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‘Definition of Terms

The term "Department" }efers to the Michigan State Highway Department
or the Michigan Department of State Highways and Transportation as

it became known in 1973.
The term "Commissioner” refers to the elected State Highway Commissioner.

The term "Director” refers to the person appointed as State Highway and

Transportation Director by the State Highway Commission. -

The term "Commission" refers to the four member bipartiﬁan State Highway

Commission.

The term “highways" refers to State trunkline highways which are under
the control of the State Highway Deparfment. These highways may be

Tocated any place in the staté, including cities.

The term "roads" refers to county roads of any type that are under

.county contro].

The term “streets" refers to city streets of any type that are under

'_city control.



~ Chapter 1
GENERAL BACKGROUND BEFORE 1950

 The year 1950 and later in the highway program in Michigan can best be

understood in terms of the years that came before.

~ The Michigan Department of State Highways was established in 1905 (after
“a constitutional chénge approved by the electorate to allow such a
department) for the improvement of "public wagon roads." The Department
paid "rewards" to counties and townships who built roads if such roads
met state specifications. Towhship admin%stration efiroads‘did'not
cease uﬁti1'1936 - The State Trunkline System wes estab]ished in 1913,
with actual Department coordination com1ng in 1917 as a result of
federa1 legislation that authorized grants -in-aid to zmprove rura1 roads,
with adm1n1strat1on to be through state highway departments Bonds for
construction of highways were approved by an amendment to the State
Constitution in 1919 authorizing 50 million doliars in bonds. Durlng
the 1930's, the highway program took a reﬁerse'as Weight taxes were

- reduced because of economic conditions at the time.T ‘

.The popularity of e highWay'eroéram:is seen ffomrthe sfart of'the_

State program in 1905. When a law passed iq 1903 to create a State
Highway Department was declared unconstitutional by the Attorney General,
-a constitutional amendment establishing a State Highway Commission went
on the ballot in 1905. The amendment paeéed carrying every county in
the State. Even though the roads were called "public wagon roads,"

the public support was impressive.2



The year 1950 found the Highway Program in Michigan caught between
several delemmas based not on1y upon the 1930's but also the 1940's.

- Construction or major impeevement of highways was nil, except for ef-
forts directly related to the war effort, during World War II.' Secondly,
~the very minor construct1on efforts in the post-war era were met with

_ shortages of cement, stee], and new equipment and with rising costs

for the materials that were available. Thirdly, roads wore out heavily
during'wor1d ﬁar IT due to the heavy use of truck in the major industrial
" effort in Michigan to provide supplies for the war effort. In addition,

revenues decreased during the war years due to decreased motor fuel

~ usage (rationing).3

Some work had begun in the late 1940'5 on urban freeways in the Detroit
area with such construct1on financed in part by Detr01t and Wayne County

and in part by 50 percent federal financing. 4

During‘the tenure of Commissioner Charles M Ziegler (1943-1957) the
Department moved from a program of doing much of its own ma1ntenance
for the State Trunk11ne System to contracting the work to c1t1es and |
_ counties. As the 1950's began, the Department directly ma1nta1ned '
the trunklines in only 15 counties, compared to direct maintenance in
51 of the 83 eodnties when Ziegler took office in 1943.5 This policy
of contract maintenance proved so popular (as the work ahd overhead of
the county.is spread between the county and the Depattment) that the

: present Director,'dohn P. WOodford;has adopted a “fiagpo1e“ policy.
The next District Maintenance Engineer.that has a county reject the State
Contraet,.thus reqpiring the Department to provide direct maintenance,

will be placed on a flagpole to sit forever.
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The gasoline tax in Michigan was 3 centé per gallon in 1950, compared to

the national average of 6‘cents. Howevef, a study had been completed in

February, 1948 under the direction of the Michigan Good Roads Federation.
This study showed a need of $1,053 million to place thé'highways, roads,

and streets in.gbod and safe condition for the traffic they were expected
to bear. The Michigan Good Roads Federation, based on the study results,
recommended a raise from 3 cents to 4 1/2 cents pér gallon. The bills

were passed and became effective in 1951.6

_The 1950's were entered with the Highway Program having survived, rather

“than flourished, during the previous 20 years.



Chapter 2

FEDERAL IMPACT ON THE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

'Background .
It was in 18]9 that Secretary of War John C. Ca1houn stated that the nat1on _
must have roads for the defense of the United States. Prior to that t1me

travel was mostly by boat along the rivers and-the ocean coasts.’

" The concept of federal emphasis and national defense has continued to play a
large role in any major financial expansion of the highway systém. From
Calhoun in 1819, to federal aid in 1916 (in the form of granfs-in-éid to
states for the use of improving rural roads), to sﬁow rehova? 1n 1918 as a
response to wor1d‘War I demands, to the National Defense Interstate System in
1955 and to a 55 mile per hour speed 1imit in the 1970's, the answer is the

same: reaction to federal programs and often to matters of hational defense. "

1950-1960 7 _

The year 1950 found the Department unable to utilize the federal aid avail-
able to it because of a lack of matching state dollars (due to the 3 cent
per galion téx levied in Michigan compared to the national average of 6
cents). Therefore projecfs proViding local participatfon were being pufsued I
(cities provided soﬁe matching funds). As State tax increases océurred, the

prob1ém of providing matching funds resolved itself.

The major impact of federal 1egis?ation during the 1950's was the introduc-
tion in 1956 of 90 percent fedefaT financing for the Fedefa] Interstate De-
fense Highway System, a 50 billion dollar, 42,500 mile highway program.

This led to the bu11d1ng of divided four-lane highways across the state.

The rea1 "boom" in highway construction during the 1950 s (and into the 1960's)

came d1rect1y from the federal legislation. 9



1960-1970

The federal funnel femained'open during.the 1960's. The interstate
program was supplemented Qy smaller programs such as acts for beauti-
fication, biliboard control, and safety-programs. A11 included federaT
funds for meeting federal standards. The Department enthusiéstica]ly

- responded to theﬁé pfograms, except for the billboard program which met
opposition (because of lobbyists engaged in bf11board advertising) in the
State LegisTapufe. A Traffic Operations Program to Increase Capacity |

and Safety (TOPICS) was initiated with funds going to cities, but with

state édministration 1nvo]ved.]0

‘The Department was one of the leading states in the nation in taking
advantage of federal aid. When dollars became unexpectedly available

for minor federal programs or additional money became available for

"regular" programs (such as Interstate), the Department was pfombt?y

ih Tine with projects eligible to use the additional funds.

Thé major change in fhe federal program in_the 1960's was increases
~1in federé1 reguTations. -Prbposed highways that W6u1d (directly Qr
-indirect1y) impact a recreational féciTity became a major problem for
the Department and delayed several major brojects. Federal reéu]ations
for relocation assistance, and funds for pegple and businesses d1s-
placed by construction aTso added to the delay and cost of ‘construction

programs.

During the 1960*5 federal aid received by the Department rose from 95

~ miliion dollars a year (1960) to 218 million dollars a year (1970).



1970-1976 |

The period 1970-1976 found a federal impact adversely affecting the
highway program in severai ways. The increase in federal regulations of
the 1960's continued. In addition, the Federal Highway Trust Fund be-
came an item that was sought after by urban and pub?fc”transportation
("Mass Transit") advocates. Scheduling of federal projects became a
problem as President Nixon impounded federal highway funds on several
occasions. In'some years the federal aid received by the Depértment was
less than in 1970 (declining from 218 million dollars in 1969470 to as
low as 141.3 mi1Tion dollars in 1973-1974.)"] | -

June 26, 1974 found the Department issuing the approved'State of Michigan
Action Plan. The "Action Plan" was prepared to comply with the Federal

- Highway Administration's Policy and Procedure Memorandum 90-4. The
Action Plan defines the planning process the state must follow on all

- federal projects and specific standards and guidelines for Eonsfderihg
the impact that social, economic, and environmenta? factors may have

on proposed federal aid projects. The Action_P1an was prepared based

‘on meetings with many interested groups (énvironmentdI and social as

well as the "normal® highway and construction interests) and was de-
12 '

veloped after many public hearings.

It is an attempt to cohsider all aspects, including "no-build" in the
“planning process. The Action Plan recognizes that the planning and pre-
construction period will take more time than in the past, but attempts to

better coordinate all parties interested in transportation facilities
and their impact on society. While federal legislation requires only
that the Action Plan be followed on federal aid highway projects, the
Department has chosen to apply it to all modes of transportation.13
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Chapter 3
STATE LEGISLATIVE IMPACT ON THE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Background ,
The highway program in Michigan is based_on Constitutional and legal

- sanctions. A 1905 constitutionél amendment allowed the Department to
be established. Later legislation broadened thé responsibilities of
the Deﬁartment énd provided its financing. The building of major high-
ways has often been specified by the Legis?ature in the legislation
authori;ing tax increases {(US-2, US—?Q], US-31 and US-23 in the most

recent gasoline tax increase).

1950-1960 _

Act 51 of 1951 wrote a new chapter in highway program history in Michi-
gan. This act made the Commissioner responsible for the approval 6f 7
county road programs,and street programs of incorporated cities and
villages. The Commissioner became responsible for uniform reporting to
the Governor and the Legislature on the status of all roads in Michigan,
the programs carried out each year, and tﬁe resources needed_for.thé‘

‘total "highway program."

Act-Sl also abo1ished-the previous legal requirement that in each fiscal
year 25 pefcent of thelfunds be spent in the Upper Peninsula, 25 percent
‘above Townline 12 (Saginaw)_iﬁ the Lower Peninsula, and 50 percent below
the Townline 12. The "old" formula had contributed to "bits and pieces”
of highways rather than a system of highways. The story was often told
of Commissioner Charles M. Zieglef posfing expenditures on a map on his
wall on which he kept track ofrhow much money was being spent for each

county each year. The new law allowed the construction program to be

-7~



based on needs established in highway needs studies rather than on a

geographic basis.l4

At this t?me, the gasoline tax was_raised from 3 cents to 4%'cents per
gallon via Act 51. Minor increases in weight taxes also occurred.
These increases occurred despite'oppositioh by Governor G. Mennen
Williams, whose veto of Act 51 was overriden by the State Legislature.
The increase to 4 cents a gallon still left Michigan far below the

national average of 6 cents a gallon. _The highway needs as defined in

~the study issued in 1948 by'the_Good Roads Federation still Wéré far

from being met.

Act 51 also established the pércentage of maiﬁtenance costs on the trunk-
Tines inside cities that was to be paid by the Depértmeﬁt and the cities.
The Department's obligation for such maintenance ranged from 50 percent
(in large cities) to 100 percent in the smallest cities. Act 51 ‘imposed
the entire maintenance responsibility of all state trunklines on the

Department. This increased the Department's municipal maintenance

‘budget from $898,048 in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951 to $1,639,892

in fiscal 1952. This cost rose to $5,176,995 in fiscal 1975.1°

In 1952 the Department sold an 80 million dollar bond issue based on

R Tegislation passed specifically authorizing Detroit, Wayne Couhty, and

the Department to assume final responsibility for issuing and ﬁaying
for bonds for_highwéy construction purposes. The bonds were to be
(and were) repaid from revenues comprised of federal aid and future

motor vehicle fund receipts {gas tax and license fees).16




In 1953 a State Turnpike Authority was established, composed of four
members appointed by the Governor and thé Commissioner. The Authority
studied the feasibility of establishing tol1 roads connecting Bay City,
Detroit, and Toledo, as well as one connecting Detroit and Chicago.

The Authority hired consultants to study the proposed routes and their
-financing. A preliminary study found the east-west (Detroit-Chicago)
route feasible, but furthef study was ordered. The announcement of a
north-south freeway proposed by the Commissioner, the-passage by Congress
of an interstate highway program (to be financed by 90 percent federal
paymeﬁté),rand the announcement of the new Commissfoner of a five-year
.Constfuction Program of $1,250 million (based on borrowing, state
finances, and new‘federaT money) resulted in a slow death of the Author-

ity in 1957.17 | o

Upon ﬁrging frOM_the Department, the Leéislature authorized another
highway needs study in 1955 under the direction of the Automotive Safety
Foundation. The study found that despite the 1ncrea$es inrthe gas tax |
and license feés, the rising costs and expanding demands (becaﬁse Qf |
-increaéfng travel) were not being met by the increased revénue. As'a
result of the study, the Legis]ature'inéreased the gas tax to 6 cents

pef ga1idn, with 75 percent of the 1% cent increase to go to the Depart-
ment, with the remainder to the cities and counties. The Legislature
also specified the routes for which the additional taxes were to be used.
This legislation also authorized the issuance of bonds for a variety of

highway construction purposes.18



With greatly expanded finances available because of the favorable actions
of both the state and federal governments, Commissioner John C. Mackie
took office on July 1, 1957. Using the federal Interstate financing,

the State gasoline tax, and the bonding capabilities made available by
the recent legislation, Mackie announced a 5-year construction program
~on October 3, 1957. The program was a 1.2 biliion dollar construction

program.lg

1960-1970 |

The increased demand for highways.from motorists, coupled with Tobby-
ing efforts of several special interest groups {including the Depart- .
ment) led to the approval of an increase in the'state gasoline tax

from 6 cents to 7 cents per gallon (effective January 1, 1967). In-
creases in weight taxes were also approved. The ratio used to distfi-
bute these funds to the state, counties, and cities was §1tered S1ight1y
(2% more to fhe cities and 1% less to the other two partfes). There had
been no tax increase in more than 10 yearé despite a highway needs

study completed in 1960 (for 1960-1980) which showed a need for a
additional 2.9 billion for the 20 year period.zo o | |
Increasing concern for the persons displaced by.the constfuctioh of
highways led to the passage (in 1965) of legislation requiring the
preparation of plans regarding the dispTacement'aﬁd relocation of

persons and businesses, and alsc requiring cooperation with local units of

government in such relocations.
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1970-1976

The early 1970's saw several significaht actions by the Legislature,
as propo§ed by Governor M1111ken and the Commission. Gas and weight
taxes were raised again, with the State gasoline tax going fromr7
cents to 9 cents a gallon. For the first time in the histofy of Michigan
part of the gas tax {% cent a gallon) went to finance mass transit |
programs. The needs study for the period 1970-1990 réported that 45;4
percent of thé highways, roads, and streets in Michigan were inadequate
7 and that 29 billion dollars was needed for highwéy'purposes in ﬁhe

20 year period. The 1% cent a gallon increase Qas not sufficfeﬁt to

‘p1ace‘much'of a dent in the needs.z}

Safety became a large issue as the State a11bwed 1tsé1f to be sued. The
result was several loses in court as well as increased expenditures
to assure that the State was not responsfbile (and 1iable) for traffic

accidents.

The Department stopped issuing-s—year programs, which becauée of the
_additiona1 involvement of the public hadlbecome 8-year programs in
rea]ity; Because of the inéreasing costs the Deparfment'even stdpped

publicizing the planned costs of individual projeéts.

Much of the proposed expansion during this period was in the area of
mass transit. These proposals were submitted to the State electorate
and were defeated. ‘While the highway needs and costs increased, no

corrective action was being taken.



Chapter 4
~ ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL

Background _ X

The Depaﬁtment has always been a highly centralized organization. While
some states, such_as Texas and'Florida, have a decentralized department
of highwayé'or transportatioh, Michigan has continued its centralized |
tendencies. The Department has had district offices (8 or 10 of them)
for decades, but fhe districts basically carry out the policy and |
program direction given from Lansing. Exéept_fof the first Cbmmissioner,

all heads of the Department have been enginéers.

. 1950-1960 | o

The Department continued its centralized orgahization durihg the 1959'5.-
The number of divisions expanded from 9-to 18 and the number of districts
from 8 to 10. During the early 1956'5 turnover of personnel'caqsed

some problems for the Department. In fiéca1 year 1953-1954 there was a

~ turnover of 35 percent, apparently due to the.re1ative1y Tow pay then

~ paid State emﬁ]oyees as compared to private business during the period.
This probIemleventua11yureso1ved itse1f7and.Staté émﬁ]oyées are now

S : . . o, 22
paid on a basis comparable to private business.

During this entire period the Department felt a neéd_for an ihcrease in
engineers {with shortages of 150 or more). The Department entered into
several tra{ning programs to develop engineers and also to train techni-

cians.
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The personnei within the Départment rose frbm 2,448 in 1950 to more than
4,000 in 1960 to meet the expanded program brought about by the increase
in financial resource§ (state and federal) and in program administration
responsiﬂi]ities (via Act 51, 1951). Expansions were mostly in those
~areas directly connected with the construction p}ogram (highway designers,

right of wdy buyers, construction inspectors, etc.).

The expanded program resulting from additional funds also led to the
Department hiring consulting eng1neer1ng f1rms to design many of the
roads and bridges bu11t under the expanded program The use of consu]tants .

~for "rush" jobs continued even into 1976
- 1960-1970
The State Const1tut1on adopted in 1963 and effect1ve on January 1

1964 prov1ded for a b1part1san State Highway Commission composed of four
persons appointed for four-year terms by the Governor, with the adv1qe

and consént of the Senate, to administer thewDepartment.

The Executive Organization Act of 1965 transférréd the Mackinac Bridgé
Authority, the BlueiWater Bridge Authority, and fhe International Bridge
Authority to the Department. Thé Blue Water Bridge Authority'was abolished
when the bonds financing the bridgé were repaidaﬁd the bridge thenrfeTT
under the normal organization of the Department {the Maintenance Division).
The other two authoritiés'continued to operate independentTy as they were
transferred to the Department wfth the authorities retaining most of their

basic authority.

The Plan of Organization required by the Executive Organization Act

stated that the Commission is a policy making body. It waé the intent at

- -13-




that time to dé]egate to the Director (unclassified and appointed by the
Commission) all of the powers of the former Commissioner, except for the

power to establish policy 23

Practice during the 1960's did not follow the stated intent of the .

Commission. The Commission involved itself in such things as:

1. Approval, or denia1; or requests for oﬁt-of-state travel.

2. Approva],'or denial, of proposed conferences p1annedifor Départ-
meht'trajning and communication purposes. | -

3. Selection of, and promotion of, classified stafé pérsohne1 abo?e
larcertain 1eVe1.-r _

4. Proposing and impTementing organizational changes. 7

5. The establishment bf a Commfssion Auditor (reporting directly to

| _the_Commissfon) to-monitor the activit{es and efficiency of the

Department.

These actions had an adverse action on the morale of Department personnel

who felt that the Commission suspected,'kather,than supported, them.

No'major changes in the rést 6f fherorganiiatfon occurred during the
1960'5...Per$onne1 rose to over‘S,OOO during fhe middie 1960‘5 and

then decreased'by 1970. Thére were-no ski]ls.required that were diffi-
cult to find. ‘The need for enginears felt during the 1950's was reduced
by the reduced construction program (in number of projects) and by the
'g.use of technicians in place of engineers. A stﬁdy'conducted {n 1965
found that design engineers. were spending a largé portion of their time
on non-engineering tasks and that a reduction on engineering staff from

164 to 87 would result in more effective personnel utilizatiqn.24



=

In 1968 the Director recommended to the Commission (through a report
written by this authdr) that the district operations in the upper areas
of the State be consolidated. The Director recommended that'fivé offices
(in the Upper Peninsula and the northern part of the Eowér'Beninﬁula)r
be consolidated into two districts; Even though the economics favored
such a move, the political impact on the Commission was such that the
action taken on the report was to study it, which in.rea1ity meant fo

bury it so that no official action had to be taken.

In 1968 the Department moved to'a new Highway Building directly to the
west of the State Capitol, thus centralizing staff,'some of whom were

previously located throughout the Lansfng area.

1970-1976 |
The year 1950 found the fo11owing divisions as the internal organization'

of the Department:25 7 )

Road Mainténancé

| Road Constructfon
Road ‘
P1énning and Traffic
Bridge
Testing and‘Reseafch_ .
Finance
Personnel
Right of Way
State Ferry

Public Information




The same basic organizations exist in 1976 with some minor changes.

A Construction Division, a Design Division, and a Maintenance Division
consolidate the road and éridge programs. Planning has become a larger
factor in the Department and is ﬁf the bureau (one step higher) level,

- while Traffic is now called the Tréffic and Safety Division. The State

Ferry Division was replaced by the Mackinac Bridge Authroity.

One of the key results of the Action Plan prepared in response to
- federé] requirements that the public be involved in planning for trans-
portation projects was the establishment of multi-discipline and multi-

* organization teams to plan for transportation faci1ities.26

On April 1, 1973,‘Governor'w111iam G. Milliken issued an Executive Order
making the Department responsible "...for coordination and administration
.1.. of all transportation agencies within State government.f .The'bepartv
ment finally became a department of transﬁortation, at least in responsi-
biTity'if not totally in name.  The title Michigan Department_of State

Highways and Transportation'isrused because of a constitutional require- '

ment for a State Highway Department.



Chapter 5
SUMMARY OF THE PERIQDS

1950-1960 - The Expansion Begins

This period saw a 50 percent increase in both motor vehicle registration
(from 2.4 to 3.6 million) and in miles driven (frdm 22 to 33 million).
These increases far surpassed the increase in population in Michigan
{from 6.4 to 7.8 million people). Much of the population increases were

in the suburbs thus increasing the move to the automobile.?’

Highway construction expenditures increased at an astounding pace, from
'34.4 million dollars in 1950 to 219.9 million dollars in 1960. - It can
be easily seen that as the 1960's began, the highway "boom" was rushing

forward at a rapid rate,28

1960-1970 ~ The Program Falters

The patterns established in the 1950's cdntinued into the 1960fs.
Population increases (13% for the decade) were far surpassedrby in--
creases in vehic?e registration (42%) and increases in vehicle miles
traveled {53%). The combination of %ncreasing’disposab]e incomes,
working women; increased recfeaifohai travel, and the continuing growth
of the suburbs expanded demands for Highways. While the population in
Wayne County rose 5 percent in the 1960's, popu}ation grew §3 percent
in neighboring Oakland County with many persons traveling to Wayne
County for employment. Similar patterns continued to emerge throughout

the state.zg



The end of this decade concluded with another needs study of the state
highways, county roads, and municipal streets. This study showed a need
for 29 billion dollars for the 1970-1990 period, with present tax rates
expected to provide only half of the needed funds. This projection was
based on a 59 percent increase in vehicles in the 1970-1990 period and
an 83 percent increase in traffic. The Commission proposed a 1 cent per

gallon tax increase which was yet to be acted on at the end of the decade.30

While in the early 1960's Michigan 1ed the nation in the percentage df the
Interstate system completed, the program was slowing down b§-1970. The

-rural, less expensive, freewgys were completed with the urban freeways yet
to be completed. The large land acquisition costs, delays due to property
owners being reluctant to sell, and the cost of additional features needed
in urban areés (retaining walls, more structures, etc.) resuylted in delays
and cost increases in the urban areas. The dollars spent on the construc-
tion program in 1970 were just one million dollars more than spent in 1960

(219.9 million to 220.9 million).3!

Because §f the increasing complexity (public hearings, environmental considera-
tions, etc.) of getting a project to the point where it was ready for con-
struction (as noted above), an eight-year (rather than five-year) program

was adopted.

Bonding for construction ended in 1962. Expen&itures on the part of the

Department rose to nearly 350 mitlion dollars by 1970 compared to 65 million
dollars in 1950. Eyen with the expanding expenditures, the total number of
miles of highways, roads, and streets rose only 3;4 percent (from 110 to 115

thousand miles) during the 1960's.32
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In 1966, 42 percent of the State's highways, roads, and streets were classi-
fied as "inadequate® and in need of reconstruction. At the conclusion of the
decade 46 percent of the highways, roads, and streets were classified as
“inadequa;e" by the needs study.33 whét appeared_to be a massive road build-
ing program (in terms of dollars) was not keeping even with “needs." The
demands of society (in vehicles, miles traveled, ecological considerations,

etc.) and inflation had left the Department unable to satisfactorily meet

the needs with present taxing policies.

1970-1976 - On_a Treadmill

This period experienced a slowing of the upward trend in travel demands. The
Arabian 011 problem and the resulting energy crises resulted in a decrease in .
miles driven and a move to smaller cars. The 55 miles per hour speed limit
also reduced the use of gasp]ine, although once the "energy scare" Was
over, drivers increased their speeds. Those persons who travel at 55 mi]esl
per hour or below are in the minority. Gas tax receipts decreased by about
3 million dollars in 1974-75 and the total money available for distribution
~ to the state, counties, and cities decreased by 1.3 percent_from the pre--

-vious year‘.a4

AttemptS at car pooling, bus development programs, train programs, etc.,

generally were not effective as pérsons returned to the family car.

Costs for construction and maintenance of highways rose during the period
faster than income. Therefore, 1976 found the Department with more highway

needs than it was able to meet.
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Chapter 6
THE FUTURE

General Comments:

Despite the frailties of our system of government, the will of the

~ people often prevails. It is the author's evaluation that the public

in Michigan wants a transportation system based on véhic?es-personaT?y

confrol]ed by them. The demand has been, and will continue to be, for

a door-to-door transportation system. The public wants to drive their own

car to work, to'church, to shop, and to ﬁ1ay, They will use another mode

of transportation only if the other mode can provide flexibility and com-

‘fort cdmparab]e to a personally-controlled vehicle. This vehicle may be
different than the cars we drive now, but 1t'wi11 proceed over highways,

lroads,'and streetsras we know them today. The vehicle of the future may

get-more miles to a gallen 6f gas, ﬁéy proceed at a stightly different
speed, and may even be propelled (at least partially) by a different

energy source than gasoline.

However, the majority of the trénsportation of the future, at least to

the year 2000, will be carried on a highway system.

Federal Impact on the Highwax;Proqram

The future will see some of the Highway Trust Fund-(set up for the Inter-
state system) going to other modes of transportation. However, most
persons in‘the United Stafes will do most of their travel (and as the
trucking industry will continue to be the major carrier of goods) on the
highway system. Therefore, considerable financial resources, and the

normal accompanying restrictions and controls, will flow from the federal



government to the states. The ratios of federal aid on the different
federal systems (Interstate, Primary, Secdndary, Safety, etc.) are likely
to change, but the basic céncept of major federal financing for the

highway system is not 1likely to change.

Because of the increasing maintenance costs that are sure to arise as
the Interstate system ages, the year 2000 may find the federal government -
financing part of the maintenance costs of state highway and transporta-

tion departments,

State Legislative Impact on the Highway Program

The State Legislature holds the key to the answer to the question, "How
much of a highway program in the future." The most recent highway needs

study points out the foliowing (projectjons'until 1990):

1. The driving population (despite any decline in birth rates) will

increase in number.

2. Motor vehicle registrations are 1ikely to continue to increase in the

future.

3. Vehicle modes of travel are projected to increase by 80 percent over

the miles traveled fn 1970.

4. The tota] highway needs for 1970-1990 amounts to 29 biilion do11ars.35

A more recent update of this information shows the need for 40.4 billion
dollars to place all highways, roads, and streets in Michigan in good, safe
“condition for the expected 1994 traffic. This most recent analysis was

made after the energy problem became a known rea1ity.36
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Michigan's economy is based on industry (automotive the major industry),
recreation, and agriculture. A1l these key parts of Michigan's économy
require an efficient and cost effective transportation system. The auto-
motive iﬁdustry uses the highways for shipment of supplies and materials,

as well as for shipment of the finished product. The recreation business

- stimulates the economy only if people can get to the recreation and

vacation areas. Agriculture cannot exist in Michigan without the highway
system to get its goods to market. The Legislature is not Tikely to allow
the economy to suffer, and suffer it will if an effective highway system

is not continued in the future.

Oraanization and Personnel:

As paft of Governor Milliken's proposals for transportation financing,
the Governor has proposed, and the Commisﬁion and Director have supported,
the direct appointment of the Director énd the establishment of a five
member bipartisan Commission with greatly reduced powers. In addition
the Department would become known as the Michigan Department of Trans-
portation. Under this proposal, the Director would not be requfred to
be a competent highway engineer. These changes, which would require
constitutional changes, would tend to make the transportation program

more responsive to the Governor's wishes.37

Final Comments

The,highWay'program is one that has a large constituency; a constituency
that has demanded and received increased services over the last 26 years.

There is nothing in the foreseeable future that leads one to believe that

the next 24 years will differ greatly from the past.' Any changes will be

2P



incremental in nature. The sprawl of communities, the desire for door-to-
door transportation, and the way of American Tlife itself points to the
highway program continuing to be a stimulus to the economy and a major

factor in both state government and the quality of 1ife in Michigan.
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