RULE OF THE CHAMBER

Any person wishing to address City Council shall step up to the lectern, state their name and address in an audible tone of voice for the record, and
unless further time is granted by the presiding officer, shall limit their address to three (3) minutes.

A person may not give up or relinquish all or a portion of their time to the person having the floor or another person in order to extend a person's time limit in
addressing the Council.

Any person who does not wish to address Council from the lectern, may print their name, address and comment/question which he/she would like
brought before Council on a card provided by the Clerk/Treasurer and return the card to the Clerk/Treasurer before the meeting begins. The Clerk/Treasurer will
address the presiding officer at the start of Citizen Comments on the Agenda, notifying him of the card comment, and read the card into the record for response.

Those who want to use audio and image recording equipment in Council Chambers that requires a monopod, tripod or other auxiliary equipment for the
audio and image devices shall notify the City Clerk before the meeting begins. Arrangements will be made to accommodate the request in a manner that
minimizes the possibility of disrupting the meeting. No additional illuminating lights may be used in Council Chambers unless a majority of City Council members
consent. Additionally, cell phones and pagers should be set to vibrate or silent mode when inside Council Chambers.

Should any person fail or refuse to comply with any Rules of the Chamber, after being informed of such noncompliance by the presiding officer, such a
person may be deemed by the presiding officer to have committed a breach of the peace by disrupting the public meeting, and the presiding officer may then
order such person excluded from the public meeting under Section 3 (6) of Open Meetings Act, Act 267 of 1976.

You will notice a numbering system under each heading. There is significance to these numbers. Each agenda Item is numbered consecutively
beginning in January and continues through December of each calendar year.

The City of Monroe will provide necessary reasonable auxiliary aids and services to individuals with disabilities at the meeting/hearing upon one weeks'
notice to the City Clerk/Treasurer. Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services should contact the City of Monroe by writing or calling: City of
Monroe, City Clerk/Treasurer, 120 E. First St., Monroe, Ml 48161, (734) 384-9138. The City of Monroe website address is www.monroemi.gov.

AGENDA - CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING
TUESDAY, JANUARY 22, 2013
7:30 P.M.

l. CALL TO ORDER.
Il. ROLL CALL.
. INVOCATION/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.
Boy Scout Troop 519 will lead the Pledge of Allegiance.
IV.  PUBLIC HEARINGS.

2 Public hearing for the purpose of hearing comments on Proposed Ordinance No. 13-001, an
ordinance to amend Part Two, Chapter 720, Zoning, Section 720-23, Zoning Map, of the Code of
the City of Monroe, Michigan to rezone the property located at 1125 West Front Street. There are
no comments on file in writing in the Clerk-Treasurer’s Office.

V. COUNCIL ACTION.

1 Proposed Ordinance No. 13-001, an ordinance to amend Part Two, Chapter 720, Zoning, Section
720-23, Zoning Map, of the Code of the City of Monroe, Michigan to rezone the property located at
1125 West Front Street, up for its final reading.

7 Communication from the Director of Economic and Community Development, submitting Proposed
Ordinance No. 13-002, an ordinance to amend Part Two, Chapter 720, Zoning, Article IV, Zoning
District Regulations, Section 720-33, C-O Office District, and Section 720-44, Schedule of Area,
Height, Width and Setback Regulations, of the Code of the City of Monroe.

Proposed Ordinance No. 13-002, up for its first reading and recommending that the public hearing
be set for Monday, February 4, 2013.
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260 This item was tabled at the January 7, 2013 meeting.

Communication from the Director of Human Resources, submitting a Retiree Health Care Plan Document
which will replace City Policy Number 002, Retiree Health Care, and recommending that the Mayor and
City Council authorize the adoption, establishment and execution of the Retiree Health Care Plan
document and that the officials designated on the Execution page be authorized to execute it on behalf of
the City of Monroe. It was moved by Council Member McKart and seconded by Council Member Kansier
that this item be tabled until the Tuesday, January 22, 2013 meeting.

VI.  CONSENT AGENDA. (allitems listed under the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine by Mayor and Council and will be approved by

10
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one motion, unless a Council member or citizen requests that an item be removed and acted on as a separate
agenda item.)

Approval of the Minutes of the Regular City Council Meeting held on January 7, 2013 and Minutes
of the Work Session held on January 14, 2013.

Approval of payments to vendors in the amount of $

Action: Bills be allowed and warrants drawn on the various accounts for the|r payment.

Request for a Determination of Similar Use.

1.

2.
3.

Communication from the Director of Economic and Community Development, submitting a
request for Determination of Similar Use submitted by Ernest Thompson on behalf of Cash
Express, Inc., to open a business in downtown Monroe that would provide a number of specific
services for customers, and recommending that Council approve the request for a
Determination of Similar Use, and further recommending that “payday” loans, check cashing,
gold purchases, and Western Union services be identified as a special use under Section 720-
36, CBD, C, Special Uses, (10) as “uses similar to other permitted or special land uses
listed...” in this chapter.

Supporting documents.

Action: Accept, place on file and the recommendation be carried out.

Interlocal Agency Agreement and Accompanying Resolution.

1.

2.
3.

Communication from the City Attorney, submitting an Interlocal Agency Agreement and
accompanying Resolution, to provide public transportation for the City of Monroe, the
Township of Frenchtown, and other areas of Monroe County, as amended, and recommending
that the agreement be approved and the resolution be adopted.

Supporting documents.

Action: Accept, place on file and the resolution be adopted.

Motor Control Center A & B Replacement — Water Filtration Plant — Bid Award.

1.

Communication from the Director of Engineering and Public Services, reporting back on bids
received on Monday, January 14, 2013 for Motor Control Center A & B Replacement at the
Water Filtration Plant, and recommending that Council award the contract, including both bid
alternates, to U.S. Utility Contractor Co., Inc. in the amount of $207,799, and that a total of
$239,000 be encumbered to include a 15% project contingency, and further recommending
that the Mayor and Clerk-Treasurer be authorized to sign the contracts on behalf of the City of
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2.
3.

Monroe, and further recommending that a contract be awarded to URS Corporation for
construction engineering services in the amount of $6,300 and that the Director of Engineering
and Public Services or his designee be authorized to execute it on behalf of the City.
Supporting documents.

Action: Accept, place on file and the recommendation be carried out.

Proposed Lane Reconfiguration of North Dixie Highway.

1.

2.
3.

Communication from the Director of Engineering and Public Services, submitting a proposed
Lane Reconfiguration of North Dixie Highway from East EIm Avenue to Detroit Avenue, and
recommending that Council authorize the Engineering Department to submit the resurfacing
plans for North Dixie Highway, along with its relevant approaches to the project area, to MDOT
for programming under the following general terms:1) Conversion from four lanes to three
lanes with a 6.5-foot wide bicycle lane in each direction, for all of North Dixie Highway between
East EIm Avenue and the railroad underpass, except as further modified below; 2) Installation
of a raised median in place of the center turn lane between East EIm Avenue and East Noble
Avenue, where said turn lane is not necessary for left turns onto East Elm Avenue, East Noble
Avenue, or the driveway into the Monroe Multi-Sports Complex; 3) Conversion from four lanes
to three lanes with a 6-foot to 8-foot on-street bicycle lane in each direction, for Winchester
Street from East EIm Avenue to a location south of Perry Street where the roadway narrows to
36 feet in total width; 4) Designation of 6-foot wide on-street bicycle lanes in each direction for
Winchester Street from a location south of Perry Street to East First Street, retaining the
existing single lane in each direction; 5) Transition from three lane to five lanes between the
railroad underpass and Detroit Avenue on North Dixie Highway, in such a location as to
provide for the orderly and safe flow of traffic; 6) Authorize the Engineering Department to
make minor modifications to the above as necessary to meet specific requirements that MDOT
may have, so long as they are within the spirit of this approval.

Supporting documents.

Action: Accept, place on file and the recommendation be carried out.

Storage Area Network Purchase.

1.

2.
3.

Communication from the Finance Director, submitting a request to purchase a Storage Area
Network to save space, cost and energy, and recommending that the Mayor and City Council
approve a purchase order to be issued to Dell in the amount of $8,490.88 for the purchase of a
storage area network (SAN).

Supporting documents.

Action: Accept, place on file and the recommendation be carried out.

Employee Assistance Program (EAP).

1.

2.
3.

Communication from the Director of Human Resources, submitting a contract with The
Wellness Group, to provide the services of an Employee Assistance Program (EAP) for its
employees and their eligible dependents, and recommending that the Mayor and City Council
approve the contract, which has been reviewed and approved by legal counsel, with Health
Management Systems of America (HMSA) and direct administration to execute and proceed
with the implementation.

Supporting documents.

Action: Accept, place on file and the recommendation be carried out.



VIl.  MAYOR'S COMMENTS.

VIIl.  COUNCIL COMMENTS.

IX.  CITY MANAGER COMMUNICATION.
X.  CITIZEN COMMENTS

Xl. . ADJOURNMENT.
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CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA FACT SHEET

DISCUSSION:

On May 21, 2012, Mayor and Council approved a contract with Dykema Gossett to assist the City in the
creation and the development of a Retiree Health Care Plan document which will replace City Policy Number
002, Retiree Health Care. The purpose of the Plan is to describe such medical and other health benefits that
certain eligible Retirees, Spouses, and dependents are entitled to receive pursuant to the City’s current policies
and/or applicable collective bargaining agreements. Further research is still underway to review all the previous
collective bargaining agreements in an effort to clearly define the benefits that certain retirees and their eligible
dependents were entitled to pursuant to previously bargained agreements and which will be incorporated in an
Administrative Policy for future reference.

IT IS RECOMMENDED that the Mayor and City Council authorize the adoption, establishment and execution
of the Retiree Health Care Plan document and that the officials designated on the Execution page be authorized
to execute it on behalf of the City of Monroe.

DFC;Z{ /
[CJAgdinst

[No Action Taken/Recommended

A0




ARBRQYAL DEADL]NE December 31, 2012
REASON FOR DEADLINE: To provide documentation describing the retiree health care benefits that certain eligible retirees and

dependents are entltled to receive.

STAFF RECON[MENDATION i
B,EASON AGAINST: N/A 7

'FINANCES
COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: o Cost of Total Project

Cost of This Project Approval

Related Annual Operating Cost

Increased Revenue Expected/Year

SOURCE OF FUNDS: i Account Number Amount
$N/A
$N/A
$N/A
$N/A
$N/A

Other Funds $N/A
$ N/A

Budget Approval:

| REVIEWED BY:

QOUNC!I_= MEETING DATE 12/17/20] 7




Rev’d 2013

CITY OF MONROE, MICHIGAN
RETIREE HEALTH CARE PLAN

Effective January 1, 2013 (except as otherwise provided herein)

Dykema Gossett PLLC
400 Renaissance Center
Detroit, Michigan 48243

REVISED
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ARTICLE 1
PREAMBLES

Section 1.01 Adoption of Plan. The City of Monroe, Michigan (“City”), established
the City of Monroe, Michigan Retiree Health Care Plan (“Plan”), as previously maintained and
described through City Policy Number 002, Section 400 (last revised September 19, 2011),
which policy is now being replaced and wholly superseded by the terms of this written Plan
document adopted by the City effective January 1, 2013.

Section 1.02 Purpose. The purpose of the Plan is to provide medical and other health
benefits to eligible Retirees and their Eligible Dependents. Benefits under the Plan are funded
through a combination of City, Employee, and Participant contributions. The City reserves the
right to enter into a contract with a commercial insurance carrier, a health maintenance
organization or preferred provider organization to provide retiree health care benefits under the
Plan or to self-fund the retiree health care benefits through the City, Employee and Participant
contributions and through a trust fund or other reserves created for that purpose.

Section 1.03 Interpretation and Law. The Plan is intended to qualify as an accident
and health plan under Code Sections 105 and 106 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as
amended (“Code”), the regulations promulgated thereunder, and applicable Michigan law.
Where not governed by Michigan law, the Plan shall be administered and construed in
accordance with applicable Federal law.

Section 1.04 Defined Terms. Throughout the Plan, various terms are used repeatedly.
These terms have specific and definite meanings when capitalized in the text. For convenience,
capitalized terms are collected and defined in Article II. Whenever capitalized terms appear in
the Plan, they shall have the meanings specified in that Article.

Section 1.05 Construction. Whenever any words are used in the Plan in the masculine
gender, they shall be construed as though they also were used in the feminine gender in all cases
where they would so apply, and wherever any words are used in the Plan in the singular form,
they shall be construed as though they also were used in plural form in all cases where they
would so apply. Headings of sections and paragraphs of this document are inserted for
convenience of reference. They constitute no part of the Plan and are not to be considered in the
construction of the Plan.

ARTICLE II
DEFINITIONS

Section2.01 “Administrator” means the City Manager of Monroe, Michigan, (or any
other party delegated and authorized in writing by the Manager to act on his or her behalf as the
Administrator for this Plan). The Administrator is charged with the responsibility to administer
and oversee the day to day operations of the Plan and can be contacted as follows: City of
Monroe, Managers Officer, 120 E. First St., Monroe, Michigan 48161, 734-384-9144.

Section 2.02 Benefits Guide. The actual plan documents, including insurance
contracts, benefits-at-a-glance documents, booklets, summaries, administrative services




agreements or collective bargaining agreements, entered into by the City and that govern the
retiree health care benefits described in this document and are hereby incorporated by reference
into this document. Various Retiree Groups may receive different plan design and cost sharing
structures from other Retiree Groups. As a result, the Benefits Guide will differ from one
Retiree Group to another. The Employer will provide you with copies of the Benefits Guide that
pertains to your Retiree Group when you first become a Participant under the Plan. You also
should request updated copies of such Benefits Guides as changes may be made after the date
initially distributed to you. Please also review Appendices A and B.

Section 2.03 “City” means the City of Monroe, Michigan, which acts through the City
Council and Mayor. The City sponsors and maintains the Plan for the benefit of Employees who
become eligible for retiree health care benefits hereunder.

Section 2.04 “City Council” means the City Council of Monroe, Michigan.

Section 2.05 “Code” means the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended.
Reference to any section or subsection of the Code includes reference to any comparable or
succeeding provision of any legislation which amends or replaces such section or subsection.

Section 2.06 “Eligible Dependent” means:

(@) The Retiree’s Spouse; and

(b)  The Retiree’s dependent child who qualifies as the Retiree’s dependent under
Code Section 152 (without regard to the earnings limit under §152(d)(1)(B), the special
exclusions under §152(b)(1) or (2), or the age or student status requirements under §152(c)(3),
provided that such qualifying child is age 26 or under during the entire Plan Year). As used
herein, “child” shall only include a Retiree’s unmarried natural child, adopted child, child
lawfully placed with the Retiree for adoption, or child for whom legal guardianship has been
awarded to the Retiree. Notwithstanding anything in this Plan to the contrary, if a Benefits
Guide has a more restrictive definition of Eligible Dependent (e.g. contains additional dependent
eligibility conditions), then the more restrictive conditions under the Benefits Guide will apply,
but only to the extent they are consistent with applicable federal law.

Section 2.07 “Employee” means:

(a) anon-union common law employee of the City who was employed on a regular,
full-time basis by the City on or before June 30, 2008, and is a contributing member of
the Retirement System; or

(b)  an individual who is covered by a collective bargaining agreement with the City
that specifically states that retirement health care benefits under the Plan shall be
provided to eligible Retirees (subject, however, to the terms of the collective bargaining
agreement that may require the individual to be employed on or before a certain date).

The term “Employee” shall exclude any (i) non-union common law employee hired by the City
on or after July 1, 2008; (ii) non-union common law employee rehired by the City on or after
July 1, 2008, unless such rehired employee is receiving coverage under this Plan immediately



prior to his or her reemployment commencement date; (iii) union employee whose collective
bargaining agreement does not require retirement health care benefits or hired or reemployed by
the City on or after a date specified in the applicable collective bargaining agreement, (iv) any
other employee not eligible to participate under the Retirement System, or (iv) individual for
whom the City designates as an independent contractor, leased or contract employee, or self-
employed individual, regardless of a finding by the City or any third party as to the common law
employment status or reclassification of any such person.

Section 2.08 “Mandatory Contributions” are contributions that are mandatorily
reduced from an Employee’s payroll and contributed to the Trust Fund, as set forth under
Sections 7.03 and 7.04 below and the attached Appendix B.

Section 2.09 “Participant” means a Retiree and his/her Eligible Dependents who are
covered by and entitled to retiree health care benefits under the terms of the Plan.“Plan” means
the City of Monroe, Michigan Retiree Health Care Plan as described in this document and any
subsequent amendments, and any Benefit Guide incorporated by reference into the Plan.

Section 2.11 “Plan Year” means the period commencing on January 1* and ending on
December 31%.

Section 2.12 “Retiree” means an Employee who satisfies the eligibility requirements
of Article III:

Section 2.13 “Retirement System” means the Monroe City Employees’ Retirement
System (as set forth in Chapter 127 of the Monroe City Ordinances, as amended).

Section 2.14 “Spouse” means a Retiree’s Spouse by legal marriage at the time of the
Employee’s retirement, if recognized under the laws of Michigan, but specifically excluding (i)
any common law marriages or same sex marriages, even if recognized under the laws of the
Retiree’s state of domicile, or (ii) any individual for whom a decree of divorce, separate
maintenance or legal separation from the Retiree has been entered. For these purposes, the legal
married status between a Retiree and his/her Spouse must have existed at the time of the
Retiree’s initial enrollment under the Plan (or death as applicable) and also at the time that the
expense was incurred for which reimbursement is claimed. After the Retiree’s initial enrollment
period, he/she will not be permitted to enroll a spouse (e.g. he may not enroll a new spouse or a
spouse he/she failed to initially enroll for any reason). A Spouse who is covered under the Plan
at the time of a Retiree’s death may continue to participate in the Plan as long as the Spouse
receives the Retiree’s survivor payments under the Retirement System; provided that if the
Spouse remarries, his or her new spouse is not eligible to receive coverage under the Plan.

Section 2.15 “Third Party Administrator” means the organization or insurance carrier
that has been engaged or contracted by the City to perform benefit claims processing or other
administrative services on behalf of the Plan.

Section 2.16 “Trust” means the Trust Agreement Resolution for the Post-Retirement
Health Care Fund.



ARTICLE I11
BENEFIT ELIGIBILITY

Section 3.01 Eligible Retirees. An Employee (as defined in Section 2.07 above) is
eligible to enroll in the Plan and continue to receive coverage during a Plan Year only if he/she
satisfies each of the following conditions:

(@) The Employee (i) separates for purposes of retirement from employment with
City or (ii) is eligible and elects to participate in the deferred retirement option plan
(DROP) under the Retirement System.

(b)  The Employee, as of the date immediately prior to the date of his/her retirement
or becoming a DROP member, was contributing member contributions to the Retirement
System.

(c)  As of the date of retirement and severance from employment with the City, the
Employee is entitled and immediately (and simultaneously with participation under this
Plan) commences receiving his or her retirement allowance from the Retirement System
or commences participation in the DROP under the Retirement System. A retired
Employee who does not elect immediate commencement of regular retirement benefits or
DROP membership under the Retirements System shall not be eligible to commence
benefits under this Plan at a later date. Employees who are only entitled to a deferred
retirement pension under the Retirement System are not eligible for coverage under this
Plan.

(d)  The Employee is not terminated from employment by reason of gross misconduct,
as determined in the sole discretion of the City.

(¢)  When the Retiree becomes entitled to Medicare (e.g. at age 65), he/she timely
enrolls in Medicare Part B. (Note: The Retiree and, where applicable, the Retiree’s
Eligible Dependent, shall be responsible for all associated costs of Medicare Part B
enrollment and participation.)

()  The Employee elects to receive retiree health coverage under the Plan in lieu of,
and thus waive, COBRA continuation health coverage to which he/she may have
otherwise been entitled under the Monroe City Group Health Plan covering active
Employees of the City.

(g) The Employee agrees in writing to and actually makes any required monthly
contribution for retiree coverage by the due date specified by the City, which cost is
determined by the City from time to time. If a Retiree fails to timely pay his/her required
contribution, retiree coverage will end and he/she will not thereafter again resume
participation in the Plan as a Retiree.

(h)  The Employee elects to receive retiree coverage under the Plan in writing by the
date specified by the Administrator, but in no event later than 60 days after his/her
severance from employment with the City for retirement (or commencement of



participation in the DROP under the Retirement System). If an Employee fails to timely
elect retiree coverage under this Plan (or is not eligible to elect retiree coverage as of the
date of his/her severance from employment), such Employee and his/her Eligible
Dependent will not be eligible to elect or receive retiree coverage under the Plan at any
later date.

(i) The Employee satisfies any other eligibility requirements set forth in the
applicable Benefits Guide.

NOTE: Employees hired by the City on or after July 1, 2008, are not eligible to receive retiree
coverage under this Plan for themselves and/or Eligible Dependents. Additionally, individuals
who are reemployed by the City on or after July 1, 2008, generally will not be eligible for retiree
coverage under this Plan unless he/she was receiving coverage under this Plan upon his/her
reemployment commencement date. Such employees instead may be required to participate in
the City’s Retiree Health Care Savings Program. Please review the applicable plan documents to
determine your rights, obligations and benefits under such Retiree Health Care Savings Program.

Section 3.02 Eligible Dependent Coverage. A Retiree also may enroll his or her
Eligible Dependent(s) (as defined in Sections 2.06 and 2.14) in the same benefit options under
the Plan only if each of the following conditions are satisfied:

(a) Subject to Sections 3.03 and 3.04 below, the Retiree has timely enrolled
himself/herself in retiree coverage under the Plan as well as the Eligible Dependent in
accordance with the enrollment procedures established by the Administrator.

(b) The Eligible Dependent elects to receive retiree coverage under the Plan in lieu
of, and thus waives, COBRA coverage to which he or she may have otherwise been
entitled (except as otherwise permitted under the limited circumstances described below).

(c) The Retiree’s Eligible Dependent is not currently eligible to participate in his/her
own past or present employer-sponsored group health plan or, as determined in the sole
discretion of the City, is provided or eligible for lesser health care benefit coverage than
what the City provides.

(d) Subject to Sections 3.03 and 3.04 below, such individual must have qualified as
the Retiree’s Eligible Dependent as of the date of the Retiree’s retirement or
commencement in DROP under the Retirement System. A Retiree will not be entitled to
subsequently enroll any other individual (e.g. a new or existing Eligible Dependent who
was not initially enrolled due to other coverage or for other reasons) after the Retiree’s
initial enrollment period has closed connected to his/her retirement from employment
date.

(e) The Employee agrees in writing to and actually makes any required monthly
contribution for Eligible Dependent’s coverage, which cost is determined by the City
from time to time. If a Retiree fails to timely pay the required contribution, Eligible
Dependent coverage will end and not thereafter be reinstated.




NOTE: For all retiree groups, other than the Police and Firefighter Retiree Groups,
coverage of Eligible Dependent-Children under the Plan will be at the sole expense of the
Retiree (or his/her Spouse). For the Police and Firefighter Groups, their collective
bargaining agreements may allow for City subsidized coverage of such Dependent-
Children, which terms are incorporated by reference herein.

Section 3.03 Surviving Eligible Dependent’ Coverage.

(a) Death in Service. The current Eligible Dependent of an Employee who dies
during his/her employment with the City shall be eligible to enroll in this Plan as long as:

) The surviving Eligible Dependent elects to enroll in the Plan in writing by
the date specified by the Administrator, but in no event later than 60 days after
the Retiree’s death.

(ii)  The surviving Eligible Dependent is eligible to receive and immediately
commences survivor benefits under the Retirement System.

(iii)  The surviving Eligible Dependent agrees in writing to and actually makes
any required monthly contribution for surviving Eligible Dependent coverage,
which cost is determined by the City from time to time. If the surviving Eligible
Dependent fails to timely pay the required contribution, this Eligible Dependent
coverage will end and not thereafter be reinstated.

(iv)  The Surviving Eligible Dependent elects to receive surviving Eligible
Dependent coverage under the Plan in lieu of, and thus waives, COBRA coverage
to which he or she may have otherwise been entitled (except as otherwise
permitted under the limited circumstances described below).

v) The surviving Eligible Dependent is not currently eligible to participate in
his’/her own past or present employer-sponsored group health plan. or, as
determined in the sole discretion of the City, is provided or eligible for lesser
health care benefit coverage than what the City provides.

A surviving Eligible Dependent who is not eligible or otherwise fails any of the conditions set
forth above at the time of the Retiree’s death shall not subsequently be entitled enroll under this
Plan.

(b) Retiree’s Death During Coverage Under this Plan. An Eligible Dependent who
is enrolled under the Plan at the time of a Retiree’s death may continue to participate in the Plan
as long as he or she continues to satisfy the eligibility conditions set forth above in Section 3.02
and continues to receive the Retiree’s survivor benefits under the Retirement System. If the
Eligible Dependent-Spouse remarries after the Retiree’s death, his/her coverage may continue
under this Plan, but coverage shall not be available to the new Eligible Dependent.

Section 3.04 Coverage Under Other Employer-Sponsored Health Care Programs.
Notwithstanding anything in this Plan to the contrary, the special provisions below apply when




the Retiree or his/her Eligible Dependent are eligible for coverage under another employer-
sponsored group health:

(a) Each Retiree shall annually provide the Administrator a signed affidavit
indicating whether or not the Retiree and his/her Eligible Dependent is employed and/or
receiving health care benefits through another source. Retirees who fail to report such
employment and/or receipt of health care benefits from another source, or falsify such affidavit,
shall forfeit all health care benefits and rights under this Plan for themselves and their Eligible
Dependents. To receive benefits under this policy, Retirees and Eligible Dependents must
cooperate in the coordination of coverage to limit the City's expense.

(b) In the event a Retiree obtains employment with another employer after his/her
retirement from the City and is eligible for or provided health care benefits equal to or better (as
determined in the sole discretion of the Administrator) than those provided to the Retiree by the
City through that employment, the City shall not provide coverage to the Retiree and his/her
Eligible Dependent while the Retiree is so employed. Upon termination of this subsequent
employment, the Retiree, after giving notice to the City, shall be eligible to have his/her coverage
and his/her Eligible Dependent’s coverage reinstated under this Plan.

(c) Notwithstanding paragraph (b), if the Retiree is employed long enough to obtain
retiree health benefits through another employer and such benefits are equal to or greater than
those provided to Retirees under this Plan, the City shall have no further obligation to provide
health care benefits to this Retiree and his/her Eligible Dependent.

Section 3.05 Determining Eligibility. Subject to Article X, the Administrator has full
and final discretion to determine if a retired employee or his/her Eligible Dependent satisfy the
eligibility requirements for coverage under this Plan, including determining if they had been
timely enrolled in the manner which satisfies Plan requirements. The Administrator also has the
right, retroactively or prospectively, to terminate coverage for a Retiree and/or his/her Eligible
Dependent as of the date that they no longer satisfy the Plan’s eligibility requirements and
receive reimbursement from such individuals for any benefits when the Plan’s eligibility
requirements are not satisfied.

ARTICLE IV
PARTICIPATION

Section 4.01 Commencement of Participation. A Participant shall begin receiving
benefits under the Plan on the first day he or she satisfies the eligibility requirements of Article
III, provided the individual has timely enrolled for coverage on such date in the manner and by
the deadline established by the Administrator. If a Retiree fails to timely and accurately
complete the enrollment process, the Retiree and/or his/her Eligible Dependent will not be
covered under the Plan at any future date (except as otherwise permitted under Section 3.04).

Section 4.02 Enrollment. The Administrator generally will give each Retiree written
notice of his or her right to enroll under the Plan; provided, however, that a Retiree is ultimately
responsible to request such forms when he/she retires from employment. The Retiree must
enroll for coverage on a form or forms provided by and filed with the Administrator, and furnish



all pertinent information requested by the Administrator, including but not limited to, the names,
relationships and birthdates of the Retiree’s Eligible Dependent. The Administrator may rely
upon all such forms and information furnished.

Section 4.03 Making Enrollment Changes — Retiree’s Responsibility. A Retiree is
responsible for keeping his/her enrollment records up-to-date so the Plan can process claims
quickly and correctly. The Retiree must promptly report any changes to his/her personal
information (i.e. home address) or any eligibility changes (divorce, death, other coverage, etc..)
to the Administrator within 30 days of the change.

ARTICLE V
TERMINATION OF PARTICIPATION

Section5.01 Termination Events. Except as provided in Section 5.02, a Participant’s
coverage and participation in the Plan shall terminate in accordance with the Plan and/or Benefits
Guide on the earliest of:

€)) the City’s termination of the Plan, in whole or in part;

) an Employee’s or Participant’s non-payment of any required contributions under
the Plan or to the Trust;

3 the loss of eligibility status;

€)) failure to timely enroll in Medicare Part B benefits, if and when he/she becomes
eligible for such benefits;

(5) the death of such Participant; or

(6) in the case of the Retiree’s death, the surviving Eligible Dependent may receive or
continue to receive coverage under this Plan only under the limited circumstances
described in Section 3.03 above regarding surviving Eligible Dependent coverage
or Section 5.02 regarding COBRA coverage.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, if a Participant permits another person who is
not a qualified Participant to use any identification card issued by the Third Party Administrator
or the Participant otherwise fraudulently claims a benefit or falsifies information on a benefit
claim form, the Administrator or Third Party Administrator may give such Participant written
notice that he or she is no longer a covered Participant for benefits under the Plan. If the
Administrator or Third Party Administrator gives such written notice, the Retiree and his/her
Eligible Dependents will cease to be eligible for the benefits under the Plan as of the date
specified in such written notice, and no benefits will be paid after that date. Any action by the
Administrator or Third Party Administrator under this provision is subject to review in
accordance with the Claims and Claims Review Procedures under the Plan. Coverage under the
Plan also will end on any other date specified in the Benefits Guide.



Section 5.02 COBRA Continuation Coverage. The right to COBRA continuation
coverage was created by a federal law, the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1986 (COBRA). At the time that an Employee retired from employment with the Employer,
such Retiree and his/her covered Eligible Dependents elected retiree coverage under this Plan in
lieu of, and thereby waived, all rights to COBRA coverage under this federal law. The only
exception to this waiver of COBRA rights is if the coverage of the Retiree’s Eligible Dependent
under this Plan terminates as a result of any event which is deemed a “qualifying event” under
COBRA. In which case, such covered Eligible Dependent may elect COBRA continuation
coverage under this Plan in accordance with the remaining provisions of this Section 5.02.

(@) COBRA Continuation Coverage.  Upon the termination of an Eligible
Dependent’s coverage under this Plan due to a Qualifying Event, the Eligible Dependent
(or Retiree on behalf of the Eligible Dependent) may elect to purchase continuation
coverage for such Eligible Dependent. The election will be effective only if made in
writing and filed within the election period, as further described below. Continuation
coverage is not indefinite and will only last as described below or as otherwise required
by law.

(b)  Qualifyving Events. COBRA coverage is available to a covered Eligible
Dependent, if his or her coverage under this Plan would otherwise end due to:

° divorce or legal separation from the Retiree; or
° the Retiree’s death or Medicare entitlement.

(c)  Member Notice Requirements. A Retiree or his/her covered Eligible Dependent,

or any representative acting on their behalf, must inform the Administrator of the

occurrence of a Qualifying Event within 60 days from the date that such Qualifying :
Event occurs. The Notice must be sent in writing by U.S. mail to the Administrator and

must contain the following information:

. The Retiree’s name and the last 4 digits of his/her social security number;
° The name of any covered Eligible Dependent;
° A statement that such person is covered under the Plan;

o A description of the Qualifying Event; and
° The date on which such event occurred.

The Administrator may require that the notice be supplemented with any additional
information as it deems necessary to administer these COBRA provisions. Notices the
Administrator shall be addressed as follows:

City of Monroe, Michigan
Administrator/City Manager
120 E. First St.



Monroe, MI 48161
734-384-9144
WWww.monroemi.gov

Failure to timely provide written notice to the Administrator will cause the Retiree’s
covered Eligible Dependent to lose the right to receive COBRA coverage.

(d)  Electing COBRA. The Administrator generally will notify, through the COBRA
Qualifying Event Notice and Election form, a covered Eligible Dependent of his or her
right to elect COBRA continuation coverage, but only if the Administrator has received
timely notice of the Qualifying Event that results in a loss of coverage, as explained
above. If continuation coverage is desired, the Eligible Dependent must elect COBRA
continuation coverage within 60 days of the date that the Administrator sent the COBRA
Qualifying Event Notice and Election form to such Eligible Dependent. If a covered
Eligible Dependent does not timely elect to purchase COBRA continuation coverage (or
does not timely notify the Administrator of a Qualifying Event), such Eligible
Dependent’s coverage under the Plan will end and no future COBRA continuation rights
will be available to him/her. In considering whether to elect COBRA continuation
coverage, an Eligible Dependent should take into account that a failure to continue
his/her group health plan coverage will affect future rights under federal law. First, an
Eligible Dependent can lose the right to avoid having a pre-existing condition exclusions
applied to her or him by other group health plans if such Eligible Dependent has more
than a 63-day gap in health coverage, and election of continuation coverage may help an
Eligible Dependent not have such a gap. Second, an Eligible Dependent may lose the
guaranteed right to purchase individual health insurance policies that do not impose such
pre-existing condition exclusions if such Eligible Dependent does not get COBRA
continuation coverage for the maximum time available to him or her. Finally, the
Eligible Dependent should take into account that he or she has special enrollment rights
under federal law. An Eligible Dependent has the right to request special enrollment in
another group health plan for which he or she otherwise is eligible (such as a plan
sponsored by an Eligible Dependent’s employer) within 30 days after an Eligible
Dependent’s group health coverage ends because of the Qualifying Event listed above.
A covered Eligible Dependent also will have the same special enrollment right at the end
of COBRA continuation coverage if such Eligible Dependent gets continuation coverage
for the maximum time available to him or her.

(e)  Cost of Continuation Coverage. COBRA continuation coverage is at the covered
Eligible Dependent’s expense. The monthly cost of this continued coverage will be
included in the COBRA notice sent to an Eligible Dependent. The amount of the
COBRA premiums generally will not exceed 102 percent of the applicable premium for
the coverage (which includes the employer plus retiree share of premium costs).

® Making Premium Payments. For coverage to continue, the first premium must be
received by the date stated in the notice. Normally this date will be 45 days after the
continuation coverage is elected. Premiums for every following month of continuation
coverage must be paid monthly on or before the premium due date stated in the notice.
There is a 30 day grace period for these monthly premiums. If the premium is not paid
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within 30 days after the due date, continuation coverage will end on the first day of that
period of coverage. Coverage cannot be reinstated. A COBRA continuee will not
receive a monthly bill/voucher for such COBRA premiums. The COBRA continuee has
the sole obligation and responsibility to make timely payment of COBRA premium(s).

(g)  Eligible Dependent COBRA Continuation Coverage Period. A covered Eligible
Dependent has the right to continue his or her COBRA coverage under this Section up to
36 months following their loss of coverage due to a Qualifying Event.

(h)  Level of Coverage. If an Eligible Dependent elects COBRA continuation
coverage, he or she will be offered the same level of benefits that such Eligible
Dependent had at the time he or she lost coverage. If benefit levels change for similarly
situated retirees, or Eligible Dependents, it also will change for such Eligible Dependent
or who elects COBRA coverage under this Section.

(1) Events Causing Termination of Continuation Coverage. A covered Eligible
Dependent may continue the COBRA coverage he or she elects until the earliest of the
following situations:

° The end of the 36-month continuation period;

° The date the City no longer provides group health coverage to any of its
Employees;

o The date a Retiree or his/her Eligible Dependent does not make timely

payment for COBRA coverage;

° The date a covered Eligible Dependent becomes covered under another
group health care plan (unless that plan includes exclusions or limitations about
preexisting conditions that apply to such Eligible Dependent, or unless this other
coverage was effective prior to electing COBRA coverage);

. The date a covered Eligible Dependent becomes entitled to (i.e. enrolled
in) Medicare (unless such Eligible Dependent became entitled to Medicare prior
to electing COBR A coverage).

)] Other COBRA Information. In order to protect COBRA rights, a Retiree and/or
his/her Eligible Dependent should keep the Administrator informed of any changes in
their addresses. A Retiree and his/her Eligible Dependent also should keep a copy of any
notices that are sent to the Administrator for their own records. If a Participant requires
more information regarding continuation of coverage, he/she should contact the
Administrator.

Section 5.03 Conversion Privilege. To the extent the Plan is fully-insured through an
insurance contract, a Participant may, if permitted by and in accordance with the terms of such
insurance contract, convert his or her coverage under the Plan to an individual medical expense
policy with the insurance carrier, without the necessity of a medical examination and with no
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interruption in coverage. The cost of such individual conversion coverage shall be paid solely by
the affected individual. To the extent conversion rights are applicable to the benefit options
available under this Plan, it is the Participant’s sole responsibility to timely contact and apply for
individual conversion coverage in accordance with the terms of the insurance contract.

ARTICLE VI
IMPORTANT LAWS IMPACTING A PARTICIPANT’S COVERAGE
UNDER THE PLAN

Section 6.01 Federal Laws Unless City Opts Out. Unless the City has timely elected
to opt out of compliance with these laws or is otherwise exempt from these laws, the Plan shall
comply with the following:

(a) The Plan may not restrict benefits for any hospital length of stay in connection
with childbirth for the mother or newborn child to less than:

(1) 48 hours following a vaginal delivery; and
) 96 hours following a delivery by cesarean section.

However, the Plan may pay for a shorter stay if the attending provider (e.g., your physician) after
consultation with the mother, discharges the mother or newborn earlier. Also, the Plan may not
set the level of benefits or out-of-pocket costs so that any portion of the 48-hour (or 96-hour)
stay is treated in a manner less favorable to the mother or newborn than any earlier portion of the
stay. In addition, the Plan may not require that a physician or other health care provider obtain
authorization for prescribing a length of stay up to 48 hours (or 96 hours). However, to use
certain providers or facilities, or to reduce your out-of-pocket costs, you may be required to
obtain pre-approval. For information on pre-approval, refer to the Benefits Guide that applies to
the health care option elected.

(b) To the extent the Plan offers coverage for a mastectomy, the Administrator will
notify a Participant of his/her rights related to benefits provided through the Plan in connection
with the mastectomy, including the right to coverage to be provided in a manner determined in
consultation with his/her attending physician for:

° all stages of reconstruction of the breast on which the mastectomy was
performed;
° surgery and reconstruction of the other breast to produce a symmetrical

appearance; and

. prostheses and treatment of physical complications of the mastectomy,
including lymphedema.

These benefits are subject to the Plan’s regular deductible and co-payment amounts. A

Participant should refer to the Benefits Guide for further details and/or contact the Third Party
Administrator for more information.

12



(©) The Plan shall not:

. Use genetic information to determine eligibility for coverage or to impose pre-
existing condition exclusions;

. Adjust a Participant’s premium and contribution amounts on basis of genetic
information;

. Request or require a Participant or a family member to undergo a genetic testing;

. Request, require or purchase genetic information for underwriting purposes; or

. Request, require or purchase genetic information about an individual prior to or in

connection with an individual’s enrollment under the Plan (except as otherwise permitted
by law for wellness programs).

(d) If the Plan provides benefits for mental health or substance abuse disorders, the
Mental Health Parity Act (“MHPA”) requires equal treatment of mental health and substance
abuse benefits in parity with medical/surgical benefits. This generally means that:

* Financial requirements and treatment limits applicable to mental health and
substance abuse are no more restrictive than those limits and requirements on
medical/surgical (e.g. deductibles, copays, coinsurance, out-of-pocket, treatment
limits, not just annual and lifetime dollar limits);

*  QOut-of-Network Benefits provided for medical/surgical also must be available for
mental health and substance abuse; and

e Criteria for medical necessity and reason for claim denials must be made
available.

The Benefits Guide will provide an explanation of the covered and excluded benefits, which will
indicate if the City is exempt from or will comply with the Mental Health Parity Act provisions.

Section 6.02 Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2010. New federal
health care reform legislation was enacted on March 23, 2010, requiring most group health plans
to comply with certain market reform and consumer protection provisions. These provisions
include items such as extending a child’s coverage under a plan until age 26, eliminating certain
lifetime and annual limitations and pre-existing condition exclusions, and other consumer and
patient protection rights.

These new market reforms and consumer protection provisions DO NOT apply to this Plan,
because this Plan covers only retired employees of the City (and their Eligible Dependent), and
does not cover any active employees of the City. The Department of Health and Human
Services (along with the Department of Labor and Internal Revenue Service) issued guidance
that confirms that retiree-only health plans will not be subject to the new market reform and
consumer/patient protection provisions of the new Health Care Reform legislation.
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Accordingly, this Plan will not be amended to reflect the market reform and consumer protection
provisions that a Participant may have heard about through the media (unless the City, in its sole
discretion decides to voluntarily amend the Plan to include such a provision). If a Participant
would like additional information, he/she can contact the Administrator or may visit the
Department of Health and Human Services' website at http://www.hhs.gov/ or Department of
Labor’s website at http://www.dol.gov/ for general information.

ARTICLE VII
BENEFITS AND FUNDING

Section 7.01 Scheduled Benefits. @ The Plan generally provides medical and
prescription drug benefits to Participants (and dental benefits at the Participant’s sole expense).
The Benefits Guide, as prepared by the Third Party Administrator, describes the actual benefits
(covered and excluded) and tiers of coverage available to Participants under the Plan as well as
any annual and life-time maximums, pre-authorization or certification requirements and other
limitations and exclusions applicable to Participants under the Plan. The Appendices to this Plan
also contain information regarding the design of the Plan. When a Participant becomes eligible
for Medicare (e.g. at age 65), he/she must timely enroll in Medicare Parts A and B. Failure to
timely enroll in Medicare will cause your coverage under this Plan to end.

The benefit structure, coverage options and other cost sharing requirements for
each benefit option offered under the Plan (including copays, coinsurance, out-of-
pocket maximums, deductibles, etc.) vary for different Retiree Groups depending
on such Retiree’s status as a non-union employee or union employee as of your
retirement date, age at retirement, and/or date of retirement. As a result, your
Benefits Guide may differ from other Retiree Groups. The Employer will provide
you with a copy of the Benefits Guide that pertains to your Retiree Group when
you become a Participant. Please also review Appendices A and B.

Section 7.02 Cost of Coverage. The City may require Participants to share in the cost
of coverage through various cost-sharing mechanisms, including premium contributions,
deductibles, copayments, coinsurance and other payment limitations or requirements. The
Administrator will notify Participants annually of any required Participant premium-
contributions, which amount may vary for different retiree groups, and also regarding any other
cost through deductibles, co-payments, co-insurance (see Appendix A).

Section 7.03 Funding and Mandatory Contributions. At this time, the Plan provides
retiree medical and prescription drug benefits through a self-insured arrangement. Self-insured
means that the benefits are not insured through an insurance carrier, but rather are paid by the
City through the Trust or other general assets of City. Certain Employee Groups also are
required to make mandatory contributions, through current pre-tax payroll deductions, to the
Trust, as provided in Appendix B and each applicable collective bargaining agreement. Such
Mandatory Contributions shall be treated as Employer contributions for the purpose of
determining tax treatment under the United States Internal Revenue Code (the “Code™).

The City has entered into a service agreement with a Third Party Administrator to
administer the Plan, including claims adjudication. Only to the extent the Plan remains self-
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funded and administered by a Third Party Administrator, the Plan is required to disclose to
Participants the following provisions of Michigan’s Third Party Administrator’s Act (MCL
550.901 et seq):

° In the event the Plan, Trust or the City does not ultimately pay health expenses
that are eligible for payment under a self-funded Plan option for any reason, the
individuals covered by the Plan may be liable for those expenses.

° The Third Party Administrator merely processes claims for such self-funded
benefits and does not insure that any health expenses of individuals covered by
the Plan will be paid.

. Complete and proper claims for self-funded benefits made by a Participant will be

promptly processed but that in the event there are delays in processing claims, the
Participants shall have no greater rights to interest or other remedies against the
Third Party Administrator than as otherwise afforded them by law.

Section 7.04 Refund of Mandatory Contributions. If an Employee terminates
employment with the City prior to becoming eligible for a normal retirement pension under the
Retirement System (e.g. the employee is only entitled to a deferred retirement pension), such
Employee will not be entitled to receive retiree health care coverage under the Plan and the City
shall refund the amount of the Mandatory Contributions to the Plan, plus earnings/interest/losses
thereon, as calculated by the Administrator.

Any Employee also may, at the time established by the Administrator, voluntarily and
irrevocably waive retiree health care benefits under the Plan for himself/herself, and such waiver
automatically will include, without consent, a waiver on behalf of his/her Eligible Dependent.
The Employee must complete the waiver form provided by the City. Upon executing a voluntary,
irrevocable waiver of retiree health care benefits under this Plan for the Employee (and his/her
Eligible Dependent), no additional Mandatory Contributions from the Employee will be deducted
from his/her payroll. The Administrator also shall calculate the value of all Mandatory Contributions
paid to the Trust by such Employee, plus accumulated interest; which amounts shall be refunded to
the Employee who irrevocably waives retiree health care benefits under this Plan. The refund of any
retiree health care contributions shall be made to the Employee within forty-five (45) days of the
Employee’s properly completed and submitted waiver of retiree health care benefits to the
Administrator.

ARTICLE VIII
COORDINATION OF BENEFITS

Section 8.01 General Rule. The City intends that the Plan shall provide each
Participant with payment for eligible health care expenses incurred by the Participant as a Retiree
and, if eligible, the Retiree’s Eligible Dependent. The City does not intend that payment under
this Plan and any other health care plan shall exceed the amount of the expenses incurred. For
this reason, the Plan coordinates benefits with other health care plans in accordance with the
State of Michigan’s Coordination of Benefits Act as set forth in MCLA § 550.251.
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Section 8.02 Reimbursement. If an expense is paid by the Trust on behalf of a Retiree
or a Retiree’s Eligible Dependent, and such expense subsequently is paid from any other source,
in whole or in part, the Retiree or Eligible Dependent shall remit to the Trust an amount equal to
the duplicated benefit. In addition, the Trust may reimburse any other health care plan, person or
entity that has paid an expense on behalf of a Retiree or the Eligible Dependent that is an
expense payable under this Plan. In such event, the City, the Plan, and Trust shall be relieved of
all further responsibility with respect to that expense.

Section 8.03 Coordination with Medicare. If a Participant becomes eligible for
Medicare, he or she must timely enroll in Medicare Parts A and B. If a Participant fails to timely
enroll in Medicare Parts A and B, his/her coverage under the Plan will terminate retroactive to
Medicare eligibility date and may not be reinstated. The following rules apply regarding
coordinating retiree coverage under this Plan with Medicare:

. Medicare will be primary payer and this Plan will be secondary payer because a
Participant is covered under this Plan as a Retiree of the City or as the Retiree’s Eligible
Dependent. Generally, a Participant must enroll for Medicare within the three months
prior to his/her 65" birthday to be assured of coverage. If a Participant does not timely
enroll, Medicare may not approve the Participant’s application either for some period or
not at all. It is a Participant’s responsibility to consult with his/her local Social Security
office and obtain details regarding Medicare.

. Notwithstanding the foregoing rules, if a Participant under this Plan is eligible for
Medicare solely on the basis of End Stage Renal Disease (ESRD) and he or she incurs a
charge for the treatment of ESRD for which benefits are payable under both this Plan and
Medicare, this Plan will be the primary payer and Medicare will be secondary payer for a
period of up to 30 consecutive months. This 30-month period begins on the earlier of: (i)
the first day of the month during which a regular course of renal dialysis starts; and (ii)
with respect to an ESRD Medicare eligible individual who receives a kidney transplant,
the first day of the month during which such Participant becomes eligible for Medicare.
After the 30-month period ends, if an ESRD Medicare eligible individual incurs a charge
for ESRD benefits, Medicare will be primary payer and this Plan will be secondary
payor. If a Participant is eligible for Medicare solely on the basis of ESRD, he or she
must be covered by both Parts A and B.

Section 8.04 Coordination with Medicare Part D — Prescription Drug Plan. Part D
of Medicare offers prescription drug coverage to individuals enrolled in Medicare Part A and/or

Part B. Part D coverage is entirely voluntary. A Participant must pay a monthly premium for
Medicare Part D coverage, which is set each year by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services. The initial enrollment period for Medicare Part D will be the same as the period for
enrolling in Medicare Part B. There also will be an open enrollment period each year that will
run from October 15™ through December 31,

A Participant’s prescription drug coverage under this Plan’s Medical Program generally will be
more valuable than the Medicare Part D benefit. The prescription drug coverage under this Plan
generally has no premium costs that are separate from his/her overall premium share for medical
coverage. Please request a copy of the “I/mportant Notice About Your Prescription Drug
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Coverage and Medicare” from the Administrator for more information on the Medicare Part D
benefit. The Notice also has telephone numbers a Participant can call and web sites a Participant
can visit to get more information about Medicare Part D. A Participant should contact the
Administrator if he/she has questions regarding prescription drug coverage under this Plan’s
Medical Program.

If a Participant signs-up for Medicare Part D coverage, such Medicare Part D coverage will be
coordinated with this Plan’s coverage.

Section 8.05 Subrogation. The Plan is designed to only pay covered expenses for
which payment is not available from anyone else, including any insurance company or another
health plan. In order to help a Participant in a time of need, the Plan may pay covered expenses
that may be or become the responsibility of another person, with the intent that the Plan later
receive reimbursement for those payments (hereinafter called “Reimbursable Payments”).
Therefore, by enrolling in the Plan, as well as by applying for payment of covered expenses, a
Participant expressly agrees to, and becomes subject to, the following terms and conditions with
respect to the amount of covered expenses paid by the Plan:

(a)  Assignment of Rights (Subrogation). A Participant automatically assigns to the
Plan any rights he may have to recover all or part of the same covered expenses from any
party, including an insurer or another group health program, but limited to the amount of
Reimbursable Payments made by the Plan. This assignment includes, without limitation,
the assignment of a right to any funds paid by a third party to a Participant or paid to
another for his/her benefit. This assignment applies on a first-dollar basis (i.e., has
priority over other rights), applies whether the funds paid to (or for the benefit of) a
Participant constitute a full or a partial recovery, and even applies to funds paid for non-
medical or dental charges, attorney fees, or other costs and expenses. This assignment
also allows the Plan to pursue any claim that a Participant may have, whether or not a
Participant chooses to pursue that claim. By this assignment, the Plan’s right to recover
from insurers includes, without limitation, such recovery rights against no-fault auto
insurance carriers in a situation where no third party may be liable, and from any
uninsured or underinsured motorist coverage.

(b)  Equitable Lien and other Equitable Remedies. The Plan shall have an equitable
lien against any rights a Participant may have to recover the same covered expenses from
any party, including an insurer or another group health program, but limited to the
amount of Reimbursable Payments made by the Plan. The equitable lien also attaches to
any right to payment from workers’ compensation, whether by judgment or settlement,
where the Plan has paid covered expenses prior to a determination that the covered
expenses arose out of and in the course of employment. Payment by workers’
compensation insurers or the City will be deemed to mean that such a determination has
been made.

This equitable lien also shall attach to any money or property that is obtained by anybody
(including, but not limited to, a Participant, the Participant’s attorney, and/or a trust) as a
result of an exercise of the Participant’s rights of recovery (sometimes referred to as
“proceeds”). The Plan also shall be entitled to seek any other equitable remedy against
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any party possessing or controlling such proceeds. At the discretion of the
Administrator, the Plan may reduce any future covered expenses otherwise available to a
Participant under the Plan by an amount up to the total amount of Reimbursable
Payments made by the Plan that is subject to the equitable lien.

The provisions of the Plan concerning subrogation, equitable liens and other equitable
remedies are also intended to supersede the applicability of the federal common law
doctrines commonly referred to as the “make whole” rule and the “common fund” rule.

(c)  Assisting in Plan’s Reimbursement Activities. The Participant has an obligation to
assist the Plan to obtain reimbursement of the Reimbursable Payments that it has made
on a Participant’s behalf, and to provide the Plan with any information concerning a
Participant’s other insurance coverage (whether through automobile insurance, other
group health program, or otherwise) and any other person or entity (including their
insurer(s)) that may be obligated to provide payments or benefits to or for the benefit of a
Participant. A Participant is required to (a) cooperate fully in the Plan’s exercise of its
right to subrogation and reimbursement, (b) not do anything to prejudice those rights
(such as settling a claim against another party without including the Plan as a co-payee
for the amount of the Reimbursable Payments and notifying the Plan), (c) sign any
document deemed by the Administrator to be relevant to protecting the Plan’s
subrogation, reimbursement or other rights, and (d) provide relevant information when
requested. The term “information” includes any documents, insurance policies, police
reports, or any reasonable request by the Administrator to enforce the Plan’s rights.

(d)  Qverpayments. This Plan will have the right to recover any payments that were
made to, or on behalf of| a Participant and which causes an overpayment to be made.

(e)  Interpretation. In the event that any claim is made that any part of this
subrogation and right of recovery provision is ambiguous or questions arise concerning
the meaning or intent of any of its terms, the Administrator for the Plan shall have the
sole authority and discretion to resolve all disputes regarding the interpretation of this
provision.

® Jurisdiction. By accepting benefits (whether the payment of such benefits is
made to a Participant or made on behalf of the Participant to any provider) from the Plan,
the Participant agrees that any court proceeding with respect to this provision may be
brought in any court of competent jurisdiction as the plan may elect. By accepting such
benefits, the Participant hereby submits to each such jurisdiction, waiving whatever
rights may correspond to him or her by reason of his or her present or future domicile.

Failure by a Participant to follow the above terms and conditions may result, at the discretion of
the Administrator, in a reduction from future benefit payments available to the Participant under
the Plan of an amount up to the aggregate amount of Reimbursable Payments that has not been
reimbursed to the Plan.
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ARTICLE IX
ADMINISTRATION

Section 9.01 Administrator’s Duties. Subject to the City Council’s reserved authority
to amend or terminate the Plan, the Administrator has the authority to determine the benefit
program structure and to administer and oversee the day to day operations of the Plan, including,
but not limited to, the determination of plan design and benefit structure; direct the Trust or the
City to make timely payment of benefit and administrative expenses incurred under the Plan;
determine the Participant cost sharing requirements; satisfy all reporting and disclosure
requirements; retain and procure all service providers, actuaries, insurers or other third party
administrators necessary for the proper administration of the Plan; and fulfill all other Plan
administrative functions as are not specifically assigned by contract to a Third Party
Administrator. The City (through City Council) and/or Administrator, subject to the termns of the
Plan, shall have full discretionary authority to interpret and decide all provisions of the Plan,
including all questions regarding eligibility to participate in the Plan.

Section 9.02 Insurance Carrier’s Duties. To the extent any benefits are provided
through fully-insured arrangements, the insurance carrier of such arrangement shall have sole
responsibility for interpreting and administering the insurance contract and for processing and
paying benefit claims thereunder, and shall provide the Administrator with such information as
the Administrator may deem necessary to permit the timely filing of all reports required by law.
The insurance carrier also shall provide to the Administrator, for distribution to Participants, the
Benefit Guide or other description of benefits provided under the contract.

ARTICLE X
CLAIMS PROCEDURE

Section 10.01 How to File a Claim. A claim for benefits under the Plan must be
submitted in writing to the Administrator in accordance with procedures established by the
Administrator as communicated in writing to Participants. The arbitration provisions set forth in
Section 10.02 shall apply only if no claims procedures are set forth in the Benefit Guide or as
required by an applicable collective bargaining agreement.

Section 10.02 Arbitration. Any dispute by Participants with the City as to the
interpretation or application of the provisions of the Plan shall be determined exclusively by
binding arbitration in Monroe, Michigan in accordance with the voluntary labor arbitration rules
of the American Arbitration Association then in effect. Judgment may be entered on the
arbitrator’s award in any court of competent jurisdiction. All fees and expenses of such
arbitration shall be paid equally by the City and Participant.

Section 10.03 General Claim Provisions. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the
following provisions will apply to all benefit claims:

(@) Finality of Decisions. The City, Administrator or its claims administrator has full
discretion in determining any matter regarding a claim for Benefits or other claims involving the
Plan. The decision of the City, Administrator or claims administrator upon review of any claim
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is binding on a Participant, his or her heirs and assigns, and all other persons claiming by,
through or under a Participant.

(b)  Limitation of Claims Procedure. Subject to any shorter time periods required
under a Benefits Guide, any initial claim under this claims procedure must be submitted within
12 months from the earlier of: (i) the date on which a Participant leamed of facts sufficient to
enable him/her to formulate such claim, or (ii) the date on which a Participant reasonably should
have been expected to learn of facts sufficient to enable him/her to formulate such claim.

(c) Limitation on Court Action. Any suit brought to contest or set aside a decision of
the claims administrator is to be filed in a court of competent jurisdiction within one year from
the date of the receipt of written or electronic notice of the claims administrator’s final decision.
Service of legal process shall be made upon the Plan by service upon the agent for service of
legal process or upon the claims administrator.

(d)  Legal Action. No legal action to recover Plan benefits or to enforce or clarify
rights under the Plan shall be commenced in court or arbitrated, whether or not statutory, until a
Participant first exhausts the claims and review procedures available to him/her under the Plan.

(e) Special Rulings. In order to resolve problems concerning the Plan and to apply
the Plan in unusual factual circumstances, the Administrator or Third Party Administrator acting
as the claims adjudicator may make special rulings. Such special rulings will be in writing on a
form to be developed by the administrator. In making its rulings, the administrator may consult
with other third party administrators, legal, accounting, investment, and other counsel or
advisers. Once made, special rulings shall be applied uniformly, except that the administrator
will not be bound by such rulings in future cases unless the factual situation of a particular case
is identical to that involved in the special ruling. Special rulings shall be made in accordance
with all applicable law and in accordance with the Plan. It is not intended that the special ruling
procedure will be a frequently used device, but that it should be followed only in extraordinary
situations. The administrator at all times will have the final decision as to whether resort will be
made to this special ruling feature.

ARTICLE XI
TERMINATION OR AMENDMENT

The City, by affirmative vote of the City Council, reserves and shall have the right at any
time to terminate or amend the Plan, in whole or in part. The City has no obligation to continue
the Plan or any benefit provided under the Plan, and a Participant’s right to a benefit always is
forfeitable. Notwithstanding the foregoing, any Plan or benefit termination or amendment shall
not adversely affect any Participant’s right under the Plan to benefits attributable to claims
incurred prior to such termination or amendment.

ARTICLE XII
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Section 12.01 Employment Relationship Not Affected. This Plan is neither an
employment contract, nor is it consideration for, an inducement for, or a condition of the
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employment of any individual. Nothing in the Plan gives an Employee or a Participant the right
to continued employment or limits the right of the City to discharge an Employee at any time,
with or without cause.

Section 12.02 Governing Law. This Plan shall be construed, enforced and administered
in accordance with the Code and laws of the State of Michigan. If any provision of the Plan is
held to violate the Code or to be illegal or invalid for any other reason, that provision shall be
deemed to be null and void, but the invalidation of that provision shall not otherwise affect the
Plan.

Section 12.03 No _Third Party Beneficiary; Assignment. The Plan is not intended to
benefit any person other than a Participant. An Employee or Participant cannot assign or alienate
(voluntarily or involuntarily) his/her rights under or interest in this Plan and every such attempt
is void.

Section 12.04 Return of Dividends, Premiums or Reserves. Because the amount of
employee or participant contributions is fixed each year and the City makes up the difference
between those contributions and the costs of the Plan, any dividends, returned premiums, service
fees or reserves, credited by a service provider or insurer are the property of the City.

Section 12.05 Tax Consequences. Neither the City nor the Plan makes any
representations or warranties regarding the federal, state, local or other tax treatment of benefits
provided pursuant to the Plan and a Participant shall have no rights against the City or the Plan if
any tax consequences contemplated are not achieved. It is intended that benefits provided under
the Plan shall not be considered deferred compensation and, thus, shall be exempt from Code
Section 409A. The provisions of the Plan are to be construed accordingly. However, in no event
shall the City or the Plan be responsible for any tax or penalty owed by a Participant with regard
to benefit payments made under this Plan.

Section 12.06 Facility of Payment. If the Administrator determines that a Participant is
incapable of receiving any benefits under the Plan that he/she is entitled to receive because the
Participant is ill, or otherwise incapacitated, the Administrator may direct that payment be made
on a Participant’s behalf.

Section 12.07 Lost Distributees. If the Administrator is unable to locate a Participant
when a benefit is due, the Participant’s benefit will be deemed to be forfeited. Therefore, it is
important that a Participant keep the Administrator informed of any changes to his/her current
address.

Section 12.08 Right of Verification. If an Employee or a Participant omits or provides
any false information with respect to the Plan or on a benefit claim form, such person may be
disqualified from receiving benefits under the Plan. In addition, an Employee may be subject to
disciplinary action and/or termination of employment.
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ARTICLE XIII
HIPAA PRIVACY AND SECURITY AMENDMENT

Section 13.01 Introduction. Members of the City’s workforce may have access to the
individually identifiable health information of Plan Participants (1) on behalf of the Plan itself
and (2) on behalf of the City, as the plan sponsor, with respect to plan administrative functions.

The Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996, as amended, and its
implementing privacy and security regulations (collectively referred to as “HIP AA”) restrict the
City’s and Plan’s ability to use and disclose certain health information known as “protected
health information” (“PHI”). It is the City’s policy that the Plan and the City will comply with
HIP AA requirements.

Throughout this Article, various terms are used repeatedly. These terms have specific and
definite meanings and generally have been capitalized throughout this Article. Whenever
capitalized terms appear, they shall have the meanings specified in HIPAA.

Section 13.02 Protected Health Information (PHI). PHI includes information that the
Plan creates or receives that relates to the past, present, or future health or medical condition of
an individual that could be used to identify the individual. Electronic PHI is PHI that is
transmitted by or maintained in electronic media (e.g. memory devices in computers,
removable/transportable digital memory medium, etc..).

Section 13.03 Use and Disclosure of PHI. The Plan can use or disclose PHI only in a
manner consistent with HIPAA, which generally is for purposes of Payment and Health Care
Operations. Payment means activities to obtain and provide reimbursement for the health care
provided to an individual, including determinations of eligibility and coverage under the Plan,
and other health care utilization review activities. Health Care Operations means the support
functions related to treatment and payment, such as quality assurance activities, case
management, receiving and responding to patient complaints, physician reviews, compliance
programs, audits, business planning, development, management, and administrative activities.

PHI also may be used or disclosed as specifically permitted by HIPAA, including the following
examples:

° The Plan may share PHI with govemment or law enforcement agencies when
required to do so or when required to in a court or other legal proceeding;

° The Plan may share PHI to obey Workers’ Compensation laws; and
° The Plan may share PHI with the individual if the individual requests access to
PHI as described below.

In other situations, the Plan will ask for the individual’s written authorization before using or
disclosing PHI.
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Section 13.04 City Certification. The Plan may disclose PHI to the City (including
certain members of the City’s workforce) only to perform administrative functions on behalf of
the Plan in a manner consistent with HIPAA requirements. In this regard, the City, by executing
this plan document, hereby provides certification to the Plan that the City will appropriately
safeguard and limit the use and disclosure of PHI that it receives from the Plan only to perform
plan administration functions. Specifically, the City agrees to:

use or further disclose PHI only as permitted by and consistent with this Plan
Document and HIPAA,;

ensure that any agents, including a subcontractor, to whom it provides PHI
received from the Plan agree to the same restrictions and conditions that apply to
City with respect to such information;

not use or disclose PHI for employment related actions and decisions or in
connection with any other benefit or employee benefit plan;

report to the Plan any use or disclosure of the PHI that is inconsistent with the
uses or disclosures permitted by the HIPAA Rule of which it becomes aware;

make available information in accordance with the HIPAA Rules regarding
individual access to PHI;

make available PHI for amendment in accordance with the HIPAA Rules;

make available the information required under the HIPAA Rules to provide an
accounting of non-routine disclosures to the individual;

make internal practices, books, and records relating to PHI available to the
Department of Health and Human Services for purposes of determining
compliance as required by the HIPAA Rules;

if feasible, return or destroy all PHI received from the Plan that City still
maintains in any form and retain no copies of such information when no longer
needed for the purpose for which disclosure was made, except that, if such return
or destruction is not feasible, limit further uses and disclosures to those purposes
that make the return or destruction of the information infeasible;

ensure adequate separation between the Plan and City; and
To the extent required by HIPAA, ensure compliance with the safeguard and

other requirements specified under 45 CFR 164.105(a) relating to hybrid entities
and the healthcare component of the Plan.

The City further agrees that if it creates, receives, maintains or transmits any electronic PHI on
behalf of the Plan, it will implement administrative, physical and technical safeguards that
reasonably and appropriately protect the confidentiality, integrity and availability of the
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electronic PHI, and it will ensure that any agents (including subcontractors) to whom it provides
such electronic PHI agree to implement reasonable and appropriate security measures to protect
the information. The City will report to the appointed Security Official any security incident of
which it becomes aware and it will implement reasonable and appropriate security measures for
electronic PHI to ensure that the adequate separation provisions of Section 13.07 are satisfied.

Section 13.05 Workforce of the Plan. The Plan has designated a Privacy and Security
Official — (please contact the Plan Administrator for the name and address of such official). The
Privacy and Security Official is the privacy and security fiduciary responsible for the Plan’s
compliance with the HIPAA Privacy and Security Rules. Compliance includes ensuring that
appropriate administrative, physical and technical procedures and safeguards are in place to
protect PHI and to reasonably and appropriately protect the integrity, confidentiality and
availability of any electronic PHI that the City creates, receives, maintains or transmit on behalf
of the Plan. This also includes ensuring that certain members of the City’s Workforce comply
with, are trained in and appropriately handle PHI and electronic PHI under the HIPAA Privacy
and Security Rules, and understand the sanctions for HIPAA violations.

Certain employees of the City whose duties include administrative and management functions on
behalf of the Plan also are considered part of the Workforce of the Plan and thus privacy and
security fiduciaries of the Plan. Their access to PHI is limited to the minimum necessary
information needed to perform administrative functions on behalf of the Plan, including using or
disclosing summary health information for the purpose of obtaining premium bids (including
bids in connection with the placement of stop loss coverage) or making decisions to modify,
amend or terminate the Plan, or enrollment or disenrollment information about participants.
Please contact the Privacy Official for a complete listing of the designated employees who serve
as members of the workforce with access to PHI or electronic PHI.

Section 13.06 Adequate Separation between the Plan and City. The City shall allow
access to PHI received from the Plan only to those employees who have been specifically
designated by City as employees authorized to access PHI pursuant to the Plan’s HIPAA Privacy
and Security Policies and Procedures.

No other persons shall have access to PHI. These employees who have authorized access to PHI
only shall use and disclose PHI to the extent necessary to perform the plan administration
functions that City performs for the Plan. These employees generally may not use or disclose
PHI for purposes of payment, operation or other administrative functions of the City’s non-group
health benefit plans (e.g. disability, life insurance, workers compensation, supplemental plans
etc..) or of any other non-plan activity such as employment related decisions without individual
authorization. The City will ensure that the adequate separation between the Plan and City is
supported by reasonable and appropriate security measures to the extent that the designees have
access to electronic PHI.

Section 13.07 Violations of Privacy or Security Rules. If the City becomes aware of
violations of these HIPAA privacy or security rules, it shall arrange for the HIPAA Privacy or
Security Officer appointed by The City to consult with the person who has violated the privacy
or security rules with respect to his or her obligations under the privacy or security rules. A
person who violates these privacy or security rules may be subject to discipline up to and
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including discharge. The City also shall comply with any notice requirements regarding breach
of Unsecured PHI, as set forth in the City’s HIPAA Privacy and Security Policies and
Procedures.

Section 13.08 Individual Rights. Participants can learn more about these HIPAA
Privacy and Security laws or their legal rights regarding their medical information by reviewing
a copy of the Plan’s Notice of Privacy Practice that has been furnished to Participants and is
available upon request by contacting the Administrator.

EXECUTION PAGE

In Witness Whereof, the City of Monroe, Michigan, through its City Mayor and Council, has caused this
Plan to be restated effective as of January 1, 2013, and, hereby agrees to the provisions of this Plan.

MAYOR OF THE CITY OF MONROE,
MICHIGAN

Dated: . 2012
By: Robert E. Clark
Its: Mayor
CITY COUNCIL OF MONROE,
MICHIGAN
Dated: ,2012

By: Charles Evans
Its: Clerk/Treasurer for the City of Monroe,
Michigan

The Administrator, by signing below, hereby accepts the Plan and its positions, and agrees to all of the
obligations, responsibilities and duties imposed upon the Administrator under this Plan

ADMINISTRATOR

Dated: ,2011

By: George Brown
Its: City Manager
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APPENDIX A

TO THE
MONROE CITY
RETIREE HEALTH CARE PLAN

SCHEDULED BENEFITS FOR 2013

You should ask the Administrator for the most recent version of this Appendix A and the
Benefits Guide that applies to your Retiree Group as the benefits described below and in such
Benefits Guide change from time to time (e.g. the Administrator may increase the cost sharing
requirements, including premiums, co-pays, coinsurance and/or deductible requirements). Please
also review the main provisions of this Plan document.

(a) Retiree Benefit Groups. The benefit structure, coverage options and other cost
sharing requirements for the retiree medical, prescription drug and dental benefits (including
retiree premium/contribution share; deductibles; copays; coinsurance; out-of-pocket maximums;
etc.) vary for different Retiree Groups depending on such Retiree’s status as a non-union
employee or union employee as of the retirement date, age at retirement, and/or date of
retirement. As a result, the provisions set forth in this Plan document and in the applicable
Benefits Guide will vary from one Retiree Group to another. The Employer will provide you
with a copy of the Benefits Guide that pertains to your Retiree Group when you become a
Participant. The Retiree Benefit Groups consist of the following main groups and then may have
subsets within such groups depending on the retirement date of such Retiree:

(1 Non-Union Retiree Group

(2) Teamsters Retiree Group

3) COMEA Unit I Retiree Group

@) COMEA Unit II Retiree Group
(5) Command Officers Retiree Group
(6) Firefighter Retiree Group

™ Police Officer Retiree Group

(b) Retiree Dental Benefits. With respect to all Retirees (including non-union and
union Retiree Groups regardless of the date of retirement), a Retiree and his/her covered Eligible
Dependents are solely responsible to pay the entire cost for any dental coverage available and
selected under the Plan. The Benefits Guide that is applicable to your Retiree Group will set
forth the benefits and other cost-sharing requirements for such dental coverage and the
Administrator will notify you during each annual enrollment period of the retiree
premium/contribution cost for such coverage.
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(©) Retiree Medical and Prescription Benefits. As mentioned above, the benefit
structure, coverage options and other cost sharing requirements for the retiree medical and
prescription drug benefits vary for different Retiree Groups depending on such Retiree’s status as
a non-union employee or union employee as of the retirement date, age at retirement, and/or date
of retirement.

@) For Union Retiree Groups - the terms of the Collective Bargaining Agreement in
effect at the time of a Retiree’s retirement shall set forth the benefit structure and cost
sharing requirements (except as otherwise modified through mutual agreement between
the City and respective union as permitted under the Collective Bargaining Agreement).
The pertinent terms of such Collective Bargaining Agreements dealing with retiree health
and dental benefits are incorporated by reference as part of this Plan document.

() For Non-Union Retiree Groups — the City retains the right to decide from year to
year the benefit structure and cost sharing requirements available to existing and future
Non-Union Retirees. The Administrator will furnish details regarding the benefit
structure and cost sharing requirements in the annual enrollment materials and applicable
Benefit Guide. The City also maintains an Administrative Policy for Retiree Health Care
Benefit Structure and Cost Sharing Requirements (“Administrative Policy””) which sets
forth the benefit structure and cost for each Retiree Group, and any sub-set therein (based
on retirement dates and grandfathering), which Policy explains the differences amongst
the retiree groups and is incorporated by reference as part of this Plan document.

(d) General Rules. The following provisions apply to all Retiree Groups:

@) The Administrator shall have the sole discretion to determine the monthly
illustrated premium cost and any other retiree contribution cost for these purposes.

2) The term “credited service” used for purposes of determining the retiree
premium/contribution cost for any Retiree Group (as set forth in the annual enrollment
materials of the Administrative Policy) shall have the same meaning ascribed under the
City of Monroe Employees’ Retirement Ordinance.

3) Upon Medicare eligibility, the Participant is required to timely enroll in
both Medicare Parts A and B and shall be moved to a Medicare Supplement or other
similar type program of the Administrator’s choosing. It is the Participant’s sole
responsibility to consult with the local Social Security office and obtain details regarding
Medicare. Failure to timely enroll in Medicare Parts A and B shall cause the Participant
to lose coverage under this Plan.

4 The City generally will pay the same percentage share of the cost of such
Medicare Supplemental and prescription drug benefits for Retirees and Eligible
Dependents becoming entitled to Medicare as the City paid on the Retiree’s behalf prior
to Medicare eligibility. Retirees and/or Eligible Dependents shall pay the remaining
portion of such costs, if any, through automatic withholding from their monthly pension
benefits. In the event that the Retiree’s required contributions toward the premium
exceeds the Retiree’s monthly pension benefit payments under the Retirement System,
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the Retiree and/or covered Eligible Dependent is responsible for submitting on a monthly
basis the remaining balance. The City generally may decide to invoice the Retiree or
his/her covered Eligible Dependent for such remaining balance of the necessary
payments, but it is the Retiree’s and Eligible Dependent’s sole responsibility to ensure
timely payment is made to the City. For the purposes of this provision, credited service
shall be defined under the City of Monroe Employees’ Retirement Ordinance.

%) The City will terminate the retiree health care coverage under this Plan of
a Retiree and/or his/her Eligible Dependents, if the Retiree or Eligible Dependent fails to
timely pay all applicable monthly premiums within (30) days of the due date. A Retiree’s
or Eligible Dependent’s failure to receive an invoice from the City does not constitute

just cause for not making timely payments.

The City hereby expressly and unqualifiedly reserves the right to modify this Appendix A,
change the cost sharing requirements and benefit structure under the Plan for the Retiree

and his/her Eligible Dependents, or terminate the Plan.
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APPENDIX B
TO THE

MONROE CITY
RETIREE HEALTH CARE PLAN

MANDATORY CONTRIBUTIONS

Mandatory Contributions During Active Employment (only required of those classes of
Employees who may become eligible to participate in the Plan upon retirement):

Employee Classification

Amount of Mandatory
Contribution (Percentage
of annual Compensation)*

Effective Date of
When Mandatory
Contributions Began
Under the Plan

Benefit Group Police Officers,
Command Officers or Fire
Fighters hired on or before June
30, 2008.

3.0% contribution (pre-taxed)
of the average annualized
base wages of all regular full-
time employees.

January 1, 2013

Benefit Group Non-Union,
Teamsters, COMEA Unit I, and
COMEA Unit I1

1.5% contribution (pre-taxed)
of the average annualized
base wages of all regular full-
time employees and an
additional 1.5% contribution
for a total of 3.0% (pre-
taxed).

1.5% - July 1, 2014;

an additional 1.5% -
December 31, 2014
for a total of 3.0%

* Annual Compensation means the average annualized base wages of all regular full-time
Employees of the City, which amount shall be calculated based upon the wages paid on June 30™
of each year. Once this amount is determined for the 12-month period beginning on a June 30, it
shall not be adjusted until the next following June 30. The employee's contribution shall be paid
through automatic payroll withholdings in 26 equal biweekly increments during the 12-month
period commencing July 1 extending through and including the following June 30. If the
Employee quits or leaves City employment for any reason and is ineligible for retiree health care
benefits, the Employee shall be refunded the amount he contributed to the Retiree Health Care
Fund. Interest will be credited in the same manner as Mandatory Contributions to the pension

fund.

TO THE EXTENT THAT THESE APPENDICES CONTRADICTS THE
TERMS OF A VALID COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT,
THE TERMS OF THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT

SHALL CONTROL FOR THAT UNIT OF EMPLOYEES.
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AGENDA FACT SHEET

& CITY COUNCIL

RELATING TO: Ordinance No. 13-002, proposed amendments to Chapter 720, Zoning, Article IV, Zoning
District Regulations, Section 720-33, C-O Office District, and Section 720-44, Schedule of Area, Height, Width
and Setback Regulations, of the Code of the City of Monroe.

DISCUSSION: Through administering the C-O Office District of the City of Monroe Zoning Ordinance, the
Department of Economic and Community Development staff identified several desired amendments to the
District regulations. Attached are proposed amendments to the Permitted Uses and Special Uses sub-sections of
the C-O Office District, and the Building Height regulations for the C-O Office District.

First, it is common for large corporate office complexes or technology centers to want a limited Research and
Development (R&D) component incorporated into their office facilities. This type of R&D use could simply be
considered an “accessory” use to the primary office use, and does not require a separate permitted use category.
However, as we are seeing more significant C-O Office uses develop in the area, such as the proposed La-Z-
Boy headquarters and the mixture of uses at the hospital complex, the Economic and Community Development
staff felt it was appropriate to better define R&D as a permitted use within the District. Further, if the R&D use
exceeds a threshold of 10%, that the City should have the ability to review that use as a special land use request.

Second, the Department of Economic and Community Development staff found that the current Maximum
Building Height of 30 feet and 2 stories within the C-O Office District is overly restrictive for larger Office
developments. It is common practice within Zoning Ordinances to allow for greater building height if the
project can provide for additional set back from the property lines, beyond the minimum requirements. The
additional setback from the property lines mitigates any potential negative impact on surrounding properties by
increasing distances between dissimilar land uses and/or the public rights-of-way, and providing space for
additional screening if deemed necessary. The proposed amendments allow for an increase in building height
of 1 foot for every five feet of additional set back provided, up to a maximum of 45 feet or 3 stories. At typical
“story” on a building is around 12 feet. For example, in order to increase the building height 1 story (12 feet),
the project would have to provide an additional 60 feet of setback from the property lines.

The proposed amendments are not exhaustive and it is good practice to continue to identify regulations in the
Zoning Ordinance that may need further refinement and clarification. A public hearing was held and the
Citizens Planning Commission recommended adoption of the proposed amendments at its January 14 regular
meeting.

IT IS RECOMMENDED that City Council approve the first reading of Ordinance No. 13-002, proposed
amendments to Chapter 720, Zoning, Article IV, Zoning District Regulations, Section 720-33, C-O Office
District, and Section 720-44, Schedule of Area, Height, Width and Setback Regulations, of the Code of the City
of Monroe; and schedule a public hearing and second reading for adoption on Eebruary 4, 2013.

CITY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION:

[JFor/with revisions or conditions

Asainst
[JNo Action Taken/Recommended




APPROVAL DEADLINE: February 4, 2013

REASON FOR DEADLINE: To adopt the revised regulations so they can be implemented.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: [(JAgainst

REASON AGAINST: N.A.

INITIATED BY: Economic and Community Development Department

PROGRAMS., DEPARTMENTS, OR GROUPS AFFECTED: Department of Economic and Community Development (Building,
Planning and Zoning), and Commercial Office property owners.

FINANCES

COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: Cost of Total Project $0

Cost of This Project Approval $0
Related Annual Operating Cost $0

Increased Revenue Expected/Year $0

SOURCE OF FUNDS: City Account Number Amount

Other Funds

Budget Approval:

|| FACT SHEET PREPARED BY: Daniel E. Swallow, Director of Economic and Community Develop. DATE: 01/15/13

REVIEWED BY: George A. Brown, City Manager D ,,VW‘ S A M DATE:

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: January 22, 2013
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ORDINANCE 13-002
An Ordinance to amend Part Two, Chapter 720, Zoning, Article 1V, Zoning
District Regulations, Section 720-33, C-O Office District, and Section 720-44,
Schedule of Area, Height, Width and Setback Regulations, of The Code of the
City of Monroe.

THE CITY OF MONROE ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS; § 720-33. C-O OFFICE DISTRICT
§ 720-33. C-O Office District.

A. Intent. The C-O Office District is intended to accommodate professional
offices, hospitals, certain personal service establishments and certain low-
intensity commercial uses such as banks. Since these uses are primarily
open during daylight hours, and because they have moderate impacts, the C-
O District is used as a transitional area between residential and more intense
commercial districts and to buffer residential neighborhoods from arterial
streets. The C-O District standards are intended to provide quiet, attractive
office areas with extensive landscaping in an environment compatible with
single-family districts.

B. Permitted uses.

(1) Professional and other offices:
(a) Offices for administrative, professional, real estate, legal, accounting,
writing, clerical, stenographic, drafting and sales uses.
(b) Offices of physicians, dentists, optometrists, chiropractors,

psychiatrists, psychologists, veterinarians and similar or allied
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professionals, including medical clinics, urgent medical care centers
and accessory pharmacies.

(c) Banks, credit unions, savings and loan associations and similar uses,
with or without drive-through facilities and twenty-four-hour ready
tellers.

(2) Personal service:

(a) Personal service establishments performing on-site services, including
household repair shops, interior design establishments, dressmaking
shops, barbershops, beauty shops, health salons and dry-cleaning
establishments which are licensed by the State of Michigan.

(3) Public/quasi-public facilities.

(a) Publicly owned libraries, parks, parkways and recreational facilities;
private parks; and public and quasi-public uses such as municipal
buildings, court buildings, community centers, civic centers and post
offices.

(b) Hospitals and associated buildings and uses, except substance abuse
treatment facilities.

(4) Research and development activities that are accessory to a

permitted or special land use when occupying up to 10% of the gross

floor area of the principal building.

C. Special uses.
(1) State-licensed day-care facilities meeting the standards of § 720-65:
(a) Child day-care centers.

(b) Adult day-care centers.
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(2) State-licensed foster care facilities meeting the standards of § 720-66:

(a) Adult foster care small group homes (12 or fewer adults).

(b) Adult foster care large group homes (13 to 20 adults).

(c) Adult foster care congregate facilities (more than 20 adults).

(3) Public/quasi-public facilities:

(a) Churches, temples and other places of worship.

(b) Essential public service buildings, not including storage yards, such as
telephone exchange buildings, transformer stations, substations or gas
regulator stations.

(c) Psychiatric hospitals.

(4) Personal service:

(a) Funeral homes or mortuary establishments subject to § 720-76.

(b) Veterinary clinics meeting the standards of § 720-71.

(5) Nursing and convalescent homes and senior housing according to § 720-
74.

(6) Substance abuse treatment facilities when meeting the standards of §
720-70.

(7) Uses of the same nature or class as the majority of uses listed in this
district as either a permitted use or a special land use, but not listed
elsewhere in this chapter, as determined by the Citizens Planning
Commission following a public hearing. The determination shall be based
on the standards of § 720-136.

(8) Accessory helipads as regulated by the state and federal governments.

(9) Accessory parking structures.
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(10) Accessory uses customarily incidental to an approved special land use.

2 (11) Research and development activities that are accessory to a
3 permitted or special land use when occupying more than 10% of the
4 gross floor area of the principal building.
5
6 SECTION 2: ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS; § 720-44. SCHEDULE OF AREA,
7 HEIGHT, WIDTH AND SETBACK REGULATIONS
8 § 720-44. Schedule of Area, Height, Width and Setback Regulations.
Schedule of Area, Height, Width and Setback Regulations
Minimum Lot Maximum Minimum yard setback (feet) Maximum
Size Per Unit Building Height Maximum Lot Coverage Area Lot
Coverage
Zoning Area Width | Stories | Feet | Building One Total of | Rear Percent
District (square | (feet) (k) (k) Front Side Sides Yard
feet) Yard
C-0 Office - - 2(n) 30 (n) 25 10 20 30 30%
9
10 NOTES:
11 n. The maximum building height may be increased by 1-foot for each
12 additional 5 feet of yard setback provided beyond the minimum, up to a
13 maximum height of 45 feet. In such instances, the number of stories
14 may also be increased to 3.
15
16 SECTION 3: SEVERABILITY
17 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this
18  Ordinance is for any reason declared to be unconstitutional by a court of
19 competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
20 remaining portion of this Ordinance.

21




1  SECTION 4: EFFECTIVE DATE
2 This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect twenty (20) days after

3 final passage and publication.



CITY COUNCIL
K4 AGENDA FACT SHEET

RELATING TO: Request for a Determination of Similar Use

DISCUSSION: Each zoning district found in the city's zoning code lists both permitted and special uses which are allowed in the

| district. Understanding that every potential use can neither be anticipated nor included in a zoning ordinance, provisions are provided
for determining whether a use not found in the zoning ordinance is sufficiently "similar" to one that is identified in a specific zoning
district. If that determination is made, the use not listed is then allowed. Part Two, Chapter 720, Zoning, Section 720-136,
Determination of Similar Uses, of the Code of the City of Monroe, lays out the process for making such a determination. This process
does not require an amendment to the zoning ordinance, but rather simply an affinnative decision by City Council.

A request for a determination of similar use begins with a review by Planning staff based upon the criteria and standards found within
Section 720-136. After completing the review, the Planning Office submits its findings and a recommendation to the Citizens Planning
Commission (CPC). The CPC also reviews the request and the analysis by Planning and then makes a recommendation to City
Council for final action.

Emest Thompson, representing Cash Express, Inc., approached the Department of Economic and Community Development about
opening an business in downtown Monroe that would provide a number of specific services for customers. The services are "payday"
(short-term) loans, check cashing, gold purchases, and Western Union services. While several of these uses can be found taking place
currently in the downtown, they are not found at one location and typically are not the primary use(s) where they are found. The uses
tend to be additional services offered to patrons. Cash Express is proposing to offer all of the services at one location.

The Central Business District, CBD, district lists "[b]anks, credit unions, savings and loan associations..." and "[o]ffices for
administrative, professional...and sales..." as permitted uses. It also includes "[p]ersonal service establishments performing on-site
services" within this list. (Section 720-36, CBD) Likewise, the Existing and Future Land Use Maps found in the Comprehensive Plan
describe the CBD as a district that includes a mix of office, commercial, medical, and public uses — of which “personal service” is
typically a key component.

After reviewing Chapter 720 (the Zoning ordinance), it is apparent that the uses proposed by Mr. Thompson, either individually or
collectively, are not specifically called out in the ordinance. Rather, the uses have evolved in most districts as ancillary activities under
more generic classifications, such as office or commercial/retail uses. The Planning Office concluded that the uses proposed by Cash
Express, Inc. are not found within Chapter 720, but are sufficiently similar to uses listed under Section 720-36, CBD, Central Business
District, and warrant an affirmative determination of similar use (see attached). The Citizens Planning Commission reviewed the
request at their regular meeting on Monday, January 14, 2013, and concurred. Staff was then asked to forward that finding on to City
Council.

It is therefore recommended that City Council approve the request for a Determination of Similar Use submitted by Emest Thompson
on behalf of Cash Express, Inc. It is further recommended that "payday" loans, check cashing, gold purchases, and Western Union
services be identified as a special use under Section 720-36, CBD, C, Special Uses, (10) as "uses similar to other permitted or special
land uses listed..." in this chapter.

[CJFoy/ with revisions or conditions

[CJAkainst

[[JNo Action Taken/Recommended

CITY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION: X Aé/
¢)




APPROVAL DEADLINE: January 22,2013

REASON FOR DEADLINE: N/A

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: [JAgainst

REASON AGAINST: N/A

INITIATED BY: The Planning Office - Department of Economic & Community Development

PROGRAMS, DEPARTMENTS, OR GROUPS AFFECTED: Department of Economic & Community Development, CBD,

Zoning Code

N FINANCES !I

Cost of This Project Approval $N/A
Related Annual Operating Cost N/A

COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: Cost of Total Project $N/A
Increased Revenue Expected/Year $N/Z

EN/A
$

$
$
$

Other Funds $N/A
$
$
$

Il SOURCE OF FUNDS: City Account Number Amount
Budget Approval:

FACT SHEET PREPARED BY: Jeffrey Green, AICP : DATE: 1.16.2013

REVIEWED BY: Dan Swallow, AICP, Director of Econo Community Development DATE: 1.16.2013

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: ] 27 2013 DMW
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staff report -
Department of Economic & Community Development
Planning Office

DATE: January 4, 2013

CASE: Case #DSU 13-001

REQUEST: Determination of Similar Use

LOCATION: 36 S. Monroe Street / Parcel Tax ID #29-00162-000

CURRENT ZONING: CBD, Central Business District

APPLICANT: Ernest Thompson
Cash Express, Inc.
1120 Monroe Street
Carleton, Michigan 48117

OWNER: Murray Kahn and Linda Gale
Farmington Hills, Michigan

2 4
secondary

e _:‘ ’ » ! = “ o L, 7\‘ L7 S S, ;. 4 of
Figure 1 — 36 S. Monroe Street (also identified as 13 W. Fro
by the red outline.

access) is identified
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REQUEST

The applicant approached city staff regarding opening a business in downtown Monroe
that would offer payday loans, check cashing, gold purchases, and Western Union
services at one location. After reviewing the initial request, it was determined that the
proposed uses in toto were not called out in any existing zoning classification. As such,
the applicant is requesting a Determination of Similar Use from the Citizens Planning
Commission.

A. PROCESS

As every potential use can neither be anticipated nor included in a zoning ordinance,
provisions are typically provided for determining whether a proposed use is “similar” to
another that is found within zoning code.

Section 720-136, Determination of Similar Uses (found in Chapter 720 of the Code of
the City of Monroe, Michigan) lays out the process for reviewing a request for
determination and the criteria to be considered. The Citizens Planning Commission
(CPCQC), after conducting such a review, then makes a recommendation to City Council
for final action.

The benefit of the “determination” procedure is that it provides the mechanism for the
consideration and inclusion of other land uses without going through the zoning
ordinance amendment process.

B. REVIEW

§720-136, Determination of Similar Uses, provides the following standards for review by
the Citizens Planning Commission when making a determination of similar use.

a. A finding that the proposed use is not listed as a permitted principal use or
special land use in any other zoning district shall be made.

The C-0, Office District; C-1, Local Commercial; and C-2, General Commercial Districts
list as permitted uses “[o]ffices for ...sales...,” as well as “[b]anks, credit unions, savings
and loan associations and similar uses....” (Emphasis added) The C-2 district also
allows for personal service establishments that perform “...on-site services.” Personal
Service Establishment is defined in the Monroe Code as:

A business where personal services are provided for profit and where the sale of
goods is only accessory to the provision of such services, including but not
limited to the following: barbershops, beauty shops, tailor shops, laundry or dry-
cleaning shops, and shoe repair shops, licensed by the State of Michigan where
applicable.

The CBD, Central Business District, becomes more specific with its permitted uses.
While “[b]anks, credit unions, savings and loan associations...” are allowed similar to

2|Page



the commercial and office zones, the “similar uses” category is eliminated. The CBD
goes on to permit “[o]ffices for administrative, professional...and sales uses...” and
includes “[p]ersonal service establishments performing on-site services.”

Section 720-45, B (5), Additional District Standards, further states, “[a]ll business
establishments within the C-1 or C-2 District shall be retail or service establishments
dealing directly with consumers.” The New lllustrated Book of Development Definitions
defines services, in part, as “[e]tablishments primarily engaged in providing assistance,
as opposed to products, to individuals, business, industry, government, and other
enterprises....”

The uses being proposed by the applicant are services offered to individuals. These
include loans, check cashing, money transfers, and gold purchases (but not gold sales).
The applicant is not a retailer. Several of the uses are currently conducted in the
downtown, such as check cashing, loans, and gold purchases, albeit not typically as
primary uses. “Payday loans” and Western Union services, while not in the downtown,
can be found in other zoning districts within the community as both individual activities,
such as a “payday loan” office; or, as in the downtown, activities that are ancillary to
other primary uses. E.g., Western Union services offered at a gas station/convenience
store or a check cashing operation that also purchases gold.

The Future Land Use Map identifies a slightly more compact and cohesive area as the
Central Business District than does the Existing Land Use Map but both promote a
district that includes a mix of office, commercial, medical, and public uses — of which
“personal service” is typically a key component. The Comprehensive Plan’s chapter on
Downtown Monroe (Chapter 7) offers a number of strategies and goals for improving
the city’s primary business and commercial center — many of which are still valid. But
after almost a decade since the plan’s adoption, the public’'s perceptions regarding
specific businesses and uses have changed. Just as important, we have seen the
growth of uses and specific businesses that may not have been prevalent or even
existed at the time the Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2003 — hence the types of
personal services being proposed may not be found in the Comprehensive Plan.

After reviewing Chapter 720, Zoning (Monroe Code), it is also apparent that the uses
proposed, either individually or collectively are not called in the ordinance specifically.
Rather, the uses have evolved in most districts as secondary uses under more generic
classifications, such as office or commercial/retail districts.

b. The Citizens Planning Commission and City Council shall select the use
listed in this chapter which most closely resembles the proposed use,
using criteria such as the potential impact on property values, traffic
generated, aesthetics, noise, vibration, dust, smoke, odor, glare and other
objectionable impacts in terms of the health, safety and welfare of the City.
The Citizens Planning Commission or City Council may request
documentation or studies from the applicant or City staff to evaluate
potential impacts associated with the use, or it may decide there is no
similar use.
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The use category most similar to the applicant’s proposal is “Professional and other
offices,” § 720-36, B (1). Within this genus, uses such as banks, savings and loan
associations, professional offices, sales and medical offices are found. The anticipated
impact of the proposed uses should be comparable to those uses and activities.

As an example, the customer traffic projections submitted by the applicant, Cash
Express, Inc., for the first year of operation are substantially less than trips generated by
other similar uses currently found in the Central Business District. Additionally, other
criteria having the potential to negatively impact the health, safety and welfare of
citizens, such as noise, vibration, dust, smoke, odors, and the like are not created by
this type of use.

c. Once a similar use is determined, the proposed use shall comply with any
special conditions or standards that apply to the similar use.

There are no special conditions or standards that apply to the “Professional and other
offices” use.

C. SUMMARY

The basis for the Determination of Similar Use is the understanding that all potential
uses simply cannot be identified and listed in the zoning chapter. As such, the
ordinance provides the mechanism and the standards for evaluating uses not listed and
determining if they should, in fact, be considered similar to ones that are identified in a
specific zoning classification (or the ordinance, in general). This evaluation and
determination does not require an amendment to the Zoning ordinance.

Upon deliberation of a proposed use under §720-136, the Citizens Planning
Commission is asked to provide a recommendation to the City Council for final action.
That action is either granting a determination of similar use, or determining that, in fact,
there is no similarity.

As indicated above, the uses proposed by the applicant are not found collectively in any
zoning classification. They are, however, quite similar to individual activities found
taking place in the downtown central business district today. These activities, such as
purchasing gold or cashing checks, while not specifically called out in the ordinance, are
typically found as ancillary uses under more general headings, such as “Professional
and other offices.” (§ 720-36, CBD Central Business District, B)

After reviewing the request, it is the opinion of the Planning Office that the uses
proposed by Ernest Thompson on behalf of Cash Express, Inc. are not found within
Chapter 720, but are sufficiently similar to uses listed under §720-36, CBD, Central
Business District, and activities taking place in the downtown business district as to
warrant an affirmative determination of similar use.

Therefore, the Planning Office is recommending that the Citizens Planning Commission

make a determination that the proposed uses do constitute a similar use and that the
same be forwarded to the City Council for action.
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The Planning Office would further recommend that when Chapter 720 is being updated
in the future that the uses and activities proposed in this application be more fully
evaluated and considered for inclusion in the CBD, Central Business District, zoning
classification.

S
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CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA FACT SHEET

RELATING TO Interlocal Agency Agreement and accompanymg Resolutlon to provide pubhc
transportation for the City of Monroe, the Township of Frenchtown, and other areas of Monroe County, as

amended.

DISCUSSION

This Agreement and accompanying Resolution was provided by General Manager Mark Jagodzinski of the
Lake Erie Transit Commission (LETC) for review and approval by the Monroe City Council at the Tuesday,
January 22, 2013, City Council Session.

In the attached letter submitted with the amended agreement, Mr. Jagodzinski provides the material changes to
the agreement and the basis for the Resolution to be dated January 25, 2013.

As such; it is recommended that both the Agreement and accompanying Resolution be approved, and that the
Resolution be, and is, dated January 25, 2013.

For / ;

Fo;/ with revisions or conditions
[lAgainst
[:INo Action Taken/Recommended




' APPROVAL DEADLINE:

REASON FOR DEADLINE:

REASON AGAINST N/A

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  [X]For [ JAgainst }

IANCES -
COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: Cost of Total Project $ N/A

Cost of This Project Approval $ N/A
Related Annual Operating Cost  $ N/A

Increased Revenue Expected/Year $N/A

SOURCE OF FUNDS:  City Account Number Amount
$ N/A
$ N/A
$NA
$ N/A
$ N/A
Other Funds $ N/A
$ N/A
$NA
$ N/A
get Approval

[ EACT SHEET PREPARED BY- “Thomas D. Ready, City Attorney

S B ) 7 e
REVIEWED BY: L “0

COUNCIL MEETING DATE Tuesday, January 22, 2013
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the City of Monroe and Frenchtown Charter Township approved and enacted
an Interlocal Agency Agreement for the establishment of the Lake Erie Transportation Commission
on February 11, 1980; and

WHEREAS, this Agreement created the Lake Erie Transportation Commission to provide
for the operation, management, financing, and planning of transit services; and

WHEREAS, said agreement must be renewed from time to time; and

WHEREAS, millage for the operation of the Lake Erie Transportation Commission has been
approved by voters in Frenchtown Charter Township and the City of Monroe; and

WHEREAS, this agreement was amended from time to time, with said amendments being
agreed to by the City of Monroe and Frenchtown Charter Township.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Monroe's Mayor and Council
approve the renewal of the Interlocal Agency Agreement dated February 11, 2013, with said

Agreement to expire February 11, 2018. The effective date of this Resolution is January 25, 2013.



= L ake Erie
==TranS’t www.lakeerietransit.com

1105 West Seventh Street » Monroe, Michigan 48161 Phone: (734) 242-6672 » Fax: (734) 242-1121

December 5, 2012

Mayor Robert Clark and City Council
Monroe City Hall

120 E. First Street

Monroe, MI 48161

Re: Lake Erie Transportation Commission, Amended Interlocal
Agency Agreement

Dear Mayor Clark and City Council

Enclosed is a copy of the Interlocal Agreement between the City of Monroe and
Frenchtown Township which renews the Agreement which will expire on February 11, 2013.
The Agreement is necessary to continue the operation of Lake Erie Transit.

Under the Agreement, both the City of Monroe and Frenchtown Charter Township must
approve the agreement. After Agreement by the City of Monroe and Frenchtown Charter
Township the agreement must also be approved by SMART, the Michigan Attorney General and
the Governor.

The following summarizes the material changes to the previous Interlocal Agreement:

1. Per the Michigan Urban Cooperation Act, the language of Section 3, B is amended
to state, “This Agreement may be terminated by a referendum of the residents of a
participating unit not more than forty-five (45) calendar days after the approval of
this Agreement by the participating unit”.

The Attorney General requires that both the City of Monroe and Frenchtown Charter
Township’s resolutions are dated the same date, therefore I am requesting the
resolution be dated January 25", 2013.

Sincerely,

Mark Jagodzinski
Enclosures

RECEIVED
DEC - 6 2012
MAYOR'S OFFICE



INTERLOCAL AGENCY AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION
FOR THE CITY OF MONROE, THE TOWNSHIP OF FRENCHTOWN,
AND OTHER AREAS OF MONROE COUNTY
AS AMENDED

The following Articles provide for the Interlocal public agency agreement under the
Urban Cooperation Act (P.A. 1967, Ex. Sess. No.7, as amended) and for intergovemmental
cooperation in the organization and operation of public transportation for the City organization
and operation of public transportation for the City of Monroe, Frenchtown Township, and other
areas of Monroe County.

SECTION 1. NAME:

The name of the legal and administrative entity created by this Agreement shall be the
Lake Erie Transportation Commission.

SECTION 2. PURPOSES:

The purposes for which the Lake Erie Transportation Commission is created are as
follows:
A) To create an intergovernmental organization to provide for the operation,
management, financing and planning of local and specialized transit
services.

B) Creation of a legal and administrative organization to contract with the
Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART) for
necessary equipment, technical assistance, grants and operation funds
related to the operation of a public transit system.

SECTION 3. DURATION, TERMINATION AMENDMENT:

A) Duration:

This Interlocal Agreement between the City of Monroe and Frenchtown
Township shall expire February 11, 2018; the Agreement shall be
renewable at the option of the participating units by amendment hereto.

B) Termination:

This Agreement may not be rescinded by a participating unit unless all
units so agree. This Agreement may be terminated by a referendum of the
residents of a participating unit not more than forty-five (45) calendar days
after the approval of this Agreement by the participating unit.



SECTION 4.

)

A)

This Interlocal Agreement may be amended upon the approval of all
participating units in the same manner as the original Agreement was
made.

COMPOSITION OF THE COMMISSION, ITS NATURE AND

PURPOSES. DESIGNATED POWERS:

Membership:

1) The Commission shall be composed of a minimum of seven (7)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

members as follows: a minimum of two (2) representing and appointed
by the City of Monroe; a minimum of two (2) representing and
appointed by Frenchtown Township; a minimum of three (3)
representing elderly, the handicapped, and the residents of other areas
of Monroe County, appointed jointly by the City of Monroe and
Frenchtown Township. At all times hereto the City of Monroe and
Frenchtown Township shall each be represented by an equal number
of board members, the total of which shall be a majority of all
members of the Commission.

Members of the Commission may be removed by the appointing unit.
Likewise, any vacancy shall be filled by the original appointing unit.

The three (3) Commission members representing elderly and
handicapped residents shall be recommended by the members of the
Commission and approved by the City of Monroe and Frenchtown
Township. The terms of appointment for each Commission member
shall be two (2) years, but no longer than the duration of this
Agreement.

In the event of any vacancy lasting more than two (2) months. the

Mayor of the City of Monroe or his/her designee. or the Frenchtown
Township Supervisor or his/her designee (in rotating order) shall serve

as an interim member until the position is filled.

Members of the Commission shall receive no compensation from
Commission Funds.

The Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation shall
have the right to be represented at meetings of the Commission, but
shall not be considered a member of the Commission.

Commission members shall not have a special interest in the
Commission's contracts and the proceeds thereof under restrictions
imposed by Act 317 of the Public Acts of 1968, nor an interest in any



B)

)

D)

E)

concern which contracts with the Commission to provide
transportation services, facilities, equipment, or supplies.

Officers:

1) The Commission shall elect from its membership a Chairman, Vice-
Chairman, Secretary, and such other officers as it may deem
necessary. Said officers shall serve until their successors are
appointed. Officers shall serve at the pleasure of the Commission and
any vacancy shall be filed by the Commission.

2) The Chairman shall preside at all meetings of the Commission. Unless
the Commission directs otherwise, the Chairman shall sign all
contracts agreed to by the Commission, as well as all financial
documents, records, papers, and communications of the Commission.

3) The Vice-Chairman shall become Chairman in the event that the office
of the Chairman becomes vacant by resignation, death or otherwise.
The Vice-Chairman shall conduct Commission meetings and act for
the Chairman in his/her absence.

4) The Secretary shall conduct Commission meetings in the absence of
the Chairman and Vice-Chairman.

Depository:

The Commission may designate any financial institutions which have
one or more branches in Monroe County as its depository for all active
funds of the Commission. The depositories for the Commission are
authorized and directed to honor checks, drafts, or other orders for
payment of money drawn in the Commission’s name. All checks,
drafts, or other orders of payment must bear the signature of any two
(2) of the Commission's representatives from the City of Monroe or
Frenchtown Township.

Investments:

The Lake Erie Transportation Commission shall adopt an investment
policy and may authorize investment of interim and inactive funds in
accordance with Michigan law regulating investments by public
agencies (currently, 20 Public Act of 1943, as amended).

Meetings:



F)

1)

2)

3)

1y

2)

3)

The Commission shall normally conduct business at meetings held at
least once each month as provided by rule; however, it may cancel
monthly meetings due to lack of business or lack of quorum. A special
meeting may be called by the Chairman, Vice-Chairman, or by any
two members.

A record shall be kept of the meetings and proceedings of the
Commission. Revised Robert's "Rules of Order" shall govern
Commission meetings.

A quorum at any meeting shall equal a majority of the eligible voting
membership. For action on any matter, approval by the majority of the
eligible voting membership is required. Each member of the
Commission shall have one vote. In the absence of a majority vote on
a given issue, a neutral arbitrator acceptable to a majority of the
Commission shall be designated and render a binding written decision
in settlement of the issue.

Powers:

The Lake Erie Transportation Commission created by this Interlocal
Agreement is authorized in its own name: to fix and collect charges,
rents, rates, or fees; to make and enter into contracts; to employ
agencies or employees; to acquire, construct, manage, maintain or
operate buildings, works or improvements; to acquire, hold, or dispose
of property; incur debts, liabilities or obligations which do not
constitute the debts, liabilities or obligations of any of the parties to
this Agreement. The Commission may operate, acquire, or contract
with a private carrier or other party to provide: vehicle operation and
dispatch services; maintenance services for vehicles and equipment;
supplies; vehicle storage facilities and office space.

The Lake Erie Transportation Commission may sue or be sued in its
own name and may consult or employ legal counsel.

The Commission shall make such rules and bylaws for its govemment,
as it may deem appropriate, not inconsistent with this Agreement and
the guidelines immediately following.

a) The Lake Erie Transportation Commission shall not possess
the power or authority to levy any type of tax within the
boundaries of the two participating units or to issue any type of
bond in its own name, or in any way indebt a govermmental
unit participating in this Interlocal Agreement.



b)  This shall not prohibit the Commission from receiving funds
raised by participating City and Township or other public
bodies, or from receiving Federal and State grants or receiving
gifts, grants, assistance funds, or bequests from any source.

¢) The Commission may study, discuss, and negotiate with other
communities concerning service within additional localities
and the inclusion of additional localities in the relevant
financing plans and management organization.

G) Finance and Revenues:

1) The Commission may receive advances of public funds. Nonmonetary

2)

3)

assets may also be advanced or contributed when agreed upon by the
Commission with a value. After completion of the purposes of this
Interlocal Agreement, any local surplus of money or assets shall be
returned. The return of local advances and contributions shall be in the
same proportion as the advances and contributions made by the local
units,

The Commission shall prepare and adopt an annual budget, which
shall be a plan for all revenues and expenditures. Such annual budget
shall display separately and in total the revenues and expenditures
attributable to public transportation operation serving:

a) participating local units of government;

b) elderly, handicapped, and other citizens elsewhere in Monroe
County; and

c) other localities for which specific services are provided.
Budgeted expenditures shall not exceed anticipated revenues.
Accounting of receipts and disbursements shall conform to
such uniform procedures as prescribed by Act 2 of the Public
Acts of 1968, as amended.

After the budget has been adopted, no money shall be drawn from an
account, nor shall any obligation for the expenditure of money be
incurred, except pursuant to a budget appropriation. The Secretary
shall submit and the Commission shall approve all liquidated claims
against the Commission and the Treasurer shall pay such claims on
order of the Commission. There shall be a strict accountability of all
receipts and disbursements with periodic reporting of same to and by
the Commission.



SECTION 5.

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

There shall be an independent audit and report at the end of each fiscal
year.

In all sales, purchases, or contracts for services in an amount in excess
of Five Thousand ($5,000.00) Dollars, (a) the sale, purchase, or
contract shall be approved by majority vote of the Commission; and
(b) sealed bids shall be obtained, unless the Commission by
unanimous resolution of those present at the meeting determine that no
advantage to the Commission would result from competitive bidding.
No sale or contract shall be divided for the purpose of circumventing
the dollar value limitation contained in this Section.

Purchases, sales, or contracts in amounts less than Five Thousand
($5,000.00) Dollars need not be secured by sealed bids, but shall be
payable by the Commission according to the provisions of Section 4
(E) (3) above, upon evidence of written contract, purchase order,
invoice, bill of sale, or other record of transaction.

All purchases, sales, or contracts shall be evidenced by written
contract purchase order, or bill of sale.

The Commission may not purchase, sell, or lease any real estate or any
interest therein, except by majority vote of the Commission.

All contracts, after approval by the Commission and review as to form
and legality by an attorney designated by the Commission, shall be
signed by its Chairman or other person(s) as the Commission may
delegate.

LOCAL FINANCING:

A) The Commission shall recommend the dollar amount of each unit's

local contribution needed to operate the system in each budget year, on
an equitable basis or formula.

B) Each local unit of government participating agrees to place the issue of

continuation of the public transportation service and a property tax
levy thereby required on the ballot for a vote of the people; provided
no other means of financing a unit's local contribution has been agreed
to by the Commission.

C) Any such vote shall be held on the same date by all units seeking this

means of financing. The term of the proposed mileage brought before
the voters shall be recommended by the Commission to each
participating local unit of govemment.



D) Should any special millage proposition fail to receive a majority vote

E)

in each locality and the local financial assistance required from each
unit is not otherwise attainable, the service may be curtailed or
discontinued in all or part of the service area. Provided, however,
should any participating local unit of govemment fail to either pay its
local contribution needed to operate the system or should the special
millage proposition receive a favorable vote but at a rate less than that
recommended by the Commission, then the service area may be
reduced accordingly.

Services may be provided in areas which are not participating local
units of government, provided that revenues or other assistance are
available and budgeted to support the full cost of such services. No
funds provided by participating local units of government from
mileage or other local sources shall be budgeted or expended in
support of services to areas outside those participating local units of
government. Other non-participating local units of government may
provide funds to the Commission in support of services within their
jurisdiction.

SETION 6. PERSONNEL:

A) The manner of employing such personnel as are necessary to

B)

©)

accomplish its purposes shall be established by the Commission, but
shall not be inconsistent with the provisions of Section 5 (g) of the
Urban Cooperation Act of 1967, P.A. 1967, Ex. Sess. No. 7, as
amended, incorporated herein by reference and given the same effect
as if fully written out.

The Commission shall not discriminate against any employee or
applicant for employment because of race, religion, color, sex, national
origin or disability unrelated to essential job functions. Its non-
discrimination practices shall include, but not be limited to, the
following: employment, up-grading, demotion or transfer, recruitment,
advertising; layoff or termination; rate of pay or other forms of
compensation; and selection for training.

Commission employees and the employees of any organization
contracting with the Commission for system operation or maintenance
shall be covered by Workers” Compensation Insurance.



SECTION 7.

SECTION 8.

SECTION 9.

SECTION 10.

INSURANCE:

The Commission shall provide vehicle and general public liability
insurance in amounts and types of coverage as comparable to that in force
in the public transportation industry.

SEVERABILITY:

Provisions of this Agreement are deemed to be severable, and should any
section, sub-section, clause or portion of this Agreement be declared by a
court of competent jurisdiction to be unconstitutional or invalid, the same
shall not affect the validity of this Agreement as a whole or any part
thereof, other than the part so declared to be unconstitutional or invalid.

COPIES OF CONTRACT:

Several copies of this contract may be executed, of which each shall be
deemed to be an original.

APPROVAL OF THIS AGREEMENT:

A) This Agreement shall be approved by concurrent resolution of the
governing body of each political subdivision, certified copies of which
shall be attached hereto.

B) Prior to its effective date, this Agreement shall be submitted to the
Governor of Michigan and the Suburban Mobility Authority for
Regional Transportation for review and approval as a condition
precedent to its effectiveness,

C) This Agreement and the powers of the Commission shall be subject to
the powers granted to the Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional
Transportation (SMART) by 1967 P.A. 204, as amended, and in the
event SMART elects to provide any transportation services within the
service area of the Commission, it shall not be required to compensate
the Commission as a result of any competition that may result
therefrom. Further, SMART's approval of this Agreement shall not be
construed as a waiver of any of SMART's rights or powers as
prescribed by law.



SECTION 11. EFFECTIVE DATE:

This Agreement shall become effective upon filing with the Clerk of the
County of Monroe and with the Secretary of State of the State of
Michigan.

SECTION 12. PLACE OF BUSINESS AND AGENT:

The address and agent of the Lake Erie Transportation Commission shall
be Lake Erie Transportation Commission, 1105 West Seventh Street,
Monroe, Michigan 48161.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed
this 11th day of February, 2013.

WITNESSES: CITY OF MONROE, MICHIGAN
By:
Mayor
By:
Clerk
FRENCHTOWN TOWNSHIP
By:
Supervisor
By:
Clerk



CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA FACT SHEET

e
w

RELATING TO: MOTOR CONTROL CENTER A & B REPLACEMENT — WATER FILTRATION PLANT - BID AWARD

| DISCUSSION: As a part of the 2011-12 Capital Improvements Program, $305,000 in funding was set aside for the
replacement of the Motor Control Center units A & B at the Water Filtration Plant. $18,500 has been spent to date for
design activities by the City’s consulting firm on this project, URS Corporation. Funding for unit C is being requested as a
part of the 2013-14 Capital Improvements Program as well, but this work will not be undertaken until a later date.

The Engineering Department opened bids for this project on Monday, January 14, 2013. There were seven (7) bidders
and a bid tabulation is attached for your review. The bids received consisted of a base bid for the majority of the project

|| work, and two add-on alternates for replacement of the electrical feeds to each unit. In addition, bidders were offered the
opportunity to bid alternate equipment suppliers for the specific motor control center units for a deduction in pricing,
though none availed themselves of this option.

The low bidder for both the base bid and the total bid with the addition of the two alternates is U.S. Utility Contractor Co.,
Inc. from Perrysburg, Ohio. Their total low bid of $207,799.00 is 32% under the Engineer’s Estimate of $304,400.00, so
fortunately the award of the alternates is also possible within the budgeted funding. From a review of their qualifications,
we have determined that though the company in its current form has been in existence for less than a year, their

|| principals have significant experience in similar or larger projects of this type, as do most of their key staff that will be
employed on the project. Therefore, we believe they will be capable of performing the work successfully.

Also attached to this fact sheet is a proposal from URS to provide construction engineering services for this project. While
the Engineering and Water Departments will each have some various oversight and contract management roles in this
project, the involvement of URS is necessary for shop drawing reviews and other technical considerations. We feel that
the proposal is reasonable, and that the total compensation for engineering services as a percentage of the construction
costs (12%) is well within industry standards.

IT IS RECOMMENDED that the City Council award the above contract, including both bid alternates, to U.S. utility
Contractor Co., Inc. in the amount of $207,799, and that a total of $239,000 be encumbered to include a 15% project
contingency. IT IS FURTHER RECOMMENDED that the Mayor and Clerk-Treasurer be authorized to sign the contracts
on behalf of the City of Monroe. IT IS FURTHER RECOMMENDED that a contract be awarded to URS Corporation for
construction engineering services in the amount of $6,300 and that the Director of Engineering and Public Services or his
designee be authorized to execute it on behalf of the City.

CITY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION: ArFor /

[IFor/with revisions or conditions
[CJAgainst

[CINo Action Taken/Recommended
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APPROVAL DEADLINE: As soon as possible
REASON FOR DEADLINE: Some of the equipment needed has a long lead time from order date

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: [JAgainst

REASON AGAINST: N/A

INITIATED BY: Department of Engineering and Public Services

PROGRAMS, DEPARTMENTS, OR GROUPS AFFECTED: City Council, Water Department, all water customers in City
of Monroe and its service area

FINANCES

COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: Cost of Total Project $268,800*

Cost of This Project Approval $245,300*
Related Annual Operating Cost $ N/A
Increased Revenue Expected/Year $N/A

*Includes design costs previously expended ($18,500), $5,000 in in-house Engineering expected to be expended for the

duration of this project plus these awards.
**Includes contract costs, 15% contingency, and construction engineering.

SOURCE OF FUNDS: City Account Number Amount
Motor Control Centers 591-40.537-818.020 12W09 $245,300

Other Funds

DATE: 01/15/13

REVIEWED BY: # DATE:

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: January 22, 2013




MOTOR CONTROL CENTER A AND B REPLACEMENT - WATER FILTRATION PLANT - BID TABULATION

ALTERNATE 1 - NEW

ALTERNATE 2 - NEW

BASE BID PLUS

BASE BID FEEDER FORMCCA | FEEDER FORMCCB | ALTERNATES 1 AND 2
BASE D opsonon | oo | comesunan | e sun oo
0 Engineer's Estimate 257,600.00) $ 36,000.00] $ 10,800.00
1 U.S. Utility Contractor Co. 174,899.00| $ 23,000.00( $ 9,900.00
2 Romanoff Electric, LLC 186,957.00| $ 32,815.00| $ 11,208.00
3 Regent Electric, Inc. 187,977.00| $ 38,400.00 | $ 11,300.00
4 Brint Electric, Inc. 204,000.00 | $ 36,700.00 | $ 12,900.00
5 J. Ranck Electric, Inc. 211,84500| % 40,410.00| $ 10,935.00
6 Diversified Power Inc. 211,960.00 | $ 32,300.00| $ 12,700.00
7 Cyr Electric LLC 230,000.00 | $ 54,000.00 | $ 10,600.00

Prepared by Patrick M. Lewis, P.E. 1/15/2013

Page 1 of 1




January 2, 2013

Mr. Barry S. LaRoy, P.E.

Director of Water and Wastewater Utilities
City of Monroe

120 East First Street

Monroe, MI 48161

Re:  Proposal for Engineering Services —- MCC A & B Replacement - Monroe Water
Plant

Dear Mr. Laroy:

At your request, URS Corporation has prepared this Proposal for Engineering Services
associated with the bidding and construction phase of the Motor Control Center (MCC) A
& B Replacement at Monroe Water Plant.

Scope of Services:

The services to be provided include bidding assistance and construction phase
engineering services. These services will include:

e Answering contractor questions during the bid period and issuing addenda as
necessary

Attendance at a Pre-Bid meeting

Review of shop drawings

Attendance at a mid-construction progress meeting

Review of Requests for Information

A site visit for compliance review and to develop a construction punch list
Preparation of record drawings (mylar reproducible and electronic copy)

It is our understanding that the City will be handling the bidding/award and will generally
oversee the construction.

Fee Estimate

URS is prepared to begin this project immediately upon written authorization. Based on
the scope of services presented above, URS proposes a not-to-exceed fee of $6,300. A
breakdown of the work hours and fees is attached.

URS Corporation

27777 Franklin Road, Sulte 2000
Southfield, Michigan 48034

Tel: 248.204.5900

Fax: 248.204.5901
www.urscorp.com



URS

We appreciate the opportunity to be of continued assistance to the City of Monroe. If
you should have any questions or desire additional information, please contact me.

Sincerely,
URS CORPORATION

Jan M. Hauser, P.E.
Vice President
248-204-4140 (office)
248-705-5797 (cell)

jan.hauser@urs.com

ce: T. Woodward — URS
J. Hooker - URS

URS Corporation

27777 Franklin Road, Suite 2000
Southfield, Michigan 48034

Tel: 248.204.5900

Fax: 248.204.5901
WWW.UrSCOrp.com



City of Monroe
Engineering Services for
MCC A & B Replacement - Bidding and Construction - Monroe Water Plant

Estimated Work Hours and Fees

|
Project Project QA/QC | Electrical CADD Total Total
Director | Manager/ Engineer | Technician | Clerical | Hours Labor
Dept. |
Manager '
L — | 1T 1 1
Task 1- Bidding and Construction Phase T I IEI | $ 5,960
2.1  Pre-Bid Meeting | o | o [ 8 | o0 0 8 |$ 1,080
22  Shop Drawing Review . 0 1 0 4 |0 1 6 |$ 785
23  Meetings/Site Visits | 0 0 0 16 0 , 0 16 |$ 2160
2.4  RFlis/Contractor Questions 05 1 0 8 0 1 105 | § 1,420
25  Record Drawings o | o | o5 2 | 2 | o 45 |8 515
——— ]
Total Hours 05 | 2 0.5 38 2 2 45
Total
Total Project Labor $ 5,960
Direct Expenses $ 340
Total Estimated Project Fee $ 6,300
1/2/2013

URS Corporation




AGENDA FACT SHEET

m CITY COUNCIL

RELATING TO: PROPOSED LANE RECONFIGURATION OF NORTH DIXIE HIGHWAY FROM EAST ELM AVENUE TO
DETROIT AVENUE

DISCUSSION: North Dixie Highway is one of the City's most prominent gateways, and is the primary entry point from
Interstate 75. In 1995, at the request of City officials, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) transferred
jurisdiction of this section of M-50 to the City, and the section between East EIm Avenue and Spaulding Road is now due
for resurfacing. The Engineering Department has recently completed survey work on this corridor, and plans to utilize the
City’'s $318,000 share of Monroe Urban Area Federal Funds to resurface this area of the roadway this summer. In May
2011, the Engineering Department recommended, and the City Council unanimously adopted, a Complete Streets
resolution (attached with this fact sheet), which essentially pledged that the City would consider appropriate non-
motorized design considerations and practices as a routine part of future infrastructure planning. As such, the
Engineering Department proposed as far back as 2011 that consideration be given to making provisions for other modes
of transportation when North Dixie Highway is resurfaced.

The Engineering and Planning Departments both began to seriously review design options for this corridor in summer
2012, commissioning a complete streets study from the Poggemeer Design Group that included both general planning
concepts and a traffic operations analysis of the two signalized intersections (Elm / Dixie and Noble / Dixie) under the
current 4-lane and possible 3-lane configurations. The report, which is attached with this fact sheet, includes a graphic of
the working concept for the proposed lane reconfiguration along North Dixie Highway, whereby the existing 4-lane
configuration over 46 feet in total roadway width is converted to 3 lanes at 11 feet each, leaving space for 6.5-foot wide
shoulders on each side that could be utilized by bicycles. The traffic operations analysis indicated that even with
|l conversion to a 3-lane cross section, both intersections remained at Level of Service “B”, which is considered quite good
for urban conditions. In short, that report recommended proceeding with the conversion, not only on North Dixie Highway,
but also on the Winchester Street approach to the project area, where there is a short section of a 4-lane roadway that
tapers to 2 lanes on the south side of the River.

In anticipation of the desire to program a reduction in through travel lanes into the resurfacing project on North Dixie
Highway, the Engineering Department also contacted the MDOT Local Agency Programs staff in August 2012 to
determine any additional requirements that might be present or could potentially delay the project. Since these “road
diets” where roadways are converted from 4 to 3 lanes are apparently quite common throughout the state, they provided
us with a 6-page guidance document, which is attached to this fact sheet. This document cites that for corridors below
15,000 vehicles per day (most recent 24-hour count on Dixie Highway is 12,100 in 2003), these conversions have been
highly successful, and indicates that they are a nearly universal safety improvement. Also, as long as the City undertakes
a substantive public input and participation program, and there are no objections on purely environmental grounds, the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) will not require any further studies before the project can go
forward. Atso, by undertaking operational studies at the signalized intersections, the City has already been able to
demonstrate that no significant increase in congestion would result from the change, which in turn would not yield any
significant air quality degradation. In summary, the MDOT guidance documents seem to anticipate exactly the sort of
project being proposed, and indicate a high degree of success with these types of projects.

In keeping with the MDOT guidance documents and a genuine desire to seek input from our citizens on this issue, the
Engineering Department provided for review of this concept by numerous City committees and commissions. The
Mayor's Traffic Committee first endorsed the concept at its August 15, 2012 meeting, then scheduled a formal public
hearing for their September 26 meeting. Prior to the public hearing, the Engineering Department provided direct mail
notice, including the Poggemeyer report, to all property owners along the corridor. Subsequently, the Engineering
Department prepared a more comprehensive report at the request of the Traffic Committee, including a safety analysis
and literature review, for presentation at the November 28, 2012 Traffic Committee meeting, and the body of this report is
attached with this fact sheet. This report was simultaneously provided to the City Council, members of the Citizens
Planning Commission, the National Park Service, Monroe Multi-Sports Complex, and the Community Foundation, which
had been instrumental in coordinating the River Raisin Heritage Trail development committee. Copies were also provided
to interested citizens that attended the November 28, 2012 Traffic Committee meeting as well.

(DISCUSSION CONTINUED NEXT PAGE)

/l



(DISCUSSION CONTINUED)

Ultimately, the Traffic Committee endorsed the lane reconfiguration concept and voted to send it to the City Council by an
8-1 vote at their November 28, 2012 meeting. The Citizens Planning Commission (CPC) also reviewed and discussed
this proposal and the report at their December 10, 2012 meeting, tabling the issue until their January 14, 2013 meeting,
where it was again discussed. Ultimately, the CPC approved the concept with some conditions by a 7-2 vote. Minutes
from all of the above meetings have been attached where available, as are letters submitted by various property owners
along the corridor expressing their objections or concerns.

The Engineering Department still stands firmly behind its original recommendation to reconfigure this corridor from its
present 4 lanes to a 3-lane configuration with bicycle lanes, for all of the reasons detailed in both the Poggemeyer Design
Group report and the Engineering Department report.

IT IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED that the City Council authorize the Engineering Department to submit the
resurfacing plans for North Dixie Highway, along with its relevant approaches to the project area, to MDOT for
programming under the following general terms:

1. Conversion from four lanes to three lanes with a 6.5-foot wide bicycle lane in each direction, for all of North Dixie
Highway between East EIm Avenue and the railroad underpass, except as further modified below.

2. Installation of a raised median in place of the center turn lane between East EIm Avenue and East Noble Avenue,
where said turn lane is not necessary for left turns onto East EIm Avenue, East Noble Avenue, or the driveway into the
Monroe Multi-Sports Complex.

3. Conversion from four lanes to three lanes with a 6-foot to 8-foot on-street bicycle lane in each direction, for Winchester
Street from East ElIm Avenue to a location south of Perry Street where the roadway narrows to 36 feet in total width.

4. Designation of 6-foot wide on-street bicycle lanes in each direction for Winchester Street from a location south of Perry
Street to East First Street, retaining the existing single lane in each direction.

5. Transition from three lane to five lanes between the railroad underpass and Detroit Avenue on North Dixie Highway, in
such a location as to provide for the orderly and safe flow of traffic.

6. Authorize the Engineering Department to make minor modifications to the above as necessary to meet specific
requirements that MDOT may have, so long as they are within the spirit of this approval.

-

CITY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION: %For yd /
Fo/'with evi
[(JAgainst

[CINo Action Taken/Recommended

sions-or conaitions




APPROVAL DEADLINE: As soon as possible

REASON FOR DEADLINE: In order to meet the proposed MDOT July 12 letting date, we must submit the draft plans and
specifications to MDOT for first review no later than March 1.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: X For [JAgainst

REASON AGAINST: N/A

| INITIATED BY: Department of Engineering and Public Services

PROGRAMS, DPARTM;NTLOR GROUPS AFFECTED: Engineering Department, Deprtment of Public Services,
Police Department, traveling public, adjacent property owners, bicyclists, National Park Service, Monroe Multi-Sports
Complex, community visitors

FINANCES

COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: Cost of Total Project $*
Cost of This Project Approval $*
Related Annual Operating Cost $N/A
Increased Revenue Expected/Year SN/A

*Exact costs for the roadway reconfiguration and other improvements will be included in the overall project costs for the
North Dixie Highway resurfacing project, but incremental costs for re-striping to the new configuration following paving are
expected to be negligible, with the incremental costs for the median approximating $40,000. The entire project is
proposed for $715,000 in funding through the City’s Capital Improvements program, with $318,000 funded from the
Federal MAP-21 transportation bill, supplemented possibly by an $80,000 grant through the Transportation Alternatives
Program (TAP) component of MAP-21 (selection will not occur until late January) to offset the costs of the median and
supplemental widening of the sidewalk between the intersection of EIm / Dixie and the Monroe Multi-Sports Complex.
Remaining costs will be funded by City’s Major Street Fund.

SOURCE OF FUNDS: City Account Number Amount

Other Funds

Budget Approval:

DATE: 01/17/13

REVIEWED BY:

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: January 22, 2013



RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF COMPLETE STREETS INITIATIVE

WHEREAS, the Michigan Legislature has adopted Complete Streets legislation through the
passage of Public Acts 134 and 135 of 2010, which requires the Michigan Department of
Transportation and local government entities to consider all users in transportation related projects;
and

WHEREAS, the installation of site-appropriate facilities for non-motorized transportation can
have substantial benefits to users and the community at large in the form of improved health,
reduction in barriers to transportation access by disabled individuals, increased recreational options,
improved safety, reduction in emissions-related air pollution; and

WHEREAS, these facilities can improve the connectivity and livability of neighborhoods and
strengthen the economic backbone of the community; and

WHEREAS, such facilities can take a variety of forms such as sidewalks, crosswalks, shared
use paths, on-street bicycle lanes, improved signage, accessible curb ramps, and traffic calming
devices; and

WHEREAS, the City of Monroe has long been a leader in Michigan in promoting non-
motorized transportation through construction and regular maintenance of an extensive sidewalk
system that traverses nearly all residential neighborhoods and commercial districts, comprehensive
retro-fitting of curb ramps for full compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, and construction
of recreational facilities such as the Downtown Riverwalk, North Custer Road bicycle pathway, and
various segments of the River Raisin Heritage Trail System; therefore, be it

RESOLVED, that the City of Monroe will, to the extent feasible, incorporate Complete Streets
design considerations and practices as a routine part of infrastructure planning and implementation;
and be it further

RESOLVED, that the City of Monroe will appropriately consider facilities consistent with the
Complete Streets initiative in revisions to the Comprehensive Plan, and other appropriate future
recreation and facilities planning.
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DIXIE HIGHWAY COMPLETE STREETS STUDY

BACKGROUND & INTRODUCTION

The Dixie Highway Corridor is slated for resurfacing in the near future as part of the City of Monroe’s
road maintenance program. Discussions about this project led local officials to question a “business
as usual approach” to resurfacing the road as it currently exists, and to consider alternatives. The
reasons to consider alternatives relate to a number of issues, which include:

1. The suspicion that existing traffic flows may not require four lanes.

2. The observation that the Dixie / EIm Ave. intersection is experiencing more bike and
pedestrian traffic given the recent opening of the River Raisin Heritage Trail.

3. The fact that The River Raisin National Battlefield Park Visitor Center became a part of the
National Park system in October 2010.

4. Adoption of a Resolution of Support for Complete Streets Initiatives in the City of Monroe by
the Monroe City Council on May 2, 2011.

The purpose of this study was to address three key issues.

1. Canthe existing four-lane road configuration be changed to three lanes (two travel lanes
and center turn lane) without negatively impacting traffic flow and diminishing the level of
service?

2. Would it be feasible and desirable to use the extra pavement width for non-motorized
transportation, and if so, what alternatives and benefits exist?

3. Arethere long-term considerations that could enhance efforts to reimagine the Dixie
Highway Corridor?

Geographic Study Boundaries

The Dixie Highway Corridor extends through much of Monroe County in both urban and rural
settings. The study area, however, begins at EiIm Ave. next to the Winchester Street Bridge and
ends at the Rail Road Bridge grade separation.

The Dixie Highway

Dixie Highway in the City of Monroe is actually part of a nationally-significant roadway that was
planned and built in the early 1900s. It was originally conceived as a means to connect the upper
Midwest with southern states, not unlike the Lincoln Highway, which was conceived as a means to
connect the U.S. from east to west coasts. The construction of the Dixie Highway was overseen by
the Dixie Highway Association, and it was initially funded by a group of individuals, businesses, local
governments, and states. Later, segments of Dixie Highway became part of the U.S. Route system
(U.S. 25). Ultimately, Dixie Highway became somewhat obsolete as a nationally significant connector
when the interstate highway system was built in the 1950s and 1960s. Interstate 75 is roughly
parallel with Dixie Highway, connecting Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan with Miami, Florida.



‘& DIXIE HIGHWAY COMPLETE STREETS STUDY

Complete Streets Concept

At the national level, there has been growing momentum and support for the concept that streets
are an important part of community livability, and that they should be designed to for people of all
ages, regardless of the mode of transportation. Most streets are designed for motorized vehicles
exclusively and often ignore the needs of the bicyclist, pedestrian, wheelchair user or transit rider.

In our earlier history, most streets were designed to be walkable and bikeable. However in recent
decades, streets have been designed with the singular goal of smooth vehicular traffic flow, and they
became wider and more dangerous for other users of the public right-of-way.

The National Complete Streets Coalition is a broad collection of advocates and transportation
professionals working to enact Complete Streets policies across the country. Working at the local,
state and national levels, the National Complete Streets Coalition provides resources, sample
policies, best practices, advocacy, workshops and other efforts to support the development of
complete streets. The National Complete Streets Coalition is also supported by a wide range of
recreational, government, design and health-related organizations. For example, in 2009, the
American Association of Retired Persons (AARP) prepared a report titled: Planning Complete Streets
for an Aging America. This report addressed mobility for aging Americans and relationships to
complete streets design principles. Similarly, the Center for Disease Control and National Institute of
Health recommend fighting rising levels of obesity by encouraging construction of sidewalks,
bikeways, and other places for physical activity.

In Michigan, the Michigan Complete Streets Coalition advocates for complete streets initiatives with
many partners such as the Michigan Environmental Council, American Heart Association, Michigan
Municipal League, Michigan Department of Community Health, and Michigan Chapter of the
American Planning Association. In 2010, Michigan approved Complete Streets legislation. Public Act
135 requires the Michigan Department of Transportation to develop and adopt a Complete Streets
policy, and establish a Complete Streets Advisory Council, with representatives from many
stakeholder groups, to educate, oversee, and report on implementation of policies in the DOT and
across the state. Further, Public Act 135 requires local governments to consider Complete Streets
principles in local Master Plans.

At the local level, about 16 local governments have adopted Complete Streets ordinances, and
nearly 60 have adopted complete streets resolutions. As noted, the City of Monroe adopted a
Resolution of Support of Complete Streets in May 2011.

In essence, Complete Streets principles center on the idea that streets should workfor everyone--all
ages and abilities, regardless of how they travel. Complete Streets principles fundamentally redefine
what a street should do and break down the traditional separation of “motorized travel” vs. “non-
motorized travel and “transit.” They focus on desired outcomes that support safe use of the
roadway for everyone, regardless of how people travel.
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Public Attitudes

There is growing evidence of public support for non-motorized mobility in American communities.
In 2007, the Growth and Transportation Survey, sponsored by the National Association of Realtors®
and Smart Growth America, provided insights into what Americans think about development and
mobility. Nearly 90 percent of those polled believe that new communities should be designed so
that people can walk more and drive less, and that public transit should be improved and accessible.
More recently, the 2011 Community Preference Survey, conducted for the National Association of
Realtors, found that factors such as high quality public schools (75% very or somewhat important)
and sidewalks and places to take walks (77%) are among the top community characteristics that
people consider important when deciding where to live.

Related Principles — Road Diets

The concept of a “road diet” closely parallels Complete Streets principles. It simply involves
removing a vehicular travel lane and utilizing this space for other uses and travel modes. Such
measures can benefit users of all modes of transportation, including transit riders, bicyclists,
pedestrians and motorists. Road diets can be low cost, and commonly involve converting an
undivided four-lane roadway into three lanes-- two through lanes and a center two-way left-turn
lane. The reduction of lanes allows the roadway to be reallocated for other uses such as bike lanes,
pedestrian crossing islands, and/or parking.

Related Principles - Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)

According to the Federal Highway Administration, the goal of the CSS approach is to deliver a
program of transportation projects that is responsive to the unique character of the community it
serves. The CSS approach assumes that all projects have a context that shouldinform the
development of design solutions, and that the planning process should build consensus among all
stakeholders in a collaborative and interdisciplinary way. Often an outcome of the CSS approach is
development of designs that improve mobility for cyclists, pedestrians and transit riders.

Related Principles — Traffic Calming

Traffic calming is a system of design and management strategies that aim to balance traffic on
streets with other uses. Itis based on the idea that streets should help create and preserve a sense
of place, and should be more than just a conduit for vehicles passing through at the greatest possible
speed. Traffic calming techniques lessen the impact of motor vehicle traffic by slowing them down,
and can include a range of techniques such as on-street parking, widened sidewalks, roundabouts,
raised medians and pavement surface treatments.
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DIXIE CORRIOR CHARACTERISTICS

Community-Wide Context

Dixie Highway is among four vehicular gateways into the City of Monroe from Interstate 75. Itis the
northern most exit on I-75 leading directly into the City, which means that it is the first exit that
south-bound traffic (from the Detroit area) encounters if traveling south. This interchange area is
developed with typical “franchise-type” land uses that include fast food, gas stations and sit-down
restaurants. Further south, the I-75 interchange with EIm Ave. connects to Dixie Highway on the
north side of the Raisin River. On the other side of the River, the Front Street interchange provides
access to the City,

South of the intersection between Dixie Highway and EIm Ave. is the Winchester Street Bridge. This
bridge crosses the Raisin River and leads to the east side of Monroe. This neighborhood is generally
referred to “Orchard East” because during the early settlement of the Monroe area by the French,
this area had an abundance of apple, cherry and pear trees. The Winchester Street Bridge was
recently improved. It has four lanes and a raised sidewalk along the west side.

Active rail lines are found along both sides of Dixie Highway and lead north and south. There are
two active railroad bridges on the east side of the Winchester Bridge and one on the west. The rail
lines on the east side of Dixie Highway cross over Dixie Highway on a railroad bridge.

East of Dixie Highway and I-75 are major recreational and tourism areas. The Raisin River Golf Club
is a large golf course along I-75, and Sterling State Park is Michigan’s only State Park on Lake Erie. It
provides camping, a beach, boat launch, fishing and walking trails. Most recently it was reported
that Sterling State Park attracted more than one million visitors in 2011, making it the fifth most
visited state park in Michigan (Monroe Evening News, April 29, 2012).

Signals

There are two signals along the Dixie Corridor within the study area. There is a signal at the Dixie
Highway/E. ElIm Ave. intersection. There are also nearby signals for the railroad crossings on Elm
Ave. that activate with train traffic. A second signal is located at the Dixie Highway / E. Noble Ave.
intersection. Outside of the study area there are signals along Dixie Highway near I-75 to help
control heavy traffic flow near the I-75 interchange.

Existing Pedestrian and Bike Use

Dixie Highway is presently used by both bike and pedestrians to some degree. By far, the most
significant non-motorized path of travel is east and west along EIm Ave. To a more limited degree,
bicyclists and pedestrians are found traveling along Dixie and use the existing sidewalk next to the
Multi-Sports Complex, or are forced to use the road shoulder or road pavement itself and mix with
vehicular traffic. Non-motorized travel is also observed on the Winchester Bridge.

Some representative imagery of existing bike and pedestrian use is show below.
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Bike Travel on Dixie Highway
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Bike Travel on Elm Ave.
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Bike Travel on Elm Ave.
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Pedestrian on Winchester Bridge

-

Pedestrians near Heck Park
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Access

Because most of the uses along Dixie Highway are not high generators of traffic volumes, driveways
along Dixie Highway are numerous, but generally low volume, and individually not a major
impedance to through traffic.

Pedestrian Facilities
Sidewalks along the Dixie Corridor are largely absent. The only segment with sidewalks is on the
west side of Dixie between E. Noble Ave. and EIm Ave.

Zoning

Three zoning districts apply to land along Dixie Highway. South of E. Noble Ave., property is zoned
PUD “Planned Unit Development.” North of E. Noble Ave., land is zoned -1, with the exception of
Ace Hardware property near the railroad overpass. This property is zoned C-2. The PUD district is
designed to permit regulatory flexibility, which either includes, a mix of land uses or is a site
containing unique natural features which should be preserved. The PUD district is intended to
encourage innovative design and to create opportunities which may not be obtainable through the
more rigid standards of the other zoning districts.

The I-1 “Light Industrial District” is intended to provide areas suitable for wholesale, warehousing,
light manufacturing, and certain heavy commercial business development. Uses in the I-1 District are
intended to serve as transitional uses between heavier industrial uses and nonindustrial uses.

The C-2 “General Commercial District” is intended to provide the widest variety of commercial
businesses. Uses permitted in the C-2 District are generally characterized by higher traffic
generation, larger parking areas, and larger building sizes than commercial uses permitted in the C-
0, C-1 or CBD District.

Land Use and Character

For the most part, the Dixie Highway Corridor is developed with light industrial and general
industrial-type uses. At the far northern end of the study area, a large Ace Hardware Store (Zoned C-
2) and Carter Lumber Store provide a retail dimension to the corridor, but both businesses include
large outdoor storage areas with building materials and rental equipment.

There is some truck traffic generation along the corridor from uses such as the concrete plant. This
same industrial land use character is found to the east, past the railroad tracks where various
industrial uses line Detroit Ave., Temes Drive and Harbor Ave. West of Dixie Highway, and beyond
the railroad tracks, are residential areas, including the Mason Run development. The Mason Run
development site was once an industrial site that was reclaimed to make way for a residential
subdivision mirrored after older residential areas to the west.

There are three major land use elements that contrast with the predominantly industrial land uses
presentin the area.

1. West of Dixie Highway between Elm Avenue and E. Noble Ave. is a large property that
houses the Monroe Multi-Sports Complex. This facility offers ice-related activities and a
field house for soccer, flag football and dodge ball. On the north side of the building there is
an outdoor skate park. Motorized and non-motorized access to this major facility is
provided by ElIm Ave. and E. Noble Ave.
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2. East of Dixie Highway and north of ElIm Ave. is the new River Raisin National Battlefield site.
This site includes publically-controlled parcels north of Elm Avenue between Detroit Avenue
to the east and the railroad tracks to the west. Recent designation of the River Raisin
Battlefield as a National Park raises the stature of this historic area significantly and helps
draw tourists to this general area.

3. Finally, at the north end of the study area is Heck Park. This park facility was once jointly
owned and operated by the City of Monroe and Monroe County, but is now under the sole
ownership of Monroe County. A Vietnam Veterans Memorial has been developed at the
site, which is managed by a special Heck Park Committee. This facility includes amenities
such as parking, restrooms, a pavilion seating approximately 30 adults, trails, playground,
basketball court, sledding hill and cooking grills.

Building Design & Orientation

Most buildings along the Dixie Corridor are larger industrial-type buildings with few distinctive
architectural qualities. Buildings range in size from a few thousand square feet to larger buildings
that reach toward the 100,000 square foot range. ‘There is some outdoor storage of materials.
Many buildings are close to the road right-of-way with side and/or rear yard parking areas. In some
instances, the railroad tracks on both sides of Dixie Highway create lots without significant depth.
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ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES

Tourism Support & Development

The City of Monroe is poised to attract more visitors as a result of the establishment of the new
River Raisin National Battlefield site. Long-term plans are still under development, but it is
reasonable to assume that visitor traffic will grow with facility enhancements and ancillary
development. Presently, the four exits for the City of Monroe along I-75 have existing signage which
directs visitors to the Battlefield to the EIm Ave. Exit (Exit 14). This interchange is very close to the
Battlefield site, but offers other challenges with respect to road geometry and other considerations.

Battlefield Sign Facing South-bound Traffic on |-75
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Current planning efforts suggest that a preferred route may be to direct visitors to the Battlefield
from the Dixie Highway exit off |-75 (Exit 15). This may be true for both north-bound (from the
Toledo area) and south-bound (from the Detroit area) traffic. Consequently, the Dixie Highway/ I-75
interchange and the Dixie Highway Corridor itself may assume a more significant role as a City
gateway in the future. Existing signage now identifies Dixie Highway as the route to downtown
Monroe (see image below).

As a gateway, it becomes increasingly important that Dixie Highway convey a positive sense of
arrival for visitors who are forming a first impression of Monroe. Future enhancements to Dixie
Highway that help calm traffic, support non-motorized travel, and improve public and private spaces
along the corridor, could help define a more appealing and inviting “community front door.”

Dixie Highway Exit Sign on I-75 for South-bound Traffic

Traditional motorized transportation system upgrade

Existing Dixie Highway is a four lane city street, two lanes in each direction without a median divider
or turn lanes. The pavement and curbs are in fair condition, and are being programmed for
resurfacing in the next year or two. Four lane highways work well where access is tightly controlled
and both lanes are available for through traffic, but have fallen out of favor in recent decades for
areas where access is an important function of the street or highway.

Access requires frequent turns. Left turns must wait for opposing traffic to clear, so the inside lanes
are often blocked and useless to through traffic. Worse, stopped left turn vehicles on each side can
block the view of oncoming traffic and make safe left turns even more difficult. A single left turn
lane marked either for particular left movements or as a two-way left turn lane can often provide
better operation and save the cost of one lane of pavement.



DIXIE HIGHWAY COMPLETE STREETS STUDY

In the case of Dixie Highway, a reduction from three to four lanes should be desirable, but the
operation of the two traffic signals will need to be checked. The capacity of a signal is much more
complicated than a free flowing street, primarily because each traffic movement is given the right-
of-way for a fraction of the time, and additional time is lost to yellow and red clearance intervals.

The new streets module of Highway Capacity Software (HCS) 2010 is a nationally recognized method
for calculating the amount of delay caused by the various movements. Small delays are termed
good service, and an “A” thru “F” rating system is used to summarize the level of service (LOS). LOS
“A” corresponds to free flowing, down to LOS “F,” indicating near gridlock. A level of service of “C" is
usually considered acceptable in urban areas.

Morning (7:00 ~ 9:00 AM) and afternoon (3:00 — 5:00 PM) peak hour manual turning movement
counts were taken in April, 2012 by the city. The 7:00 AM and 4:00 PM hours were generally higher,
although this varied by approach. The 2012 counts were much the same as those recorded in 2003.
The highest hour totals vary by approach and year. The hourly volumes and general travel patterns
seem about the same, with no consistent growth, but no significant decline either. Given that no
clear trend is evident in the available data, the analysis will assume near term steady traffic based on
the highest hour of the recent counts.

The highest hour from the new counts was then analyzed using the HCS 2010 software. Input
included the peak hour traffic volumes, the existing phasing, timing and lane arrangements. A
second trial was identical except it used the alternative three lane “road diet” on Dixie Highway.

The results for all approaches at both intersections is very good (LOS “A” and “B”) for both the
current four lane arrangement and for the three lane “road diet” alternative. The differences
between the three and four lane results vary depending on the approach, but are of little practical
concern because they vary by only a few seconds of delay. The generally good results mean that
there is available capacity to handle anticipated traffic growth in the near future. We conclude that
the operation of the two signals is not an obstacle to implementing the three lane “road diet”
alternative.

The existing pavement has four eleven-foot lanes plus a one-foot curb offset, for a total of 46 feet,
face to face of curb. A three lane section would require only a 33 foot width. Removing the excess
pavement would provide a small savings in the resurfacing cost, but would also add the cost of the
removal itself, new curb, drainage relocations, earthwork fill and reseeding that more than exceed
any savings. The most economical and beneficial solution is to resurface the entire 46 foot width,

marked with three eleven-foot lanes for vehicular traffic, and use the remaining thirteen feet for a
six and a half foot wide directional bike lane on each side.

The “road diet” three lane section is recommended because it provides new lanes for the bicycle
mode at essentially no marginal cost. How these new bicycle lanes can fit into a broader complete
streets concept is discussed in the next section.

Non-motorized transportation system development

Transforming Dixie Highway to more of a “complete street” supports the development of the non-
motorized transportation system in the area. Considerably more planning is needed to fully explore
options and choices, but as illustrated on the following page, there are many opportunities to
develop a more complete non-motorized transportation network.



8" DIXIE HIGHWAY COMPLETE STREETS STUDY

One important linkage to be developed is the connection between the Battlefield area, Downtown
Monroe and the existing River Walk. This linkage would make it possible for people to walk or bike
between downtown and the Battlefield area. This linkage could be enhanced in multiple ways to
create a more unique experience for visitors and help draw people toward museums and other
features in downtown Monroe. Enhancements could include interesting historical information
expressed in signage and kiosks, unique pavement design, scenic overlooks and similar features.
Long-term potential for a bike/pedestrian connection along Dixie Highway to the Sterling State Park
Entrance is also identified. Existing traffic volumes, the need to cross I-75 and the multi-
jurisdictional nature of such an effort are challenges to be overcome. Such a connection would
however, create a loop and more completely connect major attractions in the area together.

B a0 NI e R0 peal . N ‘
Potential opportunities to develop a more complete non-motorized transportation
network in the area.
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LONG-TERM CORRIDOR VISION ELEMENTS

The relatively small size of this planning effort did not afford the opportunity to engage in visioning
sessions to fully explore redevelopment opportunities for Dixie Highway. ldeally, at some point in
the future, property owners, City leaders and a wide range of other stakeholders, could come
together to explore land use, urban design, landscaping and transportation options along the
corridor and build a more formal consensus.

Further, as perhaps a precursor to a more focused and inclusive planning effort, it should be noted
that efforts to re-imagine Dixie Highway should include consideration of both land use and
transportation issues together in the context of change. Many existing land uses along Dixie
Highway do not require exposure to traffic volumes to drive business activity. Some land uses could
easily be located elsewhere, and it is possible that over time, Dixie Highway could transition more
toward a mixed-use urban corridor. The economics of changing land values would help drive over
the long-term with demand for different types of land uses and building character. This would be
especially true if the Battlefield area expands with supportive and complimentary public and private
uses, and Dixie Highway becomes the principal route to the Battlefield.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

To answer the original questions posed at the beginning of this study, it has been found that the
existing four-lane road configuration of Dixie Highway can be changed to three lanes (two travel
lanes and center turn lane) without negatively impacting traffic flow and diminishing the level of
service. It hasalsobeenfound thatitis feasible and desirable to use the extra pavement width for
non-motorized transportation. Finally, there are long-term considerations that justify future efforts
to reimagine the Dixie Highway Corridor and engage in more substantial long-term planning.

In specific terms, seven recommendations result from this work.

1.

Changing Dixie Highway from four vehicular travel lanes to three travel lanes (one center
turn lane and two travel lanes) is practical and desirable. Traffic volumes do not require four
travel lanes and a three-lane configuration can easily accommodate traffic flow. This
proposed configuration is shown below:

11’ 11 6.5 _

10

Center
Turn Lane

Utilization of the additional space previously used for vehicular travel can be considered in
the context of long- and short-term scenarios. In the short-term, the resulting space gained
from one less lane can be used to provide two 6- foot wide bike lanes along both sides of
Dixie Highway. This is easily accomplished by re-striping existing pavement. Bicycle lanes
are generally located on both sides of the road on two-way streets and one two-way bike
lane is generally avoided.

Bike lane signage should be installed as prescribed by the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices.

There may be other long-term possibilities and potential designs for non-motorized travel
along Dixie Highway once the space for vehicular movement is reduced to three lanes.
These options are worthy of study, but should be addressed in the larger context of multiple
corridor planning issues and the longer-term vision elements described previously. Such
work includes coordination with the planning efforts underway related to the Battlefield
area.

The Winchester Bridge provides four travel lanes, which can similarly be reduced to three to
allow for two 6-foot wide bike lanes on both sides. A center turn lane is needed for
northbound traffic turning left on to EIm Ave. There is an existing raised sidewalk on the
west side of the Winchester Bridge, which can remain and separate pedestrians from
bicyclists. Formally defining space for bike and pedestrian travel across the Winchester
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Bridge is very important as a way to create a formal non-motorized linkage to downtown
Monroe and the existing river walk. There are some gaps in a continuous sidewalk system in
front of the municipal water plant, but those gaps can be easily filled in the future.

In the near term, pedestrian enhancement should be planned for the Dixie Highway — Elm
Ave. intersection. This area experiences the majority of the pedestrian and bicycle traffic as
people travel along the River Raisin Heritage Trail System. Families and children on foot and
bikes are a common sight in this area, and more effort to formally define pedestrian space is
desirable. Enhancement can include various types of pavement markings and perhaps
improved pedestrian crossing signals.

Existing sidewalks on the west side of Dixie Highway should remain to help separate
pedestrian and bicyclist travel.
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FUTURE STEPS / IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of recommendations described in this study is somewhat straightforward. The
need for restriping Dixie Highway after it is resurfaced carries virtually no cost and the costs
associated with new signage are minimal. Enhancement of the pedestrian crossings at Dixie
Highway and Elm Ave. will involve some costs depending on the specific design.

As mentioned, longer-term, there is the need to build a higher level of consensus with community
leaders and property owners about the character and function of Dixie Highway. Multiple options
exist and it should be recognized that a Corridor Improvement Authority is one vehicle to consider
over the long-term. In 2005, Public Act 280 was adopted, authorizing the creation of a Corridor
Improvement Authority (CIA). In a manner similar to a Downtown Development Authority (DDA), a
ClA is designed to assist economic development and redevelopment in established commerecial
districts, and allows the use of tax increment financing (TIF). The TIF can capture increased taxes
generated by increased private property values to pay for public improvements along arterial or
collector streets and roads. Improvements may include improvements to the land, as well a
constructing, rehabilitating, preserving, equipping or maintaining buildings within the development
district for public or private use. Long-term bonding can also be used. A CIA may be
intergovernmental. Dialog with Frenchtown Township may be desirable to expand the conversation
beyond just the Monroe City limits.
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APPENDIX

HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information

Agency PDG Duration, h 0.25

Analyst GAB Analysi's Date |6/26/2012 Area Type Other

Jurisdiction Time Period PHF 0.92

Intersection Elm Street Analysis Year {2012 Analysis Periad |1> 7:00

File Name Dixie_PM_2012.xus

Prciiact Description  |2012 PM ey
Demand Information EB Wwe NB SB
Approach Movement E T R e T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), vetvh 159 91 86 70 86 10 49 | 135 | 30 17 | 234 | 178
Cycle, s 60.4 | Reference Phase 2 " Y J_L
Offset, s 0 |Reference Point | End Green |0.0 0.0 0 3 0 0

Uncoordinated| Yes | Simult. Gap E'W | On  [Vaijiaw | 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0 $ 0—
Force Mode Simult. Gap N/S On .0 0. 0 0

Timer Results

Assigned Phase 4 8 2 6
Case Number 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Phase Duration, s 35.0 35.0 254 254
Change Period, (Y+R:). s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Allow Headway (MAH), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs). s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Green Extension Time (Ge), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Phase Call Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R 15 T R L T R L T R
Assignad Movement 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Adjusted Flow Rate (v), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate (s), veh/h/in 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queue Service Time (gs), S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (g). s 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Capacity (c), veh/h = 642 | 882 652 128 559 | 465 500
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (X) 0.269 | 0.223 0.277 0.417 0.321 § 0.393 0.478
Available Capacity (cs). veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Back of Queue (Q), veh/In (50th percentie) 134 12 {lal 038 16 16 23
Overflow Queue (Qs), veh/In 0.0 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Queue Storage Ratio (RQ) (S0th percentile) 0.33 | 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), sveh 11.5| 85 8.5 | 301 149 | 15.2 158
Incremental Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.2
Initial Queue Delay (), siveh 00 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 | 00 0.0
Control Delay (d), siveh 116 | 86 8.6 30.9 150 | 15.3 16.0
Level of Service (LOS) B A A C B B B
Approach Delay, siveh / LOS 00 | B 86 | A 186 | B 157 | B
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 13.5 B

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 27 B 27 B 21 B 23 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 11 A 0.8 A 0.7 A 09 A |

Copyright © 2012 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS 2010™ Streels Version 6.3 Generated: 7/17/2012 11:13:24 AM
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency PDG Duration, h 0.25
Analyst GAB Analysis Date |6/26/2012 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction Time Period PHF 0.92
Intersection Elm Street Analysis Year {2012 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
File Name Dixie_PM_3lane_2012.xus
Project Description (2012 PM
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L L R L L R L. T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 159 | 91 86 70 86 10 49 | 135 | 30 17 | 234 | 178
Signal Information
Cycle, s 58.6 | Reference Phase | 2 i 1’,‘ | l_e .
Dl s 0 [Reference Point | End Vronio0 (00 100 |00 {00 100 '
Uncoordinated| Yes |Simult. GapE/W | On [Valow(0.0 100 10.0 X 0.0 0 ,&. 9‘
Force Mode | Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On [Red (00 {00 |00 (00 {00 |00 L] ' v 2
Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 4 8 2 6
Case Number 6.0 8.0 6.0 6.0
Phase Duration, s 35.0 35.0 23.6 236
Change Period, (Y+R:), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Allow Headway (MAH), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Queus Clearance Time (gs), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Green Extension Time (ge), S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Phase Call Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L 7 R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Adjusted Flow Rate (v), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate (s), veh/h/in 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queue Service Time (gs), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 | 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (g}, s 00 | 00 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0
Capacity (¢), veh/h 657 | 881 671 232 | 579 420 | 550
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (X) 0263 0.218 0.269 0.230 | 0.310 0.040 | 0.736
Available Capacity (cs), veh/h 0 0 1] Q 0 1} 0
Back of Queue (Q), velvin (§0th percentile) 12-F.14 1.0 07 | 16 0.2 4.3
Overflow Queue (Qa), veh/in 00 | 00 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 00 | 00
Queue Storage Ratlo (RQ) (50th percentile) 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 | 0.00
Uniform Delay (d1), siveh 108 | 7.9 7.8 24,6 | 151 17.0 | 17.8
Incremental Delay (), siveh 01 | 0.0 0.1 02 | 0.1 00 | 04
Initial Queue Delay (ds), siveh 0.0 | 00 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay (d), siveh 109 | 79 79 247 | 153 17.0 | 18.2
Level of Service (LOS) B A A Cc B B B
Approach Delay, siveh / LOS 93 | A 79 | A 174 | B 182 | B
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 13.8 B
Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 22 B 22 B 2.1 B 23 B
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 1.1 A 0.8 A 0.9 A 1.3 A
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
KIRK T. STEUDLE

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ROVERNCE . DIRECTOR

November 13, 2009

Mr. John D. Niemela, Director Mr. Christopher Hackbarth,

County Road Association of Michigan Legislative Associate
P.O. Box 12067 208 North Capitol Avenue, 1% Floor
Lansing, Michigan 48901-2067 Lansing, Michigan 48933-1354

Dear Mr. Niemela and Mr. Hackbarth:

Conversion of a Roadway to Reduce Capacity

We have recently received direction from the Federal Highway Association (FHWA) addressing
capacity reduction projects which reduces the number of through lanes. These projects will no
longer be classified as “Categorical Exclusion™ projects but will be elevated to higher scrutiny as
a “Categorical Exclusion with FHWA Concurrence.” In order to obtain concurrence there needs
to be evidence of Public Involvement and a corresponding traffic analysis showing the reduction

in the level of service for the corridor.

A new policy guide named “4 lanes to 3 lane conversions” has been issued (and is attached).
The docwnent is also available on the Local Agency Programs website

www.michigan.gcov/mdotlap .

Please forward this information on to your members.

If you have any questions regarding the conversion of a roadway to reduce capacity by reducing
the number of through lanes please contact Mr. Gonzalo Puente at (517) 335-0878.

(o el

RudolplyS. Cadena
Local Agency Programs Engineer

Sincerel

Enclosure

cC: M. Harbison
B. Kadzban +~
M. Harrison

MURRAY D. VAN WAGONER BUILDING + P.O. BOX 30050 « LANSING, MICRIGAN 48909
www.michigan.gov * (617) 373-2080

LH-LAN-0 (01/03)



D-121 MICHIGAN'S OPERATIONS MANUAL
DATE: July 30, 2009
SUBJECT: 4-to-3 Lane Conversions
 AUTHORITY/CFR
REFERENCE:
PURPOSE: Provide Policy and Guidance
APPROVED: Division Administrator
W
Electronic File: Subject: 100987 U U
Definition:

4-to3 Lane Conversion is the changing of highway laneage, from a 4-lane undivided
roadway section with all four lanes designated for through traffic movement, to a 3-lane
cross-section, in which the center lane functions as a shared left turn lane in each
direction, and the two outside lanes are designated for through traffic. 4-to-3 lane
conversions are often accomplished through re-striping and signing alone, but can also
involve reconstruction of pavement and re-establishment of curb lines.

Need for MOM:

The conversion of a corridor from 4 to 3 lanes is becoming a common treatment applied
by MDOT and many local agencies in the state of Michigan. However, most corridors in
this state get converted without FHWA involvement. When this type of project is
proposed for federal-aid funding, there are issues for our office to resolve:

e How well will the proposed cross-section handle the anticipated traffic demand

e What design year is applicable to this type of project

e What are the air quality requirements for lane reduction in EPA non-attainment area
e What type of environmental document is appropriate

e How to respond to a community that decides they want to switch back to 4 lanes
Background

A discussion of issues related to a 4-to-3 lane conversion is included as an appendix to
this document. In general, we believe it is appropriate to match project design life with
the scope of project. For projected ADT of 15,000 or less, 4-to-3 lane conversions have
been found in Michigan and throughout the nation to have a positive effect on crash
reduction, with only minor or no effect on quality of traffic flow. Above 15,000 ADT,
conversions have been successfil, but inconvenience due to congestion increases and the
project deserves closer scrutiny in the design phase, including more detailed traffic
analysis and public involvement.



Policy

New projects: The conversion of 4-lane undivided corridor to 3-lane cross-section with
center lane reserved for left tum is eligible for Federal-aid funding when documentation
from the submitting jurisdiction shows positive resolution of the following issues. This
documentation is to be submitted to the FHWA Area Engineer on FHWA over51ght
projects, following review and recommendation by MDOT:

1. Operational analysis shows that the 3-lane cross section will provide reasonable
level of service for all traffic movements at major intersections through the design
life. Reasonable level of service is generally considered to be LOS C; however,
LOS D could be considered reasonable if part of a calculated trade-off to react to
other community goals, such as traffic safety and traffic calming. Proposed
projects with design year ADT projected to be 15,000 or less will not require
operational analysis.

2. Projected ADT for the design life is consistent with the area Long Range
Transportation Plan, for projects within an area covered by an MPO.

3. Project design life is determined to be:
a. For safety project, supported by a time-of-return (TOR ) analysis, project
design life can be as chosen for the TOR analysis
b. 3 years or longer — if the project consists mostly of signing, striping, and
striping removal.
c. 10-20 years — if the project consists of significant pavement or curb work.

4. Public involvement has demonstrated sufficient support for the project within the
community OR formal agreement has been reached for a trial project that would
allow at least one year of operation of the 3-lane section.

Pilot projects: Because 4-to-3 lane coriversions are viewed as a safety countenmeasure,
MDOT and/or local agencies will occasionally offer a low-cost conversion (removal and
re-application of pavement markings only, no pavement or curb reconstruction) to
communities on a trial basis. This approach by definition includes the possibility of a
later reversal back to the 4-lane section if the trial period is deemed unsuccessful.
Federal-aid funds are eligible for this type of project approach provided that FHWA
agrees in the measures that will be used to evaluate the success of the trial.

Reversal of cross-section: IfFederal aid was used to convert a 4-lane section to 3-lane,
FHWA will not participate in the reversal-of that cfoss-section back to 4-lane, unless
justified by crash analysis, level of service: z‘ihhlysis or dnantlclpated operational issues.

Exception: if a 3-lane corridor was installed on a pilot project as discussed above, and
the project is deemed to be unsuccessful according to the agreed-upon evaluation
measures, FHWA will participate in the return to 4-lane cross-section.



FHWA Processing

Requests for 4-to-3 lane conversion projects that are to be accomplished with use of
Federal-aid highway funds will be processed and approved in the same manner as typical
highway projects.

e STIP-

o Safety projects which are documented with a time-of-return analysis that
meets the definition of state or local safety project could be covered under
one of the local or trunkline safety General Program Accounts (GPA);
however, a road agency can choose to list the project in the STIP
individually if it so desires.

o Rural Task Force projects may be lumped under one GPA

o Projects which are not documented as safety projects or rural task force
projects must be listed on the STIP individually

e Air Quality Analysis —

o In EPA designated air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas,
proposed 4-to-3 lane conversions should be reviewed through the
interagency consultation process to determine if an air quality conformity
analysis is needed.

o For projects that are not located in an EPA non-attainment or maintenance
area, no air quality analysis is needed.

¢ Envirommental Clearance -

o Projects can be processed as a categorical exclusion with FHWA approval
per 23 CFR 771.117 (b) and (d) pending other proposed project elements
and results of MDOT environmental classification process. Consultation
with the public is required on all 4-to-3 lane conversions to ensure there is
no substantial controversy.on environmental grounds.

e Project Approval

o FHWA Oversight projects - FHWA Area Engineer

o FHWA non-oversight projects —- FHWA fiscal clerk

o On all projects (oversight and non-oversight), FHWA approval document
should contain the following statement: “FHWA will not participate in
the reversal of cross-section from 3-lane back to 4-lane, unless justified by
crash analysis, level of service analysis or unanticipated operational
issues, or if the 3-lane cross-section on a pilot project is deemed to be
unsuccessful according to the: agfleéiqiii{ﬁbi;j"é‘?glitlation measures”.
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APPENDIX

Project design life: FHW A generally requires agencies using Federal-aid highway funds
to follow AASHTO guidelines that suggest that a project should be designed to
accommodate the traffic demands that will be experienced throughout the design life of
the improvement. For a typical pavement construction or reconstruction, where
construction costs are relatively high, 20 years into the future is commonly used as
project design life.

For an operational improvement such as the 4-to-3 lane conversion, the typically lower
costs and almost universal safety benefits can result in an effective project that can be
successfully planned and constructed, even with a much shorter project design life. For
corridors in which the pavement will not undergo significant work, project costs will be
minimal - re-striping and signing, and removal of old striping. Under this scenario, if the
comridor is experiencing crashes that can be corrected by the 3-lane section, the
conversion to 3-lane can be investigated to see if the expected crash reduction is great
enough to allow the project to be addressed as a safety project; if it is, the project design
life need only be as long as the time period calculated in the MDOT time-of-return safety
analysis.

If there is not a significant safety problem to be addressed, and a road jurisdiction is
proposing a 4-to-3 lane conversion with signing and marking as the major items of work,
a project design life of 3-5 years would justify the limited costs.

If a conversion project is proposed in which significant pavement construction or
reconstruction will be performed, the project design life will necessarily have to increase
as the project cost increases; 10-20 years, depending on the costs.

For projects located within a Metropolitan Planning Area, the projected ADT at the end
of the selewted project design life should be checkegd, against,-and correspond with, the
traffic volume projections shown in the Long Range Transportation Plan as maintained
by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for that area.

Safety and capacity: On corridors with 15,000 ADT or less, 4-to-3 lane conversions
across the country and across Michigan have been successfully implemented, recording
safety gains with very little sacrifice to traffic flow. Almost universally, converted
corridors are documented as being safer, with reported crash reduction between 10% and
50% per corridor. A Michigan study of 8 converted corridors documented an average
injury crash reduction of 26%, an average injury crash reduction for older drivers of 37%,
and an average pedestrian crash reduction of 37%, .The 3:lane section is safer at
intersections and driveways, because the monltormg task of .lookmg for traffic gaps is
simpler. On the corridor links, the 3-lane cross-section is safer because the center lane:
acts as a buffer between through traffic lanes.

As ADT climbs from 15,000 to 20,000, users report that special treatment for turning
traffic is often necessary at the intersections along the corridor to maintain sufficient



traffic flow. Organizations like Michigan DOT and Iowa DOT, both big users of this
cross-section, set guidance limits of about 15,000 to 17,500 ADT as being realistic
volumes for such conversions; however, depending on conditions and incentive, a 3-lane
cross-section can be investigated at the higher levels.

At any of the ADT ranges mentioned above, left—turning traffic on the undivided 4-lane
.eross-section has a large and inverse relationship on capacity and safety: as left turning: .-
volume increases, capacity is rapidly diminished because the inside lane cannot move
through traffic until the individual left tums are completed. The turning conflict itself, as
well as the lane changing that results from through traffic switching to the outside lane
poses increased safety risks to the road users. The 3-lane section is much better equipped
to handle left tuming traffic, without suffering as large a reduction in capacity and safety.

Finally, the Michigan Govemor’s Highway Traffic Safety commission, appointed by the
govemnor for the purpose of setting overall statewide strategy in highway safety and
developer of the Michigan Strategic Highway Safety Plan, has twelve subcommittees that
pro-actively address issues and set strategy for safety in twelve specific subject areas.
Three of these subcommittees — the Intersection Safety Team, the Elderly Mobility Work
Group, and the Pedestrian and Bicycle Action Team — promote 4-to-3 lane conversions as
a strategy to reduce crashes in their own subject area.

Pedestrian and bicyclist accommodation: A conversion to three lanes from existing 4-
lane pavement often offers an opportunity for the constructing jurisdiction to provide bike
lanes to the outside of each through lane; often helping communities progress toward a
master plan for accommodation of non-motorized travel. For adult bikers, use of a bike
lane within the roadway or curb lines places the bicyclist in more direct line of sight to
motorists. As aresult, turning conflicts are reduced because the motorists are more aware
of bicyclists on the road, more alert when it comes time to scan for their tum, and more
aware of where to look for bicyclists during their scan.

Community support: In communities where 3-lane cross-sections are uncommon,
business owners and conmmunity citizens do not always appreciate the potential benefits
of the cross-section as readily as the community leaders or agencies that are promoting
the cross-section. The business owners, in particular, worry about loss of customer
access, and the motoring citizens envision a large drop in capacity, with accompanying
congested traffic flow. This can lead to local reluctance to install a 3-lane cross-section
in the first place. — or occasionally, backlash after the installation. As of mid-2009,
Michigan DOT has installed about 25 corridors using 4-to-3 lane conversion around the
state; only one community after installation has objected to the cross-section.
iy Hualin e EH T 3
nring G- Because of the documented safety benefits of a conversion to3-lanés, troad jurisdictions
will sometimes offer trial periods of 1-3 years to the citizens of a community, with a
promise to revert back to 4 lanes if the community as a whole does not want to keep the
3-lane section after the trial period. This can be a reasonable approach to take, if the
conversion and reversion involve only signing and marking, with little or no pavement

reconstruction.
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Background / Purpose

North Dixie Highway within the City of Monroe between East EIm Avenue and I-75 was a part of
M-50, under the jurisdiction of the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), until 1995.
At that time, at the request of the City of Monroe, it was resurfaced and returned to City control,
chiefly for the purpose of controlling and minimizing through truck traffic along connecting local
streets (including East EIm Avenue, which was also a part of the M-50 route at that same time).
While the route lost its state highway designation, it fortunately remains eligible for funding
through the City’s annual share of Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) funding,
which has annually ranged from roughly $350,000 to $400,000 over the last decade. Since it
has been 17 years since the last surface improvement, the roadway has now deteriorated to the
point where resurfacing will be necessary in 2013, and we have programmed the City’s Federal
funds for this purpose, for the section from Elm Avenue to Spaudling Road. The section
between Spaulding Road and Detroit Avenue was rebuilt in 2002 in conjunction with the rail
underpass project, and another section near Ternes Drive was resurfaced in 2010, both also
with primarily Federal funds.

In anticipation of this planned 2013 resurfacing of North Dixie Highway between East Elm
Avenue and Spaulding Road using the City’s annual allocation of Federal Highway funds, the
Engineering and Planning Departments commissioned a feasibility study of potential options for
this important gateway from the Poggemeyer Design Group. While further studies will examine
options for landscaping within the corridor, the first study phase was designed to review the
existing traffic volumes to determine if reducing the traffic from two lanes in each direction to a
single lane in each direction with a shared center turn lane would result in significant traffic
delays. The general working concept is that the existing roadway width of 46 feet could be
converted from its present four 11.5-foot wide lanes (two in each direction) to one 11-foot wide
travel lane in each direction, one shared 11-foot wide center turn lane, and 6.5-foot bicycle
lanes adjacent to each curb line. The full text of the Poggemeyer study is attached in the
Appendix, and their conclusions will be discussed in further detail later in this report.

The idea of through lane reductions, or “road diets” that create space for other modes, has been
gaining in popularity not only in urban planning circles, but within the Engineering community as
well. Rather than utilizing the traveled width of a roadway solely for the purpose of moving as
much traffic through the corridor as quickly as possible, the benefits of accommodating non-
motorized travel are now becoming more widely accepted. Vehicle lane reduction projects that
create dedicated bicycle lanes can be expected to yield the logical safety benefits to the bicycle
users by removing them from the shared vehicle lanes. In addition, proposals such as this,
which would create a center turn lane, can also significantly reduce rear-end crashes caused by
stopped motorists attempting to turn left from the inside travel lane. Often, they can create more
uniformity in speed profiles as well, by forcing all traffic into a single through lane without the
opportunity to pass, and the speed of this single lane is more likely to be constrained by a
certain number of law-abiding drivers “leading the pack” so to speak.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan details the desire to work toward a much more comprehensive
non-motorized transportation network. While the City of Monroe has long prided itself on its
wide-ranging sidewalk system serving its residential neighborhoods, there are significant
functional gaps serving the northeastern part of the City, an area that is gaining momentum as a
tourist draw due to the development of the River Raisin Battlefield National Park. Over the past
four (4) years, there have been three (3) significant projects by the City of Monroe and the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) that have been undertaken to pave and
expand the backbone of what is now known as the River Raisin Heritage Trail, a non-motorized
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trail network that is intended to eventually connect a number of destinations within the Monroe
Area. Bicycle riders and walkers can now access the extensive network of trails within Sterling
State Park by utilizing a new 8 to 10-foot wide pathway along East EIm Avenue from North Dixie
Highway to the rear entrance to the park near |-75, and this has also been enhanced by
flattening the intersection of EIm / Dixie to easily navigated grades and the addition of
pedestrian signals. In November 2012 alone, the City has added new 5-foot bicycle lanes to
Detroit Avenue from EIm Avenue to Dixie Highway, and is nearing completion of a sidewalk on
the south side of Dixie Highway between Detroit Avenue and Ternes Drive. These two projects
taken together will provide a designated pathway to promote the Dixie Highway restaurant
district to users of the Heritage Trail. While ideally, completely separate pathways for non-
motorized users through lower-traffic corridors might be preferable to on-street facilities,
nonetheless significant progress is being made in this area of the City. The installation of
bicycle lanes on North Dixie Highway is a natural complement and would create a “loop” for
recreational riders, and allow for some employees of the adjacent businesses to travel by
bicycle in a much safer environment.

This report is intended to summarize some of the potential impacts of a conversion from four (4)
to three (3) lanes with bicycle shoulders at this location, with the goal of commencing design
work on the resurfacing project in early 2013 for construction in summer 2013. Since there is a
great deal of information already available on these types of projects, much of this report will
reference other publications and studies for discussion of generalities of projects of this type,
and will focus primarily on the operational and safety considerations for this location specifically.

Literature Review

As noted, there are a great number of studies dealing with not only the geometrics and design
characteristics of bicycle facilities in general, but with the specific “road diet” type application
that is being considered for North Dixie Highway. The text of some selected for review have
been included in the Appendix, and these will be briefly summarized below:

A. City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan (2003), Chapter 10: Greenways Plan, report pages
57-62 only) — Appendix item 1
The City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2003 and due for revision this year,
has an entire chapter devoted to a “Greenways Plan”. The concepts discussed are
generally applicable city-wide, and this document is useful in identifying the ideal
facilities desired. Of specific note, page 61 delineates that an off-street path is preferred
for North Dixie Highway, and conceptual cross sections are presented both for the off-
street pathway and on-street bicycle lanes on pages 61 and 62. While the now-
proposed on-street lanes for North Dixie Highway are not specifically delineated by the
plan, they will meet the design guidelines provided, and can serve as a useful bridge
until a preferred off-street greenway in a parallel corridor can be constructed.

B. City of Ann Arbor Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (2006), pages 14-27, 30-31, 38-40
only — Appendix item 2
This document, when taken in its entirety, is one of the most comprehensive treatments
of a variety of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that is available. The City of Ann Arbor,
due to its position as a major college community and its history as highly progressive
with alternate modes of transportation, has served as a leader in projects such as that
proposed for North Dixie Highway. The selected sections in particular detail a number of
design considerations that come into play when considering the installation of bicycle
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facilities. Section 2.2 (pages 14-17) of this document contain a significant conclusion
that on-street bicycle lanes are generally safer for bicyclists than parallel off-street paths,
at least those contained within the right-of-way. While this seems counter-intuitive, this
conclusion is also supported by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) design guidelines as well. Section 2.3 (pages 18-27)
provide further analysis of design criteria for such facilities, including different examples
of differing treatments. Given that the right-of-way of North Dixie Highway is severely
constrained at 66 feet, with the roadway and curbs comprising 47 feet of this and
significant utility poles lining the corridor on both sides, only the on-street option appears
to be feasible at this time. The Typical Roadway Cross-Section Guidelines on page 30
in particular seem to support the Engineering Department’s proposed cross section for
conversion of a 46-foot wide travelled way, with the exception that we are proposing 6.5-
foot bicycle lanes and 11-foot through lanes.

. Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) excerpt from Michigan's Operations
Manual, Section D-121, “4-to-3- lane conversions” with cover page (6 pages total) —
Appendix item 3

This document was received from the MDOT Local Agency Programs office by the
Engineering Department, as a part of the programming process for this project. Since
the City is planning to utilize Federal funds as a part of this project, we will have to meet
MDOT’s approval for the reduction in travel lanes. Most significantly, a public input
process is required prior to lane conversion, but this document also sets forth traffic
volume criteria that must be met prior to such a project going forward. Important to note
is that MDOT is generally supportive of such projects when the average daily traffic is
under 15,000 (as is North Dixie Highway by a significant amount), and cites consistent
and considerable safety improvements as well. On the last page of the report, the
document references that while initial business resistance is often high, in roughly 25
communities where such treatments had been implemented prior to 2009, only one
community has objected following implementation. The Engineering Department
believes that the North Dixie Highway conversion is well within normal MDOT guidelines
for such projects, and that we will be able to program such a project with little difficulty at
the State and Federal level in conjunction with our planned resurfacing.

. Monroe Mayor's Traffic Committee Agenda and attachments from April 27, 2011
meeting, recommending adoption of Complete Streets Resolution (8 pages total) —
Appendix item 4

At the April 27, 2011 Traffic Committee and the subsequent City Council meeting on
May 2, 2011, the Engineering Department recommended adoption of a resolution in
support of the Complete Streets initiative. Complete Streets is essentially a holistic
approach to roadway design that promotes more appropriate standards that can help
slow down urban traffic to a level that supports and promotes non-motorized travel. This
resolution of support was adopted unanimously by both the Mayor’s Traffic Committee
and the City Council, and as such, the Engineering Department is more or less required
to consider bicycle lanes as a part of the North Dixie Highway project as provided for by
the resolution. Of particular note, as early as April 2011, the Engineering Department,
within the narrative of both meeting agendas, delineated the desirability of converting
North Dixie Highway to three (3) lanes when it is resurfaced, and it is still felt that this
project is in keeping fully with the spirit of this initiative.




E. Dixie Highway Complete Streets Study (Poagemeyer Design Group, 2012), 22 pages
total — Appendix item 5
This report, which is included in the Appendix in its entirety, on its own provides a
significant amount of background or various concepts related to Complete Streets, such
that many of these are not repeatedly specifically in this overall report. Additionally, the
necessary capacity and operational analysis is contained within it, and this is detailed
further later in this City report. On an overall basis, this report found no undesirable
operation would result from the conversion of North Dixie Highway to three (3) vehicle
lanes with bicycle lanes in each direction, and recommends that this occur for a variety
of reasons. As noted earlier, the Poggemeyer Design Group will likely be retained for
future work to consider further aesthetic and other improvements to the corridor as well.

F. Article from Roads and Bridges magazine, June 2012, “Diet exercise”, summarizing the
results of an MDOT study, Pages S20-S23 (4 pages total) — Appendix item 8

and

G. "Safety and Operational Analysis of 4-lane to 3-lane Conversions (Road Diets) in
Michigan” (2012), prepared for MDOT, excerpts attached, cover page. pages iii, v, 1-3,
47-52 (12 pages total) — Appendix item 9
These items deal with a comprehensive study performed for MDOT by the Department
of Civil and Environmental Engineering at Michigan State University. The full article from
Roads and Bridge magazine regarding the study has been included in the Appendix, as
has the Executive Summary and Conclusions section of the report itself. The most
significant finding of the report related to delays is that the most important volume
characteristic to be considered should be the peak hour, which should be less than
1,000 vehicles per hour (assumed to be total of both directions). The report
recommends that an operational analysis be performed in every case, which has indeed
been performed for North Dixie Highway. Also, while the report seems to suggest that it
is likely that some safety benefits will be realized through these types of projects, they
did not find statistically significant reductions that could be attributed to the conversion.
Overall, this report strongly suggests that through lane reduction on a corridor with
similar volumes as Dixie Highway can offer the potential for crash reduction in most
cases, will not contribute to excessive delay, and will promote a number of other positive
attributes for the community.

Capacity Analysis

When determining the feasibility of reducing the number of through lanes, the primary analytical
concern is typically at signalized intersections within the corridor. In this particular case, the
intersections of North Dixie Highway with both East EIm Avenue and East Noble Avenue are
signalized. Since the most recent segment (through) counts available were from 2003, the City
of Monroe Engineering Department secured peak hour turning movement counts at these
intersections in April 2012, and these were incorporated into the Poggemeyer Design Group
report analysis, which is summarized on pages 14 and 15 of their report. For the purposes of
discussion here, the 2003 (24-hour) and 2012 (peak hours only) counts in each direction for
each segment can be summarized in the table below.



Eim to Noble Noble to Detroit

2003 Mechanical 2012 Visual 2003 Mechanical 2012 Visual
Start End NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB
7 AM 8 AM 276 309 224 312 325 340 338 409
8 AM 9 AM 209 297 197 268 256 309 256 356
9 AM 10 AM 240 282 301 356
10 AM 11 AM 238 311 289 364 B
11 AM 12 PM 307 304 436 359
12 PM 1 PM 336 347 393 384
1PM 2 PM 323 362 356 430
2 PM 3 PM 318 374 392 455
3PM 4 PM 373 434 304 429 457 454 345 507
4 PM 5 PM 386 416 297 330 421 498 455 496
5 PM 6 PM 354 390 378 460
6 PM 7 PM i 249 336 275 369

It should be noted that while there was some variation between the 2003 and 2012 counts (as
can always be expected from different days even in the same year), there was not any clear
indication that any trend is present, either an increase or a decrease in traffic volumes over
time. Of the 16 hourly readings of the 2012 counts during the hours compared with the 2003
counts, nine (9) showed a decrease, six (6) showed an increase, and remarkably, one was
exactly identical. The original 2003 count data is also listed as item 6 in the Appendix for all 24
hours in each direction on each segment. The 2012 counts for the hours shown were taken
from the aggregate of turning movement counts at each intersection, though the hand-written
data forms were not considered to be necessary for inclusion into this report.

As with most intersection capacity analyses, the 2010 Highway Capacity Software (HCS) was
used by Poggemeyer to determine the operation of each intersection under the present
configuration, and again assuming a conversion to three (3) lanes for Dixie Highway on all
approaches. Typically, only the peak hour is analyzed as the “worst case” scenario, and in this
case the peak hour was 3-4 P.M. at each intersection. The HCS results summary for both
intersections under both conditions are included as item 7 in the Appendix.

While the modeled conditions show a slight increase in overall vehicle delay for both
intersections when converted to three (3) lanes from four (4), this increase is negligible in both
cases. At Dixie / EIm, the overall intersection delay increased from an average of 13.5 seconds
to 14.0 seconds during the peak hour, and at Dixie / Noble, delay increased from 16.7 seconds
to 17.1 seconds. In all cases, the intersection “Level of Service” remained at “B” on a scale of A
to F, which is very good for an intersection. In large part, the fact that delay did not increase
significantly can likely be attributed to the fact that much of the left-turning traffic is presently
using the inside through lane, which in turn delays through traffic behind it. In summary, the
capacity analysis indicates that no material additional delay would be incurred in converting
North Dixie Highway (and by extension, the short segment of Winchester Street to the south
that is also currently four lanes) to three lanes.

Normally, unless there is some type of major mid-block generator present, the segments
between intersections are not critical to the capacity analysis. However, the Michigan State
University “Road Diet” study does cite a generalized figure of 1,000 vehicles per hour (assumed
to be 500 vehicles per hour per direction) as a mid-block capacity upper limit where congestion
can start to materialize. While the peak hour volume of 507 vehicles on southbound Dixie
Highway at Noble Avenue seems to slightly exceed this threshold, the intersection analysis
does not show any sign of major congestion with the proposed change. Given that the practical
capacity of a through lane without interference from signals is roughly 1,800 vehicles per hour
and that Dixie is given the dominance of green time at the signal at Noble (the location of its
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peak volumes), it is highly likely that the congestion threshold is significantly higher on the
through segments than 500 vehicles per hour. In any event, given that most hours of the day
are still significantly under any arbitrary congestion-inducing volume threshold, the through
sections do not appear to influence the operation as much as the intersections.

Future growth in this corridor is also difficult to predict. On one hand, the City is interested in
encouraging tourism and commercial activity within our borders, which often brings with it
additional vehicular traffic. However, assumptions of hoped-for traffic growth based on this
desire, as well as past assumptions of a general increase over time, must be counter-balanced
with what appears likely to be a downward trend in overall traffic volumes during the past
decade in general throughout the City. This general decline may be in part due to the de-
densification of the urban core, but in recent years it is likely also related to a sharp increase in
fuel prices, leading to fewer discretionary trips. In addition, much of any tourist-oriented growth
along this corridor is likely to result in additional traffic generation during the off-peak periods,
which will not have much effect on the roadway operation. Barring some type of major changes
in adjacent land use, it is likely that the traffic volumes will remain reasonably steady over time,
and any growth in this corridor is likely to be relatively small, and not likely to materially affect
regular operations.

Safety Analysis

One factor that should certainly be taken into account when undertaking a project such as this is
the crash history of the corridor, with review emphasis given to any correctable patterns. Very
good data are available through the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG)
online crash database, and data are available for general the last five (5) complete years, in this
case 2007 through 2011. Information is broken down by segments between intersections of
Federally-eligible roadways. Thus, the summary forms are split for one segment from Elm to
Noble, and the other from Noble to Detroit. Appendix item 10 includes the summary Road
Segment Report for each, along with the detailed list of crashes and the breakdown by type, etc.
It should be noted that the average daily traffic count listed on the form is incorrect, as
SEMCOG typically extrapolates older data, such as that provided by the City in 2003.

The segment from Elm to Noble actually has a fairly low number of crashes, totaling only 13 in a
five-year period, with two (2) of those actually stemming from the same two vehicles continuing
a dispute over the first crash. With an average of 2.6 crashes per year, it is nearly impossible to
draw any firm conclusions over patterns, except that there did not appear to be any crashes
where rear end crashes could be specifically corrected by the installation of a center turn lane,
which would be the most likely type that could be corrected by the proposed project. The
majority of crashes (7 out of 13) were rear end crashes, all related somehow to one vehicle
being unable to stop for another vehicle waiting for the traffic signal to change.

Not surprisingly, the segment from Noble to Detroit had considerably more crashes in aggregate
(45), which averages to nine (9) per year from 2007 to 2011. However, this is somewhat to be
expected, given the length of 0.901 miles (as compared to 0.234 miles from EIm to Noble), and
the two segments are roughly in proportion to each other when considering crashes per mile per
year. One feature within this segment that has significance is the existence of a relatively sharp
curve near Spaulding Road. While this curve is designed and signed for a 35 mile per hour
speed, there is quite a significant number of crashes related to this curve, mostly in the
southbound direction. Many (but not all) of the 24 single-vehicle crashes are related to this
curve, and even a few of the other types involve other vehicles when one lost control due to the
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curve. Two (2) of the rear-end crashes in this segment appear to be correctable if left-turning
traffic were to be removed into a dedicated left turn lane, and while there are a few “head-left’
crashes involving left-turning vehicles, it is difficult to ascertain whether these would be
correctable. Conversely, there is only one (1) rear-end crash that appears to be related to a
vehicle slowing for a private driveway, which is a crash type that could theoretically be
worsened by placing all through traffic into a single lane without the opportunity to pass right-
turning vehicles. While it is completely unknown how pronounced any increase in this crash
type might be with the proposed change, it should at least be considered to be a factor.

While many of the crashes cite speed, failure to stop in assured clear distance, and other such
hazardous actions specifically, it is not clear how many of these might have been avoided if
prevailing traffic speeds could be lowered. Lowering the speed limit, perhaps from 45 miles per
hour (as it is from 500 north of Noble Avenue to the north) to 35 miles per hour (consistent with
the section between EIm and Noble), if it could be enforced and / or imposed upon the
prevailing traffic through some type of calming measure, could be a strong tool in the arsenal in
attempting to lower the crash exposure in this area. While reducing the number of through
lanes in each direction from two (2) to one (1) is not expected to induce significant congestion
per se, nonetheless its role in helping to moderate the speed profile certainly cannot be
discounted. Atthe very least, speed differentials should be lowered, as traffic is likely to flow in
a more even pattern during moderately heavy flow times, rather than the jockeying for position
that can occur with two (2) moving lanes in each direction.

Crash reports from two (2) specific incidents have been attached as item 11 in the Appendix.
These are the incidents on file related to bicyclists within the study area. One report from
10/24/2011 was not of a serious nature, and actually occurred when a motorist did not see a
bicycle crossing legally in the crosswalk at Dixie / EIm. The second, from 2/14/2011, resulted in
a fatality for the bicyclist. Certainly, this is a type that theoretically could have been prevented
had the bicyclist been provided with his own lane. However, the analysis becomes more
complicated due to the fact that the crash occurred at night, and that the vehicle driver had
cocaine in his system. As with most crashes with drivers under the influence of alcohol or
narcotics, it is difficult to determine whether or not they would have heeded the lane markings
for a bicycle lane had they been there.

One qualitative point to consider relates to the growing prevalence of “scrapper” or “scavenger”
bicyclists that have begun using North Dixie Highway to access the adjacent scrap yard. Many
of these low-income citizens have begun towing carts behind their bicycles, which they fill with
scrap metals of various types they find throughout the community for eventual sale. While
through 2011 there were no documented crashes involving these vehicles, nonetheless they are
becoming quite prevalent in the corridor and should be taken into consideration.

As noted in the Michigan State University study on Road Diets, it is unclear to what extent
through lane reductions such as proposed here actually improve the crash exposure, though the
report seemed to suggest at least a general improvement of some sort could be expected.
However, it is highly unlikely that such a lane conversion would increase the overall crash
exposure, particularly if it is successful in slowing traffic to some degree. While the review of
crash data along the North Dixie Highway corridor seems to be largely inconclusive, there
seems to be no reason not to proceed with the proposed lane reconfiguration on this basis
alone. If approved and implemented, the Engineering Department would continue to review the
corridor to determine if lane reconfiguration negatively impacted the crash pattern.



Aesthetic Enhancement Possibilities

As noted earlier, while the Poggemeyer study discussed landscaping options for the corridor in
a general sense, further details regarding species and placement are being deferred for future
study. However, one concept that deserves mention as a part of this report is the possibility of
installing a landscaped median for much of the block between EIm and Noble Avenue. Since
the only driveway cut in this segment is for the Monroe Multi-Sports complex, which could be
reasonably accommodated through a short cut out, this appears to be an excellent opportunity
to add landscaping to the corridor at the time of construction at relatively low cost. Additionally,
while it is not intended to yield any direct pedestrian or bicycle crossing benefits, raised medians
often have a traffic calming effect, so such a component could be beneficial in vehicle and on-
street bicycle safety as well.

Geometric Considerations

While at this point, the North Dixie Highway resurfacing project has not yet entered the design
phase, and likely will not for a month or more, some initial thought has indeed been given to a
few general design considerations. First, as noted earlier, for continuity, Winchester Street
would also be re-striped for a single through lane in each direction and shared center turn lane
approaching the intersection shared with EIm and Dixie. This is of very minor consequence
since Winchester Street presently tapers to one lane in each direction immediately south of the
bridge, and the addition of bicycle lanes on the two-lane section between First and Front Streets
is further supported by the lack of permitted parking in this area. On the north end, the
transition from the five-lane section east of Detroit (which is intended to remain) to the proposed
three-lane / bicycle lane section will need to be designed appropriately. For the northbound /
eastbound Dixie Highway bicycle lane, it has already been considered to provide for bicyclists to
exit the roadway just before Detroit Avenue, as shown in an example photo in the Ann Arbor
report, page 39, located in the Appendix. The southbound / westbound bicycle lane, lacking any
off-street sidewalk as of right now, will likely be developed from past of the right-hand travel
lane, as it is intended to be tapered off just past Detroit Avenue. While not necessarily the ideal
design and not continuous with another facility, nonetheless it is still consistent with other such
treatments shown in the literature contained in the Appendix.

Another item to consider, as mentioned by some of the adjacent businesses along the corridor,
is truck access to the various driveways. These business owners cited the need to cross
multiple lanes of travel when turning into and out of driveways in a right-turning direction. While
it is understood that in some cases presently these large vehicles will turn right from and to the
inside lane, theoretically there is nothing to prevent them from physically utilizing the shared
center turn lane in a similar fashion. As such, given that the outside edge of the new center turn
lane would be a full 6.5 feet farther away from the driveway (due to the presence of the bicycle
lane) than the present inside lane is, it is likely that many trucks would actually benefit from a
shared center turn lane. Obviously, large vehicles needing to use this turn lane would have to
utilize extra caution to ensure no motorists in either direction were using this lane but, this same
situation has to occur now, only in the adjacent through lane in the parallel direction. While
utilizing anything but the adjacent lane for turning is technically illegal, representatives of the
Monroe Police Department have repeatedly stressed that deference is always given to large
vehicles in situations such as this where there is no other reasonable option. Even any negative
ramifications of this modified turning pattern must also be weighed against the advantage of a
shared center turn lane, which provides a much safer refuge for large trucks waiting to turn into
their respective places of business, rather than waiting in a potentially high-speed through lane.
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ublic Involvement and Review

With any project of this impact, public input should be sought from a variety of sources, to
ensure that the interests of all potential stake-holders can be met. Further, since the proposed
project will be funded partially with Federal funds, MDOT requires that some degree of public
input be sought and at least considered before a final decision should be made. Item 3 in the
Appendix details the full process needed for project approval, the fourth of which is that “Public
involvement has demonstrated sufficient support for the project within the community OR formal
agreement has been reached for a trial project that would allow for at least one year of
operation of the 3-lane section.” While the extent and scope of the required public input process
is not detailed, it is assumed to include not only the fronting property owners, but also a variety
of groups including, but not limited to, roadway users, bicycle advocates, area business and
tourist interests, and of course, the appropriate City boards and committees that have been
charged with a variety of planning tasks throughout the City.

Official public involvement in this process began with the presentation by the Poggemeyer
Design Group of their original study to the Mayor’s Traffic Committee, a resolution committee
charged with reviewing matters of traffic regulation and operation prior to their final approval by
the City Council. This presentation, and the resulting action approving the concept, is reflected
in the meeting minutes from the August 15, 2012 meeting, attached as item 12 in the Appendix.
Following this meeting, the Engineering Department determined after conversations with the
Local Agency Programs group at MDOT that formal public notification should be expanded, and
a formal public hearing was scheduled for the September 26, 2012 Traffic Committee meeting.
The staff analysis for this meeting, along with the public hearing notice and letter to the adjacent
property owners, has been included as item 13 in the Appendix. As per normal, the public
hearing notice was also published in the Monroe Evening News.

Eight (8) different citizens, with five (5) of these representing businesses fronting the project
area, provided comments at the public hearing. Two (2) letters from various businesses along
the corridor were also submitted into the record, and are included as item 14 in the Appendix,
while the public hearing comments are summarized in the September 26, 2012 meeting minutes
(item 15 in the Appendix). At the present time, there appears to be near-unanimous opposition
to the change by the fronting property owners, with much of the opposition seeming to stem
from concerns about truck maneuvers, and a sense that non-motorized traffic should not be
encouraged along a high-speed corridor of this type. While their concerns should certainly not
be discounted, as they are the individuals that know this corridor best, the bulk of these
comments have been addressed to some degree already in this report. If the proposed project
ultimately does go forward, the Engineering Department will attempt to mitigate these concerns
as much as possible.

As a result of the public hearing, the Traffic Committee referred this item back to the
Engineering Department for further study, which is the origin of this report. This completed
report is being forwarded simultaneously to the Mayor's Traffic Committee for review at its
November 28, 2012 meeting, and the Citizens Planning Commission for review at its December
meeting. Also, the report will be posted on the City's web page for general review and
comment, and will be forwarded to other stake-holders with expected interest in this topic,
including the adjacent Monroe Multi-Sports Complex, the National Park Service, and the
Community Foundation, which has provided significant input in the development of the River
Raisin Heritage Trail system. Following review by these entities and others and consideration of
all comments, the City Council will be asked to approve of the change and if approved, direct
the Engineering Department to program the project with MDOT accordingly.
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Conclusions / Recommendations

The Engineering Department recommends proceeding with the proposed lane reconfiguration of
North Dixie Highway between East EIm Avenue and Detroit Avenue from four (4) lanes to three
(3) lanes with bicycle lanes in each direction, as it originally proposed in April of 2011. This
action is being recommended for the following reasons, as detailed throughout the foregoing
report:

e North Dixie Highway is being resurfaced in 2013 in any event, and the proposed lane
reconfiguration can be implemented very easily and cost-effectively as a part of the
overall project

e Development of additional bicycle lanes is consistent with goals, if not the letter, of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan

e A bicycle facility along North Dixie Highway will support and complement non-motorized
facilities serving the National Park, Monroe Multi-Sports complex, and the restaurant
district adjacent to |-75

e This action is in keeping with the City of Monroe’s Complete Streets policy adopted on
May 2, 2011 by the City Council

e Literature from the City of Ann Arbor, a very progressive community in non-motorized
transportation, indicates that such the proposed project is an appropriate retrofit, and
that the appropriate geometric design standards can be met

e The Poggemeyer Design Group study operations analysis finds that the lane

- configuration change will have no adverse effects on intersection operations within the
corridor

e The maximum average daily traffic value of 12,100 vehicles per day on the busiest
section is below the MDOT threshold of 15,000, which allows this project to be a
candidate for this proposed treatment while utilizing Federal funds

e Peak hour volumes are also consistent with MDOT requirements, and are within the
parameters reviewed in the Michigan State University study on “road diets”

¢ Anincrease in bicycle traffic, though not quantified, has been observed, both in general
traffic, and in traffic specifically accessing the adjacent scrap yard

e While existing crash patterns do not indicate a significant number of correctable crashes
that will be alleviated through this proposal, neither is there reason to believe that lane
reconfiguration would result in an increase in crashes either

e Forcing traffic into a single through lane is likely to result in a more uniform speed profile,
which is also likely to lower speed in general, improving crash exposure of most, if not
all, types

e The proposed lane reconfiguration is likely to improve overall safety, through a
combination of reduced speeds and removal of turning traffic from the through lanes

e The block between EIm and Noble could support a raised landscaped median if desired,
which may further the traffic calming effect on vehicle speeds

e It is believed that the geometric concerns of the adjacent property owners commenting
at the September 26 public hearing can be addressed adequately

e MDOT studies cite general satisfaction of projects of this type in other localities after
they have been implemented, even where significant opposition is present beforehand

e Aside from the raised median between EIm and Noble, the proposed project is easily
reversible, so if after a reasonable trial period sufficient concerns still exist, the roadway
can be returned to its original cross section
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Appendix

This appendix includes the following information that was referenced in the body of the report:

1.

2.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15.

City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan (2003), Chapter 10: Greenways Plan, report pages
57-62 only)

City of Ann Arbor Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (2006), pages 14-27, 30-31, 38-40
only

Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) excerpt from Michigan’s Operations
Manual, Section D-121, “4-to-3- lane conversions” with cover page (6 pages total)
Monroe Mayor’s Traffic Committee Agenda and attachments from April 27, 2011
meeting, recommending adoption of Complete Streets Resolution (8 pages total)

Dixie Highway Complete Streets Study (Poggemeyer Design Group, 2012), 22 pages
total

City of Monroe Traffic Count Summary (2003) — traffic counts taken on North Dixie
Highway at through sections for 24-hour period (4 pages total)

HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary, 2012 by Poggemeyer Design
Group (4 pages total)

Article from Roads and Bridges magazine, June 2012, “Diet exercise”, summarizing the
results of an MDOT study, Pages S20-S23 (4 pages total)

“Safety and Operational Analysis of 4-lane to 3-lane Conversions (Road Diets) in
Michigan” (2012), prepared for MDOT, excerpts attached, cover page, pages iii, v, 1-3,
47-52 (12 pages total)

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) Road Segment (Crash)
Reports for North Dixie Highway from Elm to Noble and Noble to Detroit (12 pages total)
State of Michigan Traffic Crash Reports 8062967 and 8166134, dealing with the two
reported bicycle crashes within study area between 2007 and 2011 (4 pages total)
Mayor’s Traffic Committee Minutes from August 15, 2012 meeting (page 1)

Agenda Item #1 staff analysis from September 26 Mayor’s Traffic Committee meeting
and attachments (3 pages total) — includes public hearing notice and invitation to
adjacent business owners

Letters of comment on proposed change from adjacent businesses (2 pages total)
Mayor’s Traffic Committee Minutes from September 26, 2012 meeting (Pages 1 and 2)
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CITY OF MONROE
MAYOR’S TRAFFIC COMMITTEE MINUTES
August 15, 2012

Meeting was called to order by Mayor Clark on Wednesday, August 15, 2012 at 5:00 P.M. in the
City Council Chambers.

Members Present.  Mayor Clark, Councilman Beneteau, Councilman Hensley, Lt. Greg
Morgel, James Crammond, Scott Davidson, Michael Miletti, Dennis
Polczynski

Members Excused: Anthony Webb
Clerk / Staff: Patrick Lewis, Director of Engineering and Public Services

Citizens Commenting:George Patrick Barley, 460 Godfroy Avenue
Brenda Blaine, 470 Godfroy Avenue
David Menzies, 466 Godfroy Avenue
Randy Mielnik, Poggemeyer Design Group
Gregory Bieszczad, Poggemeyer Design Group

T Petition to establish a Residential Parking District on Godfroy Avenue between Campus
Place and West Lorain Street.

Motion: It was moved by Councilman Hensley and supported by Michael Miletti to table
this issue until the next Traffic Committee meeting.

Action: The motion passed unanimously.
2. Request from the Engineering Department to consider closing the the north-south alley
between Riverview Avenue and Arbor Avenue, south of Noble, to traffic in conjunction

with a storm sewer / paving project.

Motion: It was moved by Michael Miletti and supported by Lt. Morgel to refer this issue
back to the Engineering Department to perform a resident survey.

Action: The motion passed unanimously.

3. Report from the Poggemeyer Design Group on the corridor study of North Dixie Highway
lane configuration between the River Raisin and Detroit Avenue.
Motion: It was moved by Michael Miletti and supported by Scott Davidson to convert
North Dixie Highway to a 3-lane configuration with bike lanes between EiIm Avenue and

Detroit Avenue, including Winchester Street between Perry Street and EIm Avenue.
Action: The motion passed unanimously.
Mayor’s Traffic Committee Minutes — August 15, 2012

Prepared by Patrick M. Lewis, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Services
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CITY OF MONROE
MAYOR’S TRAFFIC COMMITTEE MINUTES
September 26, 2012

Meeting was called to order by Mayor Clark on Wednesday, September 26, 2012 at 5:00 P.M. in
the City Council Chambers.

Members Present.  Mayor Clark, Councilman Hensley, Lt. Greg Morgel, Scott Davidson,
Michael Miletti, Dennis Polczynski, Anthony Webb

Members Excused: James Crammond

Members Absent: Councilman Beneteau

Clerk / Staff: Patrick Lewis, Director of Engineering and Public Services

Citizens Commenting:Gary Klemz, Baker’'s Ace Hardware, 905 North Dixie Highway
Kraig Yoas, Yoas Plumbing & Heating, 469 North Dixie Highway
Frank Messina, Messina Concrete, 725 North Dixie Highway
Kathleen Vaden, Premier Industries, 513 North Dixie Highway
Tim Finzel, Monroe Aluminum Products, 845 North Dixie Highway
Fred Corser, Big Boy, 1240 North Dixie Highway
Gregory Bieszczad, Poggemeyer Design Group
Thomas Veres, 315 Arbor Avenue
Dwight Brown, 306 Riverview Avenue
Councilman James Kansier
Councilman Christopher Bica

1. Public Hearing on the proposed conversion of North Dixie Highway between Elm
Avenue and Detroit Avenue

Comments were provided by the following individuals (summarized):

e Gary Klemz - 905 North Dixie Highway, Baker's Ace Hardware — concerned
about crash exposure, presented photos of the guardrail by Monroe Aluminum
having been hit. Questioned whether or not a crash analysis has been
performed.

e Craig Yoas — large vehicles and unusual vehicles along this section, cited a total
of 650 “unusually” sized vehicles in an average day, these require additional
movements and can slow down traffic movements. Four lanes works just fine as
itis. Monroe Aluminum gets 150 semi trucks per week. Many of these delivery
vehicles have to park somewhere, feels we will need to have Police assistance
for these movements. Concerned that bicycles with scrap trailers should not be
the basis of design. As an avid biker, feels like we would not want to be sent
down this area, there are better locations for a bicycle route, he would not want
to ride in this area.

e Frank Messina — 725 North Dixie Highway — gravel trains cannot turn right into a
single lane, they need extra room to maneuver. Also, when I-75 accident traffic

Mayor’s Traffic Committee Minutes — September 26, 2012
Prepared by Patrick M. Lewis, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Services
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is rerouted, they send them down Dixie, concerned about traffic management
during these times. Feels that traffic backups and safety are both major issues.

o Kathleen Vaden — Premier Industries, 513 North Dixie — agree with previous
comments, they also have big trucks that come in, concerned with safety of
individuals traveling on these routes. Feels traffic counts are too low, some
traffic doesn’'t even come down that far (to Noble and Elm) from I-75. Some
traffic pulls in a turns around, won’t be looking for bikers.

e Thomas Veres — 315 Arbor — he travels this section quite a bit, and understands
the concerns of the businesses, and agrees with them. Sees bike scrappers
also, they are definitely a hazard. Thinks there should be a turn lane, but doesn't
agree with reduction of travel lanes. Feels we would be better off with five lanes
and off-street bike path.

e Tim Finzel — Monroe Aluminum Products, 845 North Dixie Highway — agreed with
the other comments, submitted a letter expressing safety concerns, also signed
by other adjacent businesses

e Kraig Yoas — passed along concerns of Paul Kamprath at Paul’'s Automotive, 425
North Dixie Highway, it is difficult to pull out into traffic as it is, feels reduction in
travel lanes would make it worse.

e Dwight Brown — 306 Riverview — goes to Florida a lot, many bike paths all over
the place, often sees crashes where vehicles turned into bicyclists on paths that
are parallel with traffic, generally opposed to conversion.

e Fred Corser — Big Boy — he doesn't want to encourage more bicycle and
pedestrian traffic on Dixie than we already have, thinks any efforts to do so are
misguided.

e Frank Messina — gravel trains cannot make right hand turn onto Dixie Highway
without encroaching onto opposite lane.

e Gary Klemz - inquired as to whether or not it is illegal to utilize part of the center
turn lane to access the roadway if trucks are too large (technically it is, according
to Lt. Morgel, but seldom enforced if no other choice exists).

e Public Hearing formally closed by Mayor Clark at 5:41 P.M.

Motion: It was moved by Michael Miletti and supported by Anthony Webb to refer this
issue back to the Engineering Department for further analysis.
Action: The motion passed unanimously.

2. Petition to establish a Residential Parking District on Godfroy Avenue between Camplus
Place and West Lorain Street.

Motion: It was moved by Councilman Hensley and supported by Scott Davidson to table
this item until the next meeting.

Action: The motion passed unanimously.

Mayor's Traffic Committee Minutes — September 26, 2012
Prepared by Patrick M. Lewis, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Services
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CITY OF MONROE
MAYOR’S TRAFFIC COMMITTEE MINUTES
November 28, 2012

Meeting was called to order by Mayor Clark on Wednesday, November 28, 2012 at 5:00 P.M. in
the City Council Chambers.

Members Present.  Mayor Clark, Councilman Beneteau, Councilman Hensley (arrived at 5:43
P.M.), Lt. Greg Morgel, Scott Davidson, James Crammond, Michael
Miletti, Dennis Polczynski, Anthony Webb

Members Absent: None

Clerk / Staff: Patrick Lewis, Director of Engineering and Public Services

Citizens Commenting:David Rafko, 127 Borgess Avenue
Dale Morgan, 403 Godfroy Avenue
Gary Klemz, 905 North Dixie Highway
Kraig Yoas, 465 North Dixie Highway

1. Approval of the Traffic Committee minutes from the October 24, 2012 meeting.

Motion: It was moved by Anthony Webb and supported by Lt. Morgel to approve the
minutes from the previous meeting, after the correction made after Mr. Lewis to the
individual that made the motion to adjourn the meeting (Mr. Miletti was erroneously listed
but was not in attendance).

Action: The motion passed unanimously (8-0).

2. Report from the Engineering Department on the surveys to establish one or more
Residential Parking Districts in the vicinity of St. Mary’s Catholic Central High School.

Motion: It was moved by Michael Miletti and supported by Councilman Beneteau to take
no further action on this item at this time.

Action: The motion passed unanimously (8-0).

3. Request from citizen Dale Morgan to review options for the intersection of Godfroy
Avenue and West Noble Avenue adjacent to his home at 403 Godfroy.

Motion: It was moved by Michael Miletti and supported by James Crammond to approve
the following items as recommended by the Engineering Department:
a) Install a tree in the terrace in spring 2013
b) Install a “stop ahead” sign on westbound Noble approaching the intersection
c) Install an arrow sign at the end of Noble Avenue facing westbound traffic with
reflective strips along the sign channels

Mayor's Traffic Committee Minutes — November 28, 2012
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d) Install a stop sign for northbound Godfroy Avenue traffic at the intersection

Action: The motion passed unanimously (8-0).

4, Report from the Engineering Department on the North Dixie Highway Lane
Reconfiguration Study

Motion: It was moved by Scott Davidson and supported by James Crammond to approve
the recommendation of the Engineering Department and forward the proposed
reconfiguration to the City Council for approval.

Action: The motion passed 8-1 (Miletti)

N Report from the Engineering Department on the removal of traffic signals at the
intersection of North Macomb Street and East Noble Avenue.

Motion: It was moved by Michael Miletti and supported by Councilman Hensley to accept
the recommendation of the Engineering Department to commence a trial period of an all-
way stop with all-way red flash on the existing signals as soon as the Macomb Street
Bridge is reopened to traffic.

Action: The motion passed unanimously (9-0).

6. Citizen / Committee Member Comments:

a) Brian Beneteau, Committee member, inquired about adding an item to the next
meeting agenda to place a time limit on the section of the Riverfront Parking Lot
adjacent to 12 West Front Street, in order to encourage turnover. Patrick Lewis will
place this item on the next agenda, and will forward this request to the DDA Board
for comments.

b) Brian Beneteau, Committee member, inquired about the possibility of reducing the
speed limit on North Dixie Highway to 35 miles per hour ahead of the potential lane
reconfiguration. Patrick Lewis will also place this item on the next meeting agenda.

7. Adjournment

Motion: It was moved by Michael Miletti and supported by Anthony Webb to adjourn the
meeting.

Action: The motion passed unanimously (9-0) and the meeting was adjourned at 6:40
P.M.

Mayor’s Traffic Committee Minutes — November 28, 2012
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minutes

Citizens Planning Commission

Regular Meeting

Monday, December 10, 2012
7:00 p.m.

City Council Chambers

1. Roll Call (Meeting called to order at 7:06 p.m.)

Present: Chairman Smith, Vice Chairman Miller; and Commissioners: Buick,
Hall, and Mielnik

Excused: Commissioners: Myers and Roberts

Absent: Commissioners: Caldwell and Robinson

Staff: Jeffrey Green, AICP, City Planner / Historic Preservation Officer; and
Dan Swallow, Director of Economic & Community Development;

Public: Bill Gross, Mr. and Mrs. Messina, Steve Swartz, Kraig Yoas, Tom
Barron, Joy Langton, Langton; and Councilmen James

Kansier and Jerry McKart.
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Consent Agenda
A. Approval of Agenda
Motion by Vice Chairman Miller “To approve the Consent Agenda, as
amended, changing public hearing to public comment period on the land
division request, Case #S 12-007."

Second by Commissioner Hall.

Motion passed unanimously (5-0).



4. Case Reviews

1. Case: #S 12-007
Applicant: William J. Gross
Property Address: 1427 E. Front Street
Request: Land Division
Property ID: 49-01473-000
Zoning: R-1C, Single-Family Residential

- Staff Report

- Applicant Comments
- Public Comment

- Discussion

- Commission Action

Chairman Smith asked Mr. Green if a staff report had been prepared.

Staff Report

Mr. Green provided the staff report, which discussed the request to divide a
single property into two separate parcels. The subject property is located at
1427 E. Front Street and contains one (1) residential structure. Mr. Green
highlighted key points brought forth in staff report relating to current site
conditions, proposed use of the newly created parcel, and conformance of the
request with the city code and comprehensive plan.

With no further comments by staff or questions from the Commission, Chairman
Smith asked if the applicant would like to comment.

Applicant Comments

No comment.

Public Comment

Chairman Smith opened the Public Comment period and asked if anyone
wished to comment on proposed Case #S 12-0072

There being no comments, Chairman Smith closed the Public Hearing.

Discussion / Commission Action

Commissioner Buick made a motion regarding Case #S 12-007, 1427 E. Front
Street, property ID #49-01473-000, "To approve the land division request as
presented".



Second by Commissioner Mielnik.

Motion passed unanimously (5-0).

2. Case: #RZ 12-004
Applicant: Joy Langton/C Barron & Sons Inc.
Property Address: 1125 W. Front Street
Request: Rezoning to C-2, General Commercial District
Property ID: 19-00863-000
Zoning: I-1, Light Industrial District

- Staff Report

- Applicant Comments
- Public Hearing

- Discussion

- Commission Action

Chairman Smith asked Mr. Green if a presentation had been prepared.

Mr. Green provided the staff report, which discussed the request to rezone the
subject parcel, located at 1125 W. Front Street, from I-1 Light Industrial District to
C-2 General Commercial District. Mr. Green presented key points in staff's
evaluation of the request regarding current site conditions, proposed use of the
site, and conformance of the request with the city code and comprehensive
plan. The staff report also suggested that the following conditions be part of the
approval for the rezoning:

A. Submittal of plan to upgrade landscaping in front of the proposed
business to be reviewed by Planning Staff

B. Submittal of dimensions for the rezoned parcel to be reviewed by
Planning Staff

With no further comments by comments by staff or the commission, Chairman
Smith moved to the Public Hearing.

Public Hearing

No comment.

Discussion /| Commission Action

Tom Barron asked what types of uses are allowed in the C-2, General
Commercial Districte Mr. Green responded by listing a number of allowed uses
from the City Code.



Chairman Smith asked Mr. Barron if he was comfortable with the proposed
rezoning? Mr. Barron confirmed that he was comfortable with the proposal.

Commissioner Buick made a motion regarding Case #RZ 12-004, rezoning of
Parcel ID # 19-00863-000, 1125 W. Front Street, “To approve rezoning, with
conditions recommended by staff, as presented, and forward to City Council”.
Second by Vice Chairman Miller.

Motion passed unanimously (5-0).

5. Presentation

North Dixie Highway Lane Reconfiguration Study, EIm Avenue to Detroit Avenue:
Patrick Lewis, Director of Engineering

Commissioner Mielnik indicated that her husband has worked on the N. Dixie
Highway Corridor Study as a consultant with the Poggemeyer Design Group. She
asked the commission if they felt that she should abstain from the discussion and
any motions related to ite

Vice Chairman Miller made a motion “To allow Commissioner Mielnik to
participate in the discussion and motions relating to this study".

Second by Commissioner Hall.
Motion Passed (4-0, Mielnik abstaining)
Mr. Lewis gave a synopsis of the study and conclusions from the report.

There was brief discussion regarding issues such as congestion, lane
reconfiguration, speed, and the primary reason for the study.

Public Comment

Chairman Smith opened a Public Comment period on the North Dixie Highway
Lane Reconfiguration Study?

Kraig Yoas and Marlene Messina, business owners with locations on N. Dixie
Highway, voiced their opposition to the proposal citing issues concerning
congestion, truck traffic, and disadvantages to businesses along the roadway.

Tom Barron noted his opposition to the proposal. Mr. Barron stated that as a
business owner whose trucks use this roadway, he also feels this would be
detrimental to his operations.



Mr. Lewis and Mr. Swallow responded to the public comments regarding the
challenges involved with the proposal, the area'’s transition from an industrial to
commercial corridor, consistency with the comprehensive plan, MDOT's vision
for the roadway, and safety of cyclists and motorists.

Discussion / Commission Action

Mr. Lewis stated that if the Commissioners preferred, they could postpone action
for further review until January — but that action regarding the proposal would
need to be completed by February.

Vice Chairman Miller made a motion “To table the proposal for further review".
Second by Commissioner Buick.
Motion passed unanimously (5-0).
6. Old Business
o Updo’re Sign Code Revision
Mr. Swallow noted changes in the revision pertaining to the
allowance of electronic changeable gasoline price signage.
- Commissioner Hallmade a motion “to set the public hearing for
the sign code revision for the next scheduled CPC Meeting in
January”.
- Second by Vice Chairman Miller.
- Motion passed unanimously (5-0).
e Update: Comprehensive Plan Revision
- Mr. Swallow noted that tax incentives were currently being
discussed with La-Z-Boy and that discussions regarding the site

plan would most likely start in February.

e Update: NEZ Subcommittee
- No changes

e Update: CPC Training Session
- Mr. Green indicated that staff is still looking to schedule training
sometime after the New Year holiday.



10.

11.

12.

o Update: CIP Budget Meeting
- Mr. Swallow indicated that a joint meeting will be held prior to
the next CPC Meeting on Monday, January 14, 6:00 PM. The
January CPC Meeting will convene following the CIP Budget
Meeting starting at 7:30 PM.
Communications
None

Commissioner Comments

Chairman Smith stated that he was “Happy to see Rezoning and
Comprehensive Plan passed by City Council.”

Commissioner Mielnik stated that she “Appreciated the discussion on the
North Dixie Highway Lane Reconfiguration Study".

Staff Comments

None

Public Comment

None

Planning-Related Atrticles

America's Mid-20h-Century Infrastructure. www.NYTimes.com;
November 16, 2012

D.C. Zoning Revamp Stokes Residents' Fears About Changing City.
www.washingtonpost.com; December 1, 2012

Next Urbanism Lab 02: Planning Trends Captivate, But...
www.placemakers.com; November 29, 2012

Adjournment

Motion by Vice Chairman Miller “To adjourn”

Second by Commissioner Hall.

Motion passed unanimously (5-0).

krk/12.17.12 / jig 1.2.13 - Approved by CPC: 1.14.2013
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Department of Economic and Community Development

120 East First Street
Monroe, Ml 48161-2169
(734) 384-9186

Momer®

January 16, 2013

Mayor and City Council
City of Monroe

120 East First Street
Monroe, MI 48161

RE:  Citizens Planning Commission Recommendation Regarding Proposed Lane Reconfiguration
of N. Dixie Highway

Honorable Mayor and City Council:

The Citizens Planning Commission reviewed the proposed lane reconfiguration of North Dixie
Highway at its December 10, 2012 and January14, 2013 meetings. The Commission reviewed all
aspects of the proposed project and heard from Patrick Lewis, Director of Engineering and Public
Services, and Dan Swallow, Director of Economic and Community Development, regarding the intent
of the project and its anticipated benefits. Mr. Lewis provided a summary of his Staff Report (North
Dixie Highway Lane Reconfiguration Study Elm Avenue to Detroit Avenue- November 19, 2012) at
the December 10 meeting. The Commission also provided an opportunity for public comment
regarding the proposal and Mr. Lewis provided answers to several concerns raised by the property
owners adjacent to North Dixie Highway.

The primary concerns raised by the adjacent property owners were related to the higher than average
truck traffic that occurs on this segment of N. Dixie Highway, ensuring there was adequate
maneuvering room for the anticipated truck traffic, and safety of the bicyclists that may share the road
right-of-way in the future. Many of these concerns are addressed in the Mr. Lewis’ Staff Report, and
related questions were answered during the Commission meetings. The Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT) Operations Manual for 4-to-3 Lane Conversions (July 30, 2009) provides
guidance on recommended traffic volumes and suggested analysis prior to conversion, which the City
followed in evaluating this proposed change. The Staff Report also included excerpts from the City of
Ann Arbor Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (2006) that addressed safety of bicyclists in the right-
of-way. While it may seem that bicyclists would be safer on a Sidewalk Bikeway than riding in the
roadway, the inverse is actually true in most cases for experienced adult cyclists. This is due
primarily to the bicycles traveling in an area where the drivers of tuming vehicles are not looking.

The Citizens Planning Commission chose not to make a recommendation at its December meeting, to
allow themselves time to review the Staff Report and further consider the concerns raised by the
adjacent property owners. The Commission evaluated the proposal in light of the recommendations
for non-motorized facilities found in the City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan (2003), of which
experts are provided in the Staff Report. The Greenways Plan (Chapter 10, City of Monroe
Comprehensive Plan) provides specific guidance for both on-street and off-street bike paths.



The Greenways Plan notes that “Bicycles coexist with vehicles much easier and more safely than
pedestrians.” The Plan further encourages the City to “fake the lead” in implementing the
Greenways Plan and demonstrating the public commitment to the planned projects.

After extended discussion and review of the proposed lane reconfiguration, the Citizens Planning
Commission forwarded the following recommendations in the form of an adopted motion to City
Council for its consideration:

It was moved by Vice-Chair Smith, and seconded by Secretary Caldwell:

In accordance with the goals of the City of Monroe Comprehensive Plan, the Citizens Planning
Commission makes the following recommendations to Monroe City Council on the North Dixie
Highway / Winchester Street corridor lane configuration project.

Change Winchester and Dixie Highway to 3 lanes consisting of two through lanes and a left
turn lane between First Street and ~Circle Drive (Dingell Bridge) area.

Recommend that the traffic committee and City Council consider reviewing and reducing the
speed limits on the N. Dixie Highway corridor.

Implement on street bike lanes between First Street and Noble Avenue.

Implement a paved shoulder area between Noble Avenue and ~Circle Drive.

Construct a raised center median between Noble Avenue and Elm Avenue.

The 3 lane configuration and median between Noble Avenue and First Street is recommended
as a permanent change

The 3 lane configuration between Noble Avenue and ~Circle Drive / Dingell Bridge should
be a two year trial. Afier the two year trial period a traffic review and public input should be
sought to determine if the corridor should be permanently 3 lanes, be reconfigured back to
Jfour lanes, and if the shoulder should be configured as a bike lane.

The motion passed on a 7-2 vote.

If you need additional information regarding the review by the Citizens Planning Commission, please
feel free to contact me at (734) 384-9134 or dan.swallow@monroemi.gov.

Sincerely,

Douds s

aniel E. Swallow
Director of Economic and Community Development
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ALUMINUM
PRODUCTS, INC.
845 N. Dixie Hwy.

Monroe, MI 48162

September 25, 2012

City of Monroe
Engineering Department

The purpose for out letter is to express our concetns for the “proposed lane configuration
change” to North Dixie Highway, We feel that this change would create a major safety
issue due to the restriction of traffic flow, and the increase of pedestrians. We are
opposed to these changes, and urge the City of Monroe to reconsider this proposal.

Thank you for your time.
Mark Grancitelli St. Timothy V. Finzel
Owner Owner
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LLpL o WVEE 01 Flat Rock Plant

14675 S.fTelegraph Rd.

Flat Ragk, M| 48134
(734):783-1020

Fax: (7:?4) 241-1803

Monroe Plant
725 N. Dixie Hwy.
Monroe, MI 48162

(734) 241-8380
Fax: (734) 241-1803

1.

MESSINA CONCRETE lNc.“ﬁ

City of Monroe Sept25,2012 ;
Dept. of Engineering & Public Services
Mayor’s Traffic Committee

Traffic Committee Members;

This letter is to inform this council of our concern of the cities plans to channgthe road
configuration (and added bike lane) of North Dixie Highway.

.............

Our firm, on a normal business day, has an average of 60 trucks tuming eithegleft or
right onto or off of Dixie Highway With the added traffic that will caused by malcmg N.
Dixie a one lane road (on each side) the traffic will be doubled, thus making it
difficult and dangerous for our trucks to get on and off N Dixie. Any large truckftzkes a
longer #me to make a safe turn onto a road; this will cause cars to have to slow down or
hopefully stop to let our trucks complete said turn. Have you considered the number of
long time business’s located betwe n your area’s for this prOposed lane change and bike
lane, that also have several delivery and pick up trucks coming and going from tijeir '

business site along N. Dixie, that will have the same problem coming in and out ef their
business?

These business’s like .ours, have been in Monroe for many years and their safetﬁ. and
travel concerns should take priority over this proposed lane change to accommodate

bicycles, who by our observations do NOT follow traffic laws, wear safety gear qrr have
reflectors or lights on their equipment.

Messina Concrete Inc. wants to go on public record that this is not a safe area foc this
change. We have been business and personal residents of this city for many yeargand
swrongly feel our opposition to this change be taken under serious consideration.

Respgctfully,

Frank Messina C.E.O.
Messina Concrete Inc.
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CITY COUNCIL
' AGENDA FACT SHEET

RELATING TO: Storage Area Network Purchase

DISCUSSION: The IT Staff from Monroe County has been in the process of virtualization of the City’s network servers
over the recent months. The process will reduce the number of servers we use from 10 down to 2. This will save space,
cost, and energy. When servers are virtualized, they normally work in conjunction with a storage area network, SAN. The
SAN stores more of the basic files that are created by users. A big use of the SAN will be video files created by the Police
Department camera system that was approved for purchase in the fall of 2012, and for that reason, half of the cost will be
funded by the Drug Forfeiture Fund. A document that was created by IT regarding virtualization and SAN is attached to
this fact sheet. In addition to the virtualization process, the City has been experiencing periodic inability to save files to
our current file server due to its memory being full. The SAN will also alleviate this problem.

To complete the virtualization process, the City will need to purchase a SAN. We do not currently own one. As with other
computer and server purchases, it is being recommended that the bid process be bypassed and that the SAN be
purchased from Dell. The City has been standardized on Dell computers for a long time for its desktop computers and its
network servers. This standardization has increased the efficiency with which units can be serviced and maintained. The
IT Staff of Monroe County, the current support of the City’s computers and servers, are certified for Dell hardware and
thus gain additional support advantages, direct from Dell, which the average, non-certified, technical support person does
not. Total cost of ownership is decreased when a homogeneous environment exists. Discounted governmental pricing
from Dell has been received in the amount of $8,490.88 for the SAN. A copy of the quote is attached to this fact sheet.

It is recommended that the Mayor and City Council approve a purchase order to be issued to Dell in the amount of
$8,490.88 for the purchase of a storage area network (SAN). ,

CITY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION:

[CJaGainst

[INo Action Taken/Recommended

|



APPROVAL DEADLINE: N/A
[ REASON FOR DEADLINE: N/A

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: []Against

REASON AGAINST: N/A

INITIATED BY: Edward Sell, Finance Director; IT Staff I

PROGRAMS, DEPARTMENTS, OR GROUPS AFFECTED: All City Departments

FINANCES

COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: Cost of Total Project $ 8,490.88

Cost of This Project Approval $8,490.88
Related Annual Operating Cost $N/A

Increased Revenue Expected/Year $ N/A

SOURCE OF FUNDS: City Account Number Amount
IT Fund 636-30.915-977.000 $4,245.44
Drug Law Enforcement Fund 265-50.301-977.000 $4,245.44
$N/A
$ N/A
$N/A

Other Funds $ N/A
$ N/A

(—’ $ N/A
$N/A
Budget Approval:

FACT SHEET PREPARED BY: Edward Sell, Finance Direc B DATE: 1/16/2013

REVIEWED BY: /Z/&' W{WB\ pate: [— /6 20( %

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: January 22,2013




Virtualization

L 1= Empiv capacily

. = Utilized cagacsty

Virtualization on x86

———

Server virtualization is like car sharing. If you commute to work in a car, take a look out of the window.
How many cars, perfectly capable of carrying 4 or more people, just transport one person?

(Think server = car) The same is true for many servers. They run a single application, or maybe
two and are therefore under-utilized. In the City of Monroe’s case, you have 10 physical servers,
of various ages and sizes, that can be combined into 2 physical servers (already in place) which
will run internally the 10 virtual servers.

Most larger cities run virtualized environments because it is cost effective and efficient. It
allows for the quick creation of new servers as needed and the opportunity to test new
technology without having to purchase additional server hardware.



SAN Storage

Virtual Machines Virtual Machines Virtual Machines

S68 BE8 BBE

SAN

In the case of the SAN storage, this will be the pool of storage that is available not only to every
server, both physical and virtual, but also to each computer/user for share drives per user, department,
or group. Utilizing this technology, several benefits are achieved -

1) Centralized, server independent storage — if a virtual server should have problems, it

can be moved and retain its connection to the data storage.

2) Easily allocate additional storage as needed

3) Easily add additional storage chassis when future growth is needed

4) Fault Tolerance — SANs are built with a higher level of redundancy for data protection



Currently storage is maxed out due to continually increasing file size and retention. The Public
Safety department requires a large chunk of storage for in-vehicle video recording that will be stored

based on incident for extended periods of time.



Quote Summary

QUOTATION
Quote #: 642462994
Customer #: 009874936
Contract #: 45ABZ
CustomerAgreement #: 090701.02
Quote Date: 01/15/2013

Date: 01/15/2013 Customer Name: CITY OF MONROE

Thanks for choosing Dell! Your quote is detailed below; please review the quote for product and informational accuracy. If you
find errors or desire certain changes please contact your sales professional as soon as possible.

Sales Professional Information
SALES REP: SIDNEY C COVINGTON PHONE: 1800 - 2893355
Email Address: sidney covington@dell.com Phone Ext: 80000

GROUP:1 QUANTITY:1 SYSTEM PRICE: $8,490.88 GROUP TOTAL: $8,490.88

PowerVault NX3200, intel Xeon E5-2630, 2.3GHz, 16GB Mem, Optimal
Base Unit (225-3689) 1

Mission Critical Package: 4-Hour 7x24 On-Site Service with Emergency
Dispatch, 2 Year Extended (935-7446)

ProSupport: 7x24 HW / SW Tech Support and Assistance, 3 Year (935-
7526)

Dell Hardware Limited Warranty Initial Year (935-8906)
Dell Hardware Limited Warranty Extended Year(s) (935-8956)
MISSION CRITICAL PACKAGE: Enhanced Services, 3 Year (935-9046)

Dell ProSupport. For tech support, visit http://support.dell.com/ProSupport
or call 1-800-945-3355 (989-3439) 1

Mission Critical Package: 4-Hour 7x24 On-Site Service with Emergency
Dispatch, Initial Year (996-9615)

Remote Implementation of a Dell PowerVault NAS and Storage

[ T 1

Environment (to schedule, email US_Remote_Services@ (985-5307) 1
Proactive Maintenance Service Declined (926-2979) 1
iDRACY Enterprise (421-5339) 1
Broadcom 5720 QP 1Gb Network Daughter Card (430-4418) 1
RAID 1 OS, RAID 6 DATA NX3200 (331-8678) 1
3TB 7.2K RPM Near-Line SAS 6Gbps 3.5in Hot-plug Hard Drive (342-

2336) 5
ReadyRails Sliding Rails With Cable Management Arm (331-4433) 1
Dual, Hot-plug, Redundant Power Supply (1+1), 750W (331-4605) 1
Power Cord, NEMA 5-15P to C13, 15 amp, wall plug, 10 feet/ 3 meter

(310-8509) 2

Windows Storage Server 2008 R2 x64 Standard Edition (421-8628)

*Total Purchase Price: $8,490.88
Product Subtotal: $8,490.88

Tax: $0.00

Shipping & Handling: $0.00

State Environmental Fee: $0.00

Shipping Method: LTL 5 DAY OR LESS

file://C:\Documents and Settings\esell\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Ou...

Page 1 of 2

1/16/2013



CITY COUNCIL

e AGENDA FACT SHEET

DISCUSSION: Since 1989, the City has contracted with The Wellness Group, a Detroit based company,
to provide the services of an Employee Assistance Program (EAP) for its employees and their eligible
dependents. After receiving notice that they are no longer in business, administration has been attempting to
find another agency to provide the same level of benefits and services that the City employees and their
dependents once enjoyed.

The three agencies proposing these services were: 1) Mercy Employee Assistance Program Services/Toledo,
Ohio ($3,400 per year); 2) Harbor Symmetry Wellness/Toledo, Ohio ($4,610 per year); and 3) Health
Management Systems of America/Detroit, Michigan ($2,714 per year).

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT the Mayor and City Council approve the contract, which has been reviewed
and approved by legal counsel, with Health Management Systems of America (HMSA) and direct
administration to execute and proceed with the implementation.

CITY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION:

[JFor, avith revisions or conditions
[JAgainst
[JNo Action Taken/Recommended

I3



APPROVAL DEADLINE: February 1, 2013
REASON FOR DEADLINE:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: CAgainst

REASON AGAINST: N/A

INITIATED BY: ggy A. Howard, Human Resources Director 7 ]

PROGRAMS, DEPARTMENTS, OR GROUPS AFFECTED: ' )

!

FINANCES

COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS: Cost of Total Project

Cost of This Project Approval
Related Annual Operating Cost

Increased Revenue Expected/Year

SOURCE OF FUNDS: City Account Number Amount
670-35521-818.020 $2,714

$N/A

$N/A

$N/A

$N/A

Other Funds $ N/A
$N/A
$N/A

$N/A
Budget Approval:

FACT SHEET PREARED BY: Peggy A. Howard, Human Resoes Director . _ DATE: January 16,2013

g < Pl

L
REVIEWED BY:

DATE:

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: 1-22-13



I_MS HEALTH MANAGEMENT
SYSTEMS OF AMERICA Page 1

EAP/WORK-LIFE CONTRACT

THIS AGREEMENT, as governed under Michigan law entered into by and between HEALTH MANAGEMENT
SYSTEMS INC., a Michigan Corporation (hereinafter referred to as “HMSA”), whose address is 601 Washington
Blvd., Detroit, Michigan 48226, and CITY OF MONROE (hereinafter referred to as "Client Organization"),
whose addressis 120 East First Street Monroe, MI 48161, on February 1, 2013 (hereinafter referred to as
"Start Date").

WHEREAS, HMSA provides EAP (EAP) and Work-Life services as defined below and

WHEREAS, the Client Organization is seeking to offer an EAP Work-Life program to its eligible employees and
dependents;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises, both parties agree to the following:

1.0 HMSA SCOPE OF SERVICES
HMSA agrees to provide the services detailed under the attached program summary sheet which shall be
incorporated into this agreement.

2.0 PROGRAM PROMOTION

Both parties agree to publicize the program’s existence to employees, managers, supervisors, and union
representatives, (as appropriate). HMSA will assist Client Organization in preparing management guides for
the EAP and will furnish ideas, copy, suggestions, and other assistance on a continuing basis for use in Client
Organization publications, mailings or other media to maintain the awareness of the program. Any included
hardcopy materials shall be drop-shipped to a single client specified location for distribution by the Client
Organization to its employees. Any included hardcopy employee materials will be provided at a ratio of 1.25
times the number of employees. Additional printed materials or customizations are available for purchase upon
request. Any included training or orientations will be scheduled by the client to maximize attendance. Both
parties may acknowledge the existence of this agreement to outside parties and utilize corporate logos for same
purpose.

3.0 CONFIDENTIALITY
Both parties agree to promote confidentiality within the program. Confidentiality is a key concept that must be
clearly built into the program to attain credibility. Any compromise of this issue leads to rejection on the part of
all parties, including the employees it is designed to serve. All client records will be handled in compliance with
the Federal Law (42 CFR Part 2 and HIPAA) and record handling instructions are made a part of the contract
for services. Both parties agree that client records maintained by an EAP should never become part of an
employee's personnel file.

By law, HMSA is prohibited from disclosing an employee’s participation in the program or any other details
without employee consent. Strict adherence to this principle is essential to develop and maintain employee
confidence in the EAP. The EAP Counselor will scrupulously refrain from contacting supervisors about
employees who voluntarily self-refer to the program, unless the employee permits through written consent that
such information can and should be forwarded to a supervisor or the personnel department. In cases where life
threatening situations arise, the appropriate personnel and authorities will be contacted. HMSA staff shall
comply with state and federal law applying to suicide and homicide situations and in such circumstances will
release otherwise confidential information to appropriate authorities as required by law. HMSA and Client
Organization agree to adopt safeguards to assure that the EAP and all related activities are conducted in such a
way to preserve the professional standards of confidentiality.

HMSA shall provide Client Organization with information concerning utilization and operation of the services
provided in connection with this Agreement. All reporting information shall be provided on an aggregate basis
only. HMSA's legal obligation to preserve professional standards of confidentiality shall have priority over any
obligation on the part of HMSA to provide Client Organization with information.



I_MS HEALTH MANAGEMENT
SYSTEMS OF AMERICA Page 2

EAP/WORK-LIFE CONTRACT

4.0 DURATION OF AGREEMENT

This Agreement shall be for a term of One Year (unless otherwise agreed to) commencing on Start Date. Upon
expiration, this Agreement shall be automatically renewed provided written notice of termination is not initiated
by either party. In the event this Agreement is terminated by Client Organization or HMSA, Client
Organization shall continue to make payments, prorated through the effective date of said termination and
HMSA shall continue to provide interim services. Following termination, any covered employees caught in
treatment on the date of termination may transition or conclude treatment for a maximum of 3 sessions. Client
Organization agrees to compensate HMSA at a rate of $75/ session for any clinical close-out sessions.

Should any statute, regulation or rule be enacted which materially affect the ability of either party to perform,
then both parties shall renegotiate the modified area of the service to preserve the overall integrity of the
Agreement.

5.0 OWNERSHIP OF RECORDS
Client Organization agrees that all client records, medical charts, progress charts, and other proprietary
documents generated by HMSA in the performance of their services under this Agreement are and shall remain
the sole property of HMSA. In the event Client Organization shall terminate this Agreement, HMSA agrees
promptly to transfer, in confidence, all statistical records of services rendered and work in progress to a
designated successor.

6.0 PAYMENT AND RELATED FEES

Client Organization shall pay to HMSA for the provision of the services contained in this Agreement at a rate of
$1.33 per person per month. HMSA will submit monthly invoices for program services. Terms are net 30
days. A Client Organization representative will be required to sign an approved employee count confirming the
current number of employees eligible under the program. HMSA is not immune to the effects of general
inflation, and will adjust its fee by 3.5% per annum to preserve a net constant rate. HMSA reserves the right to
adjust its fees by 5% if the number of eligible employees is reduced by more than 20% or if clinical utilization
exceeds 10% (i.e. Three (3) times the national average).

Fees and charges for services by individual practitioners or counseling agencies to which a Client Organization
employee is referred by HMSA are the responsibility of the referred employee through use of health insurance
benefits or out-of-pocket payment. Neither HMSA nor Client Organization shall be responsible for the payment
of any such fees or charges, except to the extent that Client Organization has any insurance obligations to its
employees to pay such fees or charges.

Additional Materials beyond 1.25/ee will be charged at $.41/Brochure and $1.60/Color Poster.

Other Program Offerings:

0 Wellness Program $.60PMPM (net of Broker Commissions)

O Nurse-line Program @ $.35 PMPM (net of Broker Commissions)

0 On-line Doctor Consultations (Call for Quote)

0 Financial Wellness Program @ $.70 PMPM (net of Broker Commissions)

O International EAP Services @ $2.50 PMPM (net of Broker Commissions)




l_[ JSI_\HEALTH MANAGEMENT
1 SYSTEMS OF AMERICA Page 3

EAP/WORK-LIFE CONTRACT

In agreement the parties hereby affix their signatures below:

Client Organization Name: Health Management Systems, Inc.
Authorized Signer: Authorized Signer:
Title: Title:

Date: 2013 Date: 2013




Dedicated Toll-Free Crisis Line

+ 24 hours a day - 7 days a week - 365 days a year

Counseling

« Face to Face Diagnostic Assessment plus

« Up tod Face to Face Short Term Problem
Resolution Sessions (as clinically appropriate)

Referral Services

+ Coordinated with existing health benefit plan
- Community Resources

+ Support Groups

Legal Services

« Initial Clinical Assessment

+ One initial 30 minute in-office or phone
consultation at no cost

« 25% discount for services beyond initial
consultation

« Simple Online-only Will Preparation

Financial Services

« Initial Clinical Assessment

« One initial 60 minute phone consultation

+ Referral to CPA's, CFP's and Credit Counselors

+ 25% discount for services beyond initial
consultation

Critical Incident Stress Management
(1 per calendar year)

Online EAP/Work-Life Resources
(www.my-life-resource.com)

» Additional Legal & Financial Resources
 Financial Calculators

 Child & Eldercare Resources

e Health and Wellness Resources

* Physician Directory/Medication Search
e Over 1,000 Resource Articles

* Disaster Preparedness

» Annual Statistical Utilization Report

Program Summary
Follow Up Plus 5 EAP/Work-Life Model

» Program Implementation and Support

Services

« Dedicated Account Manager

+ Ongoing employee promotional materials,
brochures, posters, wallet cards, magnets,
payroll stuffers, etc.

+ Newsletter communications

» Sample Policy & Procedures

+ Unlimited Management consultations

+ Workplace Violence Prevention consultation

+ Retumn-to-work consultations

« Benefits coordination

« Trainings via online videos

*Supervisory Training  +Employee Orientation
+ Multilingual Interpretation services
+ Other

» Other Services Offered

(at an Additional Cost)

+ On-Site Trainings

+ Legal & Financial Seminars

« Additional Critical Incident Stress
Management

$1.33 per employee per month

Health Management Systems of America

1-800-847-7240

When you need help, we’re only a phone call away!

(rev. 10/01/2009)
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ORDINANCE 13-002
An Ordinance to amend Part Two, Chapter 720, Zoning, Article IV, Zoning
District Regulations, Section 720-33, C-O Office District, and Section 720-44,
Schedule of Area, Height, Width and Setback Regulations, of The Code of the
City of Monroe.

THE CITY OF MONROE ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS; § 720-33. C-O OFFICE DISTRICT
§ 720-33. C-0O Office District.

A. Intent. The C-O Office District is intended to accommodate professional
offices, hospitals, certain personal service establishments and certain low-
intensity commercial uses such as banks. Since these uses are primarily
open during daylight hours, and because they have moderate impacts, the C-
O District is used as a transitional area between residential and more intense
commercial districts and to buffer residential neighborhoods from arterial
streets. The C-O District standards are intended to provide quiet, attractive
office areas with extensive landscaping in an environment compatible with
single-family districts.

B. Permitted uses.

(1) Professional and other offices:
(a) Offices for administrative, professional, real estate, legal, accounting,
writing, clerical, stenographic, drafting and sales uses.
(b) Offices of physicians, dentists, optometrists, chiropractors,

psychiatrists, psychologists, veterinarians and similar or allied
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professionals, including medical clinics, urgent medical care centers
and accessory pharmacies.

(c) Banks, credit unions, savings and loan associations and similar uses,
with or without drive-through facilities and twenty-four-hour ready
tellers.

(2) Personal service:

(a) Personal service establishments performing on-site services, including
household repair shops, interior design establishments, dressmaking
shops, barbershops, beauty shops, health salons and dry-cleaning
establishments which are licensed by the State of Michigan.

(3) Public/quasi-public facilities.

(a) Publicly owned libraries, parks, parkways and recreational facilities;
private parks; and public and quasi-public uses such as municipal
buildings, court buildings, community centers, civic centers and post
offices.

(b) Hospitals and associated buildings and uses, except substance abuse
treatment facilities.

(4) Research and development activities that are accessory to a

permitted or special land use when occupying up to 10% of the gross

floor area of the principal building.

C. Special uses.
(1) State-licensed day-care facilities meeting the standards of § 720-65:
(a) Child day-care centers.

(b) Adult day-care centers.
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(2) State-licensed foster care facilities meeting the standards of § 720-66:

(a) Adult foster care small group homes (12 or fewer adults).

(b) Adult foster care large group homes (13 to 20 adults).

(c) Adult foster care congregate facilities (more than 20 adults).

(3) Public/quasi-public facilities:

(a) Churches, temples and other places of worship.

(b) Essential public service buildings, not including storage yards, such as
telephone exchange buildings, transformer stations, substations or gas
regulator stations.

(c) Psychiatric hospitals.

(4) Personal service:

(a) Funeral homes or mortuary establishments subject to 8§ 720-76.

(b) Veterinary clinics meeting the standards of § 720-71.

(5) Nursing and convalescent homes and senior housing according to § 720-
74.

(6) Substance abuse treatment facilities when meeting the standards of §
720-70.

(7) Uses of the same nature or class as the majority of uses listed in this
district as either a permitted use or a special land use, but not listed
elsewhere in this chapter, as determined by the Citizens Planning
Commission following a public hearing. The determination shall be based
on the standards of § 720-136.

(8) Accessory helipads as regulated by the state and federal governments.

(9) Accessory parking structures.
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1 (10) Accessory uses customarily incidental to an approved special land use.
2 (11) Research and development activities that are accessory to a

3 permitted or special land use when occupying more than 10% of the
4 gross floor area of the principal building.

5

6 SECTION 2: ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS; § 720-44. SCHEDULE OF AREA,

7 HEIGHT, WIDTH AND SETBACK REGULATIONS

8 8§ 720-44. Schedule of Area, Height, Width and Setback Regulations.
Schedule of Area, Height, Width and Setback Regulations
Minimum Lot Maximum Minimum yard setback (feet) Maximum
Size Per Unit Building Height Maximum Lot Coverage Area Lot
Coverage
Zoning Area Width | Stories | Feet | Building One Total of | Rear Percent
District (square | (feet) (k) (k) Front Side Sides Yard
feet) Yard
C-O Office 2 (n) 30 (n) 25 10 20 30 30%
9
10 NOTES:

11 n. The maximum building height may be increased by 1-foot for each

12 additional 5 feet of yard setback provided beyond the minimum, up to a
13 maximum height of 45 feet. In such instances, the number of stories

14 may also be increased to 3.

15

16 SECTION 3: SEVERABILITY

17 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this

18 Ordinance is for any reason declared to be unconstitutional by a court of
19 competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
20 remaining portion of this Ordinance.

21
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1 SECTION 4: EFFECTIVE DATE
2 This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect twenty (20) days after

3 final passage and publication.
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