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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

As conduits for commerce and connections to vital services, roads and bridges are some of the most 
important assets in any community, and other assets like culverts, traffic signs, traffic signals, and utilities 
support and affect roads and bridges. The Hillsdale County Road Commission’s (HCRC) roads, bridges, 
and support systems are also some of the most valuable and extensive public assets, all of which are paid 
for with taxes collected from ordinary citizens and businesses. The cost of building and maintaining these 
assets, their importance to society, and the investment made by taxpayers all place a high level of 
responsibility on local agencies to plan, build, and maintain roads, bridges, and support assets in an 
efficient and effective manner. This asset management plan is intended to report on how HCRC is 
meeting its obligations to maintain the public assets for which it is responsible. 

This plan identifies HCRC’s assets and condition and how HCRC maintains and plans to improve the 
overall condition of those assets. An asset management plan is required by Michigan Public Act 325 of 
2018, and this document represents fulfillment of some of HCRC’s obligations towards meeting these 
requirements. However, this plan and its supporting documents are intended to be much more than a 
fulfillment of required reporting. This asset management plan helps to demonstrate HCRC’s responsible 
use of public funds by providing elected and appointed officials as well as the general public with the 
inventory and condition information of HCRC’s assets, and it gives taxpayers the information they need 
to make informed decisions about investing in HCRC’s essential transportation infrastructure. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Asset management is defined by Public Act 325 of 2018 as “an ongoing process of maintaining, 
preserving, upgrading, and operating physical assets cost effectively, based on a continuous physical 
inventory and condition assessment and investment to achieve established performance goals”. In other 
words, asset management is a process that uses data to manage and track assets, like roads and bridges, in 
a cost-effective manner using a combination of engineering and business principles. This process is 
endorsed by leaders in municipal planning and transportation infrastructure, including the Michigan 
Municipal League, County Road Association of Michigan, the Michigan Department of Transportation 
(MDOT), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The Hillsdale County Road Commission is 
supported in its use of asset management principles and processes by the Michigan Transportation Asset 
Management Council (TAMC), formed by the State of Michigan.  

Asset management, in the context of this plan, ensures that public funds are spent as effectively as 
possible to maximize the condition of the road and bridge network. Asset management also provides a 
transparent decision-making process that allows the public to understand the technical and financial 
challenges of managing transportation infrastructure with a limited budget.  

The Hillsdale County Road Commission (HCRC) has adopted an “asset management” business process to 
overcome the challenges presented by having limited financial, staffing, and other resources while 
needing to meet road users’ expectations. HCRC is responsible for maintaining and operating 1,197.64 
centerline miles of roads and 93 bridge structures. It is also responsible for 1,823 culverts and 0 signals. 

This 2024 plan identifies HCRC’s transportation assets and their condition as well as the strategy that 
HCRC uses to maintain and upgrade particular assets given HCRC’s condition goals, priorities of 
network’s road users, and resources. An updated plan is to be released approximately every three years 
both to comply with Public Act 325 and to reflect changes in road conditions, finances, and priorities. 

Questions regarding the use or content of this plan should be directed to Bob Griffis at 1919 Hudson 
Road, Hillsdale, MI 49242 | (517) 437-4458 | bobg@hillsdalecrc.org.  A copy of this plan can be accessed 
on the HCRC website at www.hillsdalecrc.org. 
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1. PAVEMENT ASSETS 
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Inventory of Assets 

 

 
Figure 1: Map showing location or roads managed by HCRC and the current condition for paved roads in green for good (PASER 10, 9, 8), 

yellow for fair (PASER 7, 6, 5), and red for poor (PASER 4, 3, 2, 1) and for unpaved roads in blue 
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Of HCRC’s 1,197.64 miles of road, 369.97 miles are classified as county primary and 827.67 miles are 
classified as county local (Figure 1 identifies these paved roads in green, yellow, and red with the colors 
being determined based on the road segment’s condition). HCRC also manages 44.59 miles that are 
classified as part of the National Highway System (NHS); the NHS is subject to special rules and 
regulations and has its own performance metrics dictated by the FHWA. In addition, HCRC has 583.77 
miles of unpaved roads (Figure 1 identifies these unpaved roads in blue). 

More detail about these road assets can be found in HCRC’s Roadsoft database or by contacting HCRC. 

Types 

HCRC has asphalt pavements in its jurisdiction; it also has unpaved (gravel).  Figure 2 shows a 
breakdown of these pavement types for all of HCRC’s road assets. 

 

 

. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Figure 2: Pavement type by percentage maintained by HCRC. 

Condition, Goals, and Trend 

Paved Roads  
Paved roads in Michigan are rated using the Pavement Surface Evaluation and Rating (PASER) system, 
which is a 1 to 10 scale with 10 being a newly constructed surface and 1 being a completely failed 
surface. PASER scores are grouped into TAMC definition categories of good (8-10), fair (5-7), and poor 
(1-4) categories. HCRC collects PASER data every two years on 100 percent of federal aid eligible roads. 
The agency collects PASER data on 100 percent of the paved non-federal-aid-eligible network using its 
own staff and resources in fiscal year (FY) 2024 and forward. It is important to note that due to personnel 
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changes, ratings on the paved non-federal aid network were not collected in 2022 and 2023, therefore the 
most recent set of ratings were collected in 2021. 

Currently, the county primary network has 15% of its roads in good condition, 17% in fair condition, and 
68% in poor condition, and the county local network has 14% of its roads in good condition, 20% in fair 
condition, and 66% in poor condition (Figure 3 and Figure 4).  HCRC’s long-range goal for the county 
primary network is to have 40% of roads in good condition, 25% in fair condition, and 35% in poor 
condition, and for the county local network is to have 35% of roads in good condition, 35% in fair 
condition, and 30% in poor condition (Figure 3 and Figure 4). Figure 3 and Figure 4 illustrate the 
historical and current condition (solid bars) of HCRC’s county primary and local networks, respectively; 
they also illustrate the projected trend (shaded bars), the overall trend in condition (trendlines), and 
HCRC’s goal (final solid bar). 

 

Figure 3: County primary network condition, goals, and trend 
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Figure 4: County local network condition, goals, and trend 

Unpaved Roads  

Unpaved roads rated with the Inventory-based Rating System™ receive an IBR number ranging from 1 to 
10, with a 9 or 10 (less than one year old) having good surface width, good or fair drainage, and good 
structural adequacy and a 1 having poor surface width, poor drainage, and poor structural adequacy. IBR 
numbers can be grouped in a similar fashion as the TAMC definitions into good (8-10), fair (5-7), and 
poor (1-4) categories. Figure 5 illustrates the historical and/or current condition (solid bar), the projected 
trend (shaded bars), and HCRC’s goal (final solid bar). 

Figure 5: Distribution of IBR numbers for current condition (solid) and for goals (dotted) 
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Modelled Trends, Gap Analysis, and Planned Projects 

Table 1: NCPP Modelled Trends, Planned Projects, and Gap Analysis for HCRC’s Road Assets  

Paved County Primary Road Network (369.90 miles) 

Treatment Name Annual Miles of 

Treatment 

Years of Life Trigger-Reset 

Sealcoat, Paver Patch, 

& Fog Seal 

60 10 5-8 

Overlay 1.5" - 3" 2 10 3-9 

Pulverize, Add Gravel, 

Pave 6 inch 

1 30 2-10 

Paved County Local Road Network (243.97 miles) 

Treatment Name Annual Miles of 

Treatment 

Years of Life Trigger-Reset 

Sealcoat, Paver Patch, 

& Fog Seal 

25 10 5-8 

Overlay 1.5" - 3" 1 10 3-9 

 

Modelled Trends & Gap Analysis 

Results from the NCPP Quick Check for the paved county primary networks roads indicate the average 
volume of work that HCRC has been able to afford over the last five years is not keeping up with the 
natural deterioration of the road network due to age and use. Continuing the current treatment volume on 
this network will result in an ongoing deficit of 282 mile-years of project benefit needed to stabilize this 
trend and maintain current conditions.  

The NCPP analysis of HCRC’s planned projects from HCRC’s currently available budget does allow 
HCRC to head in the direction of its pavement condition goal given the projects planned for the paved 
county primary and county local networks over the next three years.  

The NCPP Quick Check method shows that there will be a deficit 282 mile-years of improvement on the 
paved county primary road network. The NCPP Quick Check method shows that there will be a 23 mile-
years of improvement on the paved county local road network. To maintain current road conditions, this 
deficit must be overcome with a combination of maintenance and construction work.  

 

Unpaved Road Condition Trends 

HCRC meets with the local townships at the beginning of each year to determine which unpaved local 
roads they will select for construction projects. Unfortunately, the townships do not have the funding to 
do major projects. The townships usually select gravel patching and stabilization for their unpaved local 
network. Occasionally, they will select debermming and ditching projects. These projects are not 
something that is known for future years. 
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More detailed information on these projects can be found in Appendix A-C. 

 

 Planned Projects 

HCRC has projects planned for the 2024 construction year. These projects are identified in Figure 6. The 
total cost of the projects illustrated in Figure 6 is approximately $$5,149,803. 

Figure 6 : Map illustrating planned projects for pavement assets   
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2. BRIDGE ASSETS 
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Inventory of Assets 

 Figure 7: Map illustrating locations of HCRC’s bridge assets Green = Good | Blue = Fair | Red = Poor 

HCRC has 93 total bridges in its road and bridge network; these bridges connect various points of the 
road network, as illustrated in Figure 7. These bridge structures can be summarized by type, size, and 
condition, which are detailed in Table 2. More information about each of these structures can be found in 
HCRC’s MiBRIDGE database or by contacting HCRC. 
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Table 2: Bridge Assets by Type: Inventory, Size, and Condition 

 
 
 

Bridge Type 

Total 
Number 

of 
Bridges 

Total 
Deck 

Area (sq 
ft) 

Condition: Structurally 
Deficient, Posted, Closed 2022 Condition 

Struct. 
Defic Posted Closed Poor Fair Good 

Concrete – Arch—deck 1 788 1 0 0 1 0 0 

Concrete – Culvert 3 3,958 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Concrete – Slab 3 2,457 0 0 0 0 2 1 
Concrete – Tee beam 5 5,129 2 1 0 2 3 0 

Prestressed concrete – 
Box beam/girders—
multiple 

31 57,003 0 2 0 0 21 10 

Prestressed concrete – 
Box beam/girders—
single/spread 

1 1,220 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Prestressed concrete – 
Multistringer 

4 7,830 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Steel – Box 
beam/girders—
single/spread 

2 2,951 0 0 0 0 0  2 

Steel – Culvert 20 13,987 3 2 0 3 16 1 

Steel – Multistringer 12 15,320 7 7 4 7 5 0 
Timber – Culvert 1 864 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Timber – Slab 10 9,874 2 2 0 2 7 1 

Total 
SD/Posted/Closed 

  16 14 4    

Total 93 121,381    16 55 22 

Percentage (%)   17% 15 4 17 59 24 

Condition, Goals, and Trend 

Bridges in Michigan are given a good, fair, or poor rating based on the National Bridge Inspection 
Standards (NBIS) rating scale, which was created by the Federal Highway Administration to evaluate a 
bridge’s deficiencies and to ensure the safety of road users. The current condition of HCRC’s bridge 
network based on the NBIS is 22 structures rated good, 55 structures rated fair, and 16 structures rated 
poor.  

Bridges are designed to carry legal loads in terms of vehicles and traffic. Due to a decline in condition, a 
bridge may be “posted” with a restriction for what would be considered safe loads passing over the 
bridge. On occasion, posting a bridge may also restrict other load-capacity-related elements like speed 
and number of vehicles on the bridge, but this type of posting designates the bridge differently. HCRC 
has 14 structures that are posted for load restriction. Designating a bridge as “posted” has no influence on 
its condition rating. A “closed” bridge is one that is closed to all traffic. Closing a bridge is contingent 
upon its ability to carry a set minimum live load. HCRC has 4 structures that are closed. The goal of the 
program is the preservation and safety of HCRC’s bridge network.  

Figure 8 illustrates the baseline condition, projected trend, and goal that HCRC has for its good/fair and 
its structurally deficient bridges.  
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Figure 8: Condition, projected trend, and goal for HCRC’s good/fair and structurally deficient bridges 

Programmed/Funded Projects, Gap Analysis, and Planned Projects 

HCRC received $2.48 million from the local bridge program in addition to other funding sources, such as, 
MTF, local township matches and private land owners for the year 2024.  With said funding, the Road 
Commission plans to replace four structures in 2024.  By performing these replacement projects, HCRC 
will meet its overall bridge network condition goals.  HCRC does not have any planned replacement or 
rehabilitation projects for 2025 or 2026 years.  Future planned projects may depend on the local bridge 
program and availabitly of matching fund from townships within the county.  

 

Table 3:  2024 - 2027 Bridge Projects 

Bridge 
Structure # Location Project Type 

Project 
Cost 

2024 Projects (Programmed) 

3277 Territorial Road over W Br St Joseph of Maumee 
Replacement 
(Total) 

$3,473,000 

3278 Territorial Road over W Br St Joseph of Maumee 
Replacement 
(Total) 

3321 Hog Creek Road over Little Hog Creek 
Replacement 
(Total) $356,000 

3348 Elm Road over Mallory Lake Drain 
Replacement 
(Total) $356,000 

2025 Projects (TBD) 

2026 Projects (TBD) 

2027 Projects (TBD) 
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HCRC computes the estimated cost of each typical management and/or preservation action using unit 
prices in the latest Bridge Repair Cost Estimate spreadsheet contained in MDOT’s Local Bridge Program 
Call for Projects. The cost of items of varying complexity, such as maintenance of traffic, staged 
construction, scour counter-measures, and so forth, are computed on a bridge-by-bridge basis. The cost 
estimates are reviewed and updated annually. A summary of the programmed/funded projects and 
investments can be found in Table 4, the Cost Projection table, below. 

 

Table 4:  Cost Projection Table 

Bridge 
Structure # Location 

Fiscal 
Year 

Project 
Cost 

3296 Reading Road over E Br St Joseph of Maumee 2027 $1,880,000 

3355 
Mosherville Road over S BR Kalamazoo 
River 2027 

$2,167,000 

3367 Hartley Road over E Br St Joseph of Maumee 2027 $2,427,000 

3370 Lickley Road over Newton Drain 2027 $1,556,000 
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3. CULVERT ASSETS 
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Inventory of Assets 

At present, HCRC tracks inventory data of its culvert assets only. HCRC has inventoried 1,819 culverts, 
which is 100 percent of the culverts that HCRC owns. Culverts under driveways are not recorded at this 
time. More detail about these culvert assets can be found in HCRC’s Roadsoft database or by contacting 
HCRC. 

Goals 

The goal of HCRC’s asset management program is the preservation of its culvert network. HCRC is 
responsible for preserving 1,819 inventoried culverts as well as any un-inventoried culverts that underlie 
its entire road network. 

Planned Projects 

HCRC’s policy is to replace or repair culvert assets concurrent with projects affecting road segments 
carried by the particular culverts. HCRC also includes culvert assets in scheduled maintenance projects 
affecting road segments carried by the particular culverts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Map illustrating locations of HCRC’s culvert asset 



 

21 
 

4. FINANCIAL 
RESOURCES 
Public entities must balance the quality and extent of services they can provide with the tax resources 
provided by citizens and businesses, all while maximizing how efficiently funds are used. Therefore, 
HCRC will overview its general expenditures and financial resources currently devoted to transportation 
infrastructure maintenance. This financial information is not intended to be a full financial disclosure or a 
formal report. Full details of HCRC’s financial status can be found on our website www.hillsdalecrc.org. 

Anticipated Revenues & Expenses 

HCRC receives funding from the following sources: 

 State funds – «agencyshort»’s principal source of transportation funding is received from the 
Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF). This fund is supported by vehicle registration fees and the 
state’s per-gallon gas tax. Allocations from the MTF are distributed to state and local 
governmental units based on a legislated formula, which includes factors such as population, 
miles of certified roads, and vehicle registration fees for vehicles registered in the agency’s 
jurisdiction. HCRC also receives revenue from the Michigan Department of Transportation to 
maintain (e.g., plow, patch, mow) the state trunklines within its jurisdictional boundary. Revenue 
from these maintenance contracts is received on a time and materials basis as resources are 
expended to maintain the State’s roads. While these contracts do not allow for capital gain (profit) 
and only bring in revenue to cover the cost of the work, they do provide a benefit to HCRC by 
allowing an economy of scale that enables us to provide better service at a lower cost for HCRC’s 
roads while allowing the same for the State of Michigan. Examples of state grants also include 
local bridge grants, economic development funds, and metro funds. 

 Federal and state grants for individual projects – These are typically competitive funding 
applications that are targeted at a specific project type to accomplish a specific purpose. These 
may include safety enhancement projects, economic development projects, or other targeted 
funding. Examples of federal funds include Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds, C and 
D funds, bridge funds, MDOT payments to private contractors, and negotiated contracts. 

 Local government entities or private developer contributions to construction projects for 
specific improvements – This category includes funding received to mitigate the impact of 
commercial developments as a condition of construction of a specific development project and 
can also include funding from a special assessment district levied by another governmental unit. 
Examples of contributions from local units include city, village, and township contributions to the 
county; special assessments; county appropriations; bond and note proceeds; contributions from 
counties to cities and villages; city general fund transfers; city municipal street funds; capital 
improvement funds; and tax millages (see below). 
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 Local tax millages – Many local agencies in Michigan use local tax millages to supplement their 
road-funding budget. These taxes can provide for additional construction and maintenance for 
new or existing roads that are also funded using MTF or MDOT funds. HCRC does not have 
local tax millages in its road-funding budget. There have been millages that local townships pass 
just for roads. We make suggested projects to the townships. The townships then decide where 
they want the millage funding to be spent. 

 Interest – Interest from invested funds.  

 Permit fees – Generally, permit fees cover the cost of a permit application review.  

 Other – Other revenues can be gained through salvage sales, property rentals, land and building 
sales, sundry refunds, equipment disposition or installation, private sources, and financing. 

 Charges for services – Funds from partner agencies who contract with «agencyshort» to 
construct or maintain its roads, or roads under joint or neighboring jurisdictions, including state 
trunkline maintenance and non-maintenance services and preservation. 

HCRC is required to report transportation fund expenditures to the State of Michigan using a prescribed 
format with predefined expenditure categories. The definitions of these categories according to Public Act 
51 of 1951 may differ from common pavement management nomenclature and practice. For the purposes 
of reporting under PA 51, the expenditure categories are:  

 Construction/Capacity Improvement Funds – According to PA 51 of 1951, this financial 
classification of projects includes, “new construction of highways, roads, streets, or bridges, a 
project that increases the capacity of a highway facility to accommodate that part of traffic having 
neither an origin nor destination within the local area, widening of a lane width or more, or 
adding turn lanes of more than 1/2 mile in length.”1 

 Preservation and Structural Improvement Funds – Preservation and structural improvements 
are “activit[ies] undertaken to preserve the integrity of the existing roadway system.”2 
Preservation includes items such as a reconstruction of an existing road or bridge or adding 
structure to an existing road.  

 Routine and Preventive Maintenance Funds – Routine maintenance activities are “actions 
performed on a regular or controllable basis or in response to uncontrollable events upon a 
highway, road, street, or bridge”.3 Preventive maintenance activities are “planned strategy[ies] of 
cost-effective treatments to an existing roadway system and its appurtenances that preserve assets 
by retarding deterioration and maintaining functional condition without significantly increasing 
structural capacity”.4  

 Winter Maintenance Funds – Expenditures for snow and ice control. 

 
1 Public Act 51 of 1951, 247.660c Definitions 
2 Public Act 51 of 1951, 247.660c Definitions 
3 Public Act 51 of 1951, 247.660c Definitions 
4 Public Act 51 of 1951, 247.660c Definitions 



 

23 
 

 Trunkline Maintenance Funds – Expenditures spent under «agencyshort»’s maintenance 
agreement with MDOT for maintenance it performs on MDOT trunkline routes. 

 Administrative Funds – There are specific items that can and cannot be included in 
administrative expenditures as specified in PA 51 of 1951. The law also states that the amount of 
MTF revenues that are spent on administrative expenditures is limited to 10 percent of the annual 
MTF funds that are received.  

 Other Funds – Expenditures for equipment, capital outlay, debt principal payment, interest 
expense, contributions to adjacent governmental units, principal, interest, and bank fees, and 
miscellaneous for cities and villages. 

The Table (below) details the revenues and expenditures for «agencyshort».  

Table 5: Annual Fiscal-Year Revenues & Expenditures in FY 2024 

Revenues Expenditures 

Item Estimated $ Item Estimated $ Percent of 

Total 

(Estimated) 

State funds 
$12,096,560 

Construction & capacity 

improvement (CCI) 
0 0 

Federal funds 
$1,403,000 

Preservation & structural 

improvement (PSI) 
$6,386,800 36.71% 

Contributions for local units $720,000 Routine maintenance $6,400,000 36.79% 

Interest, rents, and other $76,800 Winter maintenance $950,000 5.46% 

Charges for services $1,001,000 Trunkline maintenance $1,010,000 5.81% 

Licenses and Permits $45,000 Administrative $850,000 4.89% 

Fund Balance $5,705,955 Other $1,800,000 10.34% 

TOTAL  $21,048,315 TOTAL   $17,396,800 100.00% 
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5. RISK OF FAILURE 
ANALYSIS  
Transportation infrastructure is designed to be resilient. The system of interconnecting roads and bridges 
maintained by HCRC provides road users with multiple alternate options in the event of an unplanned 
disruption of one part of the system. There are, however, key links in the transportation system that may 
cause significant inconvenience to users if they are unexpectedly closed to traffic. Key transportation 
links include: 

 Geographic divides: Areas where a geographic feature (river, lake, hilly terrain, or limited 
access road) limits crossing points of the feature; bridge failures, in particular, can create loss of 
access to entire regions of the state 

 Emergency alternate routes for high-volume roads and bridges: Roads and bridges that are 
routinely used as alternate routes for high-volume assets are included in an emergency response 
plan 

 Limited access areas: Roads and bridges that serve remote or limited access areas that result in 
long detours if closed  

 Main access to key commercial districts: Areas with a large concentration of businesses or 
where large-size business will be significantly impacted if a road is unavailable 

Our road network includes the following critical assets: All-Season Roads and the HUB, which support 
traffic in and around our urabanized industry areas. (see Figure 31). 
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Figure 10: Key transportation links in HCRC’s road and bridge network – All Season (red) & HUB (blue) 
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6. COORDINATION WITH 
OTHER ENTITIES 
An asset management plan provides a significant value for infrastructure owners because it serves as a 
platform to engage other infrastructure owners using the same shared right of way space. HCRC 
communicates with both public and private infrastructure owners to coordinate work in the following 
ways:  

Planning Level Coordination  

The planning and project selection process begins with HCRC’s township meetings. At the end of the FY 
year or the beginning of the FY, HCRC leadership meets with each of the 18 townships in Hillsdale 
County to discuss local developments and transportation priorities. These meetings also provide an 
opportunity for HCRC to share future projects and the status of current projects. Local townships as asset 
owners use these meetings as an opportunity to talk about any new developments in their communities, 
improvements to their infrastructure assets and how to coordinate future improvements. At the end of the 
township meetings, HCRC has a list of transportation priorities throughout the county and uses this as a 
list from which to select future projects.  

The region annually conducts coordination meetings that involve the communities within the region. This 
is a forum for communities in the region to express any concerns they might have regarding maintenance 
activities on their roadways.  

Staff throughout the agency are involved in regional and local utility coordination meetings. Higher level 
meetings provide context and early knowledge of future projects planned by other agencies and asset 
owners. Some of these meetings include: 

 • Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG): Transportation Coordinating       
   Council and Executive Committee  
• Rural Task Force Meetings 
• Michigan Infrastructure & Transportation Association (MITA)  

When designing a project, our engineering staff coordinate with any agency or company that may have 
infrastructure assets within the right-of-way. The staff initiates communications and provides insight on 
projects to gas, electric, telecommunications, fiber optics, transit, cable, and other infrastructure asset 
owners. 
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Project Level Coordination  

After projects are identified, the Design Engineering team begins the process of surveying and drafting 
plans. A large part of this process includes identifying obstacles or utilities that may be disrupted in the 
process of construction. Before plans are finalized, coordination meetings with the required asset owners 
are scheduled. Coordination can also include on-site visits, Grade Inspection meetings and pre-
construction meetings.  

Other departments such as Traffic Safety and the Traffic Operations Center coordinate with utility 
companies on signal projects and sign placements. Environmental Concerns Division also works with the 
Design Engineering team to coordinate stormwater and storm sewer system upgrades, interruptions, and 
connections. Storm sewer assets such as culverts included in stream crossings or work located in 
wetlands/floodplains are coordinated through the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy (EGLE)/ United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Joint Permit Application.  

On the job coordination is the responsibility of all construction staff as well as the Utility Coordinator. 
Many decisions must be made quickly onsite, and staff have created relationships with the utility 
companies such that decisions and/or mitigation can be made quickly.  

Some Companies and Agencies that HCRC commonly coordinate with include:  

• AT&T  
• Frontier Communications 
• Verizon 
• Hillsdale County Drain Commission 
• Consumers Energy  
• BPU 
• Comcast 
• DMCI 
• MISS DIG  
• Fiber Optic Companies  
• Cities, Villages, Townships in Hillsdale County 
• Neighboring County, Regional, State and Federal Agencies 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
As conduits for commerce and connections to vital services, roads are among the most important assets in 
any community along with other assets like bridges, culverts, traffic signs, traffic signals, and utilities that 
support and affect roads. The Hillsdale County Road Commission’s (HCRC) roads, other transportation 
assets, and support systems are also some of the most valuable and extensive public assets, all of which 
are paid for with taxes collected from ordinary citizens and businesses. The cost of building and 
maintaining roads, their importance to society, and the investment made by taxpayers all place a high 
level of responsibility on local agencies to plan, build, and maintain the road network in an efficient and 
effective manner. This asset management plan is intended to report on how HCRC is meeting its 
obligations to maintain the public assets for which it is responsible. 

This plan overviews HCRC’s road assets and condition and explains how HCRC works to maintain and 
improve the overall condition of those assets. These explanations can help answer the following 
questions:  

 What kinds of road assets HCRC has in its jurisdiction, who owns them, and the different 
options for maintaining these assets.  

 What tools and processes HCRC uses to track and manage road assets and funds. 

 What condition HCRC’s road assets are in compared to statewide averages. 

 Why some road assets are in better condition than others and the path to maintaining and 
improving road asset conditions through proper planning and maintenance.  

 How agency transportation assets are funded and where those funds come from. 

 How funds are used and the costs incurred during HCRC’s road assets’ normal life cycle. 

 What condition HCRC can expect its road assets if those assets continue to be funded at the 
current funding levels 

 How changes in funding levels can affect the overall condition of all of HCRC’s road assets. 

HCRC owns 1,197.64 centerline of roads. This road network can be divided into the county paved 
primary network, the county paved local network, and the county unpaved road network based on the 
different factors these roads have that influence asset management decisions. A summary of HCRC 
historical and current network conditions, projected trends, and goals for county primary network and 
county local network can be seen in the two figures, below: 
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Figure 1: County Primary Network Condition, Trend, and Goal. 

 

Figure 2: County Local Network Condition, Trend, and Goal. 
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A summary of HCRC historical and current network conditions, projected trend and goal for the unpaved 
road network can be seen in the figure, below: 

Figure 3: Unpaved Road Network Condition, Trend, and Goal. 

 

An asset management plan is required by Michigan Public Act 325 of 2018, and this document represents 
fulfillment of some of HCRC’s obligations towards meeting these requirements. This asset management 
plan also helps demonstrate HCRC’s responsible use of public funds by providing elected and appointed 
officials as well as the general public with inventory and condition information of HCRC’s road assets 
and gives taxpayers the information they need to make informed decisions about investing in its essential 
transportation infrastructure. 
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Introduction 
Asset management is defined by Public Act 325 of 2018 as “an ongoing process of maintaining, 
preserving, upgrading, and operating physical assets cost effectively, based on a continuous physical 
inventory and condition assessment and investment to achieve established performance goals”. In other 
words, asset management is a process that uses data to manage and track assets, like roads and bridges, in 
a cost-effective manner using a combination of engineering and business principles. This process is 
endorsed by leaders in municipal planning and transportation infrastructure, including the Michigan 
Municipal League, County Road Association of Michigan, the Michigan Department of Transportation 
(MDOT), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). HCRC is supported in its use of asset 
management principles and processes by the Michigan Transportation Asset Management Council 
(TAMC), formed by the State of Michigan.  

Asset management, in the context of this plan, ensures that public funds are spent as effectively as 
possible to maximize the condition of the road network. Asset management also provides a transparent 
decision-making process that allows the public to understand the technical and financial challenges of 
managing road infrastructure with a limited budget.  

The Hillsdale County Road Commission (HCRC) has adopted an “asset management” business process to 
overcome the challenges presented by having limited financial, staffing, and other resources while 
needing to meet road users’ expectations. HCRC is responsible for maintaining and operating 1,197.64 
centerline of roads.  

This plan outlines how HCRC determines its strategy to maintain and upgrade road asset condition given 
agency goals, priorities of its road users, and resources provided. An updated plan is to be released 
approximately every five years to reflect changes in road conditions, finances, and priorities. 

Questions regarding the use or content of this plan should be directed to Bob Griffis at 1919 Hudson 
Road, Hillsdale, MI 49242 | (517) 437-4458 | bobg@hillsdalecrc.org | www.hillsdalecrc.org. Key terms 
used in this plan are defined in HCRC’s comprehensive transportation asset management plan (also 
known as the “compliance plan”) used for compliance with PA 325 or 2018. 

Knowing the basic features of the asset classes themselves is a crucial starting point to understanding the 
rationale behind an asset management approach. The following primer provides an introduction to 
pavements. 



 

38 
 

Pavement Primer 

Roads come in two basic forms—paved and unpaved. Paved roads have hard surfaces. These hard 
surfaces can be constructed from asphalt, concrete, composite (asphalt and concrete), sealcoat, and brick 
and block materials. On the other hand, unpaved roads have no hard surfaces. Examples of these surfaces 
are gravel and unimproved earth.  

The decision to pave with a particular material as well as the decision to leave a road unpaved allows 
road-owning agencies to tailor a road to a particular purpose, environment, and budget. Thus, selecting a 
pavement type or leaving a road unpaved depends upon purpose, materials available, and budget. Each 
choice represents a trade-off between budget and costs for construction and maintenance.  

Maintenance enables the road to fulfill its particular purpose. To achieve the maximum service for a 
pavement or an unpaved road, continual monitoring of a road’s pavement condition is essential for 
choosing the right time to apply the right fix in the right place.  

Here is a brief overview of the different types of pavements, how condition is assessed, and treatment 
options that can lengthen a road’s service life. 

Surfacing 

Pavement type is influenced by several different factors, such as cost of construction, cost of 
maintenance, frequency of maintenance, and type of maintenance. These factors can have benefits 
affecting asset life and road user experience. 

Paved Surfacing 
Typical benefits and tradeoffs for hard surface types include: 

 Concrete pavement: Concrete pavement, which is sometimes called a rigid pavement, is 
durable and lasts a long time when properly constructed and maintained. Concrete pavement can 
have longer service periods between maintenance activities, which can help reduce maintenance-
related traffic disruptions. However, concrete pavements have a high initial cost and can be 
challenging to rehabilitate and maintain at the end of their service life. A typical concrete 
pavement design life will provide service for 30 years before major rehabilitation is necessary. 

 Hot-mix asphalt pavement (HMA): HMA pavement, sometimes known as asphalt or flexible 
pavement, is currently less expensive to construct than concrete pavement (this is, in some part, 
due to the closer link between HMA material costs and oil prices that HMA pavements have in 
comparison with other pavement types). However, they require frequent maintenance activities 
to maximize their service life. A typical HMA pavement design life will provide service for 18 
years before major rehabilitation is necessary. The vast majority of local-agency-owned 
pavements are HMA pavements. 

 Composite pavements: Composite pavements are a combination of concrete and asphalt layers. 
Typically, composite pavements are old concrete pavements exhibiting ride-related issues that 
were overlaid by several inches of HMA in order to gain more service life from the pavement 
before it would need reconstruction. Converting a concrete pavement to a composite pavement is 
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typically used as a “holding pattern” treatment to maintain the road in usable condition until 
reconstruction funds become available. 

 Sealcoat pavement: Sealcoat pavement is a gravel road that has been sealed with a thin asphalt 
binder coating that has stone chips spread on top (not to be confused with a chip seal treatment 
over HMA pavement). This type of pavement relies on the gravel layer to provide structure to 
support traffic, and the asphalt binder coating and stone chips shed water and eliminate the need 
for maintenance grading. Nonetheless, sealcoat pavement does require additional maintenance 
steps that asphalt, and gravel do not require and does not last as long as HMA pavement, but it 
provides a low-cost alternative for lightly trafficked areas and competes with asphalt for ride 
quality when properly constructed and maintained. Sealcoat pavement can provide service for 
ten or more years before the surface layer deteriorates and needs to be replaced.  

Unpaved Surfacing 
Typical benefits and tradeoffs for non-hard surfacing include: 

 Gravel: Gravel is a low-cost, easy-to-maintain road surface made from layers of soil and 
aggregate (gravel). However, there are several potential drawbacks such as dust, mud, and ride 
smoothness when maintenance is delayed, or traffic volume exceeds design expectations. Gravel 
roads require frequent low-cost maintenance activities. Gravel can be very cost effective for 
lower-volume, lower-speed roads. In the right conditions, a properly constructed and maintained 
gravel road can provide a service life comparable to an HMA pavement and can be significantly 
less expensive than the other pavement types. 

Pavement Condition 

Besides traffic congestion, pavement condition is what road users typically notice most about the quality 
of the roads that they regularly use—the better the pavement condition, the more satisfied users are with 
the service provided by the roadwork performed by road-owning agencies. Pavement condition is also a 
major factor in determining the most cost-effective treatment—that is, routine maintenance, capital 
preventive maintenance, or structural improvement—for a given section of pavement. As pavements age, 
they transition between “windows” of opportunity when a specific type of treatment can be applied to 
gain an increase in quality and extension of service life. Routine maintenance is day-to-day, regularly 
scheduled, low-cost activity applied to “good” roads to prevent water or debris intrusion. Capital 
preventive maintenance (CPM) is a planned set of cost-effective treatments for “fair” roads that corrects 
pavement defects, slows further deterioration, and maintains the functional condition without increasing 
structural capacity. HCRC uses pavement condition and age to anticipate when a specific section of 
pavement will be a potential candidate for preventive maintenance. More detail on this topic is included 
in the Pavement Treatment section of this primer.  

Pavement condition data is also important because it allows road owners to evaluate the benefits of 
preventive maintenance projects. This data helps road owners to identify the most cost-effective use of 
road construction and maintenance dollars. Further, historic pavement condition data can enable road 
owners to predict future road conditions based on budget constraints and to determine if a road network’s 
condition will improve, stay the same, or degrade at the current or planned investment level. This analysis 
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can help determine how much additional funding is necessary to meet a network’s condition improvement 
goals. 

Paved Road Condition Rating System  
HCRC is committed to monitoring the condition of its road network and using pavement condition data to 
drive cost-effective decision-making and preservation of valuable road assets. HCRC uses the Pavement 
Surface Evaluation and Rating (PASER) system to assess its paved roads. PASER was developed by the 
University of Wisconsin Transportation Information Center to provide a simple, efficient, and consistent 
method for evaluating road condition through visual inspection. The widely used PASER system has 
specific criteria for assessing asphalt, concrete, sealcoat, and brick and block pavements. Information 
regarding the PASER system and PASER manuals may be found on the TAMC website at: 
http://www.michigan.gov/tamc/0,7308,7-356-82158_82627---,00.html.  

The TAMC has adopted the PASER system for measuring statewide pavement conditions in Michigan for 
asphalt, concrete, composite, sealcoat, and brick-and-block paved roads. Broad use of the PASER system 
means that data collected at HCRC is consistent with data collected statewide. PASER data is collected 
using trained inspectors in a slow-moving vehicle using GPS-enabled data collection software provided to 
road-owning agencies at no cost to them. The method does not require extensive training or specialized 
equipment, and data can be collected rapidly, which minimizes the expense for collecting and maintaining 
this data. 

The PASER system rates surface condition using a 1-10 scale where 10 is a brand new road with no 
defects that can be treated with routine maintenance, 5 is a road with distresses but is structurally sound 
that can be treated with preventive maintenance, and 1 is a road with extensive surface and structural 
distresses that is in need of total reconstruction. 

Roads with lower PASER scores generally require costlier treatments to restore their quality than roads 
with higher PASER scores. The cost effectiveness of treatments generally decreases as the PASER 
number decreases. In other words, as a road deteriorates, it costs more dollars per mile to fix it, and the 
dollars spent are less efficient in increasing the road’s service life. Nationwide experience and asset 
management principles tell us that a road that has deteriorated to a PASER 4 or less will cost more to 
improve and the dollars spent are less efficient. Understanding this cost principle helps to draw meaning 
from the current PASER condition assessment.  
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The TAMC has developed statewide definitions of 
road condition by creating three simplified condition 
categories— “good,” “fair,” and “poor”—that 
represent bin ranges of PASER scores having similar 
contexts with regard to maintenance and/or 
reconstruction. The definitions of these rating 
conditions are: 

 “Good” roads, according to the TAMC, have 
PASER scores of 8, 9, or 10. Roads in this 
category have very few, if any, defects and 
only require minimal maintenance; they may 
be kept in this category longer using PPM. 
These roads may include those that have 
been recently seal coated or newly 
constructed. Figure 4 illustrates an example 
of a road in this category. 

 “Fair” roads, according to the TAMC, have 
PASER scores of 5, 6, or 7. Roads in this 
category still show good structural support, 
but their surface is starting to deteriorate. 
Figure 4 illustrates two road examples in this 
category. CPM can be cost effective for 
maintaining the road’s “fair” condition or 
even raising it to “good” condition before the 
structural integrity of the pavement has been 
severely impacted. CPM treatments can be 
likened to shingles on a roof of a house: 
while the shingles add no structural value, 
they protect the house from structural 
damage by maintaining the protective 
function of a roof covering.  

 “Poor” roads, according to the TAMC, have 
PASER scores of 1, 2, 3, or 4. These roads 
exhibit evidence that the underlying structure 
is failing, such as alligator cracking and 
rutting. These roads must be rehabilitated 
with treatments like a heavy overlay, crush 
and shape, or total reconstruction. Figure 4 
illustrates a road in this category. 

 

Figure 4: Top image, right– PASER 8 road that is considered 
“good” by the TAMC exhibit only minor defects. Second 
image, right– PASER 5 road that is considered “fair” by the 
TAMC. Exhibiting structural soundness but could benefit from 
CPM. Third image, right– PASER 6 road that is considered 
“fair” by the TAMC. Bottom image, right– PASER 2 road that 
is considered “poor” by the TAMC exhibiting significant 
structural distress. 
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The TAMC’s good, fair, and poor categories are based solely on the definitions above. Therefore, caution 
should be exercised when comparing other condition assessments with these categories because other 
condition assessments may have “good,” “fair,” or “poor” designations similar to the TAMC condition 
categories but may not share the same definition. Often, other condition assessment systems define the 
“good,” “fair,” and “poor” categories differently, thus rendering the data of little use for cross-system 
comparison. The TAMC’s definitions provide a statewide standard for all of Michigan’s road-owning 
agencies to use for comparison purposes.  

PASER data is collected 100 percent every two years on all federal-aid-eligible roads in Michigan. The 
TAMC dictates and funds the required training and the format for this collection, and it shares the data 
regionally and statewide. In addition, HCRC collects  100 percent of its paved non-federal-aid-eligible 
network using its own staff and resources.  
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Unpaved Road Condition Rating System (IBR System™)  

The condition of unpaved roads can be rapidly changing, 
which makes it difficult to obtain a consistent surface 
condition rating over the course of weeks or even days. The 
PASER system works well on most paved roads, which have 
a relatively stable surface condition over several months, but 
it is difficult to adapt to unpaved roads. To address the need 
for a reliable condition assessment system for unpaved roads, 
the TAMC adopted the Inventory Based Rating (IBR) 
System™, and HCRC also uses the IBR System™ for rating 
its unpaved roads. Information about the IBR System™ can 
be found at http://ctt.mtu.edu/inventory-based-rating-system. 

The IBR System™ gathers reliable condition assessment data 
for unpaved road by evaluating three features—surface 
width, drainage adequacy, and structural adequacy—in 
comparison to a baseline, or generally considered “good,” 
road. These three assessments come together to generate an 
overall 1-10 IBR number. A high IBR number reflects a road 
with wide surface width, good drainage, and a well-designed 
and well-constructed base, whereas a low IBR number 
reflects a narrow road with no ditches and little gravel. A 
good, fair, or poor assessment of each feature is not an 
endorsement or indictment of a road’s suitability for use but 
simply provides context on how these road elements compare 
to a baseline condition. 

Figure 5 illustrates the range over which features may be 
assessed. The top example in Figure 5 shows an unpaved 
road with a narrow surface width, little or no drainage, and 
very little gravel thickness. Using the IBR System™, these 
assessments would yield an IBR number of “1” for this road. 
The middle example in Figure 5 shows a road with fair surface width, fair drainage adequacy, and fair 
structural adequacy. These assessments would yield an IBR number of “7” for this road. The bottom 
example in Figure 5 shows a road with good surface width, good drainage adequacy, and good structural 
adequacy. These assessments would yield an IBR number of “9” for this road.  

Unpaved roads are constructed and used differently throughout Michigan. A narrow, unpaved road with 
no ditches and very little gravel (low IBR number) may be perfectly acceptable in a short, terminal end of 
the road network, for example, on a road segment that ends at a lake or serves a limited number of 
unoccupied private properties. However, high-volume unpaved roads that serve agricultural or other 
industrial activities with heavy trucks and equipment will require wide surface width, good drainage, and 
a well-designed and well-constructed base structure (high IBR number). Where the unpaved road is and 
how it is used determines how the road must be constructed and maintained: just because a road has a low 

Figure 5: Top– Road with IBR number of 1 road that 
has poor surface width, poor drainage adequacy, 
and poor structural adequacy. Middle– Road IBR 
number of 7 that has fair surface width, fair drainage 
adequacy, and fair structural adequacy. Bottom–
Road with IBR number of 9 road that has good 
surface width, good drainage adequacy, and good 
structural adequacy. 

 


































































































































































