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Michigan Road Program Funding, FY 2004 - 2024

6.0

Rebuilding Michigan Bond Expenditures —» Sources:

MTF data from: W. Hamilton, House Fiscal
Agency, Fiscal Brief; MTF Distribution to
Local Road Agencies. Appendix B,
Subtotal “Road” Programs. March 2024.
Federal Aid from: W. Hamilton, House
Fiscal Agency, Fiscal Brief; Federal Aid in
Michigan’s Transportation Budget — Focus
on the Federal Aid Highway Program,
Table D, Total Federal Aid Highway Funds.
2023 and 2024 Federal Aid is estimated
by assuming that 95 percent of budgeted
federal revenue (from HFA FY2023 and
FY2024 Transportation Budget Briefings)
is applied to road programs (as was the
case in FY2022).

Bond funding from: MDOT 2023 Annual
Financial Report, p. 63, Rebuilding
Michigan Bond Expenditures. 2024
Rebuilding Michigan bond expenditures
were not yet available for this analysis
and is estimated at $700 million.

$ Billions

Note: The MTF data includes certain Act
51 earmarks (State Trunkline Bridges,
Local Program Fund, State Trunkline debt
service). Local funding for local projects is
not included.

2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024

[

OF MICHIGAN




Purchasing Power of Road Program Funding, FY 2004 — 2024
(2023 Inflation-adjusted dollars)

6.5
Roads Budget without RM bonds Roads Budget with RM Bonds
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State Road Funding peer-reviewed and

accepted for presentation 104th ANNUAL MEETING

I n d eX M et h O d O I Ogy = , "7 January5-9,2025 + Washington, DC

FHWA Table HF-1 “Revenues Used for FHWA Table HF-2 “Total Disbursements Census Annual Survey of State and Local
Highways, All Levels of Government” for Highways, All Units of Government” Government Finances

Step 1. Extract Relevant

Financial Data (2012 - 2021) ‘ T ‘ All Disbursements Except ‘Highway ‘ BRI ‘ Expenditures: Expenditures: Transportation:
Law Enforcementand Safety’ p y ony Transportation: Highways Highways: Capital Outlay
Step 2. Parse Data into 10-year
and 3-year Bins
‘ 2012-2021 H 2019-2021 ‘ ‘ 2012-2021 H 2019-2021 ‘ ‘ 2012-2021 H 2019-2021 ‘ ‘ 2012-2021 H 2019-2021 ‘ ‘ 2012-2021 H 2019-2021

Step 3. Correct for Variable
Construction Costs

Cost-corrected Financial Data

Step 4. Normalize Data to
Denominators (CL miles, Lane-miles +

orcge, Population, Truck V) O... O... O...O...O...O... O... O... O... O...

Step 5. Transform Data Into Index
Score for Each Category

Step 6. Combine and Average Each R
Index Score Grouped by i
Denominator | $ per CL-mile Index | | $ per Lane-mile + Bridge Index | | $ per Population Index | | $ per Truck VMT Index |

Step 7. Combine and Average Each
Index Score into Final State Road
Funding Index Score and Ranking [

State-comparison Road and Bridge Funding Index Score and Ranking ]




State / Cimile $/LaneMile+Bridge /Ca / TruckVMT Overall Fundin
. . Texas 794 2 795 2 649 4 482 2 67.98 1
Alaska 345 14 392 13 707 3 95 1 60.94 2
Fin al Ro3 d Fun d N T
Delaware 67.3 3 67.4 3 365 15 393 6 5261 4
New York 604 4 634 4 246 34 412 4 4743 5
Pennsylvania 45.6 9 48.5 8 31.8 23 44.9 3 42,72 6
North Carolina 478 8 499 7 371 14 208 11 4115 7
n e X - Maryland 552 6 541 6 191 40 2091 14 3939 8
New Jersey 57.8 5 56.5 5 15.5 45 13.3 36 35.77 9
Towa 179 31 19.5 28 638 5 402 5 3533 10
Wisconsin 291 17 31.8 16 493 9 301 10 3507 11
Wyoming 157 35 170 35 883 1 160 31 3425 12
Virginia 405 12 404 12 261 32 293 12 3408 13
. . . Tiinois 365 13 387 14 31.8 22 292 13 3407 14
e Ad j usted for variable construction costs West Virgina 36 20 | 5 20 |WiaolEs %2 16 | woe. 1
. . Rhode Island 23 11 440 11 145 46 258 19 31.67 16
to reflect purc hasin g power of fundin g Coloraco 56 19 | 29 1 | me v | mollz| s 1
Connecticut 437 10 44 10 172 @ 193 26 315 18
. North Dakota 3.0 48 36 48 873 2 282 17 3052 19
® A f f d California 501 7 476 9 132 47 88 43 2091 20
Vera g e O Tour com p one nt INAex Nevada 235 23 253 22 303 25 305 9 2738 21
Kentucky 51 21 268 21 375 13 195 25 2723 2
Scores Washington 287 18 308 18 235 37 246 22 2690 23
. . ohio 305 16 313 17 238 36 168 29 2558 24
° $/Ce nte r| Ine mi | e Minnesota 141 39 156 37 358 16 288 15 23.56 25
South Carolina 281 24 243 23 303 24 141 34 295 26
. . Louisiana 242 2 233 25 262 30 147 3R 209 27
. $/|a ne-mile + bﬂdge costs Oklahoma 150 36 159 36 453 11 119 38 203 28
. Montana 34 47 38 47 552 6 234 23 2146 29
° $ / ca p Ita ————> |MICHIGAN 196 27 210 26 192 39 26.0 18 2144 30
Alabama 177 32 186 30 20 21 168 28 2129 31
SouthDakota | 02 50 | 02 50 | 535 7 318 2126 32
i $ / TrU C kV M T Nebraska 68 44 76 44 492 10 200 24 2113 33
Indiana 222 25 235 24 267 29 119 39 2107 34
Mississippi 147 37 151 38 380 12 161 30 2097 35
Maine 166 33 184 31 261 31 180 27 1976 36
Vermont 123 41 135 40 283 26 249 20 1975 37
M |Ch i gan ran kS as th e 30th Massachusetts 307 15 319 15 94 49 35 47 1888 38
Utah 192 28 208 27 245 35 | 25 48 1676 39
g Arkansas 76 43 82 43 3.7 18 134 35 1573 41
New Hampshire 162 34 176 34 161 44 118 40 1541 42
Georgia 185 29 192 29 176 41 3.7 46 1476 43
Oregon 110 4 120 4 211 38 111 41 1381 44
Tennessee 14.2 38 14.4 39 16.7 43 8.4 44 13.42 45
Arizona 181 30 178 33 122 48 43 45 1311 46
Idaho 63 45 70 45 256 33 133 37 13.05 47
Note: Peer States in bold font.  |Kansas 21 49 2.2 49 32.5 20 14.5 33 12.83 48
Hawaii 204 26 49
New Mexico 4.6 46




Condition of Michigan Bridge Infrastructure
National Bridge Inventory Data)

70 NBI Bridge Condition, All Bridges, 2024

Nevada
Arizona 8,573
Texas 56,729
Delaware 872
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8 North Carolina| 19,210 43.8% 19 6.8% 31
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MICHIGAN’S

Michigan 2023
Transportation Asset Roads &

Management Council Bridges
ANNUAL REPORT

2023-2035

MEASURED FORECAST

2023 Federal-Al.d l l.. TAMC reports data on
Federal Aid Eligible (FAE)

Pavement Condition
routes using MI-PASER as a

Percent Lane Miles
oy, 0% 2% pavement condition metric.
33% )

43% \ C .
% e o Michigan’s FAE network is
2% 4%

about 33% of all public
: - o 45%, 48% Wl 50% 52%
37% B 39% b A o n
33% %,

roads by mile, but hosts
about 90% of traffic.
2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025 2027 2029 2031 2033 2035
B cooD FAIR Il POOR

About 26% of the FAE
network is state trunkline
with the remainder owned
by local agencies.

PERCEENT ROAD CONDITION
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Forecasts

ITION

TAMC MI-PASER Pavement Cond

MI-PASER Poor Condition, Measured and Forecasted

50

MI-PASER Conditions on FAE
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Condition of NHS Routes as Measured by
International Roughness Index (IRI)

70
Good

60 IRl data is reported on
% National Highway System
&_Ii - : (NHS) routes.
4 E The NHS is a subset of the
B 4 —— ~ é FAE (~20%) - primarily
@ \ - including Interstate
uza 30 Y — highways and principal
o T~ — ~ arterials. This is about 6%
2 20 ™~ of Michigan’s public roads
% network by mile.
o

Poor
0 ‘—\m About 81% of the NHS

network is state trunkline
with the remainder
owned by local agencies.

No Data

\

2016 ¢
2017 ¢
2018 ¢
2019 ¢
2020 1

2004 ¢
2005 ¢
2006 ¢
2007 ¢
2008 ¢
2009 ¢
2010 ¢
2011 ¢
2012 ¢
2013 ¢
2014 ¢
2015 ¢
2021

2022

F MICHIGAN



= £ .
O Mw
L C o
v o Q
c £ )
Y .m Q o
O£ = c
nw S =
U C Q v
> o £ (o)
o © o=
© =2 5 B
o < ® O
g€ Lo c
- £E59
[} (®)
6 >3 <
S838
o ©
n S
z s 1<
S
S 3
2
)
c
o
<
o o o o o o o o o
D [¢6] ™~ © Te) < ™ N ~—
(a)1Ww-1D) seIn0yY SHN ueaqin Jo ageluadlad
[N}
<
o°
7]
c
2
? -
- =
Q S S
Q O o
S
c
o
o
w
<2
o
=
o o o o o o o
~ © Lo < ™ N —

S9)IW 9UeT Jv4 LOAW 0 a8e1uaoiad

No Data

(444

Tc0c

0c0c

610¢

8T0¢

£L10¢C

910¢

€ S10¢

<

<

<

<

p ¥10C

p €10C

p C10C

p 1T0C

p 0T0C

p 600C

p 800C

p L00C

p 900¢C

p S00C

p ¥00C

€coc
[4404
Lcoc
0coc
610¢C
8L0¢
£10C
9L0¢C
GL0C
145V
€10¢
41014
LLoc
0L0c
600C
800¢
£00¢C
900¢
S00¢
¥00¢

IRl on Rural NHS

MI-PASER on Local-owned FAE
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[ ] ] . .
Road System Condition Index e i
y in system condition.
(Data from 2020-2022.)
System Federal Aid Functional NHS NHS (TPM Data) Sum System Federal Aid Functional NHS NHS (TPM Data) Sum
DataYear 2020 2022 2022 2021 Weights Data Year 2020 2022 2022 2021 Weights
Weight 0.2 0.2 02 0304 0.3 0204 0.8 06 10[08 10 0.8 10 08 10 10 Weight 0.2 0.2 02 03|04 0.3 0.2([04 0.8 06 1008 10 08 1.0 08 10| 10
o o — o T .

5 g z & s . 8 8 5 S z & s . 8 8

& 5 & |7 é - | 8 8 = = - T N é = | & 8 = = -

R BEES R R, fE R 2SR D g, g
Metric 252 5 8% sz 88 888 227 Metric T 23 4% 5 8% s 88 g3 2oz

© ¥ g € F L w0 =, 4,28 &8 EoTS L f < &g w0 = E, , 2 F 8 8 E TS

& S 2z 3 » gl g 25§ £ L& T § £ S S £ |3 « sl £ 225 & £ & Tz § £9

o T T s g e EEEe 8§ ORE X S99 T e TR, .S aE B E w8 5 mE E
Georgia 99 59 99 96|95 90 82|85 98 86 97 76 97 63 96 98| 893 1 Virginia [0 98 99 8292 78 5253 87 58 78|61 97 33 97 20 82 691 713 26
North Dakota | 99 1100 98 99 94 88|92 97 83 90 97 0 51 87 2 Delaware 79 7299 75|70 72 65|59 82 55 73|70 82 60 95 17 84| 711 710 27
Nevada 92 |96 98 79|96 83 58|97 99 71 8 |97 92 98 57 94| 879 es0| 3 lowa 97 59 91 92|92 81 [0l 52 78 54 77|63 90 41 73 57 86 695 708 28
Kansas 95 77 98 86|94 9 89 98 84 93|75 92 78 89 88 85| 832 885 4 Mississippi 65 46 93 51|88 64 29|62 76 69 76|82 82 41 69 66 75| 667 69.6 29
Indiana 97 48 98 70|90 95 97|89 83 98|85 90 86 95 59 87 862 871 5 Arkansas 90 83 83 43|81 89 (86|64 81 63 70|73 67 35 60 49 79] 710 673 30
SouthDakota |98 96 99 81|97 85 69|81 95 83 92 |98 100 100 100 19 80| 867 866 6 West Virginia 91 69 92 39|86 81/100/54 79 68 838 90 53 94, 0 15 696 663 31
Florida [100 85 80 85|98 83 62|84 96 84 94|81 82 60 92 74 98| 844 852 7 Maine na 76 [26] 64 |88 75 56|87 8691 90|21 95 51 61 22 57| 661 663 32
Minnesota 99 83 100 91|96 93 81|86 98 83 82 85 86 97 31 65| 87 835 @ New Mexico 87 72 81 33|85 47 12|74 85 76 81|56 56 39 81 38 86 640 661 33
NewHampshire |na 63 87 71|00 75 59|93 93 oo [100 55 87 70 74| 810 830| o Wisconsin 86 86 97 5484 43 4939 61 33 49|74 92 33 69 60 85 650 646 34
Kentucky 98 6599 95|93 85 82|93 95 84 90|75 77 8 91 27 77| 829 806 10 Connecticut na 82 99 36|91 38 20|40 73 67 81|78 95 41 87 B 53 615 642 35
Ohio [100 72 96 76|86 62 74|66 79 72 77|85 ©7 58 8 74 88 793 79.9] 11 Pennsylvania 97 86 86 48 (80 55 31|45 64 48 50|79 90 40 89 25 74| 639 639 36
NorthCarolina |77 81 98 88|91 73 77|68 92 75 89 (88 95 35 92 52 83| 797 796 12 Vermont na 51 12 68|94 78 8 8 87 85| 4| 74 37 44 53 80 580 617 37
Missouri 97 73 82 56|92 65 41|84 93 82 87 |95 100 86 94 25 57| 77.0 792 13 New Jersey 39 6699 32|77 77 36 40 60 51|89 97 43 64 16 60| 618 60.2| 38
Nebraska 98 96 95 /96|85 90 86|62 77 51 47|92 97 76 83 69 88 821 790 14 Maryland 92 53 70 48|77 40 30|56 48 66 56|58 85 27 53 21 85 568 571 39
Idaho 7698 70 90|95 91 92|90 87 91 97 62 92 45 95 16 78| 810 790 15 MICHIGAN 77 43 93 62|82 60 62|66 77 58 61(81 54 48 33 17 58 60.8 57.0 40
Utah 93 | 92 66|96 82 48|72 97 63 90|77 95 63 94 27/100| 738 786| 16 Colorado 85 6899 61|69 54 43|45 73 32 51|40 BMB 44 77 41 80| 566 525 41
Alabama 39 94 91|89 [100 99 [100 100 92 95 /83 69 39 81 25 98 781 775 17 Alaska na 87 49 68|64 52 39|42 49 62 74|20 77 17 43 38 61| 527 515 42
South Carolina | 89 66 92 73 91|8 95 43 89 41 74| 758 774 18 ILtinois 49 51|74 90 25 40 18 25 542 515 43
Tennessee 95 81 89 84 838 82 95 46 69 32 70| 787 762 19 Washington 53 57|44 51 8 69 33 47| 550 509 44
Texas 90 58 79 48 69|72 97 68 91 57 94| 747  760| 20 Massachusetts 58 31|83/100 00 © 26/ 481 405 45
Oklahoma 87 61 82 64 79|78 72 52 80 55 96| 770 758 21 California 22 17|46 44 14 49 53 &3] 434 395 46
Montana 4887 79 83|98 92 66|82 95 85 92|50 92 49 90 16 72| 763 756 22 New York 19 22 47
Oregon 74 88 74 79|62 97 33 79 3 94 753 728 23 Hawail 22 48
Arizona 62 82 67 79|50 77 32 82 69 95 709 717 24 Louisiana 40
Wyoming 90 88 83 92|37 46 43 92 17 e9| 775 713 25 Rhode Island E]




Road System Condition Index vs. Road Funding Index

100

90 R
7 States’ road program

t el performance was
” gl assessed by plotting Road
-~ System Condition Index
-~ scores (data from 2020-
N\l 2022) against Road
6,\(9;,/’ Funding Index scores
xe2-~" (data from 2012-2021).

50 o This provides an idea of
-~ how system condition
20 gl relates to funding in the
-~ preceding decade.
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Road System Condition Index

Road System Condition Index vs. Road Funding Index
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| Tennessee® Alabama , @®South Carolina
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| Ar.i,z,Q,r]g_O. Oregon Wy!)minga";g'"'a
s e o Mlississippi ' lowa
rkansas TTtTtteeeeeell)
\ _ ®New Mexico ® Maine West Vi;g"inia‘ """"" gt e,
S ~ @ ® Wisconsin " gtceeee
@ Vermont Connecticut
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O®MICHIGAN ® Maryland
Colorado

® Washington @ lllinois

® Massachusetts ® California

® Florida
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® New York

® Hawaii ® Louisiana

.Rhode Island
More Funding

10 20 30 40
Road Funding Index (Cost-corrected)
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50
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60

Texas ®

R?=0.0189

70

No correlation between funding
levels and system condition
(R2=0.019).

States clustered in the upper left
corner are achieving relatively
good pavement conditions with
relatively low funding.

Other states appear to have
room to improve.

Lack of relationship between funding
and system condition on a state-by-
state basis is supported by
alternative methods of analysis.

Note: Michigan & Peer States in bold font.

il
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Relative Change in NHS Pavement Condition (IRI), NHS
Bridge Condition, and Inflation-Adjusted Funding

40%
30% Michigan’s historical
0 _—
W system conditions were
0,
20% compared to road program
- - - Pavement Poor .
0% ez S====- funding to understand the

relationship between
funding and condition
(2004-2022).

Percentage Change from 2004

~20% ~ Inflation-adjusted Road Funding As with State'by'State
-30% T~ comparison, there appears
-40% ‘\\ to be little correlation
-50% \\ e oo between funding and
-60% ‘~~\__~__,/’-— Te--on condition.
\
70% * S

Note: IRl data was not reported in 2021 (and
-80% was estimated). IRl data for 2022 included
14% of NHS pavement unreported — imposing
uncertainty on final two years of pavement
condition data.
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Changing System Conditions Following Period
of Increasing and Decreasing Funding

- ; e
L T et
- > ——

Inflation-adjusted Road Funding $5.0bn ?gofitér; -$1.2bn -23.2% Inflation-adjusted Road Funding $3.8bn ?25035331 +$1.5bn +39.4%
MI-PASER Good on FAE Lane-miles 24.9% 19.7% -5.2% -20.9% MI-PASER Good on FAE Lane-miles 18.0% 26.4% +8.4% +46.7%
MI-PASER Fair on FAE Lane-miles 65.1% 40.1% -25.0% MI-PASER Fair on FAE Lane-miles 42.6% 40.8% -1.8%
MI-PASER Poor on FAE Lane-miles 10.0% 40.3% +30.3% +303.0% MI-PASER Poor on FAE Lane-miles 39.3% 32.7% -6.6% -16.8%
IRI Pavement Good on NHS CL-miles 46.5% 57.8% +11.3% +24.1% IRI Pavement Good on NHS CL-miles 57.3% 62.3% +5.0% +8.7%
IRI Pavement Fair on NHS CL-miles 41.2% 27.8% -13.4% IRI Pavement Fair on NHS CL-miles 27.7% 21.5% -6.2%
IRI Pavement Poor on NHS CL-miles 12.3% 14.3% +2.0% +16.4% IRI Pavement Poor on NHS CL-miles 14.1% 9.2% -4.9% -34.7%
Bridge Area Good (NBI, All Bridges) 33.4% 36.9% +3.5% +10.3% Bridge Area Good (NBI, All Bridges) 37.6% 27.6% -10.0% -26.6%
Bridge Area Fair (NBI, All Bridges) 46.0% 54.5% +8.5% +18.5% Bridge Area Fair (NBI, All Bridges) 53.4% 64.3% +10.9% +20.4%
Bridge Area Poor (NBI, All Bridges) 19.4% 8.6% -10.8% -55.6% Bridge Area Poor (NBI, All Bridges) 9.0% 8.1% -0.9% -10.0%

Tables reflect an attempt to formally quantify the Data suggests that increasing funding since 2016 has During both periods of decreasing and increasing

relationship between funding and system condition. improved system conditions somewhat. But, overall, funding, there was a decline in pavement in fair

Ideally this could be used to estimate funding needs to there appears to be little correlation between funding condition. The opposite trend is seen in bridge

achieve desirable pavement and bridge conditions. and system conditions. conditions.

OF MICHIGAN
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Bottom-line road funding levels are only
one factor in achieving good system
condition.

How funding is spent appears to be just
as important.

Data suggests that distribution of state
road revenue is misaligned with needs.




Factors used in Act-51 Factors that Impose

Distribution Formula Road System Costs
* Ownership (State, County, City/Village) » System Size and Usage Classification
* Counties (39.1%) (Interstate, NHS, FAE, Major/Minor

+ Vehicle Registrations Arterial, Major/Minor Collector, Local)

« “Local” Road Mileage * Traffic Volume
» Mileage in Urban Areas

 Truck Load Spectra

» Per-County Baseline Funding

 County Population outside Cities/Villages * Bridges
+ "Primary” Road Mileage * Climate and Weather
» Cities and Villages (21.8%) « Subbase Geology (Drainage)

« Populati -
opLiation | - « Complex Right-of-Ways
« "Major” Street Mileage (Pop. Multiplier)

« “Local” Street Mileage (Pop. Multiplier) * Local Construction Costs

T CITIZENS
]Ill RESEARCH COUNCIL




How Best to Estimate Road Funding Needs  *Sifue rmenemoesnsu

* AASHTO TAM Guide

(Comprehensive Pavement Asset Management) | Drosramming brogan e

¢ NCHRP 898: A Guide to Developing Financial
Plans and Performance Measures for
Transportation Asset Management

« Determine existing (/design) pavement characteristics
» Truck loading!

Probability of failure

» Climate, geology (subbase)

Threshold Level

 Pavement cross section & materials

Predicted distress at

« Existing condition using distress indicators that can be linked to Distress e e
loading/aging (IRI, Rutting, Faulting, Cracking)

50% reliability

(mean prediction)

* Forecast pavement performance (quality) for established
pavement characteristics

[
—

» Estimate maintenance-rehabilitation-replacement e “
schedule & costs (regional, urban/rural) et Comstraction

« Annual Funding Needs = %$ / Pavement Service Life ’ v g Removs/musision

« Apply approach to network, extrapolate as necessary. TS ‘ TS ‘ TS ‘

Analysis Periord —m————— Time

F 3



https://drive.google.com/file/d/1fSc29TnorQpniF-q_qJAKJ_-NIxC0iuO/view?usp=sharing
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/management/pubs/fhwarc230002.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ghA9Xup69bEMpHqCer5g0iBcT8yViB31/view?usp=sharing
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/materials/hmec/pubs/module_e/participant_workbook.pdf
https://www.tamguide.com/guide/
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/plan4ops/performance_based.htm#:~:text=Performance%2Dbased%20planning%20and%20programming%20applies%20performance%20management%20principles%20to,makes%20in%20its%20transportation%20system.
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/plan4ops/performance_based.htm#:~:text=Performance%2Dbased%20planning%20and%20programming%20applies%20performance%20management%20principles%20to,makes%20in%20its%20transportation%20system.
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/cart/download.cgi?record_id=25285
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/cart/download.cgi?record_id=25285
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/cart/download.cgi?record_id=25285

An effort to repeal Act 51 will be

difficult, but necessary to make better
use of available funding.

Further improvements to Michigan's

road program are available beyond the
distribution formula.




Local-Option Taxes




 Recognizes different roles for various types of roads
* Interstates, arterials, collectors, local access
« Statewide interest in each type is not uniform

e |nefficient distribution formula means some new resources will:
e Over fund some communities
e Fail to meet the needs of other communities

* Benefit Principle of Taxation

* The misery of raising revenue should accompany the pleasure of
spending it.

* Take burden off property taxes




T [ No State or Local Taxes
' [ Local Taxes Only
[ state Taxes Only

[ state and Local Taxes




States that Allow Local Motor Fuel
and Vehicle Related Taxes




Local-Option Taxes Authorized in the Great Lakes States

Retail Motor Vehicle Utility Casino Soda/ Hotel/ Vehicle 9-1-1 Sharing
Property Income Sales Fuel License Users' Alcohol Tobacco Marijuana  Gambling Sugar Restaurant Motel Rental Entertainment/ Phone Economy

State Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes  Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Taxes Meals Taxes Taxes Taxes Admissions Taxes Taxes Taxes Total
lllinois X X X X X X X + X X X X X X X 14
Indiana X X X X X X X X 8
Michigan X X + +  Detroit + Detroit X** X  Wayne X 6
New York X X X X X X X * + X X 9
Ohio X X X + X X * * + X X X X 9
Pennsylvania X X X X X * + X X X X X X 11
Wisconsin X X X X X X X 7

* Only authorized to one local unit

** Question of constitutionality

+ State taxes shared with local units of government

Note: This table highlights which states allow at least some local units to levy a tax -- does not mean that all types of local units within state can levy the tax.




» Adequacy
* Transparency
* Reliability

* Equity: horizontal and vertical
“*Problems caused by tax base disparities

 Neutrality: taxes should minimize interference with economy
« Administrative efficiency

' CITIZENS
Jiil

RESEARCH COUNCIL



« Cities and townships primary provider of services = not best suited to levy
local-option taxes
1,700 plus potential taxing jurisdictions
“*Reduce administrative efficiency
s*Decrease equity and neutrality
“*Increase competition
“*Intensify socioeconomic disparities

T CITIZENS
1||l

RESEARCH COUNCIL
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Counties already governing at regional level

Regions still compete, but more difficult for businesses and individuals to
leave a region

Socioeconomic and income inequalities decreased at regional level

Biggest hindrance — services provided at local level

“*Reorganize service delivery model to allow counties to provide services and levy new
local-option taxes

“*Raise revenue at regional level and share revenue with all local units within a region

T CITIZENS
il
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House Roads Package: What Does It
Mean for the Budget?




New Revenue for Transportation

« Shift Corporate Income Tax (CIT) to transportation $2.2B
* Increase in motor fuel tax revenue by $0.20/gallon $1.0B
Total New Transportation Revenue $3.2B
Offsetting Budget Reductions

« Loss of CIT revenue to GF/GP $2.2B
» Loss of sales tax revenue to GF/GP $120M
« School Aid Fund hold harmless $755M
« Constitutional revenue sharing hold harmless $95M
« (Cancel existing CIT earmarks (proposed savings ($600M)

from MBT credits start in FY2027)
Reductions to Executive Budget $2.5B

Source: House Fiscal Agency analysis of House bill package

e CITIZENS
Yiil


https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2025-2026/billanalysis/House/pdf/2025-HLA-4180-3P7RGKC1.pdf

All Other
Budgets,
$3,908.2, 26%

Health &
Human
Services,
Universities, $7,366.0, 48%
$1,824.9,12%

Corrections,

$2,171.3,14%

Source: House Fiscal Agency appropriations tracking

“CITIZENS

IL
N

Almost three-quarters of
the state’s discretionary
General Fund/General
Purpose (GF/GP)
appropriations fall into
areas: Health and Human
Services, Corrections, and
Public Universities



https://house.mi.gov/hfa/PDF/ExecRec_FY26.pdf

$2.5 « Corporate Income Tax
$2.2billion revenues increased

Billions of $

$2.0 significantly during the
COVID-19 pandemic period,
$1.5 then have flattened since
FY2023
$1.0
« Will revenue drop back
0 toward longer-run trend?
* This is a revenue risk
$0.0

6 o A D 0 D S A DA DA regardless of how we fund the
Q'\f Q\ Q'\r Q'\r QJ'\ qu Qq/ Q)q/ Q"'l/ \Q‘fﬂ ) Qf:
S L LR P L R R A U o roads

Source: Final revenues through FY2023; January 2025 Consensus Revenue
Estimating Conference estimates for FY2024 through FY2026




Citizens Research Council of Michigan

Publications are available at: www.cremich.org

Follow Us on X (Twitter): @crcmich

Become a Fan on Facebook:

www.facebook.com/crcmich ﬁ

Connect with us on LinkedIn:

www.linkedin.com/company/citizens-research-council-of-michigan

Follow us on BlueSky “
https://bsky.app/profile/crcmich.bsky.social

Providing Independent, Nonpartisan Public Policy Research Since 1916



http://www.crcmich.org/
http://www.facebook.com/crcmich
http://www.linkedin.com/company/citizens-research-council-of-michigan
https://bsky.app/profile/crcmich.bsky.social
http://twitter.com/
http://www.facebook.com/

Spare Slides

Additional Background and Potential Questions

RRRRRRRRRRRRR
IIIIIIIIII



: How was climate factored in Index Methodology?
. It was not.

2> O

No data identified to estimate costs imposed by climate

Multiple climate and geological factors would have to be considered

» Freeze/thaw cycling

* Precipitation

« UV Incidence

» Extreme Temperatures

» Subbase Geology

« Topography (e.g., Mountains)
 Volcanic and Seismic Activity

System size and truck traffic considered far more influential

Climate likely has largest impact on construction costs via weather variability and length of
‘construction season,” which has been (theoretically) captured in cost-correction step

'CITIZENS

lOF MICHIGAN



" Climate was factored into
Pe e r State A n a IyS I S selection of peer states, but was

only one factor.

Michigan

https://crcmich.org/dennis 20240117 infrastructure peer-states

yrrcl
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https://crcmich.org/dennis_20240117_infrastructure_peer-states

Road Funding Index Critical Step:
Construction Cost Correction Factor

* Road and bridge construction costs can vary widely by state. It is important to
consider variable construction costs because a nominal dollar in each state may have
very different purchasing power for construction and maintenance of roads and
bridges.

* The Road Funding Index includes a construction cost correction factor using FHWA
estimated replacement costs for bridge deck ($/sq.ft.) for 2020.

« This is judged to be the best available proxy for all road and bridge construction costs for
purposes of state comparisons.

* A cost correction factor was developed as a percentage deviation from a “typical state.”

» The hypothetical typical state was constructed as having construction costs between the
mean and median state.

» Financial data for each state was corrected by dividing financial data by the cost
correction factor.

« Capital Expenditures data was adjusted at 80% of the cost correction factor. Other financial
data was adjusted at 50%.

« The 100% cost correction factor was not used to avoid over-correction and to acknowledge
that many road expenditures are non-construction expenditures so not subject to the
construction cost variation.
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Percent Difference

Unweighted

80% correction 50% Correction

from Typ. State  correction factor factor Factor
Hawaii 540.8% 5326 3.704
Massachusetts 151.4% 2.514 2211 1.737
New Jersey 112.8% 2128 1.903 1.564
Delaware 107 6% 2076 1.860 1.538
Vermont 89.1% 1.801 1.713 1.445
Rhode Island 88.6% 1.886 1.708 1.443
Connecticut 82.2% 1.822 1.658 1.411
New Hampshire 70.6% 1.706 1.565 1.353
New York 70.6% 1.706 1.565 1.353
Pennsylvania 68.5% 1.685 1.548 1.343
Maine 60.6% 1.606 1.485 1.303
Washington 51.1% 1.511 1.409 1.255
Alaska 49.5% 1.495 1.396 1.248
California 45.3% 1.453 1.362 1.226
Maryland 43.2% 1.432 1.345 1.216
Arizona 30.5% 1.305 1.244 1.153
Utah 20.5% 1.205 1.164 1.102
Minnesota 18.9% 1.189 1.151 1.085
ldaho 15.7% 1.157 1.126 1.079
Oregon 15.7% 1.157 1.126 1.079
Virginia 12.6% 1.126 1.101 1.063
MICHIGAN 9.9% 1.099 1.079 1.050
South Dakota 5 7% 1.057 1.046 1.029
Kansas -6.4% 0.936 0.949 0.968
Nevada -7.0% 0.930 0.944 0.965
lllinois -8.6% 0.904 0.923 0.952
New Mexico -10.6% 0.894 0915 0.847
West Virginia -11.2% 0.888 0.911 0.944
Arkansas -11.7% 0.883 0.906 0.941
Morth Dakota -12.2% 0.878 0.902 0.939
Ohio -12.2% 0.878 0.902 0.939
Indiana -16.5% 0.835 0.868 0.918
Georgia -18.0% 0.820 0.856 0.910
Wyoming -21.7% 0.783 0.826 0.891
Nebraska -26.0% 0.740 0.792 0.870
Montana -27.5% 0.725 0.780 0.862
Tennessee -27.5% 0.725 0.780 0.862
Colorado -28.1% 0.719 0.776 0.860
Oklahoma -206% 0.704 0.763 0.852
Florida -31.2% 0.688 0.750 0.644
Wisconsin -33.9% 0.661 0.729 0.831
South Carolina -37.6% 0624 0.700 0.812
Louisiana -38.6% 0614 0.691 0.807
North Carelina -38.1% 0.609 0.687 0.804
Kentucky -42 8% 0.572 0657 0.786
Missouri -49.2% 0.508 0.607 0.754
Alabama -90.8% 0.492 0.594 0.746
lowa -50.8% 0.492 0.594 0.746
Mississippi -54.4% 0.456 0.564 0.728
Texas -68.7% 0.450 0.6574
Mean (excludes Ha 0.189 1.189 1.151 1.085

Median

(0.083)

0.917

0.934

0.959



Road Funding
Index (NOT Cost-
corrected)

If the cost-correction step is not applied to the
funding analysis, many states move several rankings.
However, Michigan’s ranking moves only from 30t
to 31st.

L
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Pavement Condition Index vs. Road Funding
Index (Not Cost Corrected)
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Interstate
Condition vs.
Expenditures

e Conducted analysis on
Interstate data as this was
deemed most reliable.

e Used costs-corrected
expenditures and PCM data
(not Indexes).

» Relationship between
expenditures and condition is
positive but weak (R2=0.047).

e Supports previous finding of
pavement conditions
uncorrelated with funding.

14
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Percentage of Interstate in 'Good' Condition minus 5x Percentage of Interstate in 'Poor' Condition by PCM
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CRC has not focused analysis specifically on
how Act 51 is mis-matched to funding
needs. However, there are elements of
data that suggest this.

For example, the map shows distributions
by county per population, showing rural
counties receive more funding per capita.
This is not meaningful by itself (population
does not directly impose road costs), but
these counties are also subject to more
frequent freeze-thaw cycles, truck traffic,
challenging drainage conditions, and higher
construction costs.

The table on the left shows that Michigan’s
rural NHS routes are in much better
condition than urban routes, again
suggesting funding mismatched with
needs.

More research is required to reach justified
conclusions, but this gives us some hints
regarding Act 51’s flaws.

wrcl

PA 51 MTF+LPF Local Distributions by Resident
Population by County, Including City/Village
Distributions (FY2023, $s)

Legend

FY 2023
Distribution
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Percentage of Rural, Urban, and All NHS Routes in
Good Condition by IRI, 2022
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Michigan Rank of NHS in Good Condition by IRl (2022):

Rural NHS: 86.2% - 7th
Urban NHS: 47.3% - 35th
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Pertinent history: Act 51 was written to respond to a 1948 “deficiencies”
study and was intended as a 15-year construction program.

BASES AND PROCEDURES
~ FOR DETERMINING
~ HIGHWAY, ROAD
- AND STREET DEFICIENCIES
| IN MICHIGAN

HIGHNAY STUDY COMMITTEE
Don B. Smith, Michigan Trucking Industry, Chairman
Charles M. Ziegler, State Highway Commissioner
Leroy C. Smith, County Road Association of Michigan
Jay F. Gibbs, Michigan Municipal League
Richard Harfst, Automobile Club of Michigan
Walter Toebe, Michigan Road Building Industry

J. P. Buckley, Engineer-Director

‘ERSITY OF MICHIGAN OFFICIAL PUBLICATION

“The highway
agencies say
costs have gone
up and the
fifteen-year
 program [PA 51]
has to be
lengthened.”

PROCEEDINGS OF THE
THIRTY-SEVENTH ANNUAL

CONFERENCE

I ‘t ) ALY 9 /
i A i Held at Grand Rapids, Michigan - J. G. Shaub, Special
michiqma denerimont o . .
stale hiznways March 11, 12, 13, 1952 As_sng_nment Englr_weer,
‘ LANSING Michigan State Highway
COOPERATING e CONSULTANTS Department
Public Roads Administration Automotive Safety Foundation
Federal Works Agency Washington, D.C.

MBRCH (T1¥




One recent analysis that concludes Michigan ranks
47% in infrastructure funding uses capital outlay data
from the U.S. Census normalized to population.

CRC’s State Road Funding Index included some of this data (U.S. Census
Highways Capital Outlay 2012-2021 normalized by 2020 population). By this
measure, CRC found Michigan to rank 47t nationally (and 50t if not
adjusted for variable construction costs). However, this was only one of 40
components used to derive the final Index score and ranking.

Average Annual Real Per Capita Capital Outlay, 2000-2021

Wyoming $2.658
30

i}d"ﬁ This data includes capital outlay on all
infrastructure types, including roads but also
water, sewer, schools, hospitals, prisons, and
more. This would tend to rank low-growth
he w1 states relatively low, and rank some states
3,254 relatively high if they are spending on unusual
items like natural gas pipelines (AK, WY, ND).
An additional issue is that states may classify
51205 and report “capital outlay” differently.
Ad(ditionally this method does not consider
1167 differences in construction costs that affect
1157 relative purchasing power between states.

$0 §%00 $1.000 $1,500 § 2000 §2500 £3,000 $1,500
Real Per Capita, 2021 Dolars

How did we get in the current
infrastructure deficit?

Since 2000, Michigan has spent substantially less than other
states on capital (infrastructure). The chart shows average capital
spending per person per year, inflation adjusted , for the years
2000 through 2021. Michigan’s average spending over this
period, $842, ranked 47" among all the states and well below
the U.S. average of $1,305.

How does Michigan rank in the most
recent year with census data available
(2021)?

Although slightly better than the long-run ranking, it is still well
below most other states. Fiscal year 2021 is an anomaly. The
nation was still recovering from the recession related to the
pandemic. The American Rescue Plan Act was adopted in early
2021, but not enough to affect spending in that fiscal year.

Analysis by Professor Ron Fisher. Data from U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: This slide does not reflect CRC research but is provided as an example of how specific data and

particular analytical methods can be used to conclude that Michigan ranks very low in road funding.




CRC’s State Road Funding Index
included similar data (FHWA
Table SF-2, Total Disbursements
for Highways, All Units of
Government, 2012-2021
normalized to 2020 state
population). However, four
additional categories of financial
data and three additional

One analysis using 2017 data concluded
that Michigan ranked last in road funding
among peer states for that year. This
method used disbursements on state-
owned highways normalized to state
population. As Michigan’s state trunkline
network is a lower percentage of the public
road network than most other states, this is

Why are Michigan roads so much worse than surrounding states?

Michigan governors and legislatures have failed - for literally
decades - to invest enough resources into infrastructure. As a result, Michigan today spends less per
person on roads than many if not most other states. Federal Highway Administration data from 2017
show that among the Great Lakes states, Michigan spends $195 per person on state-owned roads,
while Ohio spends $296 per person (and Ohio just raised its gas tax in July); Minnesota spends $352;
New York spends $401; Wisconsin spends $410; Indiana spends $426; Illinois spends $441; and

Pennsylvania spends $676. anae . . methods of hormalization were
v | nota meaningful comparison. : o
STATE also included in deriving the
final Index score and ranking.
FHWA
Highway Statistics Series @d‘&
Table SF-4, Disbursements for &
.. . & K\OQ & 'e"
State-Administered Highways — @ 2 ) ® &
© & & $ & ® <
2017 ($1,000s) & & & S o & > ©
N S x & \ S & & S 2
S 2 b‘?b <\.\2$\ ‘\Cﬁ _L\gi‘ 3?} -{DQ & KQ\} Q\\"
P @ & o 2 & @ =4 o &
o® & & N & -¢§“$ & & @*’\' i S N
O & & S & N Q N N 3 3 &
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© N F © % <2 P R <8 N & S
Michigan 1235729 | 328873 146389 81672 148525] 1941188| 9,977 [§ 195| Michigan 1,941,188 9,668 8.2%[$ 201
Ohio 2,406,441 | 464,757 | 94,689 | 105,617 379,148 | 3,450,652 | 11670 |$ 29 Ohio 3,450,652 19,233 15.6%| § 179
Minnesota | 1,056,937 | 484,409 | 146,065 | 108,061 167,207 | 1962679 | 5569 | $ 352 Minnesota 1,962,679 11,749 8.4%
New York 4,018,762 | 1,623,208 | 479,742 | 804,453 | 1,033,247 | 7,959,412 | 19590 |$ 406 New York 7,959,412 15,062 13.3%
Wisconsin | 1,279,547 | 261,666 | 188,779 | 185335 462,128 | 2,377,455 5793 |$ 410 Wisconsin 2,377,455 11,745 10.2%| $ 202
Indiana 1,304,272 | 734500 | 107,030 | 45644 651,335 | 2,842,781 6662 |$ 427 Indiana 2,842,781 11,001 11.4%| $ 258
Illinois 3,544,877 | 794,463 | 254,738 | 311,652 734,904 | 5640634 | 12,780 | $ 441 lllinois 5,640,634 15,893 10.9%| $ 355
Pennsylvania| 3,356,765 | 1,730,214 | 551,539 | 628,442 2,380,865 | 8,666,825 | 12,790 |§ 677 Pennsylvania| 8,656,825 39,733 | 33.0%|$ 218

Dividing total [state] highway spending by state
population provides the same figures used to
argue that Michigan’s roads are underfunded.

Dividing the same data (total [state] highway spending) by miles
in the state network shows Michigan is better funded than OH
and MN on a $/mile basis. However, this is also a flawed method
of comparison.

Note: This slide does not reflect CRC research but is provided as an example of how specific data and

particular analytical methods can be used to conclude that Michigan ranks very low in road funding.



(Scroll-over for link.)

MARCH 28, 2025

A Data-Driven Assessment of Michigan’s
Road Program

In a Nutshell:

+ Michigan ranks 30th among all 50 states in road funding levels by an assessment of
data from 2012 to 2021 and 40th in road system conditions using the latest available
data.

* The performance of Michigan's road program—the effectiveness in using available
funding to maintain public roads—has declined between 2004 and 2024.

+ Improving road conditions in Michigan will require more than just increasing funding.
Policy solutions should focus on how money is spent. This includes revisiting the
state's pavement management strategies and replacing Michigan's outdated road
funding law, Public Act 51 of 1951.

Michigan Could Increase Road Funding
with a Truck Weight-Distance Fee

In a Nutshell:

+ A truck weight-distance fee is used in several states as a source of road funding. These
fees help ensure that heavy trucks more fully pay for the damage they impose on
pavements and typically provide three to six percent of transportation fund revenue
in the states that have adopted them.

« A modest weight distance fee in Michigan could generate over $100 million annually.
This revenue could then be rationally distributed to routes subject to the most
damage from heavy trucks.

+ Michigan should direct and fund a study evaluating the costs, benefits, and impacts of

the potential adoption of a truck weight-distance fee.

Michigan’s Transportation Funding Law

Hinders Efficient Use of Road Funding
In A Nutshell:

+ State revenue for locally-owned roads is distributed to 614 local government road
agencies, including 83 counties and 531 cities and villages.

+ Analysis of allocation data shows that while dense urban counties receive the highest
share of funding, sparsely populated rural counties receive much more funding per
resident.

« These results suggest a need to evaluate the efficacy of Michigan's road funding
distribution formula. Michigan’s current road funding law, Public Act 51 of 1951,
should be repealed and replaced with a distribution formula that better reflects the
needs of road agencies and the priorities of Michigan residents.

JULY 17, 2024
Fixing Michigan’s Roads may not Require
Huge Funding Increases

In a Nutshell:

» Michigan road agencies and the construction industry are seeking billions of dollars in
yearly funding increases to fix and maintain Michigan's roads and bridges.

» Many states with similar road funding levels to Michigan have achieved better
pavement conditions.

» As Michigan seeks new and expanded revenue options, we should also evaluate the

potential to use existing funding better.



https://crcmich.org/michiganroadprogramreport_dennis_20250328
https://crcmich.org/michigan_weight-distance_fee_20241002
https://crcmich.org/michigan_weight-distance_fee_20241002
https://crcmich.org/dennis_act-51_local_distributions_20240821
https://crcmich.org/dennis_act-51_local_distributions_20240821

]"'C|TIZEN|S JUNE 19, 2024
jlll GAN MiChigan Ranks 30th in Road Funding APRIL 10, 2024

Assessment Michigan Ranks 40th in Road Pavement
In a Nutshell: Quality Assessment

+ Comparisons to road funding levels in other states are frequently used to argue that
In a Nutshell

Michigan road agencies are underfunded.

+ \When invoking such comparisons, a policy analyst must take care to assure that the
data and methodology used can provide a reasonable and meaningful basis of
comparison.

¢ The Citizens Research Council has constructed a Road Funding Index that compares

» Anovel method provides a multi-factorial index score to evaluate statewide
pavement conditions across multiple metrics.
+ Michigan ranks 40th nationally, and tenth in an eleven-state peer group for overall

pavement quality.

revenue and expenditures for all 50 states across multiple variables. We find that over « This analysis can help to evaluate funding adequacy, as well as identify inefficiencies in

the decade including years 2012 through 2021, Michigan ranks 30th nationally and current resource allocation and management strategies.

7thinan 11 state peer group.

Michigan’s Highway Funding is
Undermined by Recent Construction FEBRUARY 4, 2022
Cost Inflation Fix the Damn Road Funding Formula

In a Nutshell In a Nutshell

« Michigan is working to ‘fix the damn roads, supported by recent increases in state and

(Scroll-over for link.)

» Michigan is in danger of squandering an historical opportunity to leverage a windfall
federal funding. Yet this effort has been undermined by unprecedented inflation in the : i
. i . . i . of transportation funding.
cost of construction. The Federal Highway Administration estimates that highway ™ t distribution R et ned by Act 51 of 1951 Isnot anl
. e current distribution formula determine c o] isnoton
construction costs have increased by 62 percent from 2020 to the third quarter of Y ¥

2023.
+ Highway construction costs in Michigan have been lower than the national average

unrepresentative of current needs, but the entire legal framework has become
inscrutable.

since 2020, but still have increased 12 percent above expected historical rates. This * Act 51and the myriad of associated codes must be repealed and replaced with a

reduced the purchasing power of Michigan's road agencies by over $700 million in contemporary approach to make sustainable improvements in the condition of the

2023 alone. state transportation system.

Select CRC Web Research Publications

» Michigan's road agencies generally have significantly more funding than anytime in
the past. However, this funding is not going as far as would have been expected only a
few years ago. Agencies remain challenged to utilize existing funding levels to catch

up with historical maintenance backlogs and bring Michigan's roads and bridges into a

state of good repair.


https://crcmich.org/dennis_roadfundingindex
https://crcmich.org/dennis_roadfundingindex
https://crcmich.org/construction-cost-inflation_20140508_dennis
https://crcmich.org/construction-cost-inflation_20140508_dennis
https://crcmich.org/dennis_pavementconditionindex_10042024
https://crcmich.org/dennis_pavementconditionindex_10042024
https://crcmich.org/fix-the-damn-road-funding-formula
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