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Chapter 1. Overview

The Michigan Long-Range Transportation Plan (M| Transportation Plan) sought the involvement
of stakeholders through an initial set of three meetings, held in Lansing, Escanaba, and Detroit
on March 8, 9, and 10, 2006, respectively. These meeting were the first of three scheduled for
the stakeholder groups. The initial session was designed to solicit advice and input on the
nature of a long-range vision for transportation in Michigan, as well as to acquaint the
stakeholders with the general purposes and design of the long-range planning project.

In the first round of meetings, ideas were developed. These stakeholder meetings, along with
input received during the first meeting of the Economic Advisory Group (EAG) and the Public
Open Houses, provided the information used to develop the Draft 2030 Preferred Public Vision
for M1 Transportation Plan. This draft vision was mailed to the EAG and stakeholders in early
June. On June 22, the EAG met to provide feedback on the draft vision and a second round of
stakeholder meetings were held June 23, 27, and 28, 2006. During each of these meetings, the
EAG and the stakeholders were asked what they liked, what they did not like, and what is
missing from the draft 2030 Preferred Public Vision. In addition, everyone was asked what could
make the vision bolder. Final meetings of the EAG and stakeholders, which are scheduled for
November 2006, will provide them with the opportunity to review and discuss the findings of
the first draft of the plan. A list of invitees for each round two meeting can be found in
Appendix A.

This second round of meetings had two primary purposes:

1. To provide an opportunity for stakeholders to review the draft 2030 Preferred Public Vision;
and

2. To provide feedback to MDOT and the consultant team on whether or not the draft 2030
Preferred Public Vision is an accurate reflection of the public’s vision for future transportation
in the state.

A brief opening presentation provided the attendees with an update on the development of the
plan and the results from round one of the stakeholder involvement. Susan Gorksi, Project
Manager for the MI Transportation Plan, opened the meetings and reviewed the purpose and
agenda. Paul Hershkowitz, Project Manager from Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA), reviewed
the overall plan development process and status. In addition, he provided information on the
purpose and products from the visioning process. He indicated that one of the most important
aspects of the visioning processisthat it is the backbone for all future work on MI Transportation
Plan. The outcome from the visioning process will be the “Preferred Vision for an Integrated
Transportation System.” Maggie Campbell Jackson, the consultant lead for public and
stakeholder involvement, then reviewed the status of the outreach component of the plan. She
provided a brief summary of the results of the first round of EAG and stakeholder workshops,
and public open houses. This summary included a list of the key attributes of the future
transportation system:

ichigan Department of Trans ol




MDOT State Long-Range Transportation Plan Economic Advisory Group & Stakeholder
Workshops Meeting Summary

e Greater mode choice;
e Better incorporation of freight movement into the existing transportation system;
e Transfers between modes;
e Greater availability of intercity transportation;
e Energy efficient and environmentally friendly; and
o Sdfe
A summary of the key features of that future system include:
e Improved preservation and maintenance of roadways and infrastructure;
e Better integration of land use and transportation;
o Reliable, effective, and seamless transit systems,
¢ Modal connections at airports; and
¢ Promotion of regional and state non-motorized trails and facilities.

Following these brief presentations, the discussion began with participants in small groups of
six to eight people. Results of each of the round two workshops are presented below. This
summary is organized by the four questions that were asked in each meeting:

1. What worksin the draft 2030 Preferred Public Vision?
2. What does not work?

3. What ismissing?

4. What would make this vision bolder?

Results are summarized so that each of the stakeholder workshops can be compared. The
workshop agenda, which was the same for each group, can be found in Appendix B.

Across al regions and questions, five common themes emerged.:
1. Financing/Funding;
2. Freight; Innovation/Research;
3. Land Use; and
4. Multi-modal/Integration.

Therefore, the summary for each question also includes the relevant responses organized by
thesefive.

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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Chapter 2. What works?

This discussion provided a chance for the EAG and stakeholders to note the aspects of the draft
Preferred Public Vision that accurately reflected their point of view. The discussion question
was “what part of the 2030 Preferred Public Vision works?” The primary purpose of this question
was to provide feedback to the department and the consultants on the portions of the vision
that are correct. All discussion feedback from each session is shown below in bulleted form,
and isfollowed by a section on common themes.

2.1 Economic Advisory Group
e New sources of dedicated financing;
e New sourcesfor new vision;
¢ Innovation—emphasis on smart systemsand ITS;
e Separate freight and passenger, manage this mix; and

e Focus on huge number of system-related needs (i.e. maintain, improve current highway
system).

2.2 Stakeholder Meetings

2.2.1 Detroit
e Focus on people, not roads;
¢ Reinforces maintaining what we have;
e CSSfocus,
e Attributes and features very inclusive;
e Land useisaddressed prominently;
e Recognition of linkages between jurisdictions;
e |nnovative transit;
e Prominence of multi-modal;
e Finance user fees,
— Public and industry recognize too;
e Safety for pedestrians,
— Crash avoidance by using alternative modes;
e Choices/connectivity;

— Transit;

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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— Freight;

Innovation;

Sustainability;

Affordableto al;

Inclusive and comprehensive;

Progressive;

Addresses non-motorized (bike);

Transit addressed;

Tourism and visitor friendly;

Additional user fees;

Safety;

Design roads for long life-cycles;

Economics an important link to transporting people to/from jobs
User-friendly transit with integration to other modes of travel; and

Focus moving people and good instead of just people/cars.

Marquette

Most of the environmental protection as a priority is good;

Emphasis on transit;

Corridor/multi-modal/flexible/adaptabl e approach;

— Example—if rail goes away how will we move logs/timber?

Non-motorized emphasis as economic engine (connecting all cities with trail system);
and

Integrated, cost-efficient approach.

Grand Rapids

Conditiong/performance with added emphasis on asset management;
Transit seen as afirst option;

Finance reference;

Transit, choices and maintenance a priority

Reliable/affordable to all;

Freight is regionalized;

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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Land useis considered;

Reference to integrated transportation systems,

Reference to ports and airports for economic devel opment;
Freight separate or better integration;

Emphasis on hon-motorized;

Intercity transportation (intercommunity);

Available funding for all;

— Don’'t want to lower expectation to meet funding, provide funding to meet
expectations;

Maintenance of conditions/performance but needs to be all modes—not just road, need
parity;

— Implied assumption that everyone has ability to drive;

— Not maintaining the port capacity now;

Use of water ferries—both passenger and freight—keep this as an option; and

Borders— keep freight and people moving.

Grayling

Cover all transportation (water missing);
Nicely captured trends;

Recognition that population is aging; and

— Peopl€e’svision isdeteriorating and this plan will accommodate that.

Chapter 3. Common Themes: What works?

3.1 Funding/Financing

New sources of dedicated financing: new sources for new vision;
Finance-user fees;

Additional user fees,

Finance reference; and

Available funding for all: Don’t want to lower expectation to meet funding, provide
funding to meet expectations.
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3.2 Freight
o Separate freight and passenger, manage this mix;
e Freight isregionalized;
e Freight separate or better integration; and
e Borders—keep freight and people moving.

3.3 Innovation/Research
¢ Innovation—emphasis on smart systemsand ITS; and

e |nnovation.

3.4 Land Use
e Land useisaddressed prominently; and

e Landuseisconsidered.

3.5 Multi-modal/Integration
e Prominence of multi-modal;
e Choices/connectivity;
— Transit;
— Freight;
e Address non-motorized (bike);
e Transit addressed;
e User friendly transit with integration to other modes of travel;
e Focus moving people and good instead of just people/cars;
e Emphasison transit;
¢ Integrated cost-efficient approach;
e Transit seen as afirst option;
e Transit, choices and maintenance a priority;
¢ Referenceto integrated transportation systems; and

e Emphasis on non-motorized.

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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Chapter 4. What does not work?

The EAG and stakeholders were provided the opportunity to provide feedback on aspects of
the draft 2030 Preferred Public Vision that did not reflect their views of the future transportation
system Michigan needs. The question for this discussion was “what aspects of the vision do not
work?” The purpose of this discussion was to provide feedback on what concepts or
components of the 2030 Preferred Public Vision should be reconsidered. Again, the feedback
below represents the full discussion from each of the sessions in bulleted form, followed by a
section on common themes.

4.1 Economic Advisory Group
e Lack of information about operations;
¢ Not enough emphasis on safety; and
e Unmet needs may be under emphasized.

4.2 Stakeholder Workshops

4.2.1 Detroit
e Eliminating option of increased taxes;
e Transit defined generally instead of rail, commuter rail, etc.;
e No datatech report info would have been helpful;
¢ Economics performance (attributes) not complete enough;
e Land use—bottom up-Appropriate role for state and regional;
e Snow mobiles shouldn’t beincluded in non-motorized;
e Difficulty of integrating freight and passenger on railroads is under stressed;
e Not enough emphasis on |eadership;
e Absence of asset management approach— using available resources to grow;
¢ Palitics hijacking the plan;
e Freight too vague—need better definition;
e Freight to rail---problems;
— Rail-private—may want to look at better collaboration or build public rail lines; and

e Non-motorized access—MDOT should not be involved in this mode--Not part of this
plan—other entity involvement.

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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4.2.2 Marquette

Funding goes where the population is and UP has very low density. In UP we are
marketing tourism as Playground of the North.

Revenue is sales tax based so we cannot support a sustainable plan/system.

Plan needs to better define transportation needs to support regional and local plans;
— Tourism, economic development.

Plan needs to recognize economic nodes.

Border freight security right now/need improved controls to make it more secure.
No interconnectivity in transit systems;

— No regiona coordinated approach.

Not thinking about fuel situation;

— Infrastructure meaningless if can’t afford gas;

— Michigan should be leader in fuel technology.

Use of word “sprawl” not applicablein UP.

Land fragmentati on/access points/safety need better planning.

Grand Rapids
Needs stronger, bolder language on land use;

Balance between transit with the aging population: Multi-modal and community use—
transit shouldn’t be seen as second class;

Strong justification of expanding road network;
Managing growth patterns instead of managing sprawl;
Limiting aviation to the UP;

New technology (smart systems) innovation should be a separate domain;
Alternative energy needs to be addressed,;

Lacking financial details;

Too much emphasis on highway capacity;

No emphasis on getting freight off highway to rail;

Tie safety to congestion;

High speed rail at 200 mph istoo limited,;
Communication is not included;

Land use/transportation link is not clear;

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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e What are subsurface issues in environment?
e “Sprawl ismanaged” —sprawl means different things— has a suburban bias;
e Working on the assumption that fuel will be cheap/abundant—what about $10/gal fuel?

e Public transportation aimed at older population—need it to be first class, not second
class—for everyone; and

¢ Looseterminology of seamless—need for everyone to access, especialy intercity bus and
trains for access and mobility.
4.2.4 Grayling
e Don’t understand secure.

— Understand borders but what about Traverse City? Don’t understand how it applies
and it will drive up costs; and

— Makesureit istailored to the area—one size does not fit all.

Chapter 5. Common Themes: What does not work?

5.1 Funding/Financing
e Eliminating option of increased taxes;
e Revenueis salestax based so we cannot support a sustai nable plan/system; and

e Lacking financial details.

5.2 Freight
e Freight too vague—need better definition;
e Freight to rail---problems;
— Rail-private—may want to look at better collaboration or build public rail lines; and

e No emphasis on getting freight off highway to rail.

5.3 Innovation/Research

e New technology (smart systems) innovation should be a separate domain.

5.4 Land Use
e Land use—bottom up: appropriate role for state and regional;

e Land fragmentation/access points/safety need better planning;

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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Needs stronger, bolder language on land use;
Managing growth patterns instead of managing sprawl; and

Land use/transportation link is not clear.

5.5 Multi-modal/Integration

Non-motorized access—MDOT should not be involved in this mode — Not part of this
plan—other entity involvement;

No interconnectivity in transit systems;

Balance between transit with the aging population: Multi-modal and community use—
transit shouldn’t be seen as second class;

High speed rail at 200 mph istoo limited; and

Public transportation aimed at older population—need it to be first class, not second-
class—for everyone.

Chapter 6. What is missing?

In the third round of discussions, the participants were asked what is missing from the draft
2030 Preferred Public Vison. The purpose of this question is to provide input on potential
additions to the vision. Again, the documentation below reflects the full discussion of each of
the groups in bulleted format, followed by a section on common themes.

6.1 Economic Adyvisory Group

Airports critical role;
Urban centers more livable in terms of transportation, walking, etc.;

Attention paid to alternative means to finance alternative modes, such as grants, or other
financing methods;

Sense of priorities over time, e.g. opportunities for rail for passenger or freight based on
the broad vision;

Context sensitive solutions,
Bus systems for inter and intracity transport? Agree on choices as an outcome; and

Security air, transit, rail (post-Madrid).
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6.2 Stakeholder Workshops

6.2.1

Detroit
Non-motorized choiceis provided at the local level;
Transportation demand management—travel choices provided by employers,
On-going public involvement — starts at beginning of plan/project;
— Information/Education;
= Having public understand how things work;
= Datato inform policy decisions;

= Value of how personal decisions impacting transportation system (where they
live, work, shop, etc.), i.e. land use;

Coordination among agencies, jurisdictions at all levels,

Safety- broader definition;

— Personal safety on all modes;

Smart systems beyond auto;

— For transit, freight;

— If Michigan is aleader it leads to economic devel opment;

Land use transportation link;

Freight;

— Cross border—make sureit isin security to make it seamless;

— Supply chain assessment to see the way forward—how Michigan fitsin;
Communication and coordination— capture the Super Bowl experience;
— More efficient and expanded operations through ITS;

Longer design life for pavements (European model); and

Politically moreinclusive.

Marquette

Strategies to become globally competitive;

Educating the public on the vision — then concepts, initiatives, investments;
— what agastax increase can do;

— tell people what they are getting for their taxes,

— 90 percent of the roads are county/local;

ichigan Department of Trans ol
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— 10 percent are MDOT and in good shape; 80-90 percent VMT on state roads;
MDOT Statewide Educational campaign;

Focus on tourism — in UP 187,000 hotel rooms last year; 20,000 stopped at visitor centers,
— Tourism one of the few industriesin the state that won’t pick up and go to India;
More interstate coordination and regional strategies,

Transit interconnectivity and rural service;

Multi-modal transportation commitment — needs state |eadership;

— |IsMDOT going to be viewed as a leader?

Incentive for trucking to be more efficient especially with backhaul;

Education component---options/impacts,

Emphasis on shipping—keeping ports as an option;

Asset management—focus on preserving/maintaining what you have already invested
in; and

Ensure that design can support long-range uses--reflected in corridor approach.
Grand Rapids

Incorporation of CSS;

Regionalization of airport system;

Non-traditional innovative financing;

Intergovernmental cooperation;

Buses added to intercity passenger to cover shorter distances;

Business and residents value multi-modal transport;

Under safety, should include bicyclists;

Eval uation/assessment component;

— Pre-project/Post system;

ITS (intelligent transportation systems)—more emphasis on technology for transport
solutions;

Safety definition per SAFETEA-LU (not just congestion);
Communication as adomain;

— Traveler information;

— To the public on transportation options,

— Common transportation terminol ogy;
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— Links between modes,
e Elderly mobility;
e Land useasakey feature/domain;
e Addair quality to environment;
e State more involved in land use policy;
¢ Includerail with freight features;
e Partnering with technology;
e Option for separating people/freight at borders;
e Hardlook at financing options—that funds will be there;
e Land use—lack of recognition that all communities don’t have plans;
e MDOQOT responsibility for non-motorized along all/across facilities;
¢ Idea of sharing/integrated intercity/intercommunity passenger;

e State/MDOT commitment to funding vision-“idea that it is investment instead of a
subsidy”;

e Full compliance with ADA and use of best practices—barrier free for all; and

e Open honesty/public education on what can do.

6.2.4 Grayling
e Political process;
e Water transportation (or ice for several months);

e Local politics/land use biggest hurdle to overcome—one township wants economic
development; adjacent one doesn't;

e Innovative design, new materials;
e State does not have innovation for disabled that other states have now;

— Accessibility for everyone all the time;

— County lines are abarrier to transit—needs to be fixed;
¢ Need innovation—Michigan should be atechnology leader for all modes;
e Public transit should be seamless—with invisible boundaries,

— Rediable, timely, convenient;

“We will be successful when public transportation is not a choice of desperation”;

e Did not just find out that aging population is a real force in what we will be and what
we need to look at;

Page 9 ‘@MDO
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¢ Need to breakdown barriers between agencies;

e Need land use/gas tax reform since asking people not to drive;

e Need economic development push— needs to be understood,;

e Equity for rural transportation—not there now and we need it; and

e Needs regulations to provide incentives/disincentives to reach vision (such as regional
cooperation with transit).

Chapter 7. Common Themes: What is Missing?

7.1 Financing/Funding

e Attention paid to alternative means to finance alternative modes, such as grants, or other
financing methods;

¢ Non-traditional innovative financing;
e Hardlook at financing options—that funds will be there; and

o State/MDOT commitment to funding vision.

7.2 Freight
e Freight Cross border —make sure it isin security to make it seamless,
e Incentive for trucking to be more efficient especially with backhaul;
e Emphasis on shipping— keeping ports as an option; and
e Option for separating people/freight at borders.

7.3 Innovation/Research
e Smart systems beyond auto-for transit, freight;

e ITS (intelligent transportation systems)—more emphasis on technology for transport
solutions;

e Innovative design, new materials,
e State does not have innovation for disabled that other states have now; and

¢ Need innovation—Michigan should be atechnology leader for all modes.

7.4 Land Use

¢ Land use transportation link;
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Land use as a key feature/domain;
State more involved in land use policy;
Land use—lack of recognition that all communities don’t have plans; and

Local politics/land use biggest hurdle to overcome—one township wants economic
development; adjacent one doesn't.

7.5 Multi-modal/Integration

Bus systems for inter and intracity transport? Agree on choices as an outcome;
Non-motorized choice is provided at the local level;

Transit interconnectivity and rural service;

Multi-modal transportation commitment — needs state leadership;
— IsMDOT going to be viewed as aleader?

Buses added to intercity passenger to cover shorter distances;
Business and residents value multi-modal transport;

MDOT responsibility for non-motorized along all/across facilities,
Idea of sharing/integrated intercity/intercommunity passenger;
County lines are a barrier to transit—needs to be fixed,

Public transit should be seamless—with invisible boundaries;

— Redliable, timely, convenient; and

“We will be successful when public transportation is not a choice of desperation.”

Chapter 8. Bolder Vision

Finally, the EAG and stakeholders were asked what could make the draft vision bolder. The
purpose of this question was to press these participants to think beyond the problems and
issues of today and to consider what the state will need from its transportation system well into
the 21st century. Again, the documentation below reflects the full discussion of each of the
groups in bulleted format, followed by a section on common themes.

8.1 Economic Advisory Group

Finding new partners to do more;

Focus on research and technology |eadership;

Page 11 EMDOI
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8.2 Stakeholder Workshops
8.2.1 Detroit

Land use—needs MDOT leadership;

Transit funding—need to fund it differently;

Need a new paradigm on citizens thinking on land use and its impacts;
On-going education of public;

Linking overall transportation improvement to economic impact—allows thinking
outside the box;

Innovation and research;

— Focus apply at the corridor level —pilot projects;

Make sure it is comprehensive, all inclusive modes, balanced with non-motorized,;
Reducing the demand for transportation—less trips, lessVMT;

Access to information, telecommuting;

New legislation for more funding options;

Autobahn approach for certain roadways,

— Downside—may increase sprawl;

Educating the public on use of new modes of travel (media, PR approaches) and support
for funding;

Funding-dedicated source, long-term;

Quality (sustainable) roads over quantity —reduce road impacts;
Do we need all roads for their intended use into the future?

Do we need county/state systemn— governance question; and

Freight/rail — public system or new governance.

8.2.2 Marquette

New entities — lead by region;
New funding formula by region;

Regional autonomy with statewide efficiencies — “regional czars” — can address UP
capacity and infrastructure;

Strategic alliances with Universities to enhance research and innovation —implement on
aregional basis,

How do you create a bold vision not knowing what the future will bring?

Page 12 ‘@MDO
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How doe we measure? How do we keep score?

Consider legidlative agenda/thinking innovative bills, if necessary, to get it done;

— Support from all levels— building partnerships;

Include technology industry —fuel, engines, vehicles;

Keep it independent of poalitics; and

Something about funding—proactive not just filling the gaps but having more than

adequate funding.

Grand Rapids
Language overall needs to be bolder, but how do you get bold without slipping into
fantasy;

Fundamental vision is what kind of community do we want (i.e. land sue vision), then
we can develop the transportation vision to serve that community vision (land use and
transportation must be coordinated, but land use first);

Vision must benchmark annual decisions;

Impact fees for devel opment outside of service area as part of financing domain;
Provide multi-modal systems to the majority of new developments;

Develop innovative financing techniques;

Proactively pursue and prioritize functional multi-modal system statewide;

All of the following are needed to be ableto “live the vision”;

— State assumptions for plan---maybe have alternative futures;

— Take vision and show how it becomes a reality, needs to be real for people, i.e. next
steps,

— Tie to implementation with 5-year plans—need to make sure vision gets reflected
immediately;

— Reflect that transportation equalsinvestment...it drives the economy; and

— Focus on funding/financing for all modes.

8.2.4 Grayling
Three things need to be changed about land use:

Need to get rid of township form of government;
Need statewide zoning;

Regionalism;

Locals need to support to develop quality local plan;
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Summary;

— Land use decision-making needs to be less fragmented;

— Concern about sprawl;

— Hasto be more long-term (doesn’t change when politicians change);

— Overlay of local/regional (tailored to part of state you arein);

Looking back from 2030 public transportation is as easy to use as any other mode;

Innovative financing needs to be bolder;

— Takedecisions out of politicians hands that are looking for political gain;
— Need stronger role for partnerships/collaboration;

MDOT rolein future;

— Leadership, education, guidance;

— Help get out of the mindset of being a car state;

— Doing things together;

Protect rail corridors—don’t sell it off;

MDOT needs to stop mortgaging our future;

Get semis off highway---separate systems; and

Think about needs of “zoomers”---boomers who keep on working.

Chapter 9. Common Themes: Bolder Vision

9.1 Financing/Funding

Transit funding—need to fund it differently;

New legislation for more funding options;

Funding-dedicated source, long-term;

Develop innovative financing techniques;

Focus on funding/financing for all modes,

Innovative financing needs to be bolder;

— Takedecisions out of politicians hands that are looking for political gain;
— Need stronger role for partnerships/collaboration;

MDOT needs to stop mortgaging our future;
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Something about funding—pro-active not just filling the gaps but having more than
adequate funding; and

Impact fees for development outside of service area as part of financing domain.

9.2 Freight

Freight rail-public system or new governance; and

Get semis off highway---separate systems.

9.3 Innovation/Research

Focus on research and technology leadership;
Innovation and research;
— Focus apply at the corridor level —pilot project;

Strategic alliances with Universities to enhance research and innovation — implement on
aregiona basis; and

Include technology industry —fuel, engines, vehicles.

9.4 Land Use

Land use—needs MDOT leadership;
Need a new paradigm on citizens thinking on land use and its impacts;

Fundamental vision is what kind of community do we want (i.e. land sue vision), then
we can develop the transportation vision to serve that community vision (land use and
transportation must be coordinated, but land use first);

Three things need to be changed about land use:

— Need to get rid of township form of government;

— Need statewide zoning; and

— Regionalism.

Locals need to support to develop quality local plan;

Summary;

— Land use decision-making needs to be less fragmented;

— Concern about sprawl;

— Hasto be more long-term (doesn’t change when politicians change); and

— Overlay of local/regional (tailored to part of state you arein).
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9.5 Multi-modal/Integration
e Makesureit iscomprehensive, al inclusive modes, balanced with non-motorized;
¢ Provide multi-modal systems to the magjority of new developments; and

e Proactively pursue and prioritize functional multi-modal system statewide.

9.6 Findings

Reviewing the results from all of the meetings and all of the questions, there are five frequently
discussed topics that emerge. The participants’ comments across all the questions had a
consistent message for each of these themes.

Financing/Funding: The plan needs to include new, innovative sources of dedicated, long-term
funding to support all modes of transportation.

Freight: Freight and freight facilities (ports, airports, and rail) need to be included in the plan,
but there needs to be some separation of freight and passenger travel regardless of the mode
(road, rail, at the borders).

Innovation/Resear ch: Michigan needs innovative solutions to its transportation problems and
the state should partner and/or support research to encourage this innovation.

Land Use: The land use/transportation connection is critical to improving the state’s
transportation system. The state and MDOT should take a leadership role in understanding
and improving this connection.

Multi-modal/Integration: The state needs a comprehensive, integrated multi-modal
transportation system. Program implementation and funding should reflect this goal.

For each four-discussion questions, there were additional themes that did not cut across all the
questions. For the question of “What Works,” the vision’s focus on preservation and asset
management was well received by the participants. In addition, safety, the importance of
transportation to the state’s economy, and affordability of the transportation system to all were
discussed in severa groups.

The questions of “What Does Not Work” and “What is Missing” from the vision are closely
related and there were several issues that cut across these two questions. The vision’s lack of
explicit support for operational solutions, particularly the use of technology (such as ITS) as a
priority solution was one of the most common. Also, the lack of any discussion on the price of
gas or the need for alternative fuels was raised in several groups. Another issue that several of
the groups discussed at length is the need for MDOT to take a leadership role in educating the
public about mode choice, transportation financing, and the role of individual decisions in the
overall functioning of the transportation system. Finally, the issue of interjurisdictional
cooperation or the need for a stronger partnership between local jurisdictions and between state
and local government was discussed in both these sections and in the questions on making the
vision bolder.
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The question of making the vision bolder caught the attention of the stakeholders and input for
this question was extensive. This question provided the participants the opportunity to
reinforce their discussions from the “What Does Not Work” or “What is Missing” discussions.
The five common themes are strongly reinforced with both general comments and specific ideas
for making the vision bolder. Specific to this question the participants emphasized that the
vision needs to be stronger, more visionary. Leadership was discussed in many groups.
Participants talked about MDOT as a leader for transportation in the state, and Michigan as a
leader for transportation in the nation. Thistheme is particularly strong around technology and
innovation. The EAG, for example, recognized that Michigan’s automotive industrial base
provides a competitive advantage to be a leader in national, perhaps global, transportation
innovation. This question also provided the participants with the opportunity to voice their
concerns about implementation of the plan overall. They expressed concerns about the role of
politics in transportation decision-making. Several groups discussed the need to tie the plan to
shorter-term planning and include measures or progress reports as feedback on the
implementation.

In summary, results from the EAG and stakeholder meeting provide substantial feedback on
the public’s vision for Michigan’s future transportation system. This information will be used
to create the final 2030 Preferred Public Vision, one the primary inputs into the development of
MI Transportation Plan.
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