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Summary and Background 
The transportation system plays an integral role in our communities.  We depend on it to obtain goods, to get to jobs and school, to move freight, and for recreation.  The transportation system directly impacts the economic vitality of the State and our residents’ quality of life.  

Historically, transportation policies in the State of Michigan have focused on the efficient movement of freight for manufactured goods and the movement of automobile traffic.  The efficient movement of freight throughout our state and across our international borders is critical to the health of our economy.  However, as Michigan’s economy diversifies from large-volume manufactured goods to include more low-volume specialty and technology related items and services, transportation systems must be able to meet these changing needs.

A critical element to the new transportation paradigm is the ability to quickly and efficiently move large volumes of people in their daily tasks.  An efficient system with multiple transportation options makes a community more attractive to a greater number of people representing different demographics.  In this regard, a person’s mobility and ultimately quality of life is dependent on the transportation system.  Pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and motor vehicle drivers of all ages and abilities depend on the transportation network to provide safe and convenient access.  

Recognizing that Michigan’s future depends on attracting and retaining people of all ages, we must provide the range of transportation options that meet a wide variety of needs.  People of all age groups can chose where to locate and often seek communities that provide a high quality of life that is afforded, in part, by pedestrian features, transit options, bicycle facilities, recreational opportunities, and proximity to quality housing choices, with many preferring urban locations.  It is also understood that companies seeking a quality workforce will locate in an area that is attractive to a wide range of people.  Providing a range of transportation options will promote economic development and additional investments in Michigan and its communities.

Michigan faces many challenges with not only maintaining our existing transportation infrastructure, but transitioning our transportation system to one that provides multiple transportation options within and between our communities.  Based on limited resources, Michigan must critically evaluate how to prioritize and distribute funds for different projects and different regions.  Decisions for the effective dispersion of resources will need to equitably consider the condition of our existing assets, as well as the need for investment in new infrastructure that meets the changing needs of our communities.  Strategically planning for investments in new infrastructure and providing for the required maintenance of existing infrastructure must be done based on the knowledge of important existing land uses and planned future development.
While our transportation network consists of many modes, this surface transportation policy will focus mostly on roads, bridges, transit routes, and walking and bicycling facilities. 

Transportation Issues

The connection between transportation and land use planning

Land use and transportation infrastructure are intrinsically related in that both dictate the way the other functions.  Transportation infrastructure shapes the form of land use, while land use changes drive the need for transportation infrastructure.  This interaction is measured by accessibility, or the attractiveness of a location as both an origin and a destination.  For example, when a new roadway is built, land along the roadway becomes more accessible, thus more valuable and attractive to developers.  As land along the roadway is developed, traffic volumes and the number of access points increase.  This results in more congestion and a deterioration of the road’s capacity to efficiently move people and goods.  The reduced efficiency of the roadway eventually requires improvements that will attract additional development, and therefore, additional land use changes.

Michigan transportation planners have historically been concerned with moving people and goods through a place, while land use planners are usually focused on the interaction of goods and people within a place.  Evaluating the impacts of land use on the transportation system is a necessary component of the planning process.  Decisions regarding future transportation infrastructure need to consider the demands of the local population and our current economy.  Of particular importance is the consideration of this interplay of infrastructure and land use in the context of “down” or “right-sizing” communities.  To the extent that communities make strategic decisions to reduce the scope, area of service, or adjust current levels of infrastructure, transportation investment must be a primary component of such decisions.  

Land use plans are largely formulated at the local level, while most transportation plans are formulated at the regional (Metropolitan Planning Organization) and state level.  Conformity with regional land use plans is not compulsory, so local land use plans may even conflict.  A disjointed, isolated local land use plan that conflicts with neighboring local plans can lead to equally uncoordinated transportation systems.  Planning at different levels of government with different constituents, priorities, timelines, and goals can lead to further conflicts between land use and transportation plans. 

Additionally, federal investments in multimodal transportation are competitive, with priority given to areas that demonstrate coordinated regional land use and transportation policies.  Improved coordination between regional land use and transportation planning will not only direct limited resources to their best use, but will make Michigan more competitive in pursuing federal assistance with transportation projects.

Multi-jurisdictional nature of transportation planning

Several agencies and levels of government share jurisdiction over roads in Michigan.  The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has jurisdiction over State Highways and Interstates, which constitute 8% of the total miles of roads in Michigan.  County road commissions have jurisdiction over all public roads, except state highways, in all townships in the state.  Additionally, some county road commissions have jurisdiction over some of the primary roads in the cities and villages, while some cities and villages have taken jurisdiction over some or all of the roads within their boundaries.  In sum, County Road Commissions are responsible for about 75% of the total miles of roads in Michigan, and cities and villages hold jurisdiction over 17% of total road miles.  Because roads transect political boundaries, decisions impacting a single road could be made by multiple local governments and agencies.  This makes coordination imperative in order to ensure effective maintenance, inter and intra modal connectivity, and seamless transitions in the transportation system across jurisdictional lines.
A variety of other agencies have important roles and responsibilities that impact transportation planning and investment decisions in Michigan.  MDOT is also responsible for identifying current and emerging needs for all modes of transportation within the state and prioritizing investments to meet those needs.  Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) and associated sub-regional transportation study groups establish regional priorities that guide the expenditure of federal and state transportation funds across multiple transportation modes.  However, the MPO established process of regional coordination only applies to urbanized areas with a population greater than 50,000.  This means that the non-MPO and rural areas in Michigan rely primarily on the county road commission process for transportation funding allocation decisions.  Cities and villages often rely on internal procedures for transportation planning within their boundaries.

Finally, in addition to the agencies already mentioned, several local transit providers and non-profits are involved in multi modal transportation planning.  Statewide there are at least 79 different local public transit authorities and 40 more that provide specialized services.  In addition, a variety of local organizations are involved with non-motorized planning using either pathways in the road right-of-way or abandoned railroad corridors.

1. The Michigan Association of Planning supports corridor planning and other initiatives that provide opportunities for local governments and agencies to coordinate beyond jurisdictional lines.
2.  The Michigan Association of Planning urges that transportation plans and programs be developed and implemented through processes where responsibility and authority for planning and decision-making is shared among all affected stakeholders, not just those with statutory authority.  
3. The Michigan Association of Planning advocates the pursuit of mechanisms to facilitate greater coordination among regional planning agencies, county road commissions, and MDOT in non-MPO and rural regions in order to integrate planning across all transportation modes regionally.

4. The Michigan Association of Planning encourages collaboration among MDOT, regions, MPOs, county road commissions, cities, and villages to ensure the compatibility of local, regional, and state transportation investment priorities. 

5. The Michigan Association of Planning encourages agencies to consider the impacts of their transportation investments beyond their own borders.  MAP also supports the use of regional scenario planning and other models to evaluate such investments comprehensively.

6. The Michigan Association of Planning supports providing public or private funds for research, technology development, data collection, training, technology transfer, and the integration of research results into the planning process at regional and local levels.  
7. The Michigan Association of Planning believes that cross agency and multimodal cooperation are imperative in order to build and maintain an effective, balanced transportation system that serves diverse needs.
Condition of roads and bridges/Asset Management
Michigan’s Transportation Asset Management Council (TAMC) was established by Michigan Public Act 499 of 2002 to guide Michigan’s Transportation Commission on a statewide asset management strategy.  Since 2002 the TAMC has worked with the Michigan Department of Transportation, Michigan’s regional planning organizations and metropolitan planning organizations, county road commissions, cities, villages, and others to annually rate the condition of federal aid eligible roads.  

According to the TAMC’s report titled Michigan’s Roads and Bridges 2009 Amended Annual Report “…Michigan’s roads are deteriorating faster than they can be maintained.”  The report goes on to state that “In 2004, 13.6 percent of lane miles were identified as needing structural improvement.  By 2009, that number had more than doubled to 33.2 percent.  In 2004, nearly 88 percent of the federal aid system could be considered in good or fair shape.  By 2009, that figure fell to 66.8 percent.”  The rating results for 2009 are shown below:

· Good Condition – 10,328 lanes miles (18.7 percent)

· Fair Condition – 26,729 lane miles (48.1 percent)

· Poor Condition – 18,411 lane miles (33.2 percent)

In 2004 the TAMC projected it would require $3.7 billion to bring all poor and fair federal aid eligible roads up to a good rating.  In 2009 the TAMC projected it would take $7.4 billion.

The TAMC also tracks the condition of bridges.  The 2009 report states “…progress has been made in reducing the number of poor bridges under state jurisdiction, and there has been a significant increase in the number of bridges rated fair.  The trend for local agency bridges is somewhat different.  While the number of local bridges in poor condition has remained constant, there is a trend of good bridges moving into the fair category.” 

Clearly, the condition of roads and bridges will continue to deteriorate if additional resources are not dedicated to maintaining and improving these valuable assets.
1. The Michigan Association of Planning encourages communities to work with the Asset Management Council to develop local asset management plans.
Financing Concerns 
Funding concerns can be distilled into two main issues: the amount of money available and the way the money is allocated.  Michigan’s transportation infrastructure is seriously under-funded.  Since 1984, the state’s gas tax has only been raised once (in 1997).  At 19 cents a gallon, Michigan ranks 31st out of 50 states; our diesel tax of 15 cents a gallon ranks 42nd.  

Road funding also is declining because the state-collected gas tax and vehicle-registration fees -- the two main sources of road funding in Michigan -- are generating less revenue each year.  Michigan’s gas tax revenue dedicated to roads and bridges has decreased $200 million in the past six years.  The impact of alternative fuel usage along with increased vehicle fuel efficiency further challenge traditional transportation funding sources by reducing the amount of fuel used, and thus fuel taxes paid.  At the same time, road related expenses like asphalt, salt, gas, and diesel fuel have been increasing.
In terms of federal funding, Michigan receives back only 92% of federal gas tax receipts.  Federal funds typically require a 20% local match, which is becoming harder and harder for the state and local units to provide.  If the local match is unavailable in the future, these federal dollars will go to states and communities outside of Michigan.
In addition, the allocation of these funds between the state, county road commissions, and local units as well as the distribution between roads and transit are sources of contention among road agencies.  Act 51 of 1951 outlines how state funding is allocated between the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), counties, and local municipalities.  State transportation revenues are split among a variety of transportation entities to maintain interstate freeways, county roads, city and village roads, public transit, economic development projects, and bridges.  Ninety percent (90%) of the funds are allocated to roads while 10% goes towards transit.  Transportation agencies are struggling to maintain existing infrastructure while demand for alternate modes of travel including non-motorized systems provide additional funding challenges.
If Michigan is to have a 21st Century transportation system that meets the needs of all residents, new funding sources must be found.  Because the current funding structure and allocation for transportation is expected to yield significant and systemic deficits in the coming years, creative solutions are needed to create stable funding structures for our transportation system that account for inflation over time.  Broad community conversations should be undertaken to evaluate continued reliance on funding structures that rely upon consumption, be it miles traveled or gallons consumed. 
1. The Michigan Association of Planning supports the findings of the Transportation Funding Task Force that “Michigan must at least double its current investment in transportation if the state’s transportation system is to continue to serve the state adequately.”  In the short term, a gas tax increase is needed.  Longer term, new sources of revenue will be needed to maintain the state’s investment in our existing infrastructure.  A public education effort is needed to ensure Michigan residents understand the current condition of our roads and bridges and the funding crisis the state is in.
2. The Michigan Association of Planning supports the concept of “Fix it first” where funding is spent on existing roads and bridges before allocating funds for road expansion.

3. The Michigan Association of Planning supports strategic investments in transportation infrastructure and services necessary to expand economic opportunity, improve regional economic competitiveness, and foster economic resiliency. 
4. The Michigan Association of Planning supports re-evaluating Act 51 to ensure that funding is equitably distributed so local, county, and state needs can be met.  Restructuring the ownership and funding of roads may be necessary because the burden for maintenance appears to be shifting to the local level.
5. The Michigan Association of Planning supports reviewing the 90/10 split of funding between roads and transit to ensure that adequate funding is available to meet the needs of our changing population.
6. The Michigan Association of Planning supports revising the Michigan transit funding formula to allow for increased funding to transit operators without reducing or shifting funds statewide.

7. The Michigan Association of Planning supports the concept of a “transportation account” that allows more funding flexibility for state, regional, county, and local projects and that allows for funding flexibility between different modes of transportation. 
8. The Michigan Association of Planning supports the adoption of enabling legislation that allows communities to choose local options for funding local transportation priorities and that provides incentives for public-private partnerships for transportation projects. 

9. The Michigan Association of Planning supports transportation funding reforms that ensure that transportation funds are not diverted for non-transportation expenses.

10. The Michigan Association of Planning supports creative solutions to increase the existing capacity of our roadways.  Corporate efforts to reduce the amount of traffic during traditional rush hours such as flex time and working from home should be encouraged as they leverage the existing investment in our infrastructure.

11. The Michigan Association of Planning supports increased funding for and use of intelligent transportation systems that use real-time traffic information to improve the flow, efficiency, and safety of transportation networks.
Expanding transportation options 
One major challenge for Michigan communities is to expand the transportation options available to citizens.  For too long, communities in Michigan have primarily focused on only the automobile as a mode of transportation, which is not surprising considering the state's reputation in the automobile industry. As a result, transportation alternatives to the automobile have dwindled over the years.  Not coincidentally, our society has also become less healthy.  We need to change our land use patterns, increase mixed use development as well as increase availability of transit and non-motorized transportation facilities.  We also need to promote an understanding that the roads should be shared by all users; streets should include amenities for all users of the local system.
Adequate transit and non-motorized transportation options are quickly becoming the cornerstone of successful cities, counties, and states throughout the country.  Transit options include high speed regional rail lines, intercity passenger trains and buses, regional commuter trains and buses, and local light rail.  Non-motorized facilities include sidewalks, trails, and bike lanes.  They can also include simple improvements to existing streets such as narrower vehicle lanes and improved road crossings.  Both transit and non-motorized systems should be prioritized as they provide transportation to individuals at all stages through one’s lifespan.
Studies continue to show that public funds spent on transit and non-motorized facilities have tremendous returns.  Public funding spent to diversify transit has generated development and redevelopment around those transit centers.  Three great examples are Dallas, Texas; St. Louis, Missouri; and Portland, Oregon.  In Dallas, over $3.3 billion in new property development and redevelopment has occurred near the Dallas Area Rapid Transit light rail stations since 1999.1  In St. Louis, development and redevelopment near the St. Louis MetroLink light rail has generated over $1 billion.2  And in Portland, over seven million square feet of new development, valued at over $900 million, has occurred adjacent to the light rail line.3  Examples such as these emphasize how important it is to develop and maintain adequate public transit options.  

Studies by Transit Riders United have shown that for every dollar invested in public transit there is a return of $6 to $8 in local economic activity.  One would be hard-pressed to find another outlay of money that provides that high of an economic impact locally.  Furthermore, the economic impact can be seen in vacancy rates of downtown areas.  In 2000, the average downtown vacancy rate for cities without rail was about 13% while in cities with rail transit, the vacancy rate was 8%.  Studies also show that Americans living in areas with adequate transit save $22 billion annually in transportation costs.  For every $10 million invested in transit, over $15 million is saved in transportation costs to both highway and transit users, including operating, fuel, and congestion costs. 
Non-motorized facilities have similar economic benefits.  Non-motorized trails are the number one amenity potential homeowners cite when asked what they would like to see in a new community, according to a survey by the National Association of Home Builders.  These trails bring increased property values for the homes and businesses along the trail. When sidewalks, trails, bike lanes, and other forms of non-motorized systems are conveniently located, residents are more likely to get their daily recommended amount of physical activity, according to the Design Guidelines for Active Michigan Communities’ report.  Several programs like Safe Routes to Schools and Rails to Trails, and policies like Complete Streets at both the state and local levels, address the need for more coordinated planning of non-motorized systems.  Complete non-motorized systems provide transportation options for people who need or choose them, reduce vehicle congestion, improve air quality, enhance economic vitality, and improve the physical health of users.  In addition, non-motorized systems are critical to an effective public transit system as many transit riders become pedestrians once they get off their bus or other transit mode.
Complete Streets policies and legislation seek to formalize the creation and investment in transportation networks that effectively provide for all modes of transportation.  Complete Streets include the road itself along with bus stops, sidewalks, medians, shoulders, and sometimes bike lanes.  Complete non-motorized systems provide safe and efficient facilities that enable users to access important destinations throughout their community.  The development of complete non-motorized systems can be achieved through various approaches:

· For communities or neighborhoods that developed prior to the automobile, it is important to maintain the characteristics that make them walkable.  In such communities that generally feature complex infrastructure systems, it is critical that non-motorized networks are strategically analyzed, maintained, and invested in.

· For communities or neighborhoods that developed with a greater emphasis on automobile transportation, it is critical to identify and take advantage of opportunities to improve non-motorized systems, with an emphasis on safely integrating all modes of transportation.

· New development should be designed from the outset to incorporate complete non-motorized facilities to achieve all the benefits of non-motorized transportation.  The location of new development relative to existing infrastructure systems is a key determinant of successful transportation system integration.
Many people, particularly young professionals, empty-nesters, and retirees, want to live in areas with multiple transportation options.  Providing quality public transportation service and non-motorized transportation facilities could be a major draw for young, talented individuals to move in to and help revitalize cities.  Furthermore, one-third of Michigan residents are older, too young, or physically or financially unable to drive an automobile.  The population of citizens 65 and older will double between 2010 and 2035, while that over 85 will triple.  The lack of transit options can cause hardship for those who are not able to operate an automobile.  Adequate transit options and non-motorized facilities will ensure that those individuals who cannot operate an automobile remain active and productive Michigan residents.  Planning for effective connections between all modes of transportation will enhance our communities.  
1. The Michigan Association of Planning supports the vision of a well-integrated multimodal transportation system that serves individual, local, regional, state, national, and global needs and achieves goals of choice, mobility, access, sustainable development, and efficiency.  Cooperative and comprehensive planning processes must be the basis for public and private investment decisions.

2. The Michigan Association of Planning believes that it is important to create a complete multi-modal system of infrastructure that integrates non-motorized facilities and public transit systems with other transportation modes so that Michigan residents and visitors have access to transportation choices. 
3. The Michigan Association of Planning supports planning and implementation of high-speed and intercity passenger rail networks and inter-modal passenger facilities that can meet a portion of the travel demand currently being met through short-haul commercial aviation, and to expand intercity commuting options.

4. The Michigan Association of Planning encourages federal transit funding programs to include support to urban areas with no or minimal rail and bus rapid transit systems.

5. The Michigan Association of Planning supports the creation of regional transit authorities through enabling legislation.

6. The Michigan Association of Planning supports transportation systems and facilities that are designed to provide accessibility to citizens of all abilities as MAP recognizes that non-motorized pedestrian facilities and public transportation systems are the primary mode of transportation for many individuals based on their individual ability.  
7. The Michigan Association of Planning recommends that transportation plans and projects reflect the diversity of concerns and needs in a community, the region, and the state, and that this is best accomplished through adoption of policies mandating active implementation of broadly inclusive and on-going public involvement programs.  
8. The Michigan Association of Planning supports comprehensive Safe Routes to Schools Programs that involve school districts, teachers, parents, staff, students, and implementing agencies in the development of facilities, programs, and policies that support walking and bicycling to school.  

9. The Michigan Association of Planning supports transportation investments that positively affect environmental quality, growth management, land use, housing affordability, social equity, historic preservation, urban design, and economic investment.  
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