Introduction

While the opportunity for designation of federal funds to Otsego County was created by the 
initiative of Senator Carl Levin, he depended upon local officials for the specific definition of the use 
to be included in federal legislation.  The project definition for the federal earmark got ahead of the 
engineering work as described in the 2005 Sep 09 article in the Gaylord Herald Times titled, “I-75 
crossover need 'urgent', says Levin”. 

The decision process leading to the definition communicated to Senator Levin for incorporation 
into the legislation has never been seriously examined:  no meetings to receive public comment; no 
meetings with the public to review the analysis of alternatives; no information placed in the Public 
Record.  Moreover, pages 1-7 of the EA are consistent with the justification written after the fact 
and worded to favor the decision made with unknown basis.  Further, the project recommendation is 
inconsistent with the results in the 2004 Study Report.  

These questions and lack of disclosure by Otsego County officials raise serious concerns about 
about the obligation of officials as stewards of public funds.  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.  Most of the 
information on pp 1-7 appears to have been written after the fact to justify a project selected with an 
unknown and undefined basis.  The entire history must be placed in the Public Record so that its 
veracity can be examined.  

At this point the most important action is for MDOT to conduct an independent, consensus, 
peer review of the need for improvements in east-west traffic flow in Otsego County and the 
evaluation of the alternatives available.  Their review and report are paramount before proceeding 
with any further expenditure of funds.  The standard for the review should be the usual and 
customary standard for expenditure of public funds for road system improvements.  
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Role of Leadership in Otsego County

When an effort gets so far off track, there are usually multiple causes, including lack of 
direction setting, progress reporting, approval of major actions, and oversight.  None of these actions 
appear to have been taken by either the Otsego County Road Commissioners or the Otsego County 
Board of Commissioners.  

1. No clear definition of the responsible elected body

2. No authorization of the Task Force by motion or resolution of the responsible elected body

3. No appointment of the members of the Task Force by motion or resolution of the appropriate 
governmental unit

4. No authorization for a non-governmental entity, Otsego County Economic Alliance, to have a 
major role

5. No clear charter by either elected body

6. No defined requirements for reporting to the elected bodies and to the public1 

7. No requirements to gather the voice of the residents

8. No direction to the Task Force to seek the advice of experts in areas in which the Task Force 
did not have the required expertise.  

9. No requirements for public meetings and public involvement

10. No clear direction for the wisest, highest and best use of public funds and not to request funds 
that provide unclear, uncertain, and speculative future benefits

11. No approvals by motion or resolution of the responsible elected body of major conclusions 
and actions including communication of project definition to federal officials

12. No direction for independent reviews as part checks and balances —  major factor in good 
government

13. Failure to make ongoing records readily available to the public and the press.  

Project Definition Description on Pages 1-7 of the Environmental Assessment Report

While the report was prepared by DLZ Michigan, Inc., the information and conclusions on 
pages 1-7 were provided by Otsego County officials since location selections is not part of the 
current contract with DLZ.  DLZ is merely the reporter and should not be tainted by the poor 
quality of the work being reported.  Any such information and conclusions from other sources 
should be clearly identified and should be limited to sources that are in the Public Record.  There 
must be the capability of oversight.  

The need and purpose have been selected as the benefits of the recommended alternative, rather 
1 When I made in inquiry of one of the Road Commissioners in 2007 January regarding the status of 
the project, his response was I don’t know, I am not a member of the committee.  
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than the needs in Otsego County to address existing traffic congestion.  Those changes are noted in 
Appendix C which compares the purpose statement in the 2004 Study Report to the purpose stated 
in the EA.  

The discussion of the existing east-west road system is very limited and does not adequately 
describe the major role of M–32 and its traffic volume in serving its many users.  Rather it focuses on 
much less important aspects concerning the proposed project.  

The justification statements for selection and rejection of the alternatives considered are mostly 
equivocal, not definitive, and not commitments for benefits.  My career experience is that such words 
and terms were referred to as “weasel words” (See Wikipedia) and a farm term for which I substitute 
the term “empty narrative”.  

Particularly egregious is the short shrift given the road improvements along M–32 in the 
vicinity of I–75, which are defined as “New road improvements only on M-32”.  Without a 
definition of the specific changes, it is impossible to draw any conclusions.  The 2004 Study Report 
stated that modern roundabouts and other changes (which the report defines) as “provides the best 
overall peak hour traffic congestion relief, safety, and  aesthetic opportunities ...” (emphasis 
mine).  Major explanation is required for rejecting the major recommendation in the 2004 Study 
Report.  The five bullets presented are mostly equivocal and empty narrative and describe secondary 
and tertiary considerations, rather than addressing the voice of the residents, “fix the congestion along 
M–32”.  The analysis also omitted the costs which are less that one-third the costs for the McCoy-
Milbocker crossing.  Is there a drawing of the changes considered?  Wan an analysis performed?  If 
so, by whom?

While the description for the road improvements at M–32 had an overly negative focus, the 
description for the “preferred alternative” has an overly positive focus.  The large cost of 
$13,000,000 is not disclosed.  Nor is the ongoing maintenance costs and future capital costs to 
maintain two new bridges and retaining walls.  This again illustrates why an independent review by 
MDOT is required.  The description does not address the conclusion 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).  Fixing the congestion at M–32 is the 
voice of the residents.  No definitive explanation is provided — only equivocal words and empty 
narrative.  One of the reasons for the high cost of $13,000,000 is the extensive demolition of existing 
roadway — changes from 2200 feet south to 5600 feet north — which adds cost but produces no 
value.  

An obvious omission in the alternatives is the combination of the modern roundabouts and 
other improvements along M–32 with a new I–75 crossing connecting Wisconsin and Van Tyle 
Roads.  That crossing connects the origin-destination “bubbles” better that the crossing at McCoy-
Milbocker.  Perhaps the cost is about $10,000,000 from available information but provides many 
more benefits that the crossing at McCoy-Milbocker.  It addresses the voice of the residents.  

Analysis and Documents Used in the Decisions

It is not a matter of what is written after the fact, what is important is what information was 
used in the decisions leading to the site selection.  Any oversight has to begin with those documents 
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which will define the methodology and other factors described in Comment (11) in Appendix B.  Of 
particular importance are any objections raised by anyone on the Task Force.  Were any raised?  by 
whom?  Are the objections written.  Or was it all just group think?  Or was the effort on how to get 
the money?  

Was the decision preconceived prior to the Task Force being formed as Mr. Roper suggests in 
his 2007 Jan 16 letter, “We knew from the study that the project with the biggest impact would be the 
construction of the south crossing.”  Was the primary role of the task force to take whatever actions 
were to try to get the most money possible?  It is important to note that the Task Force, the Otsego 
County Road Commissioners and the Otsego County Board of Commissions collaborated to place a 
millage request to Otsego County votes for even more funding.  Where was the justification that the 
benefits exceeded the cost.  Otsego County voters sent the strong message of NO — another 
significant voice of the residents.  Residents wanted better stewardship of public funds.  

Public Involvement

These comments concern the section PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT on page 20 of the EA.

In the second paragraph, the statement , “Each of the meetings to  examine the details of the 
Preferred Alternative was open to the public.” does not state whether or not the meetings were 
noticed to the public, and if so where.  Were the meetings noticed and conducted in 
conformation to the Open Meetings Act.  Were publications made in the newspaper?  When 
was the first article or publication in the local newspaper concerning the Task Force?  Did 
anyone from the public attend any of the meetings of the Task Force?  If so when?  Was the 
press keep informed of meetings, meeting dates, etc.?  Where are meeting notice usually 
published for Otsego County government business?  A certifying statement from an Otsego 
County official is required.  

The meeting in 2005 was a presentation to government officials.  The description should more 
clearly explain that the meeting was a “tell and sell” to government officials, not a public 
review of alternatives considered and certainly not a meeting to receive public comments — 
not to listen to the voice of the resident.  

The conclusion from the above is that there were no meetings held for the purpose of obtaining 
information from the public regarding the location of road improvement, nor to review and be 
accountable for the decisions made.  

Again which many words are included the statements specifically concerning public involved 
are minimal, equivocal and empty narrative.  

Appendix C of EA

The statement about Alternative 2 is speculative at best given the minimal definition and conceptual 
definition of the content.  Clarification is required.  
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Introduction

These questions and records primarily concern the justification for the project.  Without the 
project, there would be no environmental impact.  The environmental impact is significant given the 
land acquisition, the demolition and disposal of all or part of 7000 feet of existing roadway, and a 
borrow pit for the required soil to elevate I–75 over the new connecting road way for McCoy and 
Milbocker Roads.  On the other hand, the alternate project recommended in the 2004 Traffic Study 
Report2 could be implemented on land which is currently part of the I–75 interchange at M–32 with 
minimal environmental impact   Various public officials have advocated the project chosen to the 
local press without providing documentation to support their advocacy, or to provide the Public 
Record in support of their advocacy.  Consequently, the public has not been afforded any 
opportunity of oversight.  Since there has been no public forum to receive residents’ comments, and 
since the justification for the project and its location have not been placed in the Public Record or 
public domain, this project should not go forward without completing the Public Record.  This 
Environmental Impact Report is the first opportunity to complete the record, and to make it 
available to the public.  

Questions and Requests Related to Information in and not in the Environmental Assessment 
Report

While the report was prepared by DLZ Michigan, Inc., some of the information and 
conclusions in the EA appear to not have been part of the current contract with DLZ.  Any such 
information and conclusions from other sources should be clearly identified and referenced.  
Moreover, the referenced documents should be those that existed and were used in decisions at the 
time decisions were made, and not to documents subsequently written to justify decisions 
previously made.  Any referenced documents should be to sources that are in the Public Record. 

(1) First Public Review of the East-West Traffic Improvement Project — The description of the 
project and the alternatives considered in the EA is the first opportunity for public comments 
on the unprecedented major road expenditure to improve traffic flow in Otsego County.  
There has been no public meeting to receive residents’ comments and recommendations.  
Public comments were received during the court of the 2004 traffic study.  The voice of the 
residents was clear:  Eliminate the congestion along M–32 at I–75.  See the 2003 Aug. 25 
Gaylord Times article on Hearing Consensus available at 
<ht.://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2003/08/25/news/local_news/local_news01.txt> in which the lead 
traffic engineer, Wes Butch, is quoted “"The people made it clear there's a big problem on 
Main Street, especially eastbound at the I-75 interchange," Butch said.”  Therefore the 
analyses and decisions on the various alternatives are extremely important.  There has not 

2 “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 <ht.://www.nemcog.org/pdfs/I-75%20Crossover%20Study/Final%20Report.pdf>.  Or 
just do an internet search with the report title in quotation marks. 
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been a public accountability of the unprecedented expenditure of funds for a local road 
project.    

(2) PURPOSE (p 3) — The purpose statements are not definitive and are ambiguous — 
“motherhood and apple pie” — not the commitments expected for an expenditure of public 
funds of $13,000,000.  Even the second bullet on reducing traffic congestion along M–32 is 
equivocal by stating “up to 20%”.  In general, the purpose statements are not consistent with 
the voice of the residents as described in the 2003 Aug. 25 Gaylord Times article described 
and referenced in (1) above.  Another consideration is to provide the highest benefits to the 
most residents and users.  The statements have the appearance of having been written after 
the fact, after the decision, to try to justify the project.  The use of the ambiguous and 
equivocal words — improve, up to, reduce, provide — is a clear indication there is not a 
quantitative justification for the proposed project.  The statement of purpose should reflect 
the documentation at the time the project was selected with dates and appropriately 
referenced to dated documents in the Public Record.  How the voice of the residents “to fix 
the congestion along M–32” was converted to a crossing at McCoy and Milbocker Roads 
needs to be explained and appropriated referenced to dated documents in the Public Record.  
A specific reference is needed for the statement “up to 20% ... traffic congestion” which even 
lacks a method of assessment.  Any critical review would shaw that the Purpose statements 
are empty narrative.  Any clear statement of purpose should be to eliminate the congestion 
along M–32 at I–75 as the first bullet which is the voice of the residents.  

(3) Comparison of Purpose — A comparison of purpose between the 2004 Study Report and in 
the EA is provided in Appendix C.  This further illustrates that the purpose was redefined to 
fit the proposed project.  Also note the “eliminate traffic congestion” was changed to “reduce  
by up to 20 percent ... traffic congestion”.  This comparison clearly illustrates the redefinition 
of the purpose to fit the proposed project rather than choosing the project that best fits the 
purpose as defined in the 2004 Study Report which including the voice of the residents.  

(4) BACKGROUND, second paragraph — The description of the E–W road system is also 
incomplete.  The E–W road system is also well developed with many feeder roads funneling 
into M–32 both east and west of I–75.  It is the highest traffic volume of all surface streets.  
As a result, the principal congestion in Otsego County is along M–32 in the vicinity of I–75 
with highest congestion on eastbound M–32 at Dickinson Road.  This is important 
background and additions suggested are consistent with the voice of the residents discussed in 
(1), (2) and (3). above.  Specific traffic counts are available from MDOT and should be 
included.  

(5) BACKGROUND, third paragraph — This paragraph is incomplete and misleading because it 
does not identify the areas of congestion by naming intersections which, according to the 
2004 Study Report, are along M–32 in the vicinity of I–75.  This inclusion is important 
because none of the areas of congestion, or projected loss of service are in the vicinity of 
McCoy and Milbocker Roads, the location of the proposed project.  This background is also 
important to the decisions on rejecting the alternative which directly addresses the areas of 
congestion by making road system changes at those areas.  

(6) NEED (pp 3-4) — The first three paragraphs are well stated.  However, paragraph four 
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beginning “The I-75 ...” is equivocal.  The summary results in the I-75 Gaylord East-West 
Crossing Study Report state at page 15 that 

(a) “Alternative 2 provides the best benefit for truck access into the industrial areas near 
the  airport, does not solve peak hour traffic congestion problems at the two 
existing I-75  interchanges.”   (emphasis mine).  Alternative 2 is an interchange at 
I–75 at McCoy-Milbocker, not just a crossing as now proposed.   

(b) Alternative 4 “provides the best overall peak hour traffic congestion relief, 
safety, and  aesthetic opportunities ...”  (emphasis mine).  Alternative 4 includes 
modern roundabouts at M–32 interchange and other improvements including an I–75 
crossing connecting Wisconsin and Van Tyle Roads.  Other parts of the study 
attribute little benefit to an I–75 crossing connecting Wisconsin and Van Tyle Roads.  
Accordingly, the major benefit to reducing congestion along M–32 is from the 
improvement along M–32.  

Obviously both of the above have to adjusted for the lesser content.  Recent projects at I–75 
and M–81 in Saginaw and US–23 and Lee Road near Brighten indicate a cost of $4,000,000 
for the modern roundabouts compared to the $13,000,000 for the proposed project.  My 
analysis I–75 Crossings — Comparison of Benefits and Costs, 2007 March 26, attached to 
my 2007 April 09 letter to the Road Commissioners shows that the 2004 Study Report 
makes the proposed project inferior to direct improvements at M–32 and costs $9,000,000 
more.  No reply has been received.  Dated documentation for the significant departure from 
the recommendations in the 2004 Study Report should be referenced and made part of the 
Public Record.  The dated documentation should also examine three inconsistencies in the 
2004 Study Report:  (1) new I–75 crossings appear to be over-represented given the minimal 
effect on congestion along M–32;  (2) the priorities in Table 3 are inconsistent with regarding 
to addressing the primary points of congestion, and (3) the first bullet on page 21, “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 153 .  In addition, the way in which the much higher cost of the I–75 
crossing at McCoy-Milbocker (proposed project vs. 2004 Study) was addressed in the 
decision process should reference the applicable dated documents and included in the Public 
Record.  See page 21 of the 2004 Study Report.  

(7) The facts and assumptions regarding future MDOT projects in the Gaylord area are 
important and relevant to the location for the improvements.  The dated documents should be 
referenced and made part of the Public Record.  The current MDOT Five-Year Plan shows no 
improvements along M–32 in the vicinity of I–75.  

(8) NEED (pp 3-4) — The discussion in the fourth paragraph beginning “The proposed ... “ is 
inconsistent with the conclusions in the 2004 Study Report as stated in 4. above.  No details 
on traffic count projections for a McCoy-Milbocker crossing are provided in the 2004 Study 
Report, though such may be part of the many simulations done in the analyses supporting 

3 The influence of the steering and advisory committees on the content in the 2004 Study Report 
may account for the overrepresentation of new crossings.  The question should be examined as part 
of explaining the inconsistencies in the 2004 Study Report.  
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the report.  The phrase that the EA “would provide  the best possible opportunity to improve 
east-west travel efficiency, reduce congestion, and reduce the  potential for crashes in and 
around the Gaylord area.” is not supported in the 2004 Study Report.  An excerpt from the 
2004 Feb. 4 Gaylord Herald Times article on Traffic Study available at 
<ht.://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2004/02/04/news/local_news/local_news02.txt> are “Forget 
bypasses and a new interchange. The solution to Gaylord's traffic congestion will likely be 
found with less dramatic, and less expensive, fixes.” and “"Another interchange between the 
north and south interchanges is the least likely alternative, there are significant obstacles to 
it," [Woes] Butch said.”.  Here again are the equivocal words rather than words of 
commitment to quantitative results — a clear sign of weak justification for the project.  
Again, reference is required to dated documentation available in the Public Record.  

(9) NEED (pp 3-4) — Concerning the fifth paragraph beginning “Traffic analyses ...”, no details 
on traffic count projections for a McCoy-Milbocker crossing are provided in the 2004 Study 
Report, though such may be part of the many simulations done in the analyses supporting 
the report.  The reference to the 2004 Study Report regarding analysis based on two I–75 
crossings is not one of the alternatives given on pp 12-13 of the 2004 Study Report.  Both 
are included in Alternatives 3 and 4 for no apparent reason.  The cost is increased greatly but 
benefits appear to be minimal.  The details in the traffic simulation done for the 2004 Study 
Report may provide a quantitative answer, which the Task Force should have requested.  
Any dated documentation in the 2004 Study Report supporting file should be referenced and 
made part of the Public Record.  

(10) Context for the EA — A revision of the PURPOSE and NEED sections based on the above 
comments would provide a fundamentally different context for the proposed project and the 
Alternatives Considered.  Without such a revision, the rest of the EA may well be misleading.  
The appearance of the PURPOSE and NEED sections is that they were written after 
decisions had been made in an attempt to justify the proposed project.  I recognize that these 
two sections are the responsibility of the Otsego County Road Commission (OCR), not 
DLZ, whose personnel may have drafted the EA based on information provided by OCR.  
The writings and other notes, e-mails, and correspondence from OCR and the Task Force to 
DLZ should be part of the Public Record.  Of course, that information is available by 
Freedom of Information Act request.  

(11) 4.  Alternatives Considered (pp 4-7) — In the introductory paragraph, a sentence is needed 
to identify alternatives in the 2004 Study Report by arabic numerals and in the EA by roman 
numerals, since the alternatives are not the same.  There is no description of methodology 
which should address the following:  

(a) how the results from the 2004 Study Report were interpreted; 

(b) what unpublished work product results (traffic simulations) from the 2004 Study 
were used; 

(c) qualifications of the personnel making the various indicated analyses; 

(d) additional work commissioned by the Task Force; 

(e) requests to and results from any assistance requested of MDOT in the analyses; 
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(f) adjustments for estimated costs and benefits for alternatives considered that were 
somewhat different from those presented in the 2004 Study Report; 

(g) any reviews conducted by independent third parties; and 

(h) consultations with the contractors who did the 2004 Study and wrote the 2004 Study 
Report.  

The quality of the information in 4.  Alternatives Considered (pp 4-7) — unsubstantiated 
claims and conclusions — suggests that very little further analysis was conducted by the 
Task Force.  Whatever was done should be stated and referenced to the dated documents 
actually used in the decision process and placed in the Public Record.  The costs for the 
various alternatives are not discussed suggesting that the Task Force was primarily 
concerning with spending all the money in the federal and state earmarks rather than ensuring 
wisest, highest and best use of designated funds including not overspending on unjustifiable 
aspects.  

(12) 4.  Alternatives Considered , PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (p 5) — This analysis is likely 
in significant error because of the questions and requests in (1) through (11) above.  With a 
PURPOSE and NEED based on a more thorough examination of the total information 
additional traffic simulation studies if needed, reviews by an independent third party, most of 
the bullets are likely invalid.  It is ridiculous to base the analysis on the benefits of the 
proposed project.  The remainder of the statements in the bulleted statements are most 
conclusory without quantitative results, and use the equivocal words — provide, improve, 
reduce — rather than quantitative results.  The various statements that the Preferred 
Alternative is superior to all other alternatives is dubious, contrary to the results in the 2004 
Study Report, and without supporting analysis.  The dated documentation showing the 
costs, benefits and other information in a comparison form should be referenced and included 
in the Public Record.  

The statements “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.”  are in 
direct conflict with the 2004 Study Report and statements of the lead engineer on the 2004 
Study; see (1) and (8) above.  Without the source dated documents used in the decisions, a 
meaningful reply is impossible except to note that the statements are unsubstantiated claims 
that are inconsistent with results in the 2004 Study Report.  

(13) 4.  Alternatives Considered , ALTERNATIVE 1 (p 5) — The EA does not describe that this 
was the primary alternative through much of the effort and that the crossing without the 
interchange became the fallback alternative.  The benefits changed significantly with the 
elimination of the interchange.  Other alternatives became more attractive, a factor that 
doesn’t appear to have been evaluated as part of the decision process.  

(14) 4.  Alternatives Considered , ALTERNATIVE 2 (p 5-6) — The description of as “New road 
improvements only on M-32” is nonsense and illustrates lack of serious consideration for 
alternatives that didn’t fit the mindset that new crossings are best.  How can costs or benefits 
be evaluated without a specific definition of the improvements?  There is no drawing showing 
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the changes, nor is there a cost estimate.  Totally incompetent!  The reasons for rejecting this 
alternative are inconsistent with the results in the 2004 Study Report.  This implies that the 
content was likely contrived to make the benefits with the limited content less that those of a 
crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads.  The dated analysis used in the evaluation, 
if it even exists, must be made part of the Public Record so that the stewardship of the Task 
Force can be examined.  

(15) 4.  Alternatives Considered , ALTERNATIVE 3 (p 6) — This description and assessment 
has similar deficiencies to those described for Alternative 2 above.  Totally incompetent!

(16) 4.  Alternatives Considered , ALTERNATIVE 4 (p 5) — This alternative, I–75 crossing 
connecting Wisconsin and Van Tyle Roads, is not separately evaluated in the 2004 Study 
Report.  It is difficult to interpret the 2004 Study Report results except to conclude that the 
benefits are likely similar with costs favoring the Wisconsin location by $5,000,000 to 
$13,000,000.  Unless traffic simulations have been conducted, there is no basis for the 
statements made; being only speculation.  Bypasses at greater distances would seem to be 
less effective.  How much traffic from M–32 to a bypass that is further from M–32 is not 
credible without traffic simulations.  The crossing at Wisconsin provides better access for 
fire, sheriff, and Gaylord police.  The statement as written is obviously untrue.  

(17) 4.  Alternatives Considered ,  ALTERNATIVE 5 (p 6) — This alternative just fills space.  

(18) 4.  Alternatives Considered ,  Obvious Missing Alternative (p 6) — The obvious missing 
alternative is the combination of modern roundabouts and other improvements along M–32 
plus the I–75 crossing connecting Wisconsin and Van Tyle Roads.  The cost is still much less 
than the cost the crossing connecting McCoy and Milbocker Roads — perhaps $10,000,000 
vs. $13,000,000.  While the Wisconsin location is not midway between Exits 279 and 282, it 
is closer to the origin-destination “bubbles” shown in Figure 10 of the 2004 Study Report.  

(19) Demolition and Fill Materials — The EA is silent on disposal of any demolition materials and 
impact of fill materials from wherever they are obtained.  

Questions and Requests for Inclusion of Records

In the event that no documents exist in response to the questions and requests, please answer 
“No documents” to indicate that the required search of records has been completed.  

(A) Basis for Statement by Mr. Kenneth Glasser — The 2006 Aug. 07 article, I-75 Crossovers: 
.8 mills, 5 years, in the Gaylord Herald Times states, ““We're basing (the crossover 
recommendations) on traffic studies done by professionals,” said Glasser. “We're 
(commissioners) not individually claiming to be experts,” he said of the designed proposal for 
the two crossings.”  The basis for this statement should be part of the Public Record.  What 
studies?  What professionals?

(B) Basis for Statement by Mr. Joe Duff — The 2006 Feb. 22 article, ‘Unlock the Gridlock' 
campaign ready to support millage, in the Gaylord Herald Times states, “ "Although 
capturing the funding before the clock runs out is an important issue, Duff sees the matter of 
convenience to county residents as equally important. “We are interested in making life 
simpler for the people in this county,” Duff stated. “We believe traffic on the M-32 corridor 
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will be reduced by 15 percent once the crossovers are in place.""”  The basis for this 
statement should be part of the Public Record.  On what study is the 15% based?  

(C) Description of Traffic study open house held on or about 2004 Apr 14 hosted by the 
University Center to include meeting announcement and agenda; where and when posted for 
the public; list of attendees;  minutes and notes from the meeting; presentation materials; 
compilation of comments received; and recommendations by presenters regarding benefits and 
costs of the alternatives presented.   Reference Gaylord Herald Times story, 2004 Apr 19, 
available at <ht.://www.gaylordheraldtimes.com/articles/2004/04/19/news/top_stories/top_stories01.txt>.  
Please include a paper copy of the HT article as part of this Public Record.  

(D) Meeting with Senator Carl Levin in 2004 April to include date and place of meeting, 
invitations extended and by whom, meeting announcement and agenda; where and when 
posted for the public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meeting; 
actions agreed to at the meeting; any other information concerning the possibility of a federal 
earmark for federal funds for a road project in Otsego County and immediate vicinity, and 
any goals and/or requirements for such an earmark.  

(E) Actions taken by the Otsego County Road Commissioners as a result of the meeting with 
Senator Levin to include date and place of meeting, meeting announcement and agenda; where 
and when posted for the public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the 
meeting; motions and resolutions agreed to at the meeting; any other information concerning 
the possibility of a federal earmark for federal funds for a road project in Otsego County and 
immediate vicinity, and any goals and/or requirements for such an earmark.  

(F) Actions taken by the Otsego County Board of Commissioners as a result of the meeting with 
Senator Levin to include date and place of meeting, meeting announcement and agenda; where 
and when posted for the public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the 
meeting; motions and resolutions agreed to at the meeting; any other information concerning 
the possibility of a federal earmark for federal funds for a road project in Otsego County and 
immediate vicinity, and any goals and/or requirements for such an earmark.  

(G) Authorization by the Otsego County Road Commissioners and related actions for any study 
group or task force to act for the Otsego County Road Commissioners to include dates and 
places of meetings, meeting announcements and agendas; where and when posted for the 
public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meetings; motions and 
resolutions appointing personnel to such group; charter, goals, objectives and/or direction to 
such group as described in motions or resolutions; reporting requirements of the group to the 
Otsego County Road Commissioners; and any other related motions and resolutions agreed to 
at the meetings.  Please provide separate information by meeting date.  

(H) Authorization by the Otsego County Board of Commissioners and related actions for any 
study group or task force to act for the Otsego County Board of Commissioner to include 
dates and places of meetings, meeting announcements and agendas; where and when posted 
for the public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meetings; motions 
and resolutions appointing personnel to such group; charter, goals, objectives and/or direction 
to such group as described in motions or resolutions; reporting requirements of the group to 
the Otsego County Board of  Commissioners; and any other related motions and resolutions 
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agreed to at the meetings.  Please provide separate information by meeting date.  Please 
provide separate information by meeting date.  

(I) Authorization by the Otsego County Road Commissioners and related actions for the Otsego 
County Economic Alliance (OCEA) to act for the Otsego County Road Commissioners to 
include dates and places of meetings, meeting announcements and agendas; where and when 
posted for the public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meetings; 
motions and resolutions designating authorities for personnel association with the OCEA; 
charter, goals, objectives and/or direction to such group as described in motions or 
resolutions; reporting requirements of the OCEA to the Otsego County Road 
Commissioners; and any other related motions and resolutions agreed to at the meeting.  
Please provide separate information by meeting date.  

(J) Definition of the responsible and accountable Otsego County government organization (of all 
the county, city, township, and any other county organization and/or elected representatives) 
responsible for project definition for any new or road improvement project initiated by the 
possible available of federal and state funds for the local project.  Include dates and places of 
meetings, meeting announcements and agendas; where and when posted for the public; list of 
attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meetings; motions and resolutions the 
definition of responsibility, accountability and authority, and communication of same to 
other affected government organizations within the county.  Please provide separate 
information by meeting date.  

(K) Authorization by the Otsego County Board of Commissioners and the Otsego County Road 
Commissioners and related actions for the Otsego County Economic Alliance (OCEA) to act 
for the Otsego County Board of Commissioners to include dates and places of meetings, 
meeting announcements and agendas; where and when posted for the public; list of attendees 
and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meetings; motions and resolutions designating 
authorities for personnel association with the OCEA; charter, goals, objectives and/or 
direction to such group as described in motions or resolutions; reporting requirements of the 
OCEA to the Otsego County Board of Commissioners; and any other related motions and 
resolutions agreed to at the meeting.  Please provide separate information by meeting date.  

(L) Actions of the Otsego County Board of Commissioners and the Otsego County Road 
Commissioners to approve definition of the project to be included in federal legislation to 
include dates and places of meetings, meeting announcements and agendas; where and when 
posted for the public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meetings; 
motions and resolutions designating authorities for personnel association with the OCEA; 
charter, goals, objectives and/or direction to such group as described in motions or 
resolutions; reporting requirements of the OCEA to the Otsego County Board of 
Commissioners; and any other related motions and resolutions agreed to at the meeting.  
Please provide separate information by meeting date.  

(M) Authorization by the Otsego County Board of Commissioners and the Otsego County Road 
Commissioners and related actions for the Otsego County Economic Alliance (OCEA) to act 
for the Otsego County Board of Commissioners regarding communications to Senator Levin, 
Senator Levin’s office and other elected federal officials and their offices concerning definition 
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of the project to the included in federal legislation to include dates and places of meetings, 
meeting announcements and agendas; where and when posted for the public; list of attendees 
and affiliations; minutes and notes from the meetings; motions and resolutions designating 
authorities for personnel association with the OCEA; charter, goals, objectives and/or 
direction to such group as described in motions or resolutions; reporting requirements of the 
OCEA to the Otsego County Board of Commissioners; and any other related motions and 
resolutions agreed to at the meeting.  Please provide separate information by meeting date.  

(I) Authorization by the Otsego County Board of Commissioners and related actions for the 
Otsego County Economic Alliance (OCEA) to act for the Otsego County Board of 
Commissioners to include dates and places of meetings, meeting announcements and agendas; 
where and when posted for the public; list of attendees and affiliations; minutes and notes 
from the meetings; motions and resolutions designating authorities for personnel association 
with the OCEA; charter, goals, objectives and/or direction to such group as described in 
motions or resolutions; reporting requirements of the OCEA to the Otsego County Board of 
Commissioners; and any other related motions and resolutions agreed to at the meeting.  
Please provide separate information by meeting date.  
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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 specific commitment to eliminate traffic congestion to the equivocal 
“reduce by up to 20 percent”.  

2. Note that the purpose has been tailored to favor 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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References with Notes

These documents and related notes and other references included in these references are made 
part of this reply concerning the EA.  

(1) 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.  

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

(b) Notes:  Number 2. below is a reply to this letter.  

(2) Michael Roper, Letter to D. L. Nordeen, Re:  Reply to 2007 January 08, 2007, 2007 January 
16.  

(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).  

(3) D. L. Nordeen, Letter to Otsego County Road Commissioners, Re:  I–75 Crossover and 
Alternatives, 2007 February 12.  

(a) Notes:  This letter was more specific than the 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.  

(4) D. L. Nordeen, Draft Resolution on I-75 Crossings, 2007 February 27.  

(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.  

(5) 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.  

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

(6) D. L. Nordeen, Cost-Benefit Comparison, I–75 Crossings, 2007 March 26

(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”, 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 was distributed to some members of the Task Force.  No reply has been 
received.  

(7) D. L. Nordeen, I–75 Crossings - Comparison of Benefits and Costs, 2007 April 09

(a) Notes:  This letter to the Otsego County Road Commissioners transmits my analysis 
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.
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