" CITY OF ROCHESTER HILLS
| Cn'v CoUNCIL ROAD COMMITTEE -
REPORT TO THE ClTY Coumcm _
 pate: ' 29 April 1998

Local Road lmprovements Pollcy

“;BACKGROUND AND PERT]NENT FACTS e

] "L:},-pavmg gravei roads and
,toward the total pro;ect costs

tn 1990, the Clty Councr! decreased the SAD share’ to 60% of the totai pro;ect cost for
rehabilitating paved streets.and increased the city share to 40%. It was reasoned that
property owners, on: paved roads had already paid at least 90% of the cost for their initial
-paving. In ‘most cases, the: property owners had paid 100% of the. cost of the road, since

that cost was factored lnto the purchase pnce of thelr homesutes‘”

A fundmg program change was proposed ll’l 1996 contmgent on the success of a ballot
proposal to amend the C|ty Charter by authorlzmg the-city to. Ievy up to 3 mills annually,
the funds to be dedicated to local, residential road’ rmprovements and maintenance. Under
_that proposed program, the city's ‘share for-pavement rehabilitation projects would have
- been 100%. Special assessments for gravei -to-pavement road improvements would have
, been capped at $3,500 per benefit unlt The voters defeated the proposa[ and the SAD
program contlnued in effect : _

n 1997 the Councrl decreased the SAD share for gravel-to—pavement prOJects to 75% of
the totai pro;ect cost and rncreased the city share to 25%. " Co

' Both program changes (80/40 rehabrlltatron program; 75/25 gravet-to pavement) were

"intended to encourage greater participation in local road improvements by reducing costs
to residents. Neve_rtheiess, many residents continue to find the costs under each program
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to be prohibitive; and the existing program has been ineffective. As a resuit, not only are
“local roads not being_improved, -but neighborhoods have been divided between the
property owners willing to pay the special assessment to receive the street improvements
" and those unwilling to do so. Council has witnessed thls unfortunate scenano with almost -
: every spec:al assessment pro;ect to come forward ' ' :

Road Pohcy Standards & Gurdeimes

B "_'_.The [nrtlai Road Po[lcy establlshed construction standards 22‘ road wrdth WIthln a 60' -'

s ,sewer)'be?;in--place "prior__to road ‘acﬂo*p_structro‘n.'

Ry "”_7’5piacement of dnveway approach and cu]vert onr vacan%arcefs;where spec1f|ed by the R

- iﬁ_"hydrant relocatzo eter
-~ cost. Con5|stent

- -'-?'r[ght of—way, 4“ of paved surface over 8“ of subbase drainage requ1rements (emstmg if -0

o adequate or open ditch); ahd requ1red that underground utihttes (water sewer ~storm

Over trme the road poilcy was modlf ed%wor, |on”é of themohcy were warved on.a pro;ectu

"'-_;'by-prO}ect baSIs tnstallatl’“‘n of drlveway%srwas %dded to. the " pohcy including

and gwdeianes would Ilkely be altered.’ Other decisions that occurred over time on a
project-by- pro;ect basis were ‘made with the good intention- of shifting costs from the SAD
property ownérs to,the city.:In some cases;-these projécts went forward in other cases,
they provided’ msufﬁment mcent:ve tfo the property owners to contmue wrth the paving
prOJects : - o o

. Public !nput

The C[ty Councn Road Commlttee held a serles of publlc forums in 1997 and continued
to seek public input in 1998_in order to*help the" Commtttee formulate a policy
recommendation to replace the failed 60/40. rehabllltatron program and the unpopular
75/25 gravel-{o-pavement program. :

Hundreds of residents participated in the public forums. The 1997 Public Opinion Survey
“of Rochester Hills Registered Voters has also. provided valuable feedback from the
‘community that has helped the Road Committee incorporate the expressed opinions of the

public in our recommendation of a new local road improvement policy.

In open oublio forums and discussions with residentsregarding the road paving policy, the
Road Committee gained community suggestions :for establishing a new local road
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: f,‘»‘remain basuc and consistent

. |mprovement policy WIth specific performance standards and guidelines for design and

construction of local roads. Funding ideas were also discussed at length and will be
~ addressed in a subsequent Road Committee report that will be’ presented to the Councri
- at its next meet:ng ' :

. ._-=ANALYSIS GENERAL ROAD Poucv GUIDEL]NES AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

o :E»-Through our discusssons on the Road Pohcy, It became olear to the Road Commlttee and o
27, the members of. the publ[c who parhcapated that Iocal road and des;gn standards shouid

Sl ,Locai road mprovement pro;ectssfa]l mtd’”’three categones F’avmg of gravel roads S

L ﬁ‘rehabthtatlon of paved roads«f‘and road malgt&eﬂ%gtance gﬁEaCthro;ect type is an 1mportant o

e ,.component ofa comprehenslvew»}ong-term”éavement_management approach to iocat road o

ded cost of such amemtles wsii

be the responsrblhty of th omeowner Addmona! k;f'beyond mlmmum standards,
deemed necessary by the c:|ty wouid be pald for by the tty :

Rehabzhtatmg Paved Roads Asphalt roads are. easny replaoed with ‘asphalt roads;
however, residents have concerns about replacing existing concrete roads with asphat
roads. It would be their preference that-the- citytry to replace conorete with concrete.
Curingtimeis a agnsf icant factor in such.a decision. Original concrete roads were installed
and given time to cure (28 ‘days) when nobody fived’in the subdtvrsxons In occupied
neighborhoods, Iogistlcs will- have to be carefully addressed to allow for ingress/egress of
residents utilizing only one’ half width of a road surface at a'time. Difficulties will arise in
some locations more than in others; particularly for two-way traffic attémpting to share half
aroad, or for a car attemptlng to share a narrow road with a deilvery truck or other large
vehicle. The greater difficulty will require ‘neighbors to plan for and accommodate each
~other. The question of how people get in and out of their homes during the cement curing
period will require either a "park and walk" plan or the willingness of neighbors across the
street to share their driveway space. i these diffi cuitles cannot be overcome, then the city
‘may opt to use asphalt

Major factors that will cause projects to vary in scope are subbase soils and drainage.
These are also the significant factors that make the difference between a street that needs
complete rehabilitation (e.g., east Christian Hills where soils are swampy and must be
replaced) and a sfreet the same age that can continue to provide good service with a
maintenance overlay (e g., west Christian Hills).
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Malntenance Mamtenance overlays and’ the use of other strategles are cost-effective,
preferred methods for extending the service life of local roads. Residents togk note of the
per-mile cost of overlay projects as compared to. rehab;l:tanon projects, and expressed .
-approval of the. cost-savings afforded by utilizing overlays as part of a comprehensive,
- crtyw1de pavement management program, The city will then have the flexrblhty toreplace -
[ sectrons of pavement and to address smaller mamtenance needs on the roads '

'-?.ZREc \ MENDATION

1ttee

'Further the Road Comm *_recommend\

C‘Performance Standa’ 5 f

“for an assessment cap on
"‘-’-for pavement rehabillta’uon

prolectsloosts vv;ll also be presented

© JNALL\DEPTWAY\OPEN\EXECSUMM.POL

I . —._The _Road-Commlttee recommends adopt:on by the Clty Councrt of the attached Local ‘-‘ 7:
_-_f"Road Polrcy that sets. forth gurde]mes for the des;gn constructzon and malntenance of -



Resolutlon 1998- 0215
N -MOTION by Gaber, seconded by Dalton
"_;A_:'Resolved that the Rochester Hllls Cfty Counczi does hereby adopt the Clty of -~

-~ “Rochester Hills Local Road Pol!cy as presented by the Council Road Committee at
' 1.-"”_the May 6, 1998 Clty Counc:i Meetlng, said Pohcy consnsts -of a statement of

f‘f?.of Iocal roads o

_ Ayes deCau smeaIton Gaber HI” S
- Nays: None £
o Absent Robb:ns

5 @%_ R
*. MOTION CARRIED

Adopted at a Sbiecie_.l Rochester Hills City Gouncil Mesting held on May 13, 1998.

» ';‘dpurpose and lntent and gu;dellnes for the des;gn construction and malntenance o



