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SUMMARY
Michigan is committed to addressing climate change 
throughout the state. The MI Healthy Climate Plan lays out 
a broad vision for fulfilling Governor Gretchen Whitmer’s 
pledge to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050. However, 
this plan and others – such as the Michigan Department of 
Transportation’s (MDOT) long-range plan Michigan Mobility 
2045 – fail to recognize that strong public transit systems 
are essential for addressing climate change. Transportation 
Riders United (TRU), a nonprofit organization that advocates 
for public transit in the Detroit region, understands that 
Michigan must reduce its heavy reliance on driving because 
single-occupancy vehicles are a leading source of greenhouse 
gas emissions. TRU can help shape how Michigan addresses 
climate change by encouraging state and local agencies to 
improve public transit so that Michiganders have a viable 
option to shift away from single-occupancy vehicles. This 
report provides actionable guidance to help TRU promote 
state-level actions to increase state funding to expand 
public transit as a means of advancing climate change 
commitments. 

The report identifies several key findings based on 
comprehensive reviews of legislative and administrative 
documents, analysis of financial and performance data, 
interviews with 16 stakeholders representing Michigan’s 
transportation sector, and in-depth comparative case studies 
of four peer states: 

1

•	 Michigan has atypical legal and constitutional restrictions 
that hold back state-level support for public transit

•	 Michigan’s transit agencies depend more heavily on state-
level funding than many other states

•	 A series of legislative earmarks have consistently eroded 
the share of state funds allocated to transit in Michigan

•	 Recent legislation has boosted support for road projects 
by counteracting the diminishing purchasing power of the 
motor fuel tax, but has not provided similar support for 
public transit

•	 Michigan has not taken advantage of securing federal 
funding for transit to the degree of other states, in part 
because it has not addressed a lack of coordination and 
capacity at local levels of government

•	 Michigan lags behind peer states in generating revenues 
for public transit in creative ways

•	 Peer states demonstrate effective approaches to invest 
in public transit as part of a strategy to mitigate climate 
change 

•	 Peer states show a higher level of transparency than 
Michigan in making data, information, and performance 
metrics available to the public and elected officials



Based on these findings, the report outlines several 
recommendations regarding key state-level legislative and 
administrative levers upon which TRU and other advocates can 
focus efforts to drive meaningful change around public transit. 
Overall, TRU can establish and continue sharing the organization’s 
vision for transit in Michigan through a specific list of priorities:

2

•	 The Michigan Legislature should guarantee recurring 
funding sources for transit agencies that are protected from 
reappropriations even in the face of other budget needs

•	 MDOT should continue conducting studies to explore 
alternatives to the motor fuel tax as vehicles become more 
fuel-efficient

•	 MDOT should increase transparency by encouraging 
and incentivizing local transit agencies to measure rider-
oriented transit performance metrics

•	 MDOT’s Office of Passenger Transportation should work 
closely with the Michigan Department of Environment, 
Great Lakes, and Energy’s Office of Climate and Energy to 
emphasize public transit as a strategy to reduce carbon 
emissions 

•	 MDOT should measure vehicle miles traveled and 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with new projects to 
demonstrate the benefits of transit and potentially reduce 
car dependency

•	 MDOT should create and fund an initiative within the Office 
of Passenger Transportation to help resource- and capacity-
strapped transit agencies and metropolitan planning 
organizations access available federal funding
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Transportation Riders United (TRU) is a nonprofit organization 
that advocates for better public transit in the Detroit metropolitan 
region. Recognizing that single-occupancy vehicles are a leading 
source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, TRU supports 
strengthening public transit as an important step for addressing 
climate change in Michigan. Leveraging funding to improve the 
quality of transit service can promote a mode shift away from 
single-occupancy vehicles and reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
in Michigan, all while providing frequent users with more reliable 
service. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF 
STRENGTHENING PUBLIC 
TRANSIT AS A STRATEGY FOR 
ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE

For many, public transit is an indispensable component of 
transportation systems in cities across Michigan and around 
the country. It serves to connect people to jobs, grocery stores, 
healthcare appointments, and other destinations and services 
essential to daily life. As a result, an underfunded public transit 
system means that the residents who need to use it struggle to 
complete day-to-day tasks. In regions like metropolitan Detroit, 
the current state of public transit highlights the stark racial and 
economic inequalities inherent to the ways transportation systems 
are often structured. As of 2018, 86 percent of Detroit Department 
of Transportation (DDOT) bus riders were Black, while nearly 80 
percent of riders earned less than $25,000 in income per year1 – less 
than half of the 2018 median household income in Michigan of 
$58,000.2 Public transit in Detroit, like elsewhere, provides access 
to essential services for an overwhelmingly marginalized and 
vulnerable group of people. What’s more, in 2018 the transportation 
sector accounted for 28 percent of Michigan’s overall GHG emissions, 
and transportation is consistently ranked among the state’s leading 

sources of emissions.3 Unfortunately, the same groups that are most 
negatively impacted by unreliable and infrequent public transit 
systems are also those that will suffer disproportionately from the 
climate crisis especially in terms of worsening air quality from an 
over-reliance on single-occupancy vehicles.4

Improving public transit is increasingly being recognized as a 
potential strategy to address climate change and its associated 
inequities. The latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) report explores the steps necessary to cut emissions in half 
by 2030 and reach net zero by 2050, two milestones required to 
reduce the impact of the climate crisis by meeting the international 
goal of limiting warming to 1.5˚C above pre-industrial levels.5 The 
IPCC report includes a chapter on climate mitigation strategies, 
citing “electrification combined with low GHG energy, and shifts to 
public transport” as key ways to “enhance health, employment, and 
[...] deliver equity.” 6 Similarly, along with transitioning to fuels that 
emit less CO2 and electrifying vehicles and buses, the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) recommends “employing urban planning 
to reduce the number of miles that people drive each day” to reduce 
emissions from the transportation sector.7 Expanding and improving 
public transit is one of the most effective ways to encourage mode 
shifts away from single-occupancy vehicle usage and, as a result, 
limit emissions in the long-run. The State of Michigan has ambitious 
goals to reduce GHG emissions across the state’s economy by 28 
percent by 2025 and achieve carbon neutrality by 2050.8 Based on 
the recommendations above, greater investment in public transit 
will likely be necessary to meet these goals. However, this will 
be especially difficult considering Detroit ranks last among the 
20 largest urbanized areas in the amount of operating expenses 
per person, providing only about $63 per person compared to an 
average of $253 per person among the other 19 largest urbanized 
areas in 2018.9 Issues of climate and equity are inextricably linked 
and meaningful investments in improving public transit systems 
have the ability to address both concerns in Michigan.  
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This research, conducted by a team of graduate students from 
the University of Michigan’s Taubman College of Architecture and 
Urban Planning, assesses the availability of funding opportunities 
to meet TRU’s – and the State of Michigan’s – objectives related 
to climate change mitigation and public transit improvements. 
The report provides an in-depth analysis of state and federal 
transportation funding practices, unpacks some of the state’s 
planning and implementation processes, and explores how peer 

states have improved their public transit systems to meet climate 
goals. Ultimately, this report provides guidance and actionable 
steps to promote state-level decisions and use of transportation 
funding to expand public transit services as a means of addressing 
climate change. 
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RESEARCH APPROACH

Our research approach for this report involved reviewing 
documents, analyzing data, and interviewing key stakeholders. 
By analyzing a diverse set of publications, research reports, and 
formal plans from federal, state, and local governments, academia, 
and civil society, our team was able to identify the main barriers 
to and opportunities for increasing funding for public transit 
in the State of Michigan. We identified peer states for analysis 
based on broad similarities to Michigan in terms of size, climate, 
topography, political orientation, urban-rural split, and historical 
trends in autocentric planning. To complement and validate our 
secondary research, we conducted 12 interviews with 16 experts 
and practitioners widely representing the State of Michigan’s 
transportation sector (see Appendix G for details): 

•	 City of Detroit - Complete Streets & Infrastructure 
Planning divisions

•	 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
•	 Michigan Department of Transportation 

(MDOT) - Office of Passenger Transportation and 
Bureau of Transportation Planning

•	 Michigan House Fiscal Agency
•	 Michigan Public Transit Association (MPTA)
•	 Midwest Strategy Group 
•	 Quandel Consultants
•	 Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 

(SEMCOG)
•	 Southwest Michigan Planning Commission 

(SWMPC)
•	 Washtenaw Area Transportation Study (WATS)
•	 Western-Washtenaw Area Value Express (WAVE)
•	 WSP USA

Based on our research, and considering the current gubernatorial 
administration’s commitment to carbon neutrality by 2050, the 
State of Michigan is orienting itself to reduce GHG emissions 
by expanding more environmentally sustainable modes of 
transportation. Currently, the Michigan Constitution and legislation 
restrict funding for public transit, prioritizing roads and auto-
oriented development. Opportunities to direct more funding to 
public transit in Michigan include enacting legislative change to 
maximize funding for transit, taking full advantage of the available 
federal grants and programs, identifying new revenue sources, 
and enhancing project prioritization at the local level. Expanding 
financial support for public transit at the state level will strengthen 
Michigan’s overall transportation system while advancing action on 
statewide climate goals and reducing widespread inequities. 
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Michigan’s transportation landscape has been dominated by cars 
for decades. Since taking its place as the international hub of auto 
manufacturing in the early 20th century, the state has prioritized 
federal and state transportation dollars for highway planning, 
maintenance, and expansion while limiting the potential for 
localities to access funding for public transit. In 2017, Michigan spent 
$4.2 billion on highway expenditures while transit expenditures 
were $710 million.10 Michigan residents drive cars more than people 
in other states: 82 percent of personal trips in Michigan were made 
by people driving alone, compared to 73 percent nationwide in 
2018.11 Illustratively, Detroit is an unusually automobile-dependent 
region, especially when compared to other regions. Among the 15 
most populous urbanized areas nationwide in 2018 (prior to the 
global pandemic), Detroit ranked third for the highest vehicle-miles-
traveled per capita, with only Houston and Dallas showing higher 
rates of daily driving.12 

Figure 1 shows trends in automobile driving and transit ridership in 
Michigan. It shows that even though the number of licensed drivers 
has remained fairly constant, the amount of driving in the state 
(measured by vehicle miles traveled) has been rising, amounting to 
an increase of 5 percent between 2010 and 2019. By contrast, transit 
ridership across the state has dropped by more than 10 percent 
during the same period. Transit ridership increased briefly following 
a national economic recession but it has declined substantially 
since 2013 throughout the state. Michiganders are driving cars at a 
growing rate while riding transit less frequently. 

Driving has become the easiest, fastest, and most practical form of 
transportation by design. This approach has been codified in state 
legislation that determines how Michigan spends transportation 
dollars. Because most Michiganders drive and are unfamiliar with 

Figure 1. Trends in Driving and Transit Use, Michigan, 2010 – Figure 1. Trends in Driving and Transit Use, Michigan, 2010 – 
2019. 2019. Data from U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of Data from U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics, State Transportation Statistics.Transportation Statistics, State Transportation Statistics.

public transit or how it could work in their communities, public and 
political sentiment is not focused on investing in the state’s transit 
agencies. Many view public transit as a social welfare program aimed 
at providing limited mobility for those with no other options.13 
This has implications for the condition of public transit, roads, and 
the state’s fiscal future. Advocates struggle to make the case for 
public transit while more public dollars are spent on a car-oriented 
transportation network that has grown too expensive to maintain. 
The fragmented nature of local governance and long-standing 
political disputes between key players have also complicated and 
stalled efforts statewide to establish stronger funding for public 
transit and produce a working and balanced transportation network 
valued by the public and private industry. This is underscored in the 
metropolitan Detroit area by the ability for individual municipalities 
to opt out of coverage and raising taxes for the Suburban Mobility 
Authority for Regional Transit (SMART). As recently as February 2022, 
for example, Auburn Hills officials moved to take the city out of the 
regional transportation system.14 Legislative shortcomings continue 
to leave opportunities for gaps and threaten the ability to provide 
reliable service. 

HISTORY OF AUTO-CENTRIC 
DEVELOPMENT IN MICHIGAN
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and Flint in favor of low-density suburban development at the 
suburban fringe has fueled road and highway construction.15 Cities 
in Michigan are consuming land at rates that far exceed population 
growth: from 1990-2000, developed land increased in Southeast 
Michigan alone by 17 percent, compared to only 5 percent growth in 
population.16 This type of growth contributes to highway expansions 
and road widening projects that can undermine the effectiveness 
of transit. Development characterized by disconnected street 
networks, large amounts of underutilized space, and hostile walking 
conditions make it increasingly difficult for Michiganders to perceive 
public transit as a viable alternative to their cars.17 In addition to low-
density sprawl, the vacancies of housing and land in disinvested city 
centers have undermined the tax bases of Michigan’s largest cities 
and the type of service transit agencies are able to provide.18

df

Public transit agencies across the state are strapped for cash and find 
it challenging to complete the type of long-range, comprehensive 
planning needed to develop adequate systems. There are 82 
public transit agencies in Michigan that provided 51.5 million trips 
statewide in fiscal year 2020.19 The challenge and rising costs of 
maintaining the state’s transportation network continue to reveal 
inadequacies in the state’s transportation funding mechanisms and 
missed opportunities to maximize existing funding for investment 
in public transit. This is the case in the Detroit region, which has long 
underserved and underfunded public transit. Among the 20 largest 
urbanized areas by population in 2018 (prior to the pandemic, and 
excluding New York because it is a severe outlier), Detroit ranked 
last in service provided per capita (measured in vehicle revenue 
miles), and by a wide margin. Transit service provision in Detroit 
was 26 percent lower than its next closest competitor, Tampa-St. 
Petersburg, ranked at number 19 out of 20. Furthermore, in terms of 
funding, Detroit ranks last among the top 20 urbanized areas in the 
amount of operating expenses per person, providing only about $63 
per person compared to an average of $253 per person among the 
other 19 largest urbanized areas in 2018.20 Figure 2 demonstrates 
this disparity in transit spending by comparing the Detroit region to 
other regions. 

Figure 2. Transit Operating Expenses Per Person by Urbanized Figure 2. Transit Operating Expenses Per Person by Urbanized 
Area, 2018. Area, 2018. Data from 2018 Annual Database UZA Sums, https://Data from 2018 Annual Database UZA Sums, https://
www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/data-product/2018-annual-database-uza-www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/data-product/2018-annual-database-uza-
sums.sums.

PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICE AND 
RIDERS IN MICHIGAN

To understand the current status of Michigan’s public transit 
system, it is crucial to assess a series of transit statistics. This section 
describes the most relevant data pertaining to public transit use and 
accessibility in the State of Michigan. Michigan data is compared to 
data from peer states as well as national averages to explore how 
Michigan compares to other states. These data provide context for 
the research and evaluation of public transit needs in Michigan.
Data on commute mode shares from the American Community 

Transit ...... � eratin..., Investment 
Per .... a� ita, 2018 

Detroit, Ml 

-119 Milwaukee, WI 

136 St-Louis, MO 

148 Cleveland, OH 

-207 Minneapolis, MN

-227 Denver, CO

---282 Baltimore, MD 

0 so 100 150 200 250 300 
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Figure 3. DDOT and SMART System Map.Figure 3. DDOT and SMART System Map.
Data from DetroitMap360, Data from DetroitMap360, https://detroitmap360.com/detroit-bus-maphttps://detroitmap360.com/detroit-bus-map..
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Table 1. Percentage of Trips to Work by Mode of Travel, by Table 1. Percentage of Trips to Work by Mode of Travel, by 
Selected States (one-year average over 2014-2018)Selected States (one-year average over 2014-2018)

Source: ACS 5-year estimates, 2014-2018 (S0801: Commuting Source: ACS 5-year estimates, 2014-2018 (S0801: Commuting 
Characteristics by Sex)Characteristics by Sex)

                                U.S.       Colorado    Michigan     Minnesota    Pennsylvania   Wisconsin                                                   
                                        (%)         (%)                 (%)                  (%)                   (%)                         (%)

Car, Truck, 
or Van 
(alone) 
                    
Car, Truck, 
or Van 
(carpool)                

Public 
Transportation 
(excluding Taxi)         

Walked                       

Bicycle                     

Taxi, Motorcycle, 
or Other                      

Work from 
Home      

Table 1 illustrates that residents of Michigan drive a lot and few use 
public transit. It shows that Michigan has the highest share of people 
driving to work, and the lowest share of people commuting by 

transit when compared to four other peer states. Michigan’s 
public transit mode share was 1.4 percent, less than the 
national average and all four peer states. Michigan also relies 
most heavily on cars, trucks, and vans as compared to peer 
states and the national average. Of the identified states 
and national averages, Michigan had the highest usage 
of personal vehicles driven alone.21 These characteristics 
display Michigan’s reliance on personal vehicles, without the 
confounding effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.

It is also important to understand the change in public 
transit usage over time. The public transit mode share in 
Michigan has remained consistently low at 1.3 percent or 1.4 
percent of work commuters ages 16 and older, according to 
ACS 5-year averages from 2010 to 2020.22 It is evident that 
there has not been a significant change in public transit 
ridership in recent years. 

To contextualize the underfunding of public transit, it is 
crucial to take note of the populations that public transit 
serves. Onboard surveys conducted in July and August of 
2018 provide key information regarding characteristics of 
Detroit transit riders.23 As mentioned earlier, the survey 
found that people of color make up a disproportionately 
high share of transit riders in Detroit. As a result, ensuring 
that transit systems are functioning effectively is critical to 
supporting the needs of all communities.  

Survey (ACS) provide essential insight into the modes of 
transportation that workers ages 16 and older rely on. Table 1 
presents data as a one-year average between 2014 and 2018. 
Although more recent data is available, this period still provides 
recent data while minimizing any impacts of the COVID-19 
pandemic on public transit usage. COVID-19 has impacted many 
transportation patterns as in-person work quickly shifted to remote 
work. 
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KEY TRANSPORTATION 
STAKEHOLDERS & PLANNING 
PROCESSES

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) is the 
governmental agency responsible for the state’s nearly 10,000-mile 
state highway system, and has jurisdiction over 120,000 miles of 
highways, roads, and streets.24 As it relates to public transit, MDOT is 
in charge of administering state and federal transportation programs 

Table 2. Components of Transportation Planning in Michigan Table 2. Components of Transportation Planning in Michigan 

Planning Component                                        Purpose                                                                    Timeframe                                  Relevant Agency

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization 
Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(TIP)

State Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(STIP)

Five-Year 
Transportation Program

Long-Range 
Transportation Plan

Transit Asset 
Management Plan

Lists funding sources for details about upcoming 
transportation projects within a metropolitan 
planning organization’s jurisdictional boundaries

Consolidates TIP projects from MPOs

Documents MDOT’s planned investments for 
highways, bridges, public transit, rail, aviation, 
marine, and nonmotorized transportation

Establishes the vision, goals, and objectives for the 
transportation system. Serves as a foundation for 
the development of the TIP (Ex: SEMCOG Regional 
Transportation Plan, Michigan Mobility 2045)

Tracks the asset conditions of rolling stock, 
equipment, and facilities for each transit agency

Developed every four years; overlapping 
year between each TIP that ensures 
continuous federal funding across the 
transition between TIPs
(Ex: 2017-2020, 2020-2023)

Developed every four years
(Ex: 2017-2020, 2020-2023)

Developed every five years, annual rolling 
program for highway projects
(Ex: 2018-2022, 2022-2026)

Updated every five years (spanning 
twenty-year periods)

Developed every four years

Transit agencies, 
MPOs

MDOT

MDOT

MPOs, MDOT

Transit agencies, 
MPOs

for intercity passenger services, rail freight, and local public transit 
services through the Office of Passenger Transportation (OPT). In 
addition, MDOT produces a long-range transportation plan and a 
five-year transportation program for the state that include all modes 
of transportation (see Table 2). Although MDOT has historically and 
continues to be primarily highway-focused, OPT plays an important 
role in advancing public transit in the state. Reporting to the Chief 
Administration Officer, OPT’s main responsibility is to disburse 
federal and state funds to transit agencies.
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transportation landscape also consists of a wide array of local 
stakeholders. Michigan has 82 transit agencies throughout the 
state, 21 of which are located in urban areas.25 In fact, public transit 
agencies provide service in every county of the state with some 
covering multiple regions. In addition to transit agencies, there are 
13 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in Michigan: one for 
every Urbanized Area of the state as designated by the U.S. Census 
Bureau.26 MPOs are responsible for coordinating local decision-
making across a region of multiple jurisdictions, especially as it 
relates to transportation planning processes. For example, MPOs 
put together Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs), which 

determine the transportation projects that will be implemented 
and their designated funding sources for the next three years. TIPs 
are ultimately compiled and placed into the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) by MDOT. 

Most MPOs have a board of directors consisting of elected officials 
and other representatives from each of the local governments 
within the MPO’s designated area – an arrangement that can hinder 
a MPO’s ability to promote alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles 
if elected officials in some parts of the region are less supportive.27
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Understanding the rules governing public transit funding in Michigan is an important part of identifying viable solutions to address the 
shortcomings of existing transit systems. Transportation funding in the State of Michigan comes from both state and federal sources. At 
the state level, funds for transportation are governed by the Michigan Constitution and Public Act 51. The Constitution decrees that no less 
than 90 percent of the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) be used for roads, streets, and bridges, leaving a maximum of 10 percent for 
the Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF), which can be used for public transit programs, including capital and operating support for 
Michigan’s public transit agencies.28 However, because the CTF is not protected by the Michigan Constitution, an array of amendments over 
the years has taken money away from the CTF to meet other budget needs. As a result, the amount of MTF funding that goes to the CTF rarely 
reaches the 10 percent figure, deeply limiting the State’s ability to make the necessary investments to improve public transit systems and 
increase its usage. More information about the MTF and CTF can be found on page 22.  

MICHIGAN TRANSPORTATION FUND MICHIGAN TRANSPORTATION FUND 
& COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION FUND& COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION FUND

MTF
Michigan Transportation Fund

Transportation funds for roads, 
bridges, and highways.

CTF
Comprehensive Transportation Fund

Transportation funds that 
can be used for transit.
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Figure 5. Percentage of Total Capital Expenses, United States, Figure 5. Percentage of Total Capital Expenses, United States, 
2000 – 2019. 2000 – 2019. Data from 2021 APTA Fact Book, Appendix A, Table 80.Data from 2021 APTA Fact Book, Appendix A, Table 80.

Figure 4.Figure 4. Sources of Operating and Capital Expenses, United 
States, 2019. Data from National Transit Database, National Transit 
Summaries and Trends. https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/2019-
national-transit-summaries-and-trends-ntst

State funding typically provides a substantial share of the 
total funding that supports public transit, for both operating 
and capital expenses. Most transit agencies are supported 
by a mix of funding sources, including directly generated 
(revenues that an agency generates on its own, such as 
passenger fares), local (such as taxes in nearby cities and 
towns), state, and federal funds. Nationwide, as shown in 
Figure 4, the state portion of funding comprised about 23 
percent of this mix for both operating and capital expenses 
in 2019. The state share of operating expenses has remained 
stable over time nationwide. For example, between 2000 
and 2019, the average state share of operating expenses was 
24 percent. By contrast, the state share of capital expenses 
has steadily grown over two decades in the United States. 
As shown in Figure 5, the federal share of capital expenses 
declined substantially between 2000 and 2019, while state 
and local shares increased over the period. The state share 
of total capital expenses increased between 2000 and 2019, 
from a low of 9.3 percent in 2001 to a high of 22.8 percent in 
2019. State funding is an increasingly important dimension of 
capital expenses nationwide.

Turning to a local context in Michigan, the state share of 
operating expenses is substantially higher than national 
averages. As shown in Table 3, both the Detroit Department of 
Transportation (DDOT) and the Suburban Mobility Authority 
for Regional Transportation (SMART) relied on state support 
at a higher share than recent national averages, at 30 percent 
and 28 percent respectively in 2020 (compared to a national 
average of 23 percent in 2019). State support for transit tends 
to be more important in Michigan than in other states. 

Year

0.0%

25.0%

50.0%

75.0%

100.0%

2000 2005 2010 2015

Directly Generated Local State Federal Total
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Table 3. Sources of Operating and Capital Expenses, Detroit Table 3. Sources of Operating and Capital Expenses, Detroit 
Department of Transportation and Suburban Mobility Department of Transportation and Suburban Mobility 
Authority for Regional Transportation, 2020Authority for Regional Transportation, 2020

Source: Data from Federal Transit Administration, National Transit Source: Data from Federal Transit Administration, National Transit 
Database, “NTD Transit Agency Profiles”, 2020.Database, “NTD Transit Agency Profiles”, 2020.

			            Operating                        Capital               		

		   	   DDOT	        SMART	     DDOT      SMART
Funding Source               (%)             (%)                 (%)              (%)

Directly Generated         11.9             7.8                  0.0              0.0
Local                                    40.1            55.3                0.0              0.0
State                                    29.9            27.9                20.0           20.9
Federal                               18.1             9.0                  80.0           79.1

Total                                   100.0         100.0              100.0        100.0

At the federal level, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
administers a wide range of grants and programs through the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA). Some funding sources are allocated by 
federally mandated formulas, with MPOs and transit agencies 
overseeing most project selection. Other federal sources are 
discretionary grant programs to which state and local agencies 
must submit grant applications, with varying degrees of success. 
While the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
supports local transit agencies by providing matching funds for 
federal awards and helping rural agencies access federal dollars, 
it largely defers to local agencies – including MPOs – on decisions 
about whether flexible federal highway funding should be used for 
transit. We provide further details on federal sources of funding in 
the next chapter.

In order to better understand the complexities of transportation 
funding in the State of Michigan, this chapter explores the State’s 
legal frameworks for transportation funding and provides an 
overview of the MTF and the CTF, illustrating the ways in which the 
CTF’s purchasing power has diminished over the years. Next, we 

LACK OF DEDICATED TRANSIT FUNDING

Public Act 51

LEGAL FRAMEWORKS FOR 
TRANSPORTATION FUNDING 
IN MICHIGAN

Effective June 1, 1951, Public Act 51 (PA 51) governs State 
appropriations for Michigan’s transportation systems, including 
roads, bridges, and public transit.29 While the Constitution of 
Michigan declares that no less than 90 percent of motor vehicle 
taxes be used exclusively for roads, streets, and bridges, there is 
no similar provision for the administration of public transit. As a 
result, transit funding in the State of Michigan is not considered 
“dedicated” because it is only set aside by statute as opposed to 
being decreed by the Michigan Constitution. PA 51 seeks to address 
the lack of dedicated funding by creating special revenue funds for 
transportation and directing how those funds are spent. Through 
distribution formulas, PA 51 prescribes fixed dollar amounts or 
percentage allocations between highway programs and public 
transit programs.

describe MDOT’s role in transit funding, especially as it relates to 
the matching funds process for federal grants and programs.  
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The State Trunkline Fund (STF):  funds from this 
source are allocated toward highway construction, 
roads, and bridges;

Local road agencies: funds from this source are 
allocated toward local road and street programs; and

The Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF): 
funds from this source are allocated toward state 
and local public transit programs, including capital 
and operating assistance for all of Michigan’s public 
transit agencies.

The Comprehensive Transportation Fund is most relevant to 
funding public transit, as it helps support bus and rail services 
across the state.

Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF)

PA 51 created the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF), which 
operates as the collection and distribution fund for transportation 
revenues. The MTF is funded primarily by motor fuel taxes, 
individual income taxes, vehicle registration fees, and an excise 
tax on marijuana sales. MTF revenue generated an estimated $3.5 
billion for state transportation programs from 2021 to 2022.30 The 
three primary recipients of the MTF each year are: 

Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF)

The Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF) is a state restricted 
fund that can be used for public transit purposes. The revenue 
sources for the CTF consist of three funding streams: driver’s license 
fees, 4.65 percent of auto-related sales taxes, and up to 10 percent 
of the Michigan Transportation Fund. Figure 6 illustrates the 
relationship between the MTF and the CTF, and Appendix A shows 
updated dollar flows for fiscal year 2020. 

The CTF has historically been used for a range of different 
expenditure needs, including intercity bus systems, passenger rail 
systems, freight systems, and some targeted transit programs.31 
In addition, the CTF can also be used to cover some of MDOT’s 
administrative expenses. The largest share of the CTF, however, 
is used to cover capital and operational expenditures for all of 
the transit agencies across the state. Section 10e of PA 51 further 
articulates the CTF’s funding priorities, which include:

•	 Up to 50 percent of local bus operating expenses for urban 
systems and up to 60 percent for non-urban systems; 

•	 At least $8 million to local bus capital expenses;
•	 At least 10 percent of CTF funding for intercity passenger or 

freight; and
•	 $2 million for municipalities for a credit program to be used for 

reducing operating deficits of public transit services.

While bond payments, local bus and other new services, public 
transit development, and other public transit approved by the 
commission are listed as CTF funding priorities, there are no 
specified amounts allocated. 
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Figure 6. Structure of Michigan’s Figure 6. Structure of Michigan’s 
Transportation FundingTransportation Funding
Source: House Fiscal Agency, 2007Source: House Fiscal Agency, 2007
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Transportation Fund

Public Act 51 establishes the CTF and allocates 10 percent of the 
MTF to the CTF, but the 10 percent is calculated only after several 
statutory deductions. After the statutory deductions are subtracted, 
the CTF’s effective share of the MTF tends to be consistently smaller 
than 10 percent. The 10 percent figure of the MTF that may go to 
the CTF consists of a portion of a variety of different taxes, which, 
alongside federal funding sources and state and local matching 
funds, can be spent on local operating expenses, capital expenses, 
and non-urban operating and capital expenses. 

Since Public Act 51 was first introduced, a number of amendments 
have reduced the share that is transferred from the MTF to the CTF 
below the 10 percent cutoff that is allowed by PA 51:32

Public Act 348 (1988) established an MTF earmark 	
	 of not more than $3 million for the rail grade 	
	 crossing account; 

Public Act 223 (1992) established an earmark of not 	
	 less than $3 million for the local and critical 	
	 bridge fund debt service; 

Public Act 79 (1997) established an earmark of $43 
million for the State Trunkline Fund debt service; 
reallocated one cent of the gas tax for state 
bridge programs; reallocated revenue equal 
to three cents of the gas tax for distribution 
to state and local road agencies; and created 
a $3.5 million earmark from the MTF to the 
Transportation Economic Development Fund 
(TEDF).

These earmarks deduct funds from the MTF prior to the allocation 
to the CTF. By bypassing the allocation to the CTF, these funds meet 
objectives that do not include public transit purposes. Deductions 
like these are controversial because they effectively reduce the 
amount of funds going to public transit below the 10 percent 
allocation allowed by PA 51. William Hamilton, Senior Fiscal Analyst 
for the Michigan House Fiscal Agency, explains this contentious 
issue: “Advocates for public transportation programs have argued 
that the CTF should receive ‘the full 10 percent’ of all money in the 
MTF, i.e., that the 10 percent transfer to the CTF be made prior to 
other statutory deductions from the MTF. This would result in an 
increase in CTF revenue of approximately $31.5 million per year 
[2017], with a corresponding decrease in MTF revenue available for 
state and local road programs.”33

Figure 7 shows the share of the MTF transferred to the CTF for each 
year from 2002 to 2021. Over this period, the percentage of the MTF 
transferred to the CTF ranged from 7.3 to 8.9, with an average of 
8.3 percent over the period. As described in more detail below, the 
growth shown after 2016 reflects a series of bills passed in late 2015 
to increase funding for transportation in Michigan. However, while 
the total of the MTF has increased steadily over the past five years, 
the share transferred to the CTF has diminished from 8.8 percent 
to 7.3 percent in that time. While a drop from 8.8 to 7.3 percent 
may appear to be trivial, it represents a substantial loss of $51.5 
million that otherwise would have been available to public transit 
agencies in Michigan in fiscal year 2021 had the transfer been 8.8 
rather than 7.3 percent that year. Had the maximum allowable 10 
percent of the MTF been transferred to the CTF in fiscal year 2021, 
an additional $93.2 million would have been available for public 
transit.
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Figure 8. Revenue Transfers from the MTF to the CTF, Fiscal Figure 8. Revenue Transfers from the MTF to the CTF, Fiscal 
Years 2017 – 2021. Years 2017 – 2021. Data adapted from House Fiscal Agency.Data adapted from House Fiscal Agency.

Figure 7. Revenue Transfers from Figure 7. Revenue Transfers from 
the MTF to the CTF, Fiscal Years the MTF to the CTF, Fiscal Years 
2002 – 2021. 2002 – 2021. Data adapted from Data adapted from 
House Fiscal Agency.House Fiscal Agency.

$93M
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Public Act 51 grants the Michigan Legislature the power to govern 
appropriations for public transit programs. PA 51 also articulates 
how state and federal transportation revenue may be distributed. 

Table 4 shows how selected legislation has supported or restricted 
transit funding since PA 51 was enacted. See Appendix B for a more 
detailed timeline of transit funding legislation.

Table 4. Selected Transit Funding LegislationTable 4. Selected Transit Funding Legislation

 Legislation               Funds Established                     Supports Transit Funding                    Restricts Transit Funding

Public Act 51 of 
1951

Constitution of 
Michigan of 1963

Public Act 438 
of 1982

Public Act 223 of 
1992 (Part 2)

Public Act 79 
of 1997

Public Act 117 
of 1997

Senate Bill 1103 
of 2005

Senate Bill 839 
of 2006

Public Act 179
 of 2015

Initiated Law 1 of 
2018 (Michigan 
Regulation and 
Taxation of 
Marihuana Act)

––

––

Comprehensive 
Transportation Fund (CTF)

Up to 10% of MTF to be 
distributed to CTF

––

––

––

––

An earmark of $600 million in 
state income tax revenue for 
the MTF

35% of marijuana excise 
directed to the MTF

Directs transportation revenue into 
special revenue funds, and determines 
how those funds are spent

––

CTF to be maintained in the State 
Treasury as a separate fund

––

––

––

––

––

––

––

––

At least 90% of motor fuel taxes (with some exceptions) must be used 
exclusively for the construction, financing, and maintenance of roads, 
streets, and bridges designed primarily for the use of motor vehicles

––

––

Established an earmark of $43 million for the State Trunkline Fund debt 
service; reallocated one cent of the gas tax for state bridge programs; 
reallocated revenue equal to 3 cents of the gas tax for distribution to 
state and local road agencies; $3.5 million earmark from the MTF to 
Transportation Economic Development Fund

Reappropriated $50 million from the CTF balance to the state, county 
road commissions, and cities and villages for road programs

Redirected $10.0 million from CTF to General Fund/General Purpose

Redirected $11.1 million from CTF to General Fund/General Purpose

For the maintenance and repair of roads and bridges only

For the maintenance and repair of roads and bridges only

Note: “Funding Established” refers to how each piece of legislation directs revenue; “Supports Transit Funding” refers to the ways in which legislation in-Note: “Funding Established” refers to how each piece of legislation directs revenue; “Supports Transit Funding” refers to the ways in which legislation in-
creases or expands funding for transit; “Restricts Transit Funding” refers to the ways in which legislation diminishes funding for transit.creases or expands funding for transit; “Restricts Transit Funding” refers to the ways in which legislation diminishes funding for transit.

Source: Adapted from the Michigan Legislature Source: Adapted from the Michigan Legislature 
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To illustrate, in 1963, the State of Michigan’s revised Constitution 
declared that at least 90 percent of specific taxes should be used 
exclusively for the construction and maintenance of roads and 
bridges “designed primarily for the use of motor vehicles using 
tires.” 34 The Constitution further declares that the remaining 
balance, “if any,” shall be used for the purposes of comprehensive 
transportation. Despite this clause, the 90 percent provision 
has limited the ability of the State to appropriate funding for 
comprehensive transit services sufficient for Michigan transit riders’ 
needs.

Michigan lawmakers have passed amendments to PA 51 over the 
years to address a number of issues, including the lack of dedicated 
transit funding. Public Act 438 of 1982 created the CTF. A later bill 
(PA 223 of 1992) directed the CTF to receive up to 10 percent of the 
MTF. 

In addition to allowing funding sources for transit services, PA 
51 has also been amended to restrict funding sources. Millions 
of dollars have been reappropriated from the MTF and CTF over 
the years. Public Act 117 of 1997 reappropriated $50 million from 
the CTF balance in a one-time transfer to the State, county road 
commissions, and cities and villages for road programs. Public Act 
79 of 1997 directed a recurring earmark of $3.5 million from the 
MTF to the Transportation Economic Development Fund (TEDF), 
which finances road and street projects that support economic 
growth. As currently structured, the TEDF cannot be used for 
transit-related projects — only for road improvement programs 
that stimulate job creation. Additionally, from 2005 to 2008, 
approximately $36.4 million was redirected from the CTF to General 
Fund-General Purpose, the main State operating fund in which 
revenues are not dedicated to a specific purpose by statute. 

The last decade has seen some revisions to Michigan transportation 
funding. A large transportation legislative package, including Public 
Acts 174, 176, and 179, increased transportation funding when it 

INFLATION REDUCES THE PURCHASING 
POWER OF FUNDS FOR PUBLIC TRANSIT

For decades, the main source of revenue to support transportation 
has been the motor fuels tax, both in Michigan and across the 
nation. This tax had been a stable source of revenue over time 
and, as an instrument of taxation, has been reasonably easy to 
administer and collect. However successful the motor fuel tax 
has been in past decades, it has gradually weakened as a revenue 
generating mechanism for several reasons: vehicles are becoming 
more fuel-efficient; transportation programs are becoming more 
complex with allocations of funds to a broader set of needs; it 
has become an unpopular tax with the public; and finally, taxes 
typically do not keep up with inflation.36 The gradual weakening 
of the motor fuels tax affects the MTF and, by extension, the 
CTF. However, while public officials have taken steps to bolster 
funding going to the MTF, these steps have not extended to the 
CTF, effectively resulting in a more substantial decline in the 
purchasing power of funds for public transit compared to funds 
for general transportation purposes. To address the reduced value 
of the motor fuel tax as vehicles become more fuel-efficient, the 
Michigan Legislature passed Public Act 140, which allows MDOT to 
engage firms to conduct studies on tolling Michigan highways.37 
Specifically, MDOT has been looking into the feasibility of 
introducing road user charges.38 

was signed into law in 2015. Furthermore, in 2018, Michigan voters 
approved a measure to legalize marijuana and place an excise tax 
on all marijuana-related purchases. This measure stipulates that 35 
percent of revenue from the tax is directed to the MTF “to be used 
for the repair and maintenance of roads and bridges.”35 While new 
revenue sources have been added to the state’s transportation 
funding mechanisms, public transit in Michigan continues to be 
underfunded and not guaranteed.
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increase transportation funding for the state; the measures 
included raising fuel taxes from 19 cents (gasoline) and 15 cents 
(diesel) to 26.3 cents per gallon, increasing vehicle registration fees, 
and creating a dedicated revenue stream from the State’s General 
Fund that increased to $600 million in fiscal year 2020 and all 
subsequent years.39 While the influx of funding increased inflation-
adjusted revenues for both the MTF and CTF beginning in 2017, 
resources from the General Fund are not distributed to the CTF 
because they are earmarked for road and bridge maintenance. As a 
result, the real purchasing power of MTF revenues has increased by 
27 percent since fiscal year 2002, compared with only 6 percent for 
the CTF over the same period (see Figure 9).

Figure 9. Inflation-Adjusted Change in Transportation Funding Figure 9. Inflation-Adjusted Change in Transportation Funding 
since Fiscal Year 2002. since Fiscal Year 2002. Data from House Fiscal Agency.Data from House Fiscal Agency.

Given the decreasing effectiveness of gasoline taxes 
as vehicles become more fuel-efficient as well as the 
inflation of construction costs over time, MDOT and public 
transit agencies have historically expressed concerns 
about the potential for future funding gaps relative to 
key transportation needs.40 Inflation-adjusted revenue 
figures for the MTF and CTF show annual funding levels 
at least 10 percent below fiscal year 2002 levels for every 
year between 2006 and 2016 (Figure 9). Both MDOT and 
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) 
staff have expressed that redistributing the available MTF 
funds from road projects to transit is “not a viable option” 
due to both a lack of political will and a perceived lack of 
sufficient road funding.41 Rather, the State will need to 
identify new sources of funding for the MTF.

The constraints imposed upon the CTF have a direct 
influence on MDOT’s ability to support transit agencies, 
forcing the agency to make tradeoffs between different 
transit-related priorities. Transit operators and interest 
groups frequently lobby for additional operating funds, 
which has resulted in legislators merely shifting CTF funds 
in the budget between different transit-related priorities. 
This dilemma has effectively created a zero-sum game for 
transit funding while driving additional administrative 
challenges for MDOT’s Office of Passenger Transportation, 
which is then forced to make tradeoffs between the size of 
the Local Bus Operating Assistance Program and budget 
line items like the Service Initiatives program, which is 
used for innovative projects and planning grant match 
funding. 
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION’S (MDOT) 
ROLE IN PUBLIC TRANSIT 
FUNDING

Within MDOT, the Office of Passenger Transportation (OPT) is the 
primary department for transit-related activities. OPT is responsible 
for allocating operating funding to transit agencies through the 
Local Bus Operating Assistance Program, distributing federal transit 
funding, and coordinating and allocating state matching funds 
from the CTF. OPT staff also provide technical assistance to local 
transit agencies and support additional projects, such as piloting 
new technologies. OPT plays a significant role supporting rural 
agencies: there are eight program managers in the Transportation 
Services Section who submit applications for federal funding, 
provide oversight of federal fund expenditures, and are “on call” 

for any support that local agency staff might need.42 While urban 
agencies work more independently and have direct relationships 
with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), OPT is still available 
for technical assistance as needed. 

Federal funds are allocated to state and local governments through 
what is called a “matching funds process,” meaning that state and 
local funds must be contributed in order to access the federal 
funds. Generally, FTA will contribute 80 percent of the funds for 
capital projects, with the remaining 20 percent coming from state 
and local funds.43 For federal operating funds, the State typically 
provides a 30 to 50 percent match. MDOT is mandated to provide 
two-thirds of the required match of federal funding, leaving a 
third to be covered by local transit agencies. In practice, MDOT has 
historically supplied the entire local match, which is more than 
what many other state DOTs provide.44 OPT administers these 
funds for local agencies; however, while OPT is responsible for 
submitting grant applications and providing oversight for rural 
transit agencies, urban agencies work directly with FTA to apply for 
discretionary funding and determine how the money is spent.45
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Federal public transit expenditures are split into 
two categories: capital expenses and operating 
expenses. Capital expenses include the purchase 
of equipment, such as “buses, rail lines, and 
rail stations,”46 whereas operating expenses 
consist of “vehicle operation and maintenance, 
maintenance of stations and other facilities, general 
administration, and purchase of transportation from 
private operators.”47

Federal transportation programs are primarily 
focused on funding capital projects – very few 
provide funding for operation. In fact, the federal 
government supported “less than 10 percent of 
operating expenditures, but almost 40 percent of 
capital expenditures” for public transit nationwide 
in 2018.48 For instance, Figure 10 shows that nearly 
80 percent of the Ann Arbor Area Transportation 
Authority’s (AAATA) capital funding sources in 2020 
came from federal assistance, compared to less than 
20 percent from state funds and a mere 2 percent 
from local funds. On the other hand, the agency’s 
operating funds came primarily from local funds 
(45.2 percent) and state funds (31.3 percent), with 
only 11 percent from federal assistance.49 

OPERATING VERSUS CAPITAL EXPENSESOPERATING VERSUS CAPITAL EXPENSES

Figure 10. Ann Arbor Area Transportation Authority (AAATA) Operating and Figure 10. Ann Arbor Area Transportation Authority (AAATA) Operating and 
Capital Funding Sources, 2020. Capital Funding Sources, 2020. Data from U.S. Department of Transportation Data from U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration, “Ann Arbor Area Transportation Authority Federal Transit Administration, “Ann Arbor Area Transportation Authority 
Agency Profile”, https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/transit-agency-profiles/ann-Agency Profile”, https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd/transit-agency-profiles/ann-
arbor-area-transportation-authority.arbor-area-transportation-authority.

For this reason, many local transit agencies find it challenging to secure operating funding and are dependent on the Local Bus 
Operating Assistance Program, farebox revenues, local property taxes, transit-specific millages, and other local revenue-generating 
activities. Of the most common federal funding opportunities, only the Urbanized Area Formula Grant and the Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) can be used for operating expenses – with restrictions. For the Urbanized Area Formula 
Grant, operating assistance is only an eligible expense for urbanized areas with populations less than 200,000 – meaning that while 
the Benton Harbor area’s Twin Cities Area Transportation Authority (TCATA) would be eligible to receive operating assistance, the 
Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART) would not be.50 CMAQ funding can only be used to cover three years 
of operating expenses for new transit services.51

0%
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40%

60%

80%

Fares Local funds State funds Federal assistance

Operating funding sources Capital funding sources
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KEY POINTS OF 
THIS CHAPTER

Legal and constitutional frameworks in Michigan limit the amount of funding that can be 
used for public transit. The Michigan Constitution decrees that no less than 90 percent of 
the Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) be used for roads, streets, and bridges, leaving a 
maximum of 10 percent for the Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF), which can be 
used for public transit programs. 

Amendments to the legislation over the years have earmarked additional MTF funds for 
road and bridge spending, effectively reducing the amount of funding available for the CTF. 
Overall MTF revenues are decreasing as vehicles become more fuel-efficient and motor fuel 
tax revenues decline, thereby also decreasing both MTF and CTF revenues. However, new 
legislation to increase transportation funding to account for the decreasing effectiveness 
of gas taxes has largely restricted those funds to road and bridge construction and 
maintenance. 

Actual transfers of MTF funds have rarely reached the full 10 percent allocation that is allowed 
by Public Act 51. In the past two decades, the amount distributed to the CTF has not risen 
above 9 percent of the MTF and fell to 7.3 percent in fiscal year 2021, amounting to a net 
loss of $93 million in CTF funds versus the maximum allowable amount and severely limiting 
opportunities for statewide transit investment.
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44



35

In addition to State funding, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) administers a range of transportation grants and programs 
through the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to support the planning and implementation 
of transportation projects by state and local government agencies.52 Federal government funding allocations differ depending on the 
program: some of them allocate funds through a formula system, some are discretionary grants that require agencies to submit applications, 
and some are a combination of both. While FHWA is primarily focused on roads and highways, the agency has a few funding sources that can 
be used for public transit. On the other hand, FTA funding sources are reserved exclusively for public transit projects. Considering the large 
costs associated with transportation infrastructure projects, agencies will sometimes combine funds from different funding sources for a single 
project. Table 5 shows major grants and programs that support public transit projects, including their eligibility requirements. 
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Program Name      Section   Agency     Program             Eligible  Transit Projects                                       Eligible Entities
                                       Number                          Type                                                          

DOT

DOT

FHWA

FHWA

FHWA

FHWA

RAISE (Rebuilding 
American 
Infrastructure with 
Sustainability and 
Equity) 

TIFIA

STBG - Rural Area 
Program

STBG - Small Urban 
Program

STBG - Urban 
Program

Congestion 
Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ)

Discretionary

Loan 
Financing

Formula

Formula

Formula

Formula

-  Roads, rail, transit

-  Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
-  Intermodal connectors
-  Transit vehicles and facilities
-  Intercity buses and facilities
-  Passenger rail vehicles and facilities

-  Bus and van purchase, rehabilitation, and lease
-  Administrative costs
-  Facility construction, improvement, and  
   purchase

-  Bus and van purchase, rehabilitation, and lease
-  Administrative costs
-  Facility construction, improvement, and 
   purchase

-  Bus and van purchase, rehabilitation, and lease
-  Administrative costs
-  Facility construction, improvement, and 
   purchase
 

- Operating expenses: new transit and 
   passenger rail services, intermodal facilities, 
   inspection and maintenance programs, 
   vanpooling
- Bus purchase and replacement, transit facilities 
   if associated with a new or enhanced route

-  State, local, and Tribal government agencies
-  Transit agencies
-  MPOs*

-  State and local government agencies
-  State infrastructure banks
-  Private firms
-  Transportation Improvement Districts

-  Road commissions, cities, villages, regional    
   transportation authorities, transit agencies, and MPOs 
   which operate in rural areas with a population less than 
   5,000
-  Private, nonprofit corporations and associations that 
   provide transportation services meeting the special 
   needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities

-  Road commissions, cities, villages, regional 
   transportation authorities, transit agencies, and MPOs 
   which operate within the federal urban area boundaries 
   of cities with populations from 5,000 to 49,999
-  Private, nonprofit corporations and associations that 
   provide transportation services meeting the special 
   needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities

-  Road commissions, cities, villages, regional 
   transportation authorities, transit agencies, and MPOs 
   which operate in the service area with a population 
   more than 50,000
-  Private, nonprofit corporations and associations that 
   provide transportation services meeting the special 
   needs of seniors and individuals with disabilities

-  MDOT, county road commissions, local governments
-  Transit agencies, MPOs and Regional Planning 
   Agencies (RPAs) †

Table 5. Federal Transportation Funding Programs for Public TransitTable 5. Federal Transportation Funding Programs for Public Transit

* Other Considerations: Prioritizing lower-income census tracts
†Other Considerations: Projects must be located within a nonattainment or maintenance area as defined under National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS): 
Allegan, Berrien, Livingston, Macomb, Monroe, Muskegon, Oakland, St. Clair, Washtenaw, and Wayne Counties
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Program Name       Section       Agency      Program Type           Eligible Transit Projects                                                Eligible Entities
                                        Number                                                                                                                 

FHWA

FTA

FTA

FTA

FTA

FTA

FTA

5307

5311/5340

5309/5339

5337

5339c

5309

National 
Highway 
Performance 
Program (NHPP)

Urbanized Area 
Formula Grant

Formula Grants 
for Rural Areas

Bus and Bus 
Facilities

Transit State of 
Good Repair 
Grants

Low- or No 
Emissions Bus 
Grants

Fixed Guideway 
Capital 
Investment 
Grants

Formula

Formula

Formula

Formula/
Discretionary

Formula

Discretionary

Discretionary

-  Publicly owned intercity and intracity bus 
   terminals
-  Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
-  Other transit capital improvements that serve the 
National Highway Systems (NHS)

-  Planning, engineering, design and evaluation of 
   transit projects and other technical studies
-  Bus purchase and rehabilitation
-  Fixed guideway systems
-  Operating expenses (only for populations less than 
   200,000 unless identified by FTA as eligible under the 
   Special Rule)

-  Planning
-  Capital projects
-  Acquisition of public transportation services.
-  Operating expenses

-  Replacement, rehabilitation and purchase of buses, 
   vans, and related equipment

-  Replacement and rehabilitation of transit vehicles 
   and associated infrastructure, including stations and 
   terminals

-  Purchase or lease of zero-emission and low-emission 
   buses
-  Acquisition, construction, and leasing of supporting 
   facilities, including charging infrastructure

-  Capital investment in heavy rail, commuter rail, light 
   rail, streetcars, and bus rapid transit

-  MDOT

-  MDOT
-  MPOs and local transit agencies

-  MDOT
-  MPOs, local transit agencies, and tribal 
   entities providing public transportation in 
   rural areas of the state

-  MDOT
-  MPOs, and local transit agencies

-  State and local government authorities in 
   urbanized areas with fixed guideway and 
   high intensity motorbus systems in revenue 
   service for at least seven years

-  State, local, and Tribal governments. Rural 
   projects must be part of a consolidated state 
   proposal

-  State and local government agencies
-  Transit agencies

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, “RAISE Grants: Rebuilding America’s Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity.” Michigan Department of Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, “RAISE Grants: Rebuilding America’s Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity.” Michigan Department of 
Transportation, “Federal Passenger Transportation Programs”; “Michigan Department of Transportation CMAQ 2020 Program Guidance.” Southeast Michigan Transportation, “Federal Passenger Transportation Programs”; “Michigan Department of Transportation CMAQ 2020 Program Guidance.” Southeast Michigan 
Council of Governments, “Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ).” U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, “Urbanized Area Council of Governments, “Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ).” U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, “Urbanized Area 
Formula Grants - 5307”; “Formula Grants for Rural Areas - 5311”; “Grants for Buses and Bus Facilities Formula Program - 5339(a)”; “State of Good Repair Grants Formula Grants - 5307”; “Formula Grants for Rural Areas - 5311”; “Grants for Buses and Bus Facilities Formula Program - 5339(a)”; “State of Good Repair Grants 
Program: Guidance and Application Instructions”; “Fact Sheet: Capital Investment Grants Program.”Program: Guidance and Application Instructions”; “Fact Sheet: Capital Investment Grants Program.”
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Figure 11. Federal Formula Funding Program Allocations to the Figure 11. Federal Formula Funding Program Allocations to the 
State of Michigan, 2021. State of Michigan, 2021. Data from Federal Transit Administration, U.S. Data from Federal Transit Administration, U.S. 
Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, “FTA Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, “FTA 
Allocations for Formula and Discretionary Programs by State FY 1998-Allocations for Formula and Discretionary Programs by State FY 1998-
2022 Full Year.” 2022 Full Year.” 

Starting with the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA) and continuing with subsequent reauthorization acts (e.g., MAP-21, 
the FAST Act, IIJA), Congress has provided some amount of flexibility to states 
in how they can use certain federal-aid highway funds.54 The intention of 
the legislation was and continues to be to allow states to use highway funds 
for a wider variety of transportation projects, including public transit. States 
and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) that hope to use highway 
funding for transit projects submit a request to FHWA, and if approved, the 

FLEXIBLE FEDERAL FUNDING

Congress appropriates federal dollars to USDOT’s 
various formula grant programs, which are then 
apportioned to states, tribal entities, and transit 
agencies based on formulas that consider population 
and other factors. Agencies may then sub-allocate 
these funds to local agencies based on their discretion, 
additional formulas, or competitive processes. The 
primary formula funding source is the Urbanized Area 
Formula Grant (5307), which provided approximately 
$100 million to support public transit in Michigan in 
2021.53 Funds from the Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) and the Surface 
Transportation Block Grant Program (STBG) are also 
apportioned to states according to codified formulas, 
as are the State of Good Repair Grants and the National 
Highway Performance Program (NHPP). Figure 11 
illustrates how the largest federal funding programs 
were allocated to the State of Michigan in 2021. 

FORMULA FUNDING, 
FLEXIBLE FUNDING, 
& DISCRETIONARY 
FUNDING

FORMULA FUNDING PROGRAMS
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Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program

CMAQ was created with the passage of ISTEA in 1991 to help meet 
Clean Air Act targets by supporting surface transportation projects 
that would improve air quality and mitigate congestion.58 CMAQ 
funds are only available to places considered “nonattainment areas” 
–  areas where air pollution levels exceed National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate 
matter, or nitrogen dioxide – or “maintenance areas” – areas where 
air quality used to exceed NAAQS.59 In Michigan, as shown in Figure 
12, all Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) 
counties (Livingston, Macomb, Monroe, Oakland, St. Clair, 
Washtenaw, Wayne) plus Allegan, Berrien, and Muskegon Counties 
are nonattainment areas for 2015 ozone standards.60 

formula funds are transferred to FTA, which then distributes the 
funds as grants to the state or local agency. In Michigan, most of 
the decisions about “flexing” highway funding for transit projects 
are made at the local level during MPO or transit agency-led 
planning processes.  

Historically, most states have not fully leveraged this flexibility to 
fund transit projects.55 Urbanized areas with populations greater 
than one million people have been more likely to flex funds, with 
California, New York, New Jersey, and Virginia accounting for more 
than half of all funds “flexed” to transit projects between 2007 and 
2012.56 To date, Michigan agencies have not utilized this funding 
as much as other states nor as much as they could: from 2007 to 
2011, Michigan transferred approximately $75 million of its flexible 
funding to FTA for transit projects, amounting to less than 10 
percent of its apportioned flexible funding.57

While there are several federal-aid highway programs that can be 
used for transit projects, the two primary FHWA programs that 
have historically provided the largest amounts of flexible funding 
are the Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBG) and 
the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program 
(CMAQ). Apportionment formulas determine the amount of federal 
funding that is distributed to each state, and each state has a 
slightly different process for distributing these funds to the local 
level. In Michigan, most STBG and CMAQ funds are allocated based 
on a local project selection process. Though MDOT is responsible 
for distributing flexible funds and handling administrative needs 
(e.g., initiating the transfer of “flexed” funds from FHWA to FTA to 
the local agency), MDOT has limited influence on whether or not 
local STBG and CMAQ funds are flexed for transit projects.   

Figure 12. Nonattainment Areas for the 2015 Ozone National Figure 12. Nonattainment Areas for the 2015 Ozone National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Ambient Air Quality Standards. Map from Michigan Department Map from Michigan Department 
of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy, “Ozone Nonattainment”, of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy, “Ozone Nonattainment”, 
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/air-quality/state-https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/air-quality/state-
implementation-plan/ozone-nonattainment. implementation-plan/ozone-nonattainment. 
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Figure 13. CMAQ Funds for Public Transit by Expenditure Figure 13. CMAQ Funds for Public Transit by Expenditure 
Type, Fiscal Year 2021. Type, Fiscal Year 2021. Data from MDOT Office of Passenger Data from MDOT Office of Passenger 
Transportation.Transportation.

CMAQ funds are apportioned in lump sums to states according to codified 
formulas based on local air quality and population in nonattainment areas.61 
CMAQ projects must demonstrate air quality benefits (e.g., emissions 
reductions) and have included everything from traffic signal optimization and 
roundabouts to transit vehicle replacements and non-motorized facilities.62 
CMAQ funding can be used for capital and operating expenses as well as 
planning and project development expenses, but operating assistance is 
reserved for new transit service. The intention of CMAQ operating assistance is 
to help with start-up costs for new transportation services, so CMAQ funding 
can only be used to cover three years of operating expenses like labor, fuel, 
administrative costs, and maintenance for new transit services (though 
payments can be spread over a period of five years).63 In fiscal year 2021, the 

only CMAQ funds for operating assistance were 
directed to RTA for operating a pilot express bus 
between Detroit and Ann Arbor (“D2A2”).64 In fiscal 
year 2019, SMART received $829,192 for “increased 
service” for various bus routes. Capital expenses 
therefore tend to comprise the vast majority of 
CMAQ funds, with most of those dollars going to 
bus replacement and bus purchases. 

In Michigan, 50 percent of apportioned CMAQ 
funds are reserved for MDOT, which can transfer up 
to that amount to other apportionment programs, 
and 50 percent of CMAQ funds go to local agency 
projects.65 Each year, MDOT conducts an internal 
call for projects to solicit state projects to fund 
with MDOT’s CMAQ share. For all other projects, 
applicants must submit an application during their 
MPO’s respective calls for projects. Though each 
MPO uses its own process, most tend to solicit 
projects from local agencies, evaluate projects 
based on their cost-effectiveness and other 
criteria, create a list of projects, and then submit 
that list of projects to MDOT’s local CMAQ Call for 
Projects Committee (CFP) for further evaluation.66 
The CFP Committee will review the submitted 
projects to ensure they meet FHWA CMAQ program 
requirements (e.g., result in emissions reductions) 
and may ask the MPO for revisions or reject the 
project. For transit projects, OPT handles the review 
process. Other than that, MDOT does not impose its 
own criteria and does not have any targets or goals 
for the amount of funding that should go to transit, 
highways, or other project types.67 Per interviews 
with MDOT staff, the agency prefers to defer to local 
agencies and “respect local autonomy” rather than 
place any additional restrictions or guidelines on 
flexible funds. According to MDOT’s current CMAQ 
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Surface Transportation Block Grant Program

Formerly known as the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and 
renamed STBG in 2015 with the passage of the Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act), STBG is considered the “most 
flexible” due to the number of eligible activities allowed under the 
program.71 STBG funds are apportioned in lump sums to states 
according to codified formulas. 

Historically, Michigan agencies have flexed STBG funds for transit 
projects to varying degrees. Many rural transit agencies have 
successfully leveraged STBG funds for transit: in fiscal year 2021, 
approximately $3 million was flexed for transit by agencies across 
the state – $1.8 million of which was flexed by 33 rural transit 
agencies and local governments, which comprises roughly 4 
percent of the total STBG funds obligated to rural agencies.72 MDOT 
convenes 22 Rural Task Forces to make decisions about federal 
funding for rural counties with populations less than 400,000. These 
task forces consist of the county road commission, the localities 
with less than 5,000 residents within the county, and the rural 
transit provider, and they select which projects should be funded 
through STBG, thereby making decisions about how much will be 
flexed for transit.73

On the other hand, large and small urban agencies haven’t 
historically flexed many STBG funds for transit projects. In fiscal year 
2021, six small urban agencies (classified under the STBG program 
as those serving populations from 5,000 to 49,999) flexed $816,500, 
which is 7 percent of the $11.9 million obligated to small urban 
agencies through STBG overall.74 Of the urban agencies serving 
populations from 200,000 to one million, only two flexed STBG 
funds in 2021: the Ann Arbor Area Transportation Authority (AAATA) 
used funds for pedestrian improvements while Livingston County 
used funds for bus replacements. While many transit agencies are 
aware of their ability to flex funds, there are still opportunities to 
inform agencies about this potential strategy to direct more STBG 
funding to public transit projects. USDOT’s Transportation Planning 

Program Manager, “We don’t want to come in as the big bad state 
agency and dictate to them what they should do with funding… 
our job is to assist and facilitate.” FHWA conducts a final review of 
the projects to ensure eligibility, and pending approval, MDOT will 
handle the transfer of FHWA funds to FTA. While CMAQ funds for 
highways do not require a match, funds that are flexed for transit 
typically require a state or local match that MDOT has historically 
provided. 

“We don’t want to come in as the big bad state 
agency and dictate to them what they should do 
with funding… our job is to assist and facilitate.”

– CMAQ Program Manager, MDOT

Historically, agencies in larger urban areas have flexed CMAQ 
funds for transit projects more than they have flexed Surface 
Transportation Program (STP) or STBG funds. According to MDOT’s 
OPT, local agencies chose to flex approximately $16.4 million in 
CMAQ funds for transit projects across Michigan in fiscal year 2021, 
constituting 32 percent out of a total of $51.8 million that was 
allocated to Michigan by FHWA.68 

SEMCOG is the MPO and Council of Governments that covers 
most of the nonattainment areas in Michigan, thus serves as an 
illustrative example of how CMAQ projects are selected in the 
state. SEMCOG has a nonbinding target of using 50 percent of its 
apportioned CMAQ funds for transit projects. In fiscal year 2019, 
highway projects in the SEMCOG region received $9.3 million, 
traffic operations centers received $5.3 million, and transit projects 
received approximately $9 million.69 To put the impact of CMAQ 
on local transit agencies in perspective, CMAQ funding comprises 
approximately 10 percent of SMART’s fiscal year 2021 capital 
budget: $4.19 million (original federal CMAQ dollars plus the 20 
percent state match) out of a total capital budget of $42.1 million.70 
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grant to replace its transit center with a new operations and 
maintenance facility that could support its new battery-electric 
buses.78 In Michigan, local transit agencies in urban areas apply 
directly to FTA for certain discretionary grant programs while MDOT 
applies to discretionary programs on behalf of rural agencies.79 
While discretionary grants can help agencies implement transit 
capital projects, it can be challenging for agencies with limited staff 
capacity to apply for all of the competitive grants that they may 
be eligible for.80 Although OPT provides some technical assistance 
and MPOs like SEMCOG can provide helpful data and letters of 
support, additional capacity would help Michigan agencies access 
federal discretionary funding – especially with many new programs 
becoming available under IIJA. See Table 5 for a list of discretionary 
programs available to public transit agencies.

To summarize, flexible and discretionary sources of funding provide 
an opportunity for Michigan to expand the total amount of funding 
available for public transit. However, our review suggests that 
Michigan has not vigorously pursued flexing funds from highway 
programs to transit while showing some success in competing 
for discretionary funding. Both sources of funding require high 
levels of coordination between local, regional, and state officials 
and a commitment of time and resources that tend to favor larger 
agencies with sufficient staff. 

In addition to funding sources allocated by formula, the FTA has 
a number of competitive funding opportunities ranging from 
Low or No Emissions (Low-No) Bus Grants, which allow agencies 
to purchase or lease zero- or low-emissions vehicles, to Capital 
Investment Grants, which can be used for new or expanded bus 
rapid transit projects. Michigan agencies have been successful in 
applying for discretionary grants in the past. For example, MDOT 
was recently awarded a $10 million grant through the RAISE 
program for the Detroit New Center Intermodal Facility Project, 

DISCRETIONARY FUNDING PROGRAMS

Capacity Building division released a Flexible Funding for Transit 
Access webpage that provides resources about flexing funds.75 

Other states and MPOs provide compelling examples of how to 
effectively leverage flexible highway funds for transit projects. 
On a state level, Pennsylvania DOT reserves $25 million of flexible 
highway funding – primarily CMAQ funds – for transit projects.76 
While the San Francisco Bay Area may not be considered a peer 
region to metropolitan Detroit, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s One Bay Area Grant program could serve as 
inspiration for Michigan MPOs. Launched in 2012, the One Bay Area 
program effectively combines the region’s CMAQ and STBG funds 
into one competitive call for projects that uses a project selection 
framework closely aligned with the Plan Bay Area – the region’s 
most recent long-term Regional Transportation Plan that includes 
a strong focus on sustainability and climate action. The program’s 
project selection criteria also includes equity considerations, like 
increasing funding levels for “Equity Priority Communities”.77 By 
amending project selection criteria for CMAQ and STBG funding 
to favor projects that advance climate and equity goals, transit 
projects may be more likely to be selected. 
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE 
INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT 
AND JOBS ACT

The 2021 Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) – also known 
as the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) – will provide more than 
$108 billion for public transit over the next five years.81 It includes 
new grant opportunities and updates eligibility for existing 
programs, thereby presenting opportunities for MDOT and local 
transit agencies to secure additional transit funding. While FHWA is 
still promulgating new rules and creating new guidelines as of April 
2022, the agency has released guidance about how states, MPOs, 
and local agencies should prioritize projects for funding through 
IIJA. In this section, we summarize the most relevant new grant 
programs and explore changing eligibility and guidelines. 

For additional analysis and guidance that may be of use to state and local agencies and advocates as federal guidance 
continues to evolve, see these resources:

•	 White House: A Guidebook To The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law For State, Local, Tribal, And Territorial Governments, 
And Other Partners 

•	 US DOT: Upcoming Notice of Funding Opportunity Announcements in 2022 
•	 FTA: Program Fact Sheets under the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law 
•	 Transportation for America: Understanding the 2021 Infrastructure Law
•	 American Public Transportation Association: Smart Guide to the Bipartisan Infrastructure Act
•	 National Association of Regional Councils: Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act Bill Analysis

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES ON THE IIJAADDITIONAL RESOURCES ON THE IIJA

NEW & EXPANDED FEDERAL GRANT 
PROGRAMS

Multimodal Programs

The majority of new transportation-related discretionary grant 
programs included in IIJA are being allocated to “advancing, 
building, and implementing multimodal connections’’ in 
communities across the country.82 The most notable of these grant 
opportunities are the Rebuilding American Infrastructure with 
Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) grants (formerly known as TIGER or 
BUILD), which provide “$30 billion over five years for a competitive 
grant process towards roads, rail, transit, and port projects.”83 This is 
a significant increase over the prior iterations of this grant program, 
which had only invested $4 billion in such projects since 2009. In 
the fiscal year 2022 competition, at least $15 million will be granted 
to projects located in “Areas of Persistent Poverty” or “Historically 
Disadvantaged Communities.” Many rural communities, Areas of 
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will be newly eligible to receive 100 percent federal funding (as 
opposed to the standard 80 percent federal share).84 The USDOT 
has created a tool to help identify Transportation Disadvantaged 
Census Tracts.85 Michigan is home to 501 of these Historically 
Disadvantaged Communities – many of which are located in the 
Detroit metropolitan area. 

Several existing transit-specific grants will see significant increases 
in funding. For example, the Capital Investment Grant Program – 
which funds expansion or improvement of new fixed guideway 
projects – will increase to $23 billion over five years from the $11.5 
billion authorized under the FAST Act.86 The amount of funding 
available through the Bus and Bus Facilities Grant program almost 
doubled to approximately $2 billion per year over the next five 
years under IIJA, with the largest share going to the Low or No 
Emissions program – approximately $1 billion more than the 
Low-No program received in fiscal year 2021.87 The Bus and Bus 
Facilities formula and discretionary programs have historically 
been used primarily for bus replacements and facility upgrades, 
but have also been used in some places to install bus rapid transit 
(BRT), benches, shelters, and bathrooms.88 The State of Good Repair 
formula program will also see an increase from $13.4 billion to 
$21.6 billion over five years.89 Finally, there are three rail-focused 
programs providing $54 billion to intercity passenger and freight 
transportation projects. 

IIJA also authorized several new transportation funding sources, 
including the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation 
Act (TIFIA) program that allocates $1.25 billion in discretionary 
funding over five years to “help finance large transportation 
projects with direct loans, loan guarantees, and credit risk 
assistance.”90  The TIFIA program accepts applications on a rolling 
basis. 

Climate-Related Grant Programs

IIJA also includes approximately $15 billion in competitive grant 
programs seeking to reduce the negative impacts of climate 
change. Although the electrification of cars and trucks is the 
single largest focus ($7.5 billion), this bucket also includes the 
new $1.4 billion PROTECT grant program focused on “planning, 
capacity building, and targeted climate mitigation or resiliency 
infrastructure funding,”91 along with a $500 million program of 
authorized but unfunded monies for Healthy Streets, funding 
streetscape improvements that reduce the urban heat island effect 
in urban areas. The bulk of the remaining amount set aside for 
climate-related grants are for projects that protect wetlands, thus 
not transportation-focused. 

Another new climate-related federal funding source that can be 
used for public transit is the Carbon Reduction Program, which is 
designed to fund projects that “reduce transportation emissions or 
the development of carbon reduction strategies,” including public 
transit projects.92 State DOTs will be required to develop a carbon 
reduction strategy in consultation with MPOs – to be updated 
every four years – that outlines emissions reductions targets and 
projects that will reduce emissions.93 While FHWA has yet to release 
additional information about the Carbon Reduction Program, 
developing a carbon reduction strategy with specific targets 
and strategies would be a clear opportunity for MDOT and its 
partner agencies to promote transit projects that would have high 
emissions reduction impacts. 



45

F
E

D
E

R
A

L
 S

O
U

R
C

E
S

 O
F

 F
U

N
D

IN
G

 T
H

A
T

 S
U

P
P

O
R

T
 P

U
B

L
IC

 T
R

A
N

S
IT

 IN
 M

IC
H

IG
A

N

Evolving Guidelines for Existing Formula Programs

IIJA serves as the most recent surface transportation act 
reauthorization, so it includes funding for so-called “legacy” 
apportioned programs like CMAQ, STBG, NHPP, and others. While 
FHWA is still developing formal guidance and regulations, the 
agency released a policy memo titled “Policy on Using Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law Resources to Build a Better America” that 
provides interim guidance and an indication of what the formal 
guidance might include.94 This new guidance may provide an 
opportunity for MDOT, MPOs, and other eligible agencies to 
reevaluate funding priorities and criteria for funded projects. 

“Under this Policy, FHWA will work with recipients 
of any Federal funds made available under title 23, 
United States Code to encourage and prioritize the 
repair, rehabilitation, reconstruction, replacement, 
and maintenance of existing transportation 
infrastructure, especially the incorporation of safety, 
accessibility, multimodal, and resilience features. 
Projects to be prioritized include those that maximize 
the existing right-of-way for accommodation of non-
motorized modes and transit options that increase 
safety, accessibility, and/or connectivity.”

- FHWA Policy on Using Bipartisan Infrastructure 
Law Resources to Build a Better America

It remains to be seen whether FHWA will promulgate binding 
regulations that would require state DOTs and MPOs to make 
changes to their project selection criteria for STBG, CMAQ, and 
other programs, or if the agency will merely release guidance that 

encourages new prioritization frameworks. Initial IIJA outreach 
materials from FHWA indicate that agencies will now be able to 
use CMAQ funds for operating expenses in certain areas – with 
no time limitation.95 To address environmental justice concerns, 
CMAQ-funded projects aimed at reducing PM2.5 emissions will 
also be required, “to the maximum extent practicable,” to prioritize 
“disadvantaged communities or low-income populations.”96

MDOT, MPOs, and advocates can continue to monitor pending 
FHWA guidelines. For example, when proposing a project that adds 
single-occupancy vehicle capacity, the FHWA guidance document 
states that it will “implement policies and undertake actions to 
encourage — and where permitted by law, require — recipients 
of federal highway funding to select projects that improve the 
condition and safety of existing transportation infrastructure 
within the right-of-way before advancing projects that add new 
general purpose travel lanes serving single-occupancy vehicles.”97  
This might include an evaluation whether a transit project or 
operational improvements might be more cost effective; however, 
it is currently unclear if agencies will be required to incorporate this 
analysis.

With the passage of IIJA, MDOT and local agencies are expecting a 
large influx of transportation dollars in the form of increased federal 
formula funding and new discretionary programs. For example, 
funding amounts from the Urbanized Area Formula program, 
the Formula Grants for Rural Areas, and the Bus and Bus Facilities 
program will all increase by 30 percent from fiscal year 2021 to fiscal 
year 2022.98 OPT has expressed concern that if Michigan agencies 
are awarded significantly large amounts of discretionary funding, 
MDOT might not be able to provide the full 20 percent match for 
federally-funded transit capital projects through the CTF as they 
historically have done.99 Local agencies should be aware of the 
potential need to provide a local match, depending on funding 
availability.
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In Michigan, 13 metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs) develop transportation improvement programs 
(TIPs) that promote the “safe and efficient development, 
management, and operation of surface transportation 
systems to serve the mobility needs of people and 
freight (including accessible pedestrian walkways 
and bicycle transportation facilities),” as well as “foster 
economic growth and development, while minimizing 
transportation-related fuel consumption and air 
pollution.” 100 TIPs are important indications of regional 
transportation needs that depend on federal and state 
funding. Each TIP lists all federal-aid and regionally 
significant road, highway, and transit projects within 
the MPO’s boundaries, whether under state or local 
jurisdiction.101 The amount of transit-related projects 
that are included in the TIP is largely dependent on the 
capital and operations needs of transit agencies over 
the four-year TIP period. Transit agencies themselves 
are responsible for internally prioritizing projects 
and submitting them to the MPO for inclusion.102 TIPs 
are also, therefore, indicators of transit agencies’ and 
MPOs’ abilities to pursue and obtain federal funding 
opportunities. 

The TIP is developed every four years through a 
cooperative process involving MDOT, FHWA, FTA, county 
road agencies, cities, villages, and transit agencies.103 
MPOs are also required to develop and implement 
a public participation plan (PPP) that provides a 
“reasonable opportunity” for public comment on the 
TIP “at key decision points.”104 Transit advocates can – 

and do – participate in TIP processes as a way to voice 
their feedback about transit and highway projects. For 
example, a coalition of transportation, climate, and health 
organizations in Chicago submitted a letter to the Chicago 
Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP) expressing 
concerns about arterial widening projects that were on 
the list of regionally significant projects in the long-range 
comprehensive plan update.105

Though it has yet to happen in practice, federal highway 
projects could include transit components such as 
bus rapid transit lanes or bus shelters. According to 
practitioners in Southeast Michigan, there have been 
missed opportunities to include transit components in 
road projects.106 Coordination between road agencies 
and transit agencies could help identify opportunities to 
leverage federal funding to improve roads and transit at 
the same time.

Since transit providers vary widely with the type and 
scale of assets, each transit agency must create individual 
Transit Asset Management (TAM) plans identifying assets 
and condition evaluation approaches that best fit their 
system. TAM plans track the asset conditions of rolling 
stock, equipment, and facilities while establishing routines 
for systematically managing operations, maintenance, 
and capital investments. The MPO coordinates with transit 
agencies to collect preliminary targets and uses them to 
set preliminary regional targets (see Table 6).
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Table 6. SEMCOG Transit Asset Management Plan TargetsTable 6. SEMCOG Transit Asset Management Plan Targets

Asset Category               Performance Measure                   2019 Target

Rolling Stock
e.g., buses

                    

Rolling Stock
e.g., buses
           

Facilities
e.g., administrative 
buildings and bus 
shelters

Age: Percentage of revenue 
vehicles that have met or 
exceeded their Useful Life 
Benchmark (ULB)

                    
Age: Percentage of equipment 
that has met or exceeded their 
Useful Life Benchmark (ULB)

           
Condition: Percentage of 
facilities with a condition rating 
adequate or below on the FTA 
Transit Economic Requirements 
Model Scale

20%

                    

25%

5%

Transit projects in the TIP are typically seeking to replace buses or 
maintenance equipment, or upgrade facilities such as bus shelters. While 
these are crucial factors to maintaining a public transit system, they do little 
to push for expanded service or accessibility within a region. Automobile 
and highway transportation projects are associated with several more 
performance measures and criteria that tend to be more detailed and user-
related, such as “Level of Travel Time Reliability of the Interstate.”107 Projects 
are open to public input during the MPO’s public participation processes, 
which may also provide opportunities to request additional evaluation 
criteria and performance measures for transit users.

Source: Adapted from Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Source: Adapted from Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for 
Southeast Michigan, Fiscal Year 2020-2023Southeast Michigan, Fiscal Year 2020-2023
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KEY POINTS OF 
THIS CHAPTER

At the federal level, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) administers a wide range 
of grants and programs through the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA). Some funding sources are allocated by federally mandated 
formulas, with MPOs and transit agencies overseeing most project selection. Other federal 
sources are discretionary grant programs to which state and local agencies must submit 
grant applications, with varying degrees of success. 

While MDOT supports local transit agencies by providing matching funds for federal awards 
and helping rural agencies access federal dollars, it largely defers to local agencies – including 
MPOs – on decisions about whether flexible federal highway funding should be used for 
transit.

Flexible and discretionary sources of funding provide an opportunity for Michigan to expand 
the total amount of funding available for public transit. However, our review suggests 
that Michigan has not vigorously pursued flexing funds from highway programs to transit 
while showing some success in competing for discretionary funding. Both sources of 
funding require high levels of coordination between local, regional, and state officials and a 
commitment of time and resources that tend to favor larger agencies with sufficient staff. 

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) presents Michigan with a significant 
opportunity to access additional transit funding from new and expanded federal funding 
sources. Funding amounts from some of the most impactful formula funding programs will 
all increase by 30 percent from fiscal year 2021 to fiscal year 2022 and new competitive grants 
will be available. Current and evolving federal agency guidance about the infrastructure law 
encourages agencies to prioritize transit and climate action, thus providing an opportunity 
for MDOT and others to reconsider project selection criteria. 
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To better understand the potential practices that Michigan 
can adopt, it is important to look towards promising practices 
underway across the United States. This section reviews the 
strategies implemented in a series of peer states as well as those 
recommended by national transit organizations. The concepts 
in this section contextualize Michigan’s current practices to help 
illustrate what opportunities are available for improvement. 
Identifying promising practices outside of Michigan can 
influence local change. 

We examine Colorado, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin 
as peer states to Michigan. Geographically, these states 
host similar climates, weather patterns, and topographical 
conditions. In terms of politics, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Colorado, 
Pennsylvania, and Michigan are all swing states that are similar 
in their ongoing struggles with making use of transportation 
options other than personal vehicles. These states, as well 
as the broader United States, have ongoing auto-oriented 
planning practices. These similarities make Colorado, Minnesota, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin appropriate states to evaluate in 
conjunction with Michigan. 
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REVENUES OF STATE DOTS

Revenue sources are a key limiting factor in public transit funding. Comparing the various 
funding sources leveraged by peer states to Michigan’s revenue sources can reveal areas 
where funding is not reaching its full potential. Each state’s funding sources are analyzed to 
identify promising practices that could be applied in Michigan.

† Colorado passed legislation in 2009 creating new fees including a Road Safety Surcharge, Late Registration Fee, Daily Vehicle Rental Fee, and Oversize/Overweight 
Vehicle Surcharge

§ Colorado passed SB 17-267 in 2017 to allow lease-purchase agreements of various State properties totaling approximately $2 billion over four years to provide funds for 
transportation infrastructure projects.

* Other revenues include (by state): CO - Driver’s license fees, various fines, tolls, and excise taxes on aviation fuel; PA - Lottery, tolls

Table 7. State Department of Transportation Revenue Sources, Fiscal Year 2019Table 7. State Department of Transportation Revenue Sources, Fiscal Year 2019

                            Michigan     Colorado      Minnesota     Pennsylvania    Wisconsin
                             (%)                  (%)                   (%)                     (%)                          (%)

Federal Funds

Taxes  (Motor Fuel 
and Other Taxes)  

Motor Vehicle                   
Registration 
and Licensing Fees†

State General               
Fund/Bonds

Lease-Purchase           
Agreements§

Other*

Total:  100%

Sources: Michigan Department of Transportation Annual Financial Report, Wisconsin Sources: Michigan Department of Transportation Annual Financial Report, Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation Budget Trends, Minnesota Department of Transportation Department of Transportation Budget Trends, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Funds Forecast, Colorado Department of Transportation Final Budget Allocation Plan, Funds Forecast, Colorado Department of Transportation Final Budget Allocation Plan, 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation Annual ReportPennsylvania Department of Transportation Annual Report

26.7

67.4

1.2

–

–

4.8

32.4

14.4

5.1

10.1

26.3

11.6

22.3

46.4

24.7

2.8

–

3.7

23.0

41.5

10.3

3.0

–

22.1

27.4

38.3

27.9

–

–

6.4

Note:Note: Not all states included  Not all states included 
the same funding source the same funding source 
categories in financial categories in financial 
reporting data. Authors reporting data. Authors 
have aggregated data from have aggregated data from 
each state into the above each state into the above 
set of categories. With the set of categories. With the 
understanding that the understanding that the 
categorization is inexact from categorization is inexact from 
one state to the next and that one state to the next and that 
categories vary substantially categories vary substantially 
from state to state, these from state to state, these 
categories represent the categories represent the 
authors’ best estimate for authors’ best estimate for 
allocating revenue sources.allocating revenue sources.
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COLORADO

Like Michigan and other peer states, Colorado relies heavily on fuel taxes and registration fees for long-term 
transportation funding. The State has been forced to take creative steps to continue to support transportation, as 
the legislature has failed to increase fuel taxes from a rate of 22 cents per gallon since 1991.108 Colorado’s Funding 
Advancements for Surface Transportation and Economic Recovery (FASTER) legislation, passed in 2009, created 
new motor vehicle fees, fines, and surcharges to fund road, bridge, and public transit projects. These revenue 
sources include a road safety surcharge assessed on every vehicle ($16-39, depending on vehicle type), a late 
registration fee ($25 per month, up to $100), a daily vehicle rental fee ($2 per day), and a surcharge for oversize/
overweight vehicle permits ($15-400, depending on vehicle size, vehicle weight, and duration of permit).109 
More recent transportation budget challenges have required one-time infusions of resources from the General 
Fund (SB 18-001, SB 19-262) as well as lease-purchase agreements on public buildings that function similarly to 
transportation revenue bonds (SB 17-267).110 Because these one-off sources have been inconsistent from year to 
year, funding percentages by category have fluctuated over time.

Considering the challenges outlined above, Colorado has been actively working toward creating new legislation 
designed to provide long-term dedicated funding for transportation. SB 21-260, passed in June 2021, raises funds 
through fiscal year 2031-2032 via a variety of new mechanisms. These sources include a road usage fee applied to 
fuel purchases (increasing from two cents per gallon to eight cents per gallon by 2028), per-use fees for rideshare 
services and retail delivery, and increases to an existing electric vehicle registration fee that ramp up over time to 
encourage continued short-term adoption of EVs.111 One-time revenues from the Federal Coronavirus State Fiscal 
Recovery Fund as well as a mix of one-time and annual revenues from the General Fund will also be transferred 
to various accounts dedicated to transportation investment.112 The full legislative package is projected to raise 
$5.4 billion for transportation over the ten years between 2022 and 2032.113
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MINNESOTA

Instead of a singular transportation fund, Minnesota’s funding system consists of six separate funds: the Highway 
User Tax Distribution Fund (HUTD), Trunk Highway Fund (TH), County State Aid Highway Fund (CSAH), Municipal 
State Aid Street Fund (MSAS), Transit Assistance Fund (TAF), and the State Airports Fund (SAF). Revenue collected 
through the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax (MVST) and the Motor Vehicle Lease Sales Tax (MVLST) are allocated directly 
to public transit spending.114 Under statute (Minn. Stat. 297B.09), at least 40 percent of the revenue generated 
by the MVST must be apportioned to the TAF.115 The other 60 percent of revenues are placed in the HUTD 
fund.116 The revenue apportioned to the TAF is then divided between metropolitan transit agencies and Greater 
Minnesota transit. Currently, 90 percent of the MVST revenue apportioned to the TAF is allocated to metropolitan 
transit by way of the Twin Cities MPO and 10 percent to Greater Minnesota transit by way of MnDOT, representing 
36 percent and 4 percent of total MVST revenues respectively.117 Additionally, 38 percent of revenues generated 
by the MVLST are allocated to the TAF, specifically to fund Greater Minnesota transit.118 These allocations, 
established in statute, commit Minnesota to providing funding for public transit. 
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PENNSYLVANIA

Pennsylvania stands out among Michigan’s peer states for its relatively high level of historical commitment to 
public transit services. The State maintains a Public Transportation Trust Fund (PTTF) of more than $1.5 billion, 
representing roughly 17 percent of the PennDOT budget.119 The PTTF is funded primarily through revenue 
transfers from Pennsylvania Turnpike tolls, state sales tax, and revenues from the state lottery fund. Like other 
states, PennDOT’s major overall revenue sources also include state fuel taxes, state licenses and fees, transfers 
from the state General Fund, and various federal sources.120 In a relatively uncommon arrangement, agreements 
linked to Pennsylvania’s Act 3 of 1997 flex $25 million annually to transit projects, the vast majority of which is 
revenues from the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program.121

Due to anticipated funding gaps for future transportation investments and services, PennDOT commissioned a 
study to better understand short-term and medium-term risks and opportunities for the State that was released 
in late 2021. The study reviewed a variety of potential funding options, including sales tax; personal income, 
real estate, and property taxes; fuel/gas taxes; other taxes and fees; road user charges; and tolling.122 Given the 
substantial near-term anticipated revenue shortfalls, the study sought to identify sources within PennDOT’s 
purview (i.e., that would not require legislative changes) that could realistically be implemented within two to 
four years; only bridge tolling and conversion of high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes to high-occupancy toll 
(HOT) lanes qualified under this definition.123 PennDOT suggests that increases in various sales taxes (e.g., motor 
vehicle, cigarette, liquor, hotel) and personal income taxes or the implementation of mileage-based user fees and 
per-trip rideshare fees may be viable longer-term strategies to address funding gaps.124
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WISCONSIN

In 2014, the State of Wisconsin passed the Wisconsin Transportation Fund Amendment. This amendment 
prohibits the State from diverting funds generated by transportation away from transportation uses.125 
The funds at hand include highway fees, gas taxes, vehicle registration, driver’s license fees, aviation taxes, 
and property taxes on rail property.126 Prior to the 2014 Wisconsin Transportation Fund Amendment, funds 
generated by transportation were diverted to other sectors.127 This amendment passed partially due to the 
grassroots campaign under the name of “Vote Yes for Transportation” that promoted a constitutionally-protected 
transportation fund.128 One caveat regarding the Wisconsin Transportation Fund Amendment is its lack of clarity 
in transportation appropriations. The amendment maintains funding for all transportation modes within the 
state and does not specify the amount allocated to public transit.129 Wisconsin is the only state that funds every 
mode of transportation through a singular transportation fund.130 Additionally, Wisconsin does not apply any 
General Fund revenues to the Transportation Fund.131 This may further limit the funding available for public 
transit. Although Wisconsin has the highest fuel tax among Midwestern states, its overall transportation-related 
fees and taxes total to less than any other Midwestern state.132 Wisconsin’s unique method for transportation 
funding likely limits the capability to prioritize funding for public transit.  

In 2021, lawmakers voted to reduce state funding for city public transit systems by 50 percent over the following 
two years.133 This state funding reduction will impact local transportation departments and those who rely on 
them. However, Governor Tony Evers will be providing Milwaukee and Madison with $25 million federal dollars 
for the two cities to spend on public transit.134 This $25 million is shared among the two cities and excludes other 
smaller municipalities. These federal funds were generated through pandemic relief funding from the American 
Rescue Plan Act (ARPA).135 Although these federal funds will not be provided on an indefinite basis and will not 
fill all of the funding gaps necessary for full public transit service in Milwaukee, it will reduce the harm that state 
funding cuts will cause in the short term. The Governor played a key role in providing transportation funds when 
local public transit systems were struggling. Understanding the capabilities of government officials and the 
federal funds on hand will broaden the list of possibilities for funding.
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EXPENDITURES OF STATE DOTS

In order to determine if the funding strategies applied in other states are effective for promoting 
transit, it is necessary to calculate the proportion of funding allocated to public transit. This section 
provides a breakdown of state DOT expenditures related to transit as compared to expenditures on all 
other uses. These comparisons reveal the extent to which transit funding is prioritized in Michigan and 
its peer states.

Table 8. State Department of Transportation Expenditures, Fiscal Year 2019Table 8. State Department of Transportation Expenditures, Fiscal Year 2019

                            Michigan     Colorado      Minnesota     Pennsylvania    Wisconsin
                             (%)                  (%)                   (%)                     (%)                          (%)

Transit

All Other Uses

Total:  100%

4.8

95.2

9.3

90.7

7.6

92.4

22.8

77.2

4.1

95.9

Sources: Michigan Department of Transportation Annual Financial Report, Wisconsin Sources: Michigan Department of Transportation Annual Financial Report, Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation Budget Trends, Minnesota Department of Transportation Department of Transportation Budget Trends, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Funds Forecast, Colorado Department of Transportation Final Budget Allocation Plan, Funds Forecast, Colorado Department of Transportation Final Budget Allocation Plan, 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation Annual ReportPennsylvania Department of Transportation Annual Report

Note:Note: Per Minn. Stat. 297B.09, 36 percent of total Motor Vehicle Sales Tax (MVST) revenues are allocated to Twin Cities metropolitan transit 
and are not reflected in the overall MnDOT transit expenditures. This spending was included in this calculation. If it were not included, the 
percentage of MnDOT’s transit expenditures would decrease to 3.4 percent. Expenditures categories vary widely for each state. This table 
represents a distillation of expenditures with a focus on transit.
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COLORADO

Colorado’s financial support for public transit has been limited historically, but recent legislative changes may 
provide opportunities for change. The State generally has not provided funding for local transit operations, 
though CDOT funds and manages several intercity bus routes via its Bustang service, which started in 2018.136 
CDOT also administers several suballocated programs funded by both federal and State resources, including a 
variety of transit grants. These programs provide $5 million annually for local transit grants, which are funded 
from the State’s FASTER revenues and require a 20 percent local match.137 Another $10 million of the State’s 
FASTER funds are earmarked for statewide, interregional, and regional transit projects.138 Past General Fund 
transfers have been allocated to the Multimodal Transportation Options Fund, with 85 percent designated for 
local projects and 15 percent for statewide projects, each with a one-to-one matching guideline.139

Colorado leaders are beginning to recognize the importance of public transit as a tool to combat climate change, 
decrease roadway congestion, and improve accessibility, a reality reflected in its future funding priorities. 
Of the $5.4 billion in transportation funding anticipated from the recent passage of SB 21-260, $134 million 
is earmarked for the electrification of public transit buses, with an additional $453 million dedicated to the 
Multimodal Mitigation and Options Fund (MMOF).140 Importantly, these MMOF resources are eligible for use to 
support transit operations.141 On top of these funds, the State is also providing $115 million for its Revitalizing 
Main Street program, which funds improvements to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure so that those using 
non-motorized modes can connect more easily and safely to transit.142 Only about 55 percent of the SB 21-
260 funding is ultimately dedicated to highway and road projects, which stands in stark contrast with more 
traditional transportation investment strategies.
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MINNESOTA

Minnesota offers a variety of mechanisms to fund public transit. As previously mentioned, Minnesota has 
established in statute an allocation of the MVST that requires 40 percent of MVST revenues to be distributed to 
the Transit Assistance Fund (TAF).143 Furthermore, 90 percent of the funds allocated to the TAF from the MVST are 
allocated to metropolitan transit agencies and 10 percent to Greater Minnesota transit.144 In addition to ensuring 
that MVST funds are allocated to public transit, there are statewide grants that can provide supplementary 
funding for specific uses. First of all, Minnesota offers rural public transit operating grants that provide support 
for ongoing operations of transit service over the course of one year.145 Although this grant only applies for 
one year, it may provide rural transit providers with necessary funding to fulfill daily needs. Governments or 
organizations that operate public transit services are eligible to apply for this grant that provides financial 
assistance throughout 2022. Minnesota DOT also offers Rural and Intercity Bus Operating Grants. This grant 
provides funding for capital planning and operations to meet local needs.146 For bus replacement, there is a 
separate Public Transit Vehicle Replacement Grant, which provides financial assistance to public transit service 
providers who are in need of replacement vehicles.147 These replacements may occur between 2021 and 2025.148 
Finally, if a municipality or service provider is interested in a larger-scale project, they may apply for the Transit 
Facility, Large Capital, and Technology Grant.149 These grants support non-vehicle capital projects greater 
than $5,000 to occur between 2024 and 2025.150 It is clear that Minnesota provides a wide range of funding 
opportunities for public transit in addition to the allocations mandated through statute.
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PENNSYLVANIA

Pennsylvania spends nearly a quarter of its transportation funding on public transit, which is a much higher 
proportion than many other states. Based on the passage of Act 89 in 2013, State funds for public transit are 
provided via a variety of mechanisms. Operating funding for local transit agencies is formula-based and requires 
at least a 15 percent local match (or 5 percentage points more than the previous year’s local match amount, 
whichever is lower).151 While the State previously provided both formula-based and discretionary funds for transit 
capital projects, it has shifted all capital funding to a discretionary basis.152 The State also offers resources for 
“Programs of Statewide Significance,” which include special projects for certain regions to better support people 
with disabilities via transit as well as capital funding to support community transportation and shared-ride 
services.153

Pennsylvania’s prioritization of non-automotive transportation is apparent in other provisions of Act 89 that 
are not directly linked to transit. The Act created a new State Multimodal Fund along with a Deputy Secretary 
for Multimodal Transportation responsible for transit, aviation, rail, and ports.154 Roughly half of the resources 
committed to the Multimodal Fund are distributed at PennDOT’s discretion,155 and PennDOT administers a grant 
program requiring a 30 percent local match for these funds.156 Multimodal Fund discretionary resources are 
eligible for projects that:

•	 Include coordination of local land use with existing transportation assets to benefit communities;
•	 Enhance pedestrian infrastructure like lighting, sidewalks, and safe streetscapes;
•	 Improve connectivity or utilization of existing transportation assets; or
•	 Are in some way related to transit-oriented development.
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WISCONSIN

Although Wisconsin’s transportation funds all derive from a singular fund, there are opportunities to expand 
funding for public transit. The Biennial Budget Highlights Document provides a list and description of the 
local aid programs. One program, titled the Transit Assistance Program, distributes funds to public transit and 
ride share operators.157 This program provides an annual increase of 2.5 percent in funds for the Paratransit 
Aid program.158 Additionally, the Transit Assistance Program provides a $250,000 increase in funds for the 
Transportation Employment and Mobility program.159 

Wisconsin offers a variety of grants, both for general public transit operations and specialized programs. The 
general public transit grants include the State Urban Mass Transit Operating Assistance and the Rural Transit 
Assistance Program.160 On the other hand, specialized grant programs have been created to reach marginalized 
communities including Indigenous, elderly, and disabled populations.161 These funding sources could potentially 
be utilized by local transit agencies to support their operations, which often assist disabled and elderly people. 
In light of the 50 percent reduction in state public transit expenditures that will be occurring over the next 
two years, municipalities in Wisconsin could make use of other funding opportunities through various transit 
programs.
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KEY POINTS OF 
THIS CHAPTER

Revenue-Related Lessons
•	 Peer states are already formally planning to maintain the long-term financial capacity required 

to support transportation infrastructure in light of growing EV adoption that will reduce gas 
tax revenues.

•	 States have a variety of fund structures for managing transportation revenues, with 
different funding sources following different flows. Michigan’s peers with relatively stronger 
public transit systems had specific funds with revenue streams dedicated to public transit 
expenditures.

•	 Unique taxes and fees levied for transportation uses in peer states include: road safety 
surcharges (CO), daily vehicle rental fees (CO, MN, PA), and per-use rideshare fees (CO).

•	 Creative short-term revenue sources include lease-purchase agreements on public 
buildings (CO) and state lottery funds (PA). Several states are using ARPA funds to support 
transportation investments, but these do not represent dedicated, long-term revenue sources.

•	 Governor support for public transit in peer states has catalyzed the use of short-term funding 
to address pressing needs using pandemic-related funding.

Expenditure-Related Lessons
•	 Consistent with other states, there is limited funding for operational expenses in Michigan, 

while grants are available for capital projects. Funding formulas can be compared across 
states to determine a formula that meets the needs of transit infrastructure. 

•	 ​​Several states have initiatives designed to fund transit for groups with unique needs that are 
more likely to be reliant on transit, including the elderly and those with disabilities.

•	 Multiple states have grant programs to make investments in transportation infrastructure 
as a means of economic development. While Michigan has a similar fund, it is restricted to 
facilitating automobile accessibility, whereas other states focus on interconnectivity of bike 
and pedestrian infrastructure with public transit.
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The State of Michigan has recently made major commitments to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve carbon neutrality 
over the next few decades. Although the transportation sector 
is recognized as a significant contributor to statewide emissions, 
current initiatives from the State and the Michigan Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) are not actively seeking to invest in public 
transit as part of addressing climate change. Connecting these 
topics through specific targets, measures, and policies could help 
advance progress in both, for the benefit of both the State and 
Michigan residents. Planning efforts by peer states may offer models 
for establishing goals and strategies that effectively use public 
transit to address climate concerns.

CONTEXT: MICHIGAN 
HEALTHY CLIMATE PLAN

In September 2020, Governor Whitmer issued an executive order 
committing Michigan to “pursue at least a 26-28 percent reduction 
below 2005 levels in greenhouse gas emissions by 2025,” it also 
establishes the MI Healthy Climate Plan as a roadmap for the State’s 
climate action for 2050.162 The State of Michigan’s Department of 
Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) published a final 
version of the MI Healthy Climate Plan in April 2022. The plan 
commits the State of Michigan to achieving carbon neutrality by 
2050.

Although Governor Whitmer’s original executive order does not 
mention the transportation sector’s role in meeting the State’s 
emissions reduction targets, the MI Healthy Climate Plan does so 
explicitly. Transportation is called out as a “key focus area” for 2022 to 
2030, with assigned goals and commitments. In terms of electrifying 
the transportation sector, the plan calls for implementing “enough 
charging infrastructure to support two million electric vehicles on 

Michigan roads by 2030,” including “50 percent of light-duty vehicle 
sales, 30 percent of medium- and heavy-duty vehicle sales, and 100 
percent of public transit vehicles and school buses” sold in 2030.163 

In addition, the plan speaks to the need for expanded transit and 
targeted solutions for mobility insecurity by increasing access 
to public transit by 15 percent annually, while enhancing micro 
mobility, first- and last-mile transit options, and pedestrian and 
bicycle infrastructure.164 The plan specifically demonstrates the 
importance of public transit:  

“Almost 8 percent of Michigan households have no vehicle 
at all, and that number more than doubles to 19 percent 
for renters. Nearly three out of every five jobs cannot be 
reached by public transit, meaning that these opportunities 
are not equitably accessible to all Michigan families. This 
is particularly true for non-white households, which make 
up 79 percent of transit riders. Public transportation is also 
the best transportation option — and in some cases the 
only viable one — for many seniors and Michiganders with 
disabilities.”165

– MI Healthy Climate Plan
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VEHICLE ELECTRIFICATION 
AND IMPLICATIONS IN 
MICHIGAN

As detailed previously, MI Healthy Climate Plan puts a heavy 
emphasis on vehicle electrification as a means of reducing 
transportation sector emissions. Along with these plans, recent 
national and statewide trends in electrification demonstrate 
public sector interest in and commitment to investing in 
transportation to address climate change. The combined economic 
and environmental case for electrification of public bus fleets is 
compelling and offers an avenue by which Michigan can address 
climate concerns while also investing in public transit.

GLOBAL BUS ELECTRIFICATION TRENDSHowever, while the plan highlights the need for more investment 
in public transit, it lacks concrete goals or commitments to execute 
its improvement or expansion around the state. Instead, it focuses 
much of its attention on transitioning vehicles and fleets to electric. 
In contrast, the Transportation and Mobility workgroup of the 
Council on Climate Solutions within EGLE published a report in 
October 2021 that provides five concrete recommendations for 
MDOT.166 Although three of the recommendations relate to electric 
vehicles and clean fuels, two of them focus specifically on public 
transit:167 

•	 Developing greenhouse gas (GHG) budgets for transportation 
plans and prioritizing projects that will cut climate pollution – 
like expanding transit

•	 Increasing the State’s investment in public transit by an amount 
great enough to support the mobility needs of the state’s 
residents

A push towards vehicle electrification has led to exponential 
growth of the electric bus fleet globally in the past few years. In 
fact, a report by Bloomberg New Energy Finance (BNEF) found 
that the electric bus fleet had grown about 32 percent in 2018 
alone, representing the fastest-growing part of the electric vehicle 
market.168 In North America, the electric bus market is predicted 
to see a Compounded Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) of about 27 
percent between 2020 and 2025.169 The majority of electric bus 
projects in the United States have been funded by the federal 
government through the Low or No Emission bus grant program.170 
As mentioned, in 2021 MDOT received over $5 million from the Low 
or No Emission bus grant program on behalf of Thumb Area Transit 
in Huron County to replace an aging transit facility and maintain 
its new battery-electric bus fleet, including electric bus charging 
infrastructure.171

Although upfront capital costs remain much higher than for 
conventional internal combustion engine (ICE) buses, most of the 
literature globally points to the total cost of ownership becoming 
lower as time goes on due to savings from more efficient energy 
consumption and reduced maintenance.172 High upfront costs are 
mainly due to expensive battery prices and the need for charging 
facilities, while total costs are also increased by the need for 
disposal and recycling of batteries as well as the need for charging 
infrastructure.173 However, electric bus life cycles extend six years 
longer than that of diesel buses.174 This allows for financial savings 
through longer lasting buses on top of the savings on fuel costs. 

In terms of benefits, reducing local and global emissions are the 
single biggest positive impact cities could see from transitioning 
their buses to electric. Electric buses produce significantly lower 
greenhouse gas emissions than diesel, diesel hybrid, and natural 
gas-powered buses. In fact, Environment America finds that 
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ELECTRIFICATION IN MICHIGAN

The State of Michigan has addressed electrification in a variety 
of ways in recent years. The MI Healthy Climate Plan cites 
electrification as a potential economic development opportunity 
through job creation.176 The plan discusses a statewide fleet 
transition to zero-emission vehicles by 2035 for light-duty vehicles 
and 2045 for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles.177 Furthermore, the 
plan includes a goal that 100 percent of public transit vehicle sales 
be electric vehicles by 2030.178 Michigan’s Response to Electrify 
America’s Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Investment Plan also details 
goals of increasing the visibility of electrification technologies by 
establishing an all-electric mass transit system.179 

Michigan has the opportunity to be at the forefront of electrified 
transportation if applying it to the state’s public transit fleets. One 
way to promote this shift would be through offering grants for 
electrification. Other states that are focused on electrifying their 
transportation sectors are creating grants or incentives for electric 
vehicles.180 For example, California’s Hybrid and Zero-Emission Truck 
and Bus Voucher Incentive Project provides support for purchases 
of lower-emissions vehicles.181 Incorporating incentives or grants 
can make the transition to electric vehicles more attractive and 
affordable for transit operators. 

THE NEED FOR CLIMATE-
RELATED TRANSIT 
PERFORMANCE METRICS

The ability to maximize federal support for lowering carbon 
emissions will largely depend on the State’s efforts to measure, 
track, and commit to reducing emissions in transportation. 
Although the MI Healthy Climate Plan has time-bound and clearly 
defined indicators of success for vehicle electrification, it lacks 
such indicators for other modes of public transit that would 
further similar goals. Meanwhile, the Michigan Mobility 2045 
Plan states a commitment to “reducing the proportion of single-
occupancy passenger vehicle trips by enabling alternative modes 
of travel” through policy, without making it clear which policies 
or performance measures will be used to enact such change.182 
In order to meet statewide goals for both climate change and 
multimodal transportation, Michigan needs a well-coordinated 
strategy establishing specific and quantifiable measures for 
reducing carbon emissions in transportation. Such a strategy will 
not come to fruition or bring about meaningful changes without 
clearer performance measures and goals.

“replacing all of the country’s diesel-powered transit buses with 
electric buses could eliminate more than two million tons of 
greenhouse gas emissions each year,” significantly improving 
air quality of local communities and reducing climate change 
impacts.175
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The current focus on electrification technologies and goals is 
limiting the State’s scope for advancing transportation technologies 
and climate change initiatives in Michigan. Implementing 
technologies to collect data on detailed, passenger- and climate-
related performance metrics for public transit has substantial 
benefits for both the transit-riding public and planning 
organizations. According to a report sponsored by the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP), potential 
benefits include greater “correlation between agency goals and 
those desired by the users and general public,” opportunities for 
improving “accountability and reporting on performance and 
results to external or higher-level entities,” and “informed decision-
making by governing boards or bodies”.184 

•	 Total passengers
•	 Total eligible expense
•	 Total miles
•	 Total vehicle hours
•	 Cost/passenger
•	 Cost/mile
•	 Cost/hour
•	 Passenger/vehicle hour
•	 Passenger/vehicle mile

MDOT currently collects data to report on the following public 
transit performance indicators for each transit agency in 
Michigan:183
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In 2011, the NCHRP released “A Guidebook for Sustainability 
Performance Measurement for Transportation Agencies” to aid 
transit agencies seeking information and resources to “implement 
and evaluate sustainability”.185 The report offers guidelines for 
state DOTs and MPOs incorporating sustainability into short- and 
long-range planning through goals and performance measures. 
It recognizes the importance of how transit agencies define 
sustainability goals and the metrics tracking progress towards 
those objectives. Given the broad set of transportation actors – 
from government entities to advocacy organizations to transit 
agencies – sustainability performance measures are needed to 
support the work and coordination of different agencies and 
provide insight into overall progress.186 Some recommended 
performance measures include:187

•	 Change in trips, vehicle trips, vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), percent non-driver, tons of 
emissions per day

•	 Change in route or service miles of transit 
routes, population within 1 mile of transit

•	 Percent of maintenance equipment at each tier 
of emissions standards

•	 Percent of maintenance equipment retrofitted 
to meet latest EPA standards

ADDRESSING CLIMATE 
CHANGE THROUGH PLANNING, 
POLICY, & FUNDING: LEARNING 
FROM PEER STATES

Peer jurisdictions for Michigan have undertaken a variety of 
planning strategies that illustrate effective ways to align efforts 
improving public transit and the pressing challenges of climate 
change. Model governments establish clear goals related to 
emissions reductions, fund initiatives in support of achieving 
emissions goals, and develop organizations and tools to track and 
evaluate performance against those goals. The following miniature 
case studies provide a high-level overview of efforts by other states 
to advocate for and implement public transit improvements as a 
useful instrument in addressing climate change.

In order to collect data in the most effective and informative 
manner for advancing Michigan’s climate goals, MDOT, MPOs, 
and transit agencies need well-defined, time-bound goals for the 
transportation sector. Having MDOT staff members in either OPT 
or the Bureau of Transportation Planning that are experienced 
in tracking and reducing transportation emissions could help 
align decision-making and planning processes to meet the state’s 
commitments.
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COLORADO

GOALS:  Considerable alignment across the branches of government and support from the broader public in Colorado have 
enabled the State to formulate a strong climate mitigation plan and codify it into law. Colorado’s Climate Action Plan to Reduce 
Pollution (HB 19-1261) was enacted in 2019, setting statewide goals to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 26 percent by 
2025, 50 percent by 2030, and 90 percent by 2050 relative to emissions levels in 2005.188 Transportation was identified as the sector 
contributing the most to emissions in the State’s subsequent Greenhouse Gas Pollution Reduction Roadmap, and while studies 
indicated that meeting the targets outlined by HB 19-1261 was feasible, doing so would require additional action.189 Colorado 
consequently proposed several aggressive transportation-related rules in its pollution reduction roadmap that have been adopted, 
have been authorized, or were still under consideration by the legislature as of 2022:

Transportation Commission Rule on pollution reduction planning: 

Under this rule adopted by the State Transportation Commission in 2021, the five Colorado MPOs and the Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT) are required to meet specified GHG emissions reduction targets in 2025, 2030, 2035, 
and 2040. Regionally significant projects proposed by MPOs and CDOT must be reviewed and modeled to ensure that the 
projects contribute toward GHG emissions reduction goals. Where modeled projects do not reduce GHG emissions, funding 
for the following mitigation measures will be considered as alternatives:

•	 Addition of transit resources (namely infrastructure, service, and funding)
•	 Improvement of pedestrian and bike access and resources
•	 Emissions reductions on construction projects
•	 Encouragement of equitable transit-oriented development
•	 Improvement of first and last mile connections to transit
•	 Encouragement of more efficient vertical land use and parking

If CDOT or an MPO cannot demonstrate that target reduction levels are met even after factoring in mitigation measures, 
state and federal funds received by the entity in question must be used on projects that are projected to reduce GHG 
emissions.190
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Employee Trip Reduction Program: 

This program encourages and incentivizes businesses and employers to offer options to make it easier for employees to 
reduce single-occupancy vehicle commuting (e.g., telecommuting)191

Incentives for purchase of electric cars, trucks, and buses

Incentives for land use decisions by local governments that reduce VMT and GHG emissions

ORGANIZATION:  CDOT has recently adjusted its organizational model and hiring processes to better align its workforce with 
environmental goals and to increase emphasis on non-car modes of transportation.192 Some key highlights include the following:

CDOT established the Office of Innovative Mobility (OIM) in 2019 to integrate multimodal efforts through the Division 
of Transit and Rail with plans supporting infrastructure for electrification and zero-emission vehicles. The OIM reports 
directly to the Executive Director of CDOT.

The Division of Transportation Development (which focuses on planning, modeling, and research) has instituted a state-
of-the-art air quality monitoring program while hiring GHG specialists and an expert in community partnership and 
engagement.

Several CDOT regional offices have hired multimodal transportation specialists to support multimodal project planning 
and implementation.

TOOLS:  CDOT has also developed new tools to support its personnel in pursuing the climate goals outlined above. Major 
initiatives include the following:193

CDOT has developed a transit emissions dashboard showing GHG emissions benefits from increased ridership and 
electrification of transit vehicles.

CDOT is implementing modeling for air quality, PM2.5, and induced demand on major projects currently underway and 
expects to include these factors in future project reviews prior to approval.

CDOT is developing a new statewide travel model using an activity-based framework, which allows for the inclusion of factors 
like induced demand and the benefits of active transportation in project evaluation.
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MINNESOTA

GOALS:  Minnesota’s climate change mitigation strategies originated with its passage of the Next Generation Energy Act in 2007, 
which set statewide goals of reducing GHG emissions across all sectors, including transportation. Statewide targets for emissions 
reductions relative to 2005 levels were 15 percent by 2015, 30 percent by 2025, and 80 percent by 2050.194 Minnesota has since 
accelerated its goals to aim for a 45 percent reduction in annual emissions by 2030, with specific transportation initiatives to build 
out bus rapid transit and passenger rail systems to connect more people across the state with mass transit options and reduce car 
dependency.195

In light of these targets, the statute governing the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) enumerates 16 goals for 
the organization, including several specifically related to advancing sustainability and public health.196 Increasing the share of 
trips taken using public transit, reducing GHG emissions, and ensuring that transportation planning is consistent with State 
environmental and energy goals are all mentioned directly. To monitor progress toward these overarching aims, MnDOT reports 
annually on a series of metrics that align with the priorities established in its annual strategic plan.197 MnDOT priorities (with sample 
metrics and targets) include the following as of Spring 2022 (bold denotes a close linkage to public transit):

Reducing transportation carbon pollution

•	 Transportation sector GHG emissions (30 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2025)
•	 Vehicle miles traveled (target TBD)
•	 Electric vehicles as percentage of total light-duty vehicles (20 percent by 2030)

Leading by example through MnDOT sustainability efforts

•	 Facilities GHG emissions (30 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2025)
•	 Facilities renewable energy use (25 percent of MnDOT energy use by 2025)
•	 Water consumption (15 percent reduction from 2017 levels by 2025)
•	 Fleet GHG emissions (30 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2025)
•	 Fleet electric vehicles (100 percent transition of MnDOT sedans and SUVs to zero-emission vehicles by 2030)
•	 Salt use (100 percent or less of decision model recommendation)
•	 MnDOT construction project GHG emissions (30 percent reduction from 2018 levels by 2025)
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Supporting transportation that improves public health for all Minnesotans

•	 Complete streets (90 percent of projects with identified need include bicycling improvements)
•	 Frequency of biking/walking (Increase percentage of people biking/walking a few times per week to 60 percent)
•	 Transit trips (At least 145-150 million boardings in Twin Cities by 2030; 17 million in Greater Minnesota by 2025)
•	 ADA curb ramp/sidewalk compliance (100 percent)
•	 Serious injuries and fatalities (<980 injuries, <225 fatalities by 2025)

Improving resilience of the transportation system

•	 Culvert condition (<10 percent of state-owned culverts in poor or severe condition)
•	 Bridge condition (<2 percent of National Highway System bridges in poor condition)

ORGANIZATION:  The generation of climate targets and associated plans to achieve them is facilitated by recent changes 
to Minnesota’s transportation governance structure. Several groups are influential in crafting the State’s environmental and 
sustainability policy related to transportation:

Sustainability and Public Health Division (SPHD): 

MnDOT created the SPHD in 2019 to lead statewide public health efforts in transportation. This group reflects the nexus 
of transportation, climate change, and environmental justice, as goals and initiatives related to all three are closely 
intertwined.198 This group is responsible for reporting on sustainability goals and initiatives (as outlined above), building 
tools and resources for MnDOT to incorporate climate vulnerability into decision-making, and coordinating action with 
other relevant stakeholders.199

Sustainable Transportation Steering Committee (STSC): 

The STSC is an internal MnDOT group created in 2016 to provide leadership, strategic direction, and oversight for high-
priority natural resource issues and agency-wide environmental sustainability agency activities, including greenhouse 
gas mitigation, climate adaptation, and promoting public health and healthy communities.200 The STSC helps identify 
sustainable transportation priorities and performance indicators and facilitates agency wide understanding of and 
adherence to sustainable transportation policies, guidance, and direction.201
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Sustainable Transportation Advisory Council (STAC): 

Because Minnesota was not on track to meet its transportation emissions reduction goals for 2025 and 2050, MnDOT 
established the STAC in mid-2020.202 The STAC is an external organization responsible for making recommendations to the 
MnDOT Commissioner to help the agency reduce carbon pollution from transportation, with a specific focus on equity 
and environmental justice.203 The council is composed of roughly 17 appointees made by the MnDOT Commissioner along 
with ex-officio members from partner agencies (e.g., Xcel Energy) and the legislature.204 As an example of the type of work 
the STAC does, it advocated for a policy in 2021 that would require VMT reduction for all MnDOT-led projects and prioritize 
evaluation of alternatives that could meet VMT reduction goals via enhanced infrastructure for public transit and active 
transportation modes.205

TOOLS:  MnDOT and partners have developed several useful tools to help decision-makers and the public evaluate data relevant 
to climate concerns:

The MinnesotaGo Performance Dashboard displays key data by topic, including environmental impact206 and transit.207

The Infrastructure Carbon Estimator (ICE) and Minnesota Infrastructure Carbon Estimator (MICE) are software tools developed 
by FHWA, Minnesota, and several other states to quantify GHG emissions for incorporation in the environmental review 
process for transportation-related projects.208 MnDOT began quantifying GHG emissions as part of its environmental review 
process in 2020.209
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PENNSYLVANIA

GOALS:  Pennsylvania’s plans to address climate change are more modest than those of Minnesota and Colorado, but the State’s 
goals still reflect the potential of public transit as a tool to address environmental degradation. The passage of the Pennsylvania 
Climate Change Act in 2008 committed the State to produce an inventory of GHG emissions and a recommended climate action 
plan every three years.210 Based on these inventories and plans, Governor Tom Wolfe’s Executive Order 2019-01 set targets of a 
26 percent reduction in emissions by 2025 and 80 percent reduction by 2050 relative to 2005 levels.211 The 2021 Pennsylvania 
Climate Action Plan outlines pathways to achieving these targets, which include reductions in transportation-related emissions of 
approximately 24 percent and 76 percent relative to 2005 levels by 2025 and 2050, respectively.212 The plan lays out four strategic 
goals related to the transportation sector to reduce GHG emissions to the degree required by the plan, with trackable metrics for 
each:

Increase fuel efficiency of all light-duty vehicles and reduce vehicle miles traveled for single-occupancy vehicles

•	 VMT reduction: 3.4 percent by 2030, 7.5 percent by 2050213

•	 Fuel efficiency: 20 percent increase between 2026 and 2050214

Implement the multistate medium- and heavy-duty zero-emission vehicle memorandum of understanding

•	 30 percent of new vehicle sales by 2030, 100 percent by 2050215

Increase adoption of light-duty electric vehicles

•	 20 percent of vehicle share by 2030, 70 percent by 2050216

Implement a low carbon fuels standard (LCFS)

•	 12 percent reduction in carbon intensity by 2030, 22 percent reduction by 2040217
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Two of Pennsylvania’s transportation goals have specific links to public transit. Potential policies geared toward 
reducing VMT for single-occupancy vehicles mentioned in the plan include increasing public transit options 
and frequency of service, creating bus-only or shared bus and bike lanes, offering bike share or other last-mile 
services to increase the appeal of using public transit, and implementing land use and development policies 
that promote transit and active transportation modes in densely populated urban areas.218 The adoption 
of the medium- and heavy-duty zero-emission vehicle memorandum of understanding assumes eventual 
electrification of transit buses, noting that this process is already underway across the country.219 In addition 
to climate-related benefits, the plan also notes the public health and equity implications of these policies in 
terms of increased exercise opportunities, greater safety from vehicle crashes, increased accessibility for low- 
and moderate-income individuals, and reduced risk of health complications in communities near highways and 
commercial or industrial areas (which have a disproportionate number of BIPOC individuals and families).220

ORGANIZATION & TOOLS:  Pennsylvania does not appear to have made changes to organizational structure or 
data tracking related to the link between climate and transportation. Given that the State believes its 2050 goals will require 
considerably more effort to achieve than its 2025 goals, it is possible that future adjustments within PennDOT and the broader 
executive branch may be required.
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WISCONSIN

GOALS:  Wisconsin’s climate goals are especially salient for Michigan, as the states appear to be on similar timelines for ramping 
up climate action planning and policy making. Governor Tony Evers signed Executive Order 38 in 2019 setting a goal for all of the 
state’s electricity to be produced using carbon-free sources by 2050 and affirming the State’s commitment to achieving emissions 
reductions necessary to meet the 2015 Paris Climate Accord goals.221 Shortly thereafter, the State established a Governor’s Task 
Force on Climate Change by executive order, which issued a report in 2020 outlining pathways for Wisconsin to move toward 
carbon neutrality and environmental justice. The report includes four key strategies with action items related to the transportation 
sector:222

Audit transportation planning and development from climate and environmental justice perspectives

•	 Analyze and report carbon emission and environmental justice impacts associated with transportation projects and 
assets, including effects on VMT, transportation-related carbon emissions, and climate resilience

Promote public transit and green public transit

•	 Increase public transit funding via State budget
•	 Allow municipalities and regions to effectively coordinate and fund public transit systems
•	 Develop regional public transit plans
•	 Promote construction and use of high-speed rail and other long-distance public transit

Support hybrid electric vehicles, electric vehicles, and associated infrastructure

•	 Develop a plan that enables construction of cost-effective charging infrastructure and creates incentives for rapid EV 
adoption

•	 Ensure planning includes input from all key stakeholders and has a special focus on underserved areas (e.g., rural areas, 
lower-income urban areas)
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Create safe, clean, and complete streets

•	 Require the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) to incorporate Complete Street designs in all state 
roadway projects

•	 Restore eminent domain acquisition for pedestrian and bike trails
•	 Increase state funding for the Transportation Alternatives Program and direct a portion of funds to under-resourced 

communities and environmental justice communities
•	 Provide funding for bicycle programs and bike infrastructure in low-income communities

While these strategies do not set explicit targets or timelines for reducing emissions, improving public transit options, increasing EV 
adoption, or building out complete streets, they demonstrate clear encouragement for the study and creation of such goals.

WisDOT offered a section with high level goals related to balancing transportation needs with those of the environment in its 
Connect 2050 Plan draft released in December 2021. This section includes five objectives:223

•	 Develop a transportation system that avoids, minimizes, and compensates for environmental impacts
•	 Prioritize emissions reduction and alternative fuels to improve air quality
•	 Reduce waste and recycle materials during transportation projects
•	 Consider cultural, socioeconomic, and historic resources during the project development process
•	 Foster a safe and environmentally sensitive transportation system

Like the Governor’s Task Force on Climate Change report, the Connect 2050 Plan does not offer specific targets to achieve in pursuit 
of its objectives.

ORGANIZATION:  In addition to setting high level goals related to the environment, Wisconsin’s Executive Order 38 also 
established the Office of Sustainability and Clean Energy (OSCE) to lead the State’s carbon reduction efforts.224 The OSCE is currently 
in the process of creating a Clean Energy Plan that addresses the environmental, economic, and social challenges inherent in 
transitioning to a clean energy economy and mitigating climate change.225 Transportation is included on the list of sectors that the 
plan will address, and OSCE is working with WisDOT in formulating its recommendations.226

TOOLS:  Wisconsin does not appear to have developed new tools relevant to linking public transit with climate change. To 
achieve the goals outlined in its various plans, the State and WisDOT may be required to create such tools.
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KEY POINTS OF 
THIS CHAPTER

Although the transportation sector is recognized as a significant contributor to statewide 
emissions, current initiatives from the State and MDOT lack specific goals and commitments 
to actively invest in public transit as a strategy to address climate change.

The combined economic and environmental case for electrification of public bus fleets is 
compelling and offers an avenue by which Michigan can address climate concerns while also 
investing in public transit. However, electrification should work in conjunction with public 
transit improvements. 

States that have had success in linking transit to climate change have strong alignment in 
terms of stated goals, organizational structures, and the tools used to analyze policies. 

Other states and state DOTs have established well-defined, time-bound goals and 
performance metrics for the transportation sector, particularly in relation to climate impacts 
(with personnel and tools to support effective analysis). These are all lessons that could be 
useful for the State of Michigan as it seeks to reach ambitious climate commitments. 



84

C
O

N
N

E
C

T
IN

G
 C

L
IM

A
T

E
 C

H
A

N
G

E
 &

 P
U

B
L

IC
 T

R
A

N
S

IT ENDNOTES

162.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy, “MI Healthy Climate Plan.”

163.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy.

164.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy.

165.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy.

166.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy, “Michigan Council On Climate Solutions: Transportation 
and Mobility Workgroup Recommendations.”

167.  Transportation Riders United (TRU), “Interim WINS for Green 
Rides, Blue Skies Campaign.”

168.  Bloomberg New Energy Finance, “Electric Buses in Cities: 
Driving Towards Cleaner Air and Lower CO2.”

169.  Mordor Intelligence LLP, “North America Electric Bus Market - 
Growth, Trends, and Forecast (2020 - 2025).”

170.  Union Internationale des Transports Publics, “Large-Scale Bus 
Electrification: The Impact on Business Models.”

171.  U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit 
Administration, “Fiscal Year 2021 Low or No-Emission (Low-No) 
Bus Program Projects.”

172.  Institute for Transportation and Development Policy, “Climate 
Activism through Bus Fleet Electrification.”

173.  Bloomberg New Energy Finance, “Electric Buses in Cities: 
Driving Towards Cleaner Air and Lower CO2.”

174.  State of Michigan, “Michigan’s Response to Electrify America’s 
Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Investment Plan.”

175.  Horrox and Casale, “Electric Buses in America: Learning from 
Cities Pioneering Clean Transportation.”

176.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy, “MI Healthy Climate Plan.”

177.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy.

178.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 
Energy.

179.  State of Michigan, “Michigan’s Response to Electrify America’s 
Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Investment Plan.”

180.  Horrox and Casale, “Electric Buses in America: Learning from 
Cities Pioneering Clean Transportation”; Michigan Department 
of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy, “MI Healthy Climate 
Plan.”

181.  California HVIP, “California Hybrid and Zero-Emission Truck and 
Bus Voucher Incentive Project: Impacts.”

182.  Michigan Department of Transportation, “Michigan Mobility 
2045.”

183.  Michigan Department of Transportation, “2020 Performance 
Indicators Report.”

184.  Zietsman et al., “National Highway Cooperative Research 
Program Report 708: A Guidebook for Sustainability 
Performance Measurement for Transportation Agencies.”

185.  Zietsman et al.

186.  Zietsman et al.

187.  Zietsman et al.

188.  Williams et al., Climate Action Plan To Reduce Pollution.

189.  State of Colorado, “Colorado Greenhouse Gas Pollution 
Reduction Roadmap.”

190.  Colorado Department of Transportation, “Greenhouse Gas 
Pollution Standard For Transportation Planning.”



85

C
O

N
N

E
C

T
IN

G
 C

L
IM

A
G

E
 C

H
A

N
G

E
 &

 P
U

B
L

IC
 T

R
A

N
S

IT
191.  Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment, “CDPHE 

Unveils Proposals to Reduce Emissions from Transportation 
Sector, Addressing the Climate Crisis and Improving Air Quality.”

192.  Colorado Department of Transportation Multimodal Planning 
Branch, “Transportation GHG Roadmap Briefing Update.”

193.  Colorado Department of Transportation Multimodal Planning 
Branch.

194.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Sustainability and 
Public Health.”

195.  State of Minnesota, “Minnesota House Climate Action Plan.”

196.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “2020 MnDOT 
Sustainability and Public Health Report.”

197.  Minnesota Department of Transportation.

198.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Sustainability and 
Public Health.”

199.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “2020 MnDOT 
Sustainability and Public Health Report.”

200.  Minnesota Department of Transportation.

201.  Minnesota Department of Transportation.

202.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Charter: 
Sustainable Transportation Advisory Council (STAC).”

203.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Sustainable 
Transportation Advisory Council - Sustainability and Public 
Health - MnDOT.”

204.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Charter: 
Sustainable Transportation Advisory Council (STAC).”

205.  U.S. Department of Transportation, “RAISE Grants: Rebuilding 
America Infrastructure with Sustainable and Equity.”

206.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Environment :: 
Performance Dashboard.”

207.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “Transit :: 
Performance Dashboard.”

208.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “GHG Analysis - 
Sustainability and Public Health.”

209.  Minnesota Department of Transportation, “GHG Analysis - 
Sustainability and Public Health.”

210.  Pennsylvania General Assembly, “2008 Act 70.”

211.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, “2021 
Pennsylvania Climate Action Plan.”

212.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

213.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

214.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

215.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

216.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

217.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

218.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

219.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

220.  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.

221.  Evers, Tony, “Wisconsin Office of Sustainability & Clean Energy 
Executive Order 38.”

222.  State of Wisconsin, “Governor’s Task Force on Climate Change 
Report.”

223.  Wisconsin Department of Transportation, “Connect 2050: 
Wisconsin’s Statewide Long-Range Transportation Plan.”

224.  Evers, Tony, “Wisconsin Office of Sustainability & Clean Energy 
Executive Order 38.”

225.  Wisconsin Office of Sustainability & Clean Energy, “Wisconsin 
Office of Sustainability & Clean Energy Clean Energy Plan.”

226.  Wisconsin Office of Sustainability & Clean Energy.



PROMISING STRATEGIES PROMISING STRATEGIES 
AS COMPILED BY NATIONAL AS COMPILED BY NATIONAL 
TRANSIT ORGANIZATIONSTRANSIT ORGANIZATIONS

77



87

National organizations like the National Association of City 
Transportation Officials (NACTO) and the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) conducting 
research on public transit have found many promising practices for 
maximizing financial and administrative support for public transit. In 
particular, as federal funding opportunities grow for transit, agencies 
at multiple levels should consider ways to make their processes as 
effective and efficient as possible. The following practices identify 
ways to increase the impacts of funding at local levels, adjust 
planning and decision-making processes, and serve the public 
through transit service and metrics.

HELPING FEDERAL FUNDING 
WORK BETTER AT THE LOCAL 
LEVEL

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) contains provisions 
that would enable greater localized control over street projects that 
could benefit public transit expansion. For example, Section 11129 
of IIJA grants cities authority to apply an approved design guide of 
their choice to federally funded projects on locally owned streets. 
When states administer federal funds to cities, they are neither 
required nor permitted to require cities to comply with state design 
standards or safety policy.227 Section 11206 requires MPOs to use 
2.5 percent of their overall funding to develop and adopt complete 
streets policies, active transportation plans, transit access plans, 
transit-oriented development plans, or regional intercity rail plans. 
States must reserve 2.5 percent of State Planning and Research 
funds for the same purposes, though these policies do not have to 
be included in state or MPO spending plans.228 In addition to these 
provisions, IIJA’s discretionary grant programs – such as Transit 
State of Good Repair grants, Rail Vehicle Replacement grants, and 
Low or No Emissions Bus Grants – could further transit goals in 
Michigan. The majority of the bill’s funding will flow directly to state 

transportation departments. These provisions and grant programs 
indicate the federal government’s interest in enabling cities’ efforts 
to upgrade their local public transit systems using federal dollars.

However, there remain significant challenges to utilizing federal 
funding more effectively at the city or MPO level, despite local 
demand. The following challenges, identified by Transportation for 
America, indicate a greater need for state-level technical assistance 
and streamlining for project delivery:

•	 Repetitive state-level reviews:
City-initiated projects often undergo excessive, time-
consuming reviews from state DOTs who control their 
funding. Transit projects are often among the most targeted, 
and typically do not undergo significant or positive changes 
despite intensive reviews.229 Cities cannot move a federally 
funded project forward without state DOT approval, even 
after meeting all FHWA requirements.230

•	 Transportation and infrastructure projects that generate 
few jobs and little economic activity:

Because highway construction is highly mechanized, large 
multi-state companies can carry out projects with fewer local 
hires and no guarantees that any money will be reinvested 
in the community. In contrast, city transportation projects 
(such as adding paint or changing a curb line) typically 
employ crews of local residents, who spend money in local 
businesses, pay local taxes, and will ultimately be part of the 
transportation systems they help establish.231

•	 Lack of city concurrence:
State DOTs often withhold a significant portion of 
metropolitan area formula funding for their own projects, 
with little or no input from the jurisdictions the projects are 
in. This results in states spending sub-allocated funds on 
projects that conflict with local priorities.232



88

P
R

O
M

IS
IN

G
 S

T
R

A
T

E
G

IE
S

 A
S

 C
O

M
P

IL
E

D
 B

Y
 N

A
T

IO
N

A
L

 T
R

A
N

S
IT

 O
R

G
A

N
IZ

A
T

IO
N

S •	 Lack of technical assistance from the State:
The current absence of capacity-building expertise 
extended to cities limits their abilities to independently 
administer federal funding or projects with greater 
control.233

The National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) 
identifies a number of structural themes among state DOTs and 
transit agencies that tend to correlate with more effective project 
delivery. These are especially important considerations for taking 
greater advantage of new funding sources and addressing project-
inhibiting processes. In general, NACTO finds that successful 
organizations have: 

DOT & AGENCY STRUCTURE

•	 Defined and clear processes for implementation, and 
staff that understand their roles and responsibilities:

Developing a clear process for project approvals, changes, 
and hand-offs, and creating opportunities for staff to meet 
early and often regarding projects can support well-defined 
implementation processes and responsibilities.234

•	 Recurring or guaranteed funding sources so that staff 
spend less time chasing grants, and more time actually 
implementing:

Consolidating grant management separately from project 
implementation and seeking private sector funding in the 
absence of consistent funding will enable staff to focus 
more on project delivery.235

•	 A clear vision, strong political will, and defined time for 
what success means from individual projects to overall 
programs:

Using time bound, direct output metrics and developing 
project measurement tools can shape the public process by 
quantifying project changes and benefits.236

NACTO finds that cities that succeed at implementing transit 
improvements, and make their streets safer and more efficient for 
people, prioritize collecting and leveraging data that emphasizes 
rider experience and service quality.237 Effective performance 
metrics reflect the daily experience of transit riders, in addition 
to the needs and priorities of the state or local DOT.  While every 
agency has an embedded set of practices for performance 
reporting, many stop at collecting standardized, vehicle-based 
data points that miss many of the most pressing needs for transit 
riders.238 Metrics can be re-evaluated and re-focused to prioritize 
mobility and accessibility surrounding transit, shifting the 
perspective to people and their movements rather than car traffic. 
New metrics also allow agencies to tell a better story about their 
public transit systems, even by simply using existing data in new 
ways.239 With increased availability and deployment of technology 
in transportation, data can be collected in ways that bring clearer 
targets and avenues for system improvements that benefit the 
people using them.

TRANSIT PERFORMANCE 
METRICS
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A report sponsored by the National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program (NCHRP) identifies the following best practices for state 
DOT use of transit performance measures:240

•	 Choose transit performance measures that can be 
consistently evaluated over time

•	 Select measures that are meaningful to the type of transit 
service being provided and the purpose of the transit service

•	 Choose measures that show progress toward goals
•	 Seek input from other state DOTs, transit agencies, and 

other partners when identifying measures
•	 Develop data partnerships with these entities
•	 Make use of national research and studies when 

identifying measures
•	 Cooperate and coordinate with transit agencies
•	 Use performance measures to support qualitative 

evaluations – either formally or informally
•	 Consider hiring a staff person to focus on performance 

measurement
•	 Tie transit performance measurement to funding decisions

STATE REVENUES & 
TRANSIT FUNDING

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) provides notable examples of advancing transit 
funding at the state level from across the nation:

•	 Mileage-based user fees:
Several states – including Michigan – have shown a growing 
interest in charging drivers based on the number of miles 
they drive, rather than the gallons of fuel they consume. 
In 2015, Oregon launched the nation’s first real road usage 
charge program OReGO, designed to collect 1.5 cents per 
mile from up to 5,000 cars and light commercial vehicles 
and deposit the revenues in the state’s highway fund. The 
program has since been increased to 1.9 cents per mile, and 
is now open to an unlimited number of participants.241 The 
federal FAST Act also created a $95 million grant program 
for states to “demonstrate user-based alternative revenue 
mechanisms that utilize a user fee structure to maintain 
the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund,” which 
may aid states in further exploring the potential of mileage-
based fees instead of relying on diminishing motor fuel 
taxes.242
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S •	 “Lockbox”
AAs in Michigan, state law does not always prevent the 
diversion of transportation revenues to other areas of 
the budget. In order to protect funding for multimodal 
transportation, voters in Maryland and Wisconsin approved 
constitutional protections that establish “lockbox” measures 
on those funds. Legislatures in Connecticut, Delaware, 
and Illinois have also taken steps in this direction.243 The 
state is one of the only levels of authority that can take 
such measures to ensure that fewer or no earmarks and 
diversions are taking away revenue from alternative modes 
of transportation.

•	 Cost savings in contract clauses
Ohio law allows for contract clauses by which a contractor 
may propose a project change that, without impairing the 
project’s essential functions and characteristics, saves the 
DOT time or money. If the proposal is adopted, at least half 
the resulting savings must go to the contractor. In Oregon, 
competitive bidding must be used for public improvement 
contracts, but the director of transportation may exempt 
projects from this requirement if an alternative method 
results in cost savings or other public benefits.244 If states can 
offer these types of options to local and regional projects 
related to transit and multimodal infrastructure, it may add 
greater incentives for contractors and others to pursue 
transportation projects that save the DOT money and 
demonstrate more public benefits.

•	 State formula or discretionary programs for transit: 
Some states allow their state aid formula distributions to 
be used for public transit or other projects as well as roads, 
while several others have separate statutory formulas or 
discretionary grant programs dedicated to providing transit 
assistance. In Mississippi, statutorily established committees, 
with DOT involvement, award discretionary grants to local 
entities for rail, port, airport, and transit projects through the 
state’s Multi-Modal Transportation Improvement Program.245 
Having dedicated and specified funding programs for non-
road and non-automotive projects is more reliable than 
transportation funds that do not make such provisions.
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KEY POINTS OF 
THIS CHAPTER

In addition to funding programs, state departments of transportation and legislatures 
have important roles in shaping decision-making processes and final project delivery. 
These internal processes between the state and other agencies are also crucial to ensuring 
Michigan can effectively invest in public transit to the benefit of the public. 

Many agencies have embedded practices for performance reporting that stops at collecting 
vehicle-based data points rather than rider-based data. Metrics can be re-evaluated to 
prioritize mobility and accessibility surrounding transit, shifting the perspective to people 
and their movements rather than traffic.

Several states across the nation are passing laws that make greater protections and 
dedications for transit funding, and even offer ways to shift away from reliance on motor fuel 
taxes.
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By analyzing the current status of and constraints on state funding 
for public transit, exploring federal funding opportunities, 
comparing Michigan’s funding practices to peer states, and 
examining some of the key transportation planning processes 
used by state and local governments, this report seeks to provide 
actionable guidance to increase investment in public transit in 
Michigan. Overall, our research suggests that legislation and public 
administration are the key levers upon which advocates should 
focus to drive meaningful change around public transit. 

It is important for transit advocates to play a role in the legislative 
process because the Michigan Constitution and state laws dictate 
the amount of revenue collected for transportation purposes and 
to what extent those resources can be spent on public transit. 
While influencing legislation offers the possibility of substantial 
impact on transit funding, opportunities to do so are relatively 
uncommon and generally take many years. Working to shape the 
public administration of existing resources may provide a shorter-
term approach for advocates to maximize the effectiveness of transit 
spending. Promoting the establishment of specific State climate and 
transportation goals, along with the coordination of various State 
and local government bodies on efforts that span environmental 
and transportation concerns, is a pathway for advocates to elevate 
the importance of transit in the policy-making conversation. Given 
that relevant state and local stakeholders expressed interest in 
understanding TRU’s priorities during our research, we are hopeful 
that TRU can use our guidance to develop and communicate an 
effective and feasible policy agenda for public transit in Michigan. 
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TRANSPORTATION RIDERS UNITED (TRU)
ADVOCACY RECOMMENDATION

1. Transportation Riders United (TRU) should establish and continue sharing the 
organization’s vision for transit in Michigan through a specific list of priorities.

TRU’s priorities should have explicit goals (e.g., reliability, coverage, frequency, job access) and use 
performance metrics to identify the most impactful actions. The list should be made widely available 
to local agencies, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), and other stakeholders in order to be 
introduced during key transportation planning processes, such as the Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) and the Long-Range Transportation Plan. These priorities could also be used to help public 
figures and politicians advocate for transit. Finally, as TRU hires a community engagement manager, this 
role could use this list of priorities and create a strategy for dissemination. 

Based on our research, TRU’s list of advocacy priorities might include:

•	 Removing earmarks from the Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF) to guarantee the 10 percent 
for non-road investment (see recommendation #2)

•	 Advocating for the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) to increase transparency and 
accountability through the implementation of performance metrics (see recommendation #4)

•	 Making a stronger case for the connection between climate change and public transit (see 
recommendation #5)

•	 Increasing the MDOT Office of Passenger Transportation (OPT) resources to better support local 
transit agencies (see recommendation #7)

•	 Continuing to build knowledge and awareness of decision-making processes and outreach plans 
within MPOs and other relevant agencies that can be used as opportunities to advocate for increased 
coordination and incorporation of public transit elements.
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS
The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT)  should continue conducting studies 
to explore alternatives to the motor fuel tax as vehicles become more fuel-efficient.

Based on the experience of peer states, MDOT should conduct a formal study of potential new revenue 
sources with the aim of ensuring that transportation programs are sufficiently funded as electric vehicles 
become more common and gas tax revenues diminish. A broader evaluation of many potential revenue 
sources would naturally build upon OPT’s ongoing exploration of road user charges, which is one of 
the revenue sources under consideration in several other states. After identifying viable alternative 

3.

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATION
The State Legislature should guarantee recurring funding sources for transit agencies that 
are protected from reappropriations even in the face of other budget needs. 

To do so, the Legislature should start by removing earmarks from the Comprehensive Transportation Fund 
(CTF) wherever possible through legislative act to ensure that the CTF receives the full 10 percent of the 
Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) as intended by Public Act 51. This would result in an approximate 
increase of $31.5 million per year in funding available for public transit.246 

In the long term, the State should also consider revising the Constitution to allow for more than 10 
percent of the MTF to be used for public transit. Currently, the Constitution states that no less than 90 
percent of motor vehicle taxes be used exclusively for roads, streets, and bridges. There are two paths to 
changing the Michigan Constitution: through a Constitutional Convention and through ballot proposals 
prompted by voter petition drives.247

2.
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

4.

5.

taxes to implement, the Legislature should change the funding formula as governed by Public Act 51 to 
include those revenues into the Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF), either directly or through the 
Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF). Because many of these revenue sources would not be considered 
fuel taxes or registration fees, the Legislature would likely have discretion to reserve more than 10 
percent of such revenues on public transit or comprehensive transportation if enacted. 

MDOT should increase transparency by encouraging and incentivizing local transit 
agencies to measure rider-oriented transit performance metrics.

These metrics would help inform passengers and elected officials, help transportation officials know 
if they are on track, and elevate MDOT’s understanding of the status of transit in local agencies. Public 
transit performance metrics should reflect rider experience, such as the number of people with access to 
reliable transit service.248

MDOT’s Office of Passenger Transportation should work closely with the Michigan 
Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy’s (EGLE) Office of Climate and 
Energy to emphasize public transit as a strategy to reduce carbon emissions.

MDOT’s involvement in the development and implementation of the MI Healthy Climate Plan and 
other future climate work is crucial to meeting the State’s climate commitments by encouraging more 
investment in public transit in conjunction with efforts to electrify vehicles.249 During implementation 
of the plan, MDOT and EGLE can work together to pursue more concrete strategies to reach the plan’s 
insufficiently defined goal of “increasing access to public transit by 15 percent annually.”
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

6.

7.

MDOT should measure vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
associated with new projects to demonstrate the benefits of transit and potentially 
reduce car dependency. 

This would help MDOT set more actionable and community-informed goals for public transit in the 
Long-Range Transportation Plan and be better positioned to apply for federal grants. In the long run, 
measuring climate-related impacts would enable the implementation of policies like the recent Colorado 
Department of Transportation requirement that a project must demonstrate a reduction of GHG 
emissions in line with regional and state goals in order to use state or federal funding for that project.250 
See Appendix D for examples. 

MDOT should create and fund an initiative within the Office of Passenger Transportation 
to help resource- and capacity-strapped transit agencies and MPOs access available 
federal funding.

OPT provides crucial technical assistance to rural agencies, but funding and staff constraints prevent 
the office from providing the same assistance to small and large urban areas. A public transit funding 
coordination initiative or position would advance OPT’s stated goal of extending more support to transit 
agencies across the state. Staff could help additional agencies apply for grants, increase awareness of 
flexible funding opportunities, and encourage and facilitate regional coordination on grants and project 
proposals, especially as the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) expands the pool of available 
discretionary grants for public transit.251 Additional funding and/or staff could also permit OPT to 
improve tracking of rider-oriented performance metrics, as outlined in Recommendation 4.
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Public transit service and usage in Michigan lags behind peer states due to a historical lack of investment. The Michigan Constitution and 
transportation-related legislation restrict funding for public transit, prioritizing auto-oriented development at the expense of those who 
depend on transit and all who bear the brunt of the impacts of the climate crisis. The State of Michigan has an opportunity to advance its 
ambitious climate commitments by increasing investment in public transit across the state.   

While this report primarily focused on researching public transit funding strategies within the purview of the State Legislature and agencies, 
there are other avenues for promoting transit that merit further research by TRU and other stakeholders. For example, local governments and 
transit agencies might implement innovative revenue-generating mechanisms to raise funds for transit operations or capital projects. On the 
state level, MDOT may be able to reduce local administrative barriers for transit projects, such as eliminating duplicative review processes. 
MDOT could also direct more research to transit and other alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles. Finally, MDOT could conduct internal 
audits to evaluate whether funding formulas and practices align with State priorities and plans.  

Public officials and transit advocates have multiple opportunities to strengthen transit funding in Michigan, including enacting legislative 
change, increasing agency capacity to better leverage available federal grants and programs, identifying new revenue sources, and 
implementing new performance metrics. As a trusted advocate in the Detroit region, Transportation Riders United can inform the public about 
current constraints on transit funding, encourage legislators to protect State transit funds, advocate for stronger goals and transparent data 
collection on climate and transit rider-oriented metrics, and call for more transit projects in various transportation planning processes. 
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APPENDIX A: Updated 
and Detailed Structure 
of Michigan’s 
Transportation Funds 
(Fiscal Year 2020)
Source: Doug A. Ringler. 
“Administration of Public Act 
51-Related Funds - Michigan 
Department of Transportation.” Office 
of the Auditor General, January 
2022. https://audgen.michigan.
gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/
r591041021-8975.pdf.
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S APPENDIX B: Detailed Timeline of Michigan Transportation 
Legislation
 Legislation               Funds Established                     Supports Transit Funding                    Restricts Transit Funding

Directs transportation revenue into 
special revenue funds, and directs 

how those funds are spent

––

CTF to be maintained in the State 
Treasury as a separate fund

Authorizes the formation of public 
transit authorities, establishes 
financing processes

Financing of road and street projects 
that support economic growth

––

Establishes regional bridge councils, 
establishes funding and allocation 
process to access bridge funds

––

––

––

––

––

––

––

––

At least 90% of motor fuel taxes (with some exceptions) must be used 
exclusively for the construction, financing, and maintenance of roads, 
streets, and bridges designed primarily for the use of motor vehicles

––

––

Can only be used for road improvement programs that stimulate job 
creation

Establishes an MTF earmark of not more than $3 million for the rail grade 
crossing account

Establishes MTF earmark of not less than $3 million for local and critical 
bridge fund debt service 

––

Established an earmark of $43 million for the State Trunkline Fund debt 
service, reallocated one cent of the gas tax for state bridge programs, 
reallocated revenue equal to 3 cents of the gas tax for distribution to 
state and local road agencies, $3.5 million earmark from the MTF to TEDF

Reappropriated $50 million from the CTF balance to the state, county 
road commissions, and cities and villages for road programs

Redirected $10 million MTF funds from CTF to STF for fiscal year 2004-05 
only

Earmarks $5 million of MTF revenue, earmarks one-half cent of the gas 
tax

Reduced CTF share of auto-related sales tax from 27.9% of 1% to 24.0% 
of 1% for two years

Redirected $10.0 million from CTF to General Fund/General Purpose

––

––

Comprehensive 
Transportation Fund (CTF)

Services changes (fares), 
state funds, federal funds, 
special assessments, income 
taxes, notes

Transportation Economic 
Development Fund (TEDF)

––

––

Up to 10% of MTF to be 
distributed to CTF

––

––

––

Local Bridge Fund/Program

––

––

Public Act 51 of 
1951

Constitution of 
Michigan of 1963

Public Act 438 
of 1982

Public Act 196 of 
1986

Public Act 231 of 
1987

Public Act 348 of 
1988

Public Act 223 of 
1992 (Part 1)

Public Act 223 of 
1992 (Part 2)

Public Act 79 
of 1997

Public Act 117 
of 1997

Public Act 151 of 
2003

Public Act 384 of 
2004

Senate Bill 399 of 
2004 

Senate Bill 1103 
of 2005

Funding Sources                    
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 Legislation               Funds Established                     Supports Transit Funding                    Restricts Transit Funding

Senate Bill 839 
of 2006

Senate Bill 656 of 
2007

Senate Bill 1398 of 
2008

Public Act 135 of 
2010
(Complete Streets)

Public Act 160 of 
2010

Public Act 387 of 
2012 (Regional 
Transit Authority 
Act)

Public Act 174
 of 2015

Public Act 176 of 
2015

Public Act 179 of 
2015

Initiated Law 1 of 
2018 (Michigan 
Regulation and 
Taxation of 
Marihuana Act)

Public Act 140 of 
2020

Public Act 38 of 
2021

––

––

––

––

––

––

An increase in the annual 
vehicle registration tax by 
around 20% per vehicle

An increase in the state 
gasoline and diesel taxes to 
26.3 cents per gallon

An earmark of $600 million in 
state income tax revenue for 
the MTF

35% of marijuana excise 
directed to the MTF

––

––

––

––

––

Promotes non-motorized 
transportation in the state

––

Provides for regional transit 
authorities and public transit; 
prescribes powers and duties of 
related agencies, which include 
authorizing levies, providing issuance 
of bonds, and collecting taxes

––

––

––

––

Allows department to engage outside 
consulting firm to conduct a feasibility 
study and strategic implementation 
plan on tolling Michigan highways

––

Redirected $11.1 million from CTF to General Fund/General Purpose

Redirected $10.27 million from CTF to General Fund/General Purpose, 
reflecting $5.0 million from EO 2007-3 reduction, and agreement to lapse 
$5.3 million from Soo Locks Fund

Redirected $5.0 million from CTF to General Fund/General Purpose

Earmarks 1% of MTF funds to STF and to the counties, cities, and villages 
for construction or improvement of non-motorized transportation 
services and facilities

Redirected $5.7 million from CTF to General Fund/General Purpose by 
taking a like amount from the Rail Infrastructure Loan Fund

––

––

––

For road repairs only

For the repair and maintenance of roads and bridges

––

Redirected $18.0 million from CTF to Transportation Administration 
Collection Fund

Funding Sources                    

Source: Michigan Legislature. “Public Act MCL Search.” Accessed May 4, 2022. http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(syqvwsb3bc3si0i3yyn-
doamm))/mileg.aspx?page=MclPASearch
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Written by MDOT and adopted in November 2021, Michigan 
Mobility 2045 serves as Michigan’s state long-range transportation 
plan for the next 25 years. Michigan Mobility 2045 aims to integrate 
all modes of transportation and federally required plans, ultimately 
informing transportation investments to enhance the state’s social 
and economic prosperity. Together, Michigan Mobility 2045’s 
“family of plans’’ consists of the long-range transportation plan; 
freight, rail, and active transportation plans; and transit strategy. 
Through the plan’s collaborative research and stakeholder 
engagement sessions, MDOT compiled its findings and devised 
eight strategies to enhance Michigan’s mobility.

FINDINGS

The plan accounted for the following components of Michigan’s 
transportation network:

•	 34,960 MDOT-owned lane miles;
•	 92,950 locally-owned lane miles;
•	 Over 11,000 bridges more than 20 feet long;
•	 3,600 miles of private- and state-owned freight and 

passenger rail corridors;
•	 18 commercial airports;
•	 219 licensed, public-use airports;
•	 More than 30 ports; and
•	 More than 80 transit providers that operate local and 

intercity buses, demand-response services, and ferries.

STRATEGIES

Michigan’s current transportation network will require significant 
investment to meet the present and long-term needs of residents 
and businesses, projected to equal $125 billion in 2020 dollars. Of 
this investment, $123.5 billion will go toward preserving the state’s 
roads and bridges that, if adequately funded over the next 25 years, 
could yield nearly 5,000 jobs to the Michigan economy.255 Findings 
from MDOT’s research further suggest that these enhanced 
transportation conditions could be realized through promotion of 
the following strategies:

1.	 Prioritizing safety;
2.	 Managing resources responsibly;
3.	 Providing accessibility and mobility for all;
4.	 Supporting Michigan health;
5.	 Building resilience;
6.	 Working together;
7.	 Technology; and
8.	 Economic vitality.256

After evaluating the state’s transportation network and 
collaborating with numerous transportation-, health-, technology-, 

and economic development-centered organizations, MDOT found 
that Michigan’s system of roads and bridges form a mature and 
established network. Findings also revealed that 88.6 percent of 
person miles traveled on Michigan’s interstates and 88.5 percent 
of person miles traveled on Michigan’s non-interstate National 
Highway System have reliable travel time.252 Despite the mature 
network of roads and bridges, Michigan saw 1,083 traffic fatalities 
and 5,433 serious injuries across the state.253 The contrast between 
reliable, yet unsafe networks may be due in part to the historical 
underfunding of Michigan’s transportation technology. Emerging 
technologies such as increased safety features and 5G-enabled 
infrastructure may enhance the transportation experience of 
Michigan residents.254
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APPENDIX D: Summary of Michigan Mobility 2045 Strategies with 
Critiques and Suggested Metrics
 MM2045 Strategy             Strategy  Description                                         Critique/Suggestion                                                                Suggested Metric

1.1: Promote safe 
behaviors

1.2: Prioritize 
infrastructure 
and facilities 
improvements with 
proven safety benefits

1.3: Support and 
implement state-
of-the-art safety 
technology solutions

1.4: Collaborate 
with transportation 
partners and 
emergency medical 
and trauma services

Through campaigns and enforcement, 
encourage safe use of Michigan’s 
transportation network.

Use data-driven methods to improve roads 
and other infrastructure.

Enhance research, development, and 
adoption of safety technology such 
as ADAS (advanced driver assistance 
systems).

Promote data sharing and collaboration 
between transit providers and public 
safety agencies.

1. Prioritizing Safety
Define safety goals and relevant behaviors that 
promote the well-being of transit operators and 
riders. How will public awareness campaigns 
be implemented? How will these behaviors be 
enforced, and by whom?

Integrate transit ridership, racial equity, and 
climate change considerations into data 
collection and analysis. Specify what some of the 
countermeasures are.

Ensure public transit services are integrated in the 
development of this safety technology.

Form a working group of stakeholders committed 
to public safety on transit services.

Speed limit

Number of people killed or 
severely injured257

Disparities in injury risk by 
socioeconomic status factors258

Number of people killed or 
severely injured259

Rate of ADAS utilization

Frequency of contact among 
transit providers and public safety 
agencies

2. Managing Resources Responsibly
2.1: Advance 
transportation 
asset management 
to optimize 
transportation 
investments

2.2: Streamline and 
improve data, data 
management systems, 
and processes

Monitor the conditions of Michigan’s 
transportation network and transportation 
assets to inform fiscal planning and 
implementation.

Bolster capacity to collect, store, and 
analyze data to improve efficiency, 
accountability, and transparency of 
Michigan’s transportation partners.

Develop a centralized, statewide system for 
transit agencies to share their asset management 
plans and practices.

Specify metrics to be used for evaluating 
“efficiency, accountability, and transparency.” 
Develop protocol to integrate data into decision-
making.

Frequency and quality of reporting

Frequency of engagement sessions 
among public and transportation 
partners

Consistent, accurate, and 
accessible release of reports 
regarding data and decision-
making processes
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 MM2045 Strategy             Strategy  Description                                         Critique/Suggestion                                                                Suggested Metric

2.3: Right-size 
Michigan’s 
transportation 
network and systems

Assess Michigan’s transportation 
infrastructure and redesign to better 
fit current and projected economic 
conditions; adapt infrastructure to meet 
the highest and best use of available 
assets.

Promote design and policy that prioritizes 
walkability, increased density, diverse land uses, 
and transit.

Annual report on planning and 
implementation of right-sizing 
projects, cataloging ongoing and 
future projects and trends. Report 
should prioritize best economic, 
climate, and transit use of assets

3. Providing Accessibility and Mobility for All
3.1: Improve the 
reliability of the 
transportation 
network and systems

3.2: Enhance the 
mobility of Michigan’s 
residents and non-
residents

3.3: Pursue a statewide 
Mobility as a Service 
(MaaS) platform

3.4: Support the 
increased use of 
the passenger 
transportation system

3.5: Define, measure, 
and improve equitable 
access

Use technology and data (e.g., Mi-TIME, 
traffic signal detection) to reduce wait 
times and improve reliability 

Improve accessibility and equity in 
transportation networks for low-income 
persons, persons of all abilities, and those 
with limited transportation options; 
integrate land use and transportation to 
enhance economic conditions

Create a unified application that contains 
information about available transportation 
options, including trip planning, online 
booking, and mobile payment

Better fund and advertise public transit

Increase equitable access to transit and 
relevant destinations by engaging the 
public and decision-makers

Prioritize development of traffic signal priority 
for public transit along corridors like Woodward, 
Michigan, and Gratiot260

Conduct assessment on how MDOT will expand 
mobility options for low-income persons and 
persons of all abilities within next 12 months261

Provide details, timelines, and metrics for 
how MDOT will expand equitable access 
and encourage integration of land use and 
transportation policies262

When considering app development, be sure to 
make this information available to those who 
cannot access certain technologies

Provide details for how MDOT will fund MaaS263

Dedicate a separate funding source without 
earmarks

Specify how equity and accessibility will be 
incorporated in project selection and investment 
decisions

Excess Wait Time

Walkshed to transit stops

Population or destinations served 
within ½ mile

Safe crosswalks and walk/bike lane 
networks

Timeline and progress reports on 
app development

Number of unique people who use 
the app

Ridership growth

Number of educational or 
advertising materials distributed

Earmarks removed from 
Comprehensive Transportation 
Fund

Number of connections between 
communities

Number of connections between 
key destinations
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 MM2045 Strategy             Strategy  Description                                         Critique/Suggestion                                                                Suggested Metric

3.6: Develop projects 
that equitably meet 
community mobility 
needs

More directly incorporate community 
needs and desires into planning and 
development, encouraging complete 
streets, multimodal transportation, and 
health

Ensure there are adequate levels of funding 
to support community mobility needs, equity, 
and accessibility. Develop community advisory 
group that regularly meets with planning and 
transportation officials

Number of community 
engagement events

Systematize receipt and review of 
public comments

4. Supporting Michigan’s Health
4.1: Participate in 
and contribute to 
initiatives to improve 
air quality and reduce 
emissions

4.2: Support 
and implement 
approaches that 
preserve Michigan’s 
natural resources

4.3: Foster 
collaboration between 
local transportation 
providers and public 
health interests

4.4: Encourage healthy 
lifestyles

Support expansion of electric public 
transit and other high-efficiency/ low-
emission vehicles through collaboration 
with stakeholders 

Reduce environmental impact of 
transportation projects and preserve 
natural resources (e.g., pollinator habitats, 
water) with ecologically-informed 
strategies

Expand transit services to provide 
equitable access to medical and health-
related destinations

Encourage healthy lifestyles through 
equitable expansion of connected active 
transportation networks that are attractive, 
safe, and accessible for persons of all 
abilities

Promote health equity by addressing 
communities most adversely affected by poor air 
quality

Conduct environmental impact assessment 
of current and future projects with respect to 
pollinator habitats and stormwater management; 
ensure appropriate funds are available

Assess health needs of municipality and ensure 
that transit routes accommodate current and 
projected needs

Revise zoning codes to allow for connected active 
transportation network and increased access to 
health-promoting spaces

Assess and equitably invest in infrastructure 
(e.g., sidewalks, bike lanes) that allows people to 
engage in more active lifestyles

Frequency of stakeholder meetings

Number of high-efficiency/ 
low-emission vehicles with 
accompanying infrastructure

Measurements of air quality (e.g., 
PM, ozone, diesel)

Rates of cardiovascular disease 
(e.g., asthma, bronchitis COPD) by 
neighborhood

Area of preserved land or natural 
resources

Number of administrative 
and legislative acts to ensure 
preservation

Frequency of stakeholder meetings

Number of connections between 
residential areas and health-related 
destinations

Percentage of sidewalk pavements 
in good condition
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 MM2045 Strategy             Strategy  Description                                         Critique/Suggestion                                                                Suggested Metric

5. Building Resilience
5.1: Identify and 
address risks 
to Michigan’s 
transportation 
network

5.2: Promote 
and research an 
implementation plan 
for transportation 
infrastructure 
protection, security, 
and emergency 
management

5.3: Improve 
organizational 
resiliency

Use data to assess vulnerabilities and risks, 
and improve infrastructure to increase 
resiliency 

Improve stakeholder collaboration to 
increase infrastructure security and 
emergency management through 
cybersecurity enhancements

Make organizational improvements 
that prioritize recruiting and retaining 
employees by streamlining processes and 
systems 

Apply equity to data collection and planning that 
protect the most vulnerable populations

Prioritize climate change-related security efforts

Partner with public educational institutions to 
recruit employees

Ensure employees feel respected and validated

Vulnerability report that shows the 
areas of the state most vulnerable 
to risks

Frequency of review

Number of security incidents

Mean time to detect/resolve

Access management

Number of employees recruited 
and retained

Frequency of town hall and 
employee engagement meetings

6. Working Together
6.1: Expand public 
sector partnerships 
and collaboration

6.2: Improve and 
expand relationships 
with private and 
nonprofit partners

6.3: Ensure decision-
makers and 
stakeholder groups 
reflect Michigan’s 
character and integrity

Improve partnerships with local, regional, 
and national organizations, including 
public agencies and private industries that 
allow increased coordination, accessibility, 
and collaborative planning

Increase private funding to develop 
innovative transportation solutions

Prioritize diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
justice in business practices, policies, 
procedures, and stakeholder relationships

When developing relationships with agencies, 
businesses, and organizations, be sure to include 
the perspectives of individual transit riders.

Private funding is important and necessary to 
transportation innovation, but increasing public 
funding is paramount

Ensure MDOT’s leadership and decision-makers 
and stakeholder groups reflect Michigan’s 
population

Frequency of partnership meetings

Number of individuals 
representing unique partner 
organizations

Number of public-private 
partnerships

Private funds raised for 
transportation solutions

Racial, ethnic, gender, 
sexual orientation, religious 
demographics

Frequency of employee 
engagement sessions
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 MM2045 Strategy             Strategy  Description                                         Critique/Suggestion                                                                Suggested Metric

7. Technology
7.1: Prepare for and 
enable widespread 
CAV adoption

7.2: Regularly evaluate 
new transportation 
technology and 
adopt those that best 
support Michigan’s 
goals

7.3: Promote 
standards-based 
approaches to 
network technology 
and deployment

8.1: Promote freight 
service, infrastructure 
improvements, 
and intermodal 
connectivity

8.2: Continue to 
partner in transit-
oriented development 
projects

8.3. Continue to be a 
leader in innovative 
transportation 
technology 
and education 
partnerships

Advance connected and automated 
vehicles (CAV) design and deployment 
through enhanced data infrastructure

Plan for and promote evolving 
transportation technologies to increase 
mobility, reliability, and accessibility of 
transit services

Equitably share standardized and 
coordinated transportation technology 
with transit operators, local governments, 
and other stakeholders

Improve freight reliability and economic 
benefits through enhanced infrastructure, 
intermodal connectivity, and optimized 
operations

Support local communities’ access to 
economic opportunities with transit-
oriented development

Improve economic opportunities through 
entrepreneurship, academic leadership, 
and equitable growth

Ensure that Internet capabilities are accessible to 
underserved communities

Conduct safety assessments that account for 
pedestrians and cyclists

Provide that new technologies are 
environmentally conscious and accessible to all 
transportation users

Place special emphasis on diverse and 
representative stakeholders, including 
communities of color, rural communities, aging 
populations, and persons of all abilities

Consider how public transit could reduce freight 
bottlenecks and improve environmental impact 
of freight services

Evaluate current TOD projects and their 
environmental and economic impact. Identify 
relevant strategies that can be improved. 
Implement findings into future projects

Form a working group composed of stakeholders 
from each field (i.e., entrepreneurship, 
transportation, technology, academia, and 
economics) to devise best strategies, practices, 
and implementation methods

Consistent, accurate, and 
accessible release of reports 
regarding data and decision-
making processes

Ridership growth

Total person throughput

Number of people killed or 
severely injured

Number of transit operators using 
standardized methods

Total freight throughput

Economic activity related to freight 
service

Economic activity related to 
transit-oriented development

Environmental impact analyses

Walkshed to transit stops

Population or destinations served 
within ½ mile

Frequency of stakeholder meetings

Amount of financial and resource 
investment in entrepreneurship

8. Economic Vitality
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TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAMS

In Michigan, 13 metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) 
develop transportation improvement programs (TIPs) every four 
years. The amount of transit-related projects that are included in 
the TIP is largely dependent on the capital and operations needs 
of transit agencies over the four-year TIP period. Transit agencies 
themselves are responsible for internally prioritizing projects and 
submitting them to the MPO for inclusion.264 TIPs are also, therefore, 
indicators of transit agencies’ and MPOs’ abilities to pursue and 
obtain federal funding opportunities. 

Each MPO develops its TIP with other regional decision-making 
entities to act with greater coordination and meet all federal 
requirements. In Southeast Michigan, SEMCOG works with Federal 
Aid Committees (FAC), the Transportation Coordinating Council 
(TCC), and Executive Committee to develop, propose, and approve 
projects that are consistent with the 2045 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), and contribute to achieving federal Transportation 
Performance Measure targets.265 Members of these committees 
typically include MDOT staff as well.

FACs were established to link the MPO’s regional view with local 
knowledge in developing and prioritizing projects. Members 
consist of local officials and staff of the county, city, and 
village governments within the FAC area. These transportation 
professionals are selected because their agencies own the 
transportation assets and know the local transportation conditions 
and needs best. Each FAC recommends a list of projects for the 
four-year TIP period based on regional policies, local needs, and 
funding constraint targets.266 

The lists of recommended projects are reviewed and analyzed by 
SEMCOG staff, forwarded to SEMCOG’s TCC for its recommendation, 
and then sent to SEMCOG’s Executive Committee for approval. Once 
SEMCOG and MDOT have approved the TIP, it is reviewed by FHWA, 
FTA, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for concurrence 
with federal regulation. Projects in the TIP become eligible for 
federal funding after these agencies approve. Scheduling changes 
and adjustments to estimated costs, scoping, and anticipated 
budgets occur as projects move towards implementation. FACs are 
responsible for recommending changes for review by SEMCOG.267

To be eligible for the SEMCOG TIP, projects must address RTP 
policies and be consistent with RTP’s outcomes and performance 
measures.268 Projects included in the TIP are made available for 
public comment and subject to analysis that demonstrates they are 
fully funded by reasonably available financial resources, conform to 
Clean Air Act requirements, and that the costs and benefits of the 
projects are evenly distributed throughout the region.269

An MPO receives the State of Michigan’s priorities for the state-
owned portion of the regional transportation system through 
MDOT’s rolling Five-Year Transportation Plan (5YTP). Projects in the 
5YTP that are within the four-year TIP period are added to the MPO 
TIP and managed through the amendment and administrative 
modification processes, as appropriate. As with local projects, state 
trunkline projects become official once approved by the Executive 
Committee. Once all state and local projects are approved in 
the new TIP, it is then incorporated into the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) and projects can begin to be 
implemented.270
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REGIONAL CONDITIONS AND 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES

The following factors are those considered in Michigan’s statewide 
planning process as established in the Federal Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), and the Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act) of 2015 in regards to 
transportation projects:

1.	 Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, 
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and 
efficiency.

2.	 Increase safety and security of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized users.

3.	 Increase security of the transportation system for motorized 
and non-motorized users.

4.	 Increase accessibility and mobility options available to people 
and for freight.

5.	 Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 
conservation, and improve quality of life.

6.	 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation 
system, across and between modes, for people and freight.

7.	 Promote efficient system management and operations.
8.	 Emphasize preservation of the existing transportation system.
9.	 Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation 

system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface 
transportation.

10.	 Enhance travel and tourism.271

Implementing new and expanded services or modernizing 
equipment for public transit could help address many of these 
objectives. The Michigan Mobility 2045 Plan plainly states that “the 
most important investments are to increase the frequency and span
of services,” and that “directing more operational and capital 
funding toward transit will especially benefit Michigan’s lower-

income and disadvantaged communities.”272  However, acquiring 
the additional capital and operating funds to do so remains a 
major challenge for regional transit in many areas of the state. 
Support for transit in Southeast Michigan lags behind almost every 
other U.S. region of similar size and economy; Southeast Michigan 
spent about $67 per capita in transit services in 2016, which 
is significantly lower than peer regions, even those with lower 
populations.273 

Figure. Comparison of Transit Projects and Non-Transit Figure. Comparison of Transit Projects and Non-Transit 
Projects Reflected in the 2020-2023 STIP and MPO TIP Plans Projects Reflected in the 2020-2023 STIP and MPO TIP Plans 
Sources: Battle Creek Area Transportation Study TIP 2020-2023, 
Bay City Area Transportation Study TIP 2020-2023, Genesee 
County Metropolitan Alliance TIP 2020-2023, Grand Valley Metro 
Council TIP 2020-2023, Kalamazoo Area Transportation Study 
TIP 2020-2023, Macatawa Area Coordinating Council TIP 2020-
2023, Midland Area Transportation Study TIP 2020-2023, Region 
2 Planning Commission TIP 2020-2023, Saginaw Metropolitan 
Area Transportation Study TIP 2020-2023, Southeast Michigan 
Council of Governments TIP 2020-2023, Southwest Michigan 
Planning Commission TIP 2020-2023, Tri-County Regional 
Planning Commission TIP 2020-2023, West Michigan Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning Program TIP 2020-2023, STIP 2020-2023.  



124

A
P

P
E

N
D

IC
E

S

Each transit agency creates individual Transit Asset Management 
(TAM) plans identifying assets and condition evaluation approaches 
that best fit the system. TAM plans track the asset conditions of 
rolling stock, equipment, and facilities while establishing routines 
for systematically managing operations, maintenance, and capital 
investments. TAM plans are also developed every four years, and 
updated by the MPO to incorporate capital expenditures that 
leverage federal funding into the TIP.274 The Useful Life Benchmark 
(ULB) and general condition of buses, equipment, and facilities are 
the major factors determining TIP funding for regional transit. 

MDOT develops a State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) listing all surface transportation, transit, and multimodal 
projects funded with federal aid. It includes projects from the 5YTP, 
statewide, and rural projects located outside of MPO boundaries. 
The STIP encompasses 14 documents, including 13 individual MPO 
transportation improvement programs (TIPs), and one statewide 
non-MPO transportation improvement plan (STIP).

While the STIP references MPO TIPs, specific projects from each 
agency within an MPO are represented on that MPO’s TIP and MPOs 
have responsibility for the public involvement process of their 
plans. The STIP also contains information on federal requirements 
for state and metropolitan planning, statewide transportation 
goals, and a detailed financial plan. 
Figure. Comparison of Transit Projects and Non-Transit Projects 
Reflected in the 2020-2023 STIP and MPO TIP plans
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and MDOT Regional Service Areas and Facilities

Maps from MDOT (2021) and MDOT 2019 STIP 
Public Participation Plan.
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#       Name                     	     Organization                               	               Position                         			                 Date   

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Andrea Brush

Ben Stupka

Clark Harder

Dusty Fancher

Gautam Mani

Gustavo Serratos

Jean Ruestman

Jim Ashman

John Egelhaaf

Julia Roberts

Kim Gallagher

Ryan Buck

Sam Krassenstein

Tim Hoeffner

Trevor Brydon

William Hamilton

Michigan Department of 
Transportation (MDOT)

WSP USA

Michigan Public Transit 
Association (MPTA)

Michigan Strategy Group

Federal Highway Administration

City of Detroit

Michigan Department of 
Transportation (MDOT)

Michigan Department of Transportation 
(MDOT)

Southwest Michigan Planning 
Commission (SWMPC)

Western-Washtenaw Area Value Express 
(WAVE)

Southwest Michigan Planning 
Commission (SWMPC)

Washtenaw Area Transportation Study 
(WATS)

City of Detroit

Quandel Consultants

Southeast Michigan Council of 
Governments (SEMCOG)

Michigan House Fiscal Agency

Transportation Services Section Manager, 
Office of Passenger Transportation (OPT)

Supervising Planner 

Executive Director

Transit Lobbyist 

Community Planner, New York Division 

Complete Streets Project Manager 

Administrator, Office of Passenger
 Transportation (OPT)

Transportation Specialist, Bureau of 
Transportation Planning

Executive Director

Executive Director

Senior Transportation Planner 

Director 

Chief, Infrastructure Planning

Senior Consultant

Planner III, Transportation Planning and 
Programming

Fiscal Analyst

03/25/2022

02/15/2022

03/18/2022

03/18/2022

03/23/2022

02/15/2022

03/14/2022

03/14/2022

03/29/2022

03/10/2022

03/29/2022

02/15/2022

02/15/2022

03/21/2022

04/07/2022

02/18/2022
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