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Executive summary

Costs to deliver transportation projects have risen drastically in recent years. To avoid wasteful
spending, each new dollar invested in transportation infrastructure should be directed to the kinds of
projects that deliver the most positive impact for the lowest cost. A wide body of research, including
retrospective analyses of completed projects, shows that the costs of highway expansion projects often
outweigh their benefits while the opposite is true for investments in public transit. Despite these
findings, highways still receive more than double the total investment of public transit programs across
all levels of government.

This mismatch between policy goals and investment strategies could be driven, in part, by an inaccurate
understanding of the potential return on investment from new spending on each mode. To address this
issue, this paper provides a side-by-side comparison of what new spending on public transit versus
highways can mean across a variety of different metrics, including overall macroeconomic impacts,
investment performance, jobs, household-level impacts, and land use and development. We describe
how the underlying assumptions and miscalculated inputs used in economic impact analysis and
benefit/cost assessments often result in a bias toward highway expansion.

With the understanding that new spending on public transit services is a smarter investment than new
spending on highway expansion, we close by recommending that states take five key actions to better
invest their limited transportation dollars:

1) Direct more of their existing transportation dollars toward transit programs through a process
known as “flexing” funds.

2) Include lump sums to expedite the programming of urban transit projects in transportation
improvement programs.

3) Dedicate state funds to support transit operations.
4) Enact transit-oriented development policies that complement transit investments.

5) Support small urban and rural transit with both funding and technical assistance.



Key findings

Across all levels of government, $249 billion annually flows to highway
programs while less than $100 billion flows to transit programs.

Direct and measurable outcomes such as job growth, household savings, and
real estate development all indicate that, in both rural and urban areas, public
transit spending is generally a better investment for the public sector than
highway expansion.

About 80% of highway projects reported congestion mitigation as their purpose,
but highway widening is an ineffective strategy for meeting this goal in the long
run: Congestion tends to return to pre-widening levels within five years of
project completion.

Highway expansion projects continue to be justified based on a benefit/cost
model that overvalues travel time savings by at least double and fails to account
for the opportunity costs of valuable land.

Investing in transit service frequency and reliability delivers strong performance
results: Akron, Ohio, grew ridership by 40% over just two years and Richmond,
Virginia, saw double the initial ridership projections on a corridor improved with
bus rapid transit (BRT).

Public transit and highway maintenance projects both deliver more direct jobs
per dollar of spending than highway expansion projects. The public transit
industry directly employs 8% more workers than the highway, street, and bridge
construction industry, despite receiving half as much overall funding.

Households can cut annual transportation costs up to 10-fold from $12,000 to
$1,200 when new public transit investments make service convenient enough to
replace a car with an annual transit pass.

New transit spending spurs real estate development and supports infill housing
opportunities. In Minneapolis, every $1 spent on upgrading a corridor to BRT
service has translated to around $12 in new development value.



Introduction

Public infrastructure investments have long been seen as a way to stimulate economic growth, and
transportation networks are especially influential in shaping national, regional, and local economies. For
surface transportation systems, public spending largely flows to two categories: highways or public
transit. Today, across all levels of government, about $249 billion annually is spent on highways, more
than two and a half times the $99 billion spent each year on mass transit and rail systems (Freemark and
Samuels 2025). As mega projects across both modes have been found to be “over time, over budget,
over and over again” (Flyvbjerg 2014), policymakers must have a robust understanding of what each
new dollar of transportation spending delivers for communities.

While many studies have been undertaken to assess the economic and fiscal impacts of transportation
spending, different methodologies, units of analysis, and heavy use of industry jargon can make it
challenging to navigate their findings and understand how alternative investment options compare. To
help inform public officials making state and local transportation budgeting decisions in this context, this
paper compares public transit investments to highway expansion projects across five categories:
macroeconomic impacts, overall project performance, job creation, household-level impacts, and real
estate development.

We find that investment decisions about highway expansion projects suffer from four common faults: 1)
opaque models used to estimate economic impacts are biased toward larger spending, 2) flawed inputs
for the most influential metric in benefit/cost assessments—travel time savings—overvalue benefits and
skew results, 3) highway expansion projects fail to deliver on their stated congestion reduction goals,
and 4) opportunity costs of valuable urban land are not properly weighed. These faults perpetuate poor
spending decisions at the expense of investments to expand public transit services that, for their part,
show proven results. Investments in public transit boost property values and spur economic
development, create significant annual household cost savings, support stable and permanent jobs, and
provide mobility access that connects people to essential destinations. To maximize the impact of new
transportation spending, state budgets should prioritize public transit investments over highway
expansion projects, with an emphasis on funding transit operations, to quickly deliver strong dollar-for-
dollar returns.

Understanding the tools for projecting investment impact

Economic impact analyses (EIAs) and benefit/cost assessments (BCAs) are two prevailing frameworks
used to understand the effects of transportation spending. Since these studies, particularly BCAs, are
often requirements for a planned project to access competitive federal grant dollars, they tend to be
conducted on the front end of a project rather than as a retrospective analysis. Because of this, these
studies rely on assumptions that must be carefully and objectively calibrated to provide reliable insight
for policymakers.

Economic impact analysis (EIA)

A traditional EIA uses an “input-output model” to assess three components of the economy to
understand the impact of a given investment or activity: direct, indirect, and induced effects. Direct
effects include economic activity that is directly connected to the investment, such as the direct
spending on labor or construction costs for building a new bus terminal or roadway segment. Indirect
effects can be understood as the “ripple effects” that occur further up the supply chain from that direct



spending, such as the purchase of materials associated with a construction project. Finally, induced
effects look at additional spending across the larger economy that is driven by wages associated with
the direct and indirect effects (IMPLAN 2026). The way ElAs are presented often involves bundling these
three types of effects into a projected overall economic impact, or the value added to the economy from
an initial investment.

While ElAs are powerful tools for understanding how new spending may ripple through the economy,
they are not designed to offer full visibility into the potential returns from public spending. ElAs rely on a
set of assumptions that are baked into an economic model and dictate how spending in one sector of
the economy relates to other sectors. However, they do not account for on-the-ground changes that
may call into question the model’s assumptions, nor do they analyze how an investment may relate to
broader policy goals.

Benefit/cost assessment (BCA)

Benefit/cost assessments (BCAs) address some of the
limitations of an EIA, and it is not uncommon for project

sponsors to present both EIA- and BCA-derived investment ElAs provide a projection of
impacts for their proposals. While BCAs still rely on how spending may ripple
assumptions, they can augment ElAs by facilitating side-by- through the economy, but
side alternative analysis and by accounting for nonmonetary they do not offer full
impacts in a quantitative way. For transportation projects, visibility into the returns,
BCAs assign monetary values to measures like time savings, benefits, and costs
healthcare outcomes, access to jobs, safety, and pollution associated with public
reduction to compare how the costs of spending on a given infrastructure.

type of infrastructure compare to the benefits that the
infrastructure provides.

But while offering a good supplement to EIAs, BCAs can still be manipulated to overemphasize either the
benefits or costs of a project. Retrospective BCAs that measure final costs to observed benefits after the
completion of a project are also uncommon compared to how widely these tools are used in the project
planning stage, particularly because the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requires BCAs to be
submitted in applications for major competitive grant programs.

Given the limitations of EIA and BCA models, it is useful for policymakers to also consider transportation
investment outcomes and project performance—metrics that show whether completed projects achieve
the transportation goals and outcomes that they were initially designed to accomplish. As detailed in the
sections that follow, overlaying insights on investment impacts from multiple evaluation frameworks,
including ElAs, BCAs, and other targeted studies, shows that public transit spending outperforms
highway spending across key evaluation categories.



How highway expansion and public transit investment
compare

Macroeconomic impacts

The larger magnitude of initial spending on highways distorts
takeaways on overall returns

In anticipation of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IlJA), the American Public Transportation
Association (APTA) and the American Road and Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA) both
commissioned studies to quantify the economic impact of transportation spending (APTA 2020; ARTBA
2021). APTA’s report estimated both EIA and BCA style measures to value the impact of public transit
spending while ARTBA’s study focused on traditional EIA metrics to project how IlJA’s additional
spending across both highway and transit programs would ripple through the economy.!

Both organizations found that public transit spending has a significant economic impact, with APTA
finding that every dollar spent on transit generates a S5 overall return (across both EIA and BCA style
measures) and ARTBA finding that every dollar of IIJA’s new spending on transit programs translates to
$3.30 of activity in the economy (represented as an “economic multiplier” of 3.3 in the report). Because
of the way EIAs capture “ripple effects,” studies across larger geographies tend to show larger impacts,
so state-level EIAs will often show lower multipliers.?

ARTBA's analysis found that the economic multipliers of IIJA’s new spending on highway programs and
transit programs were about the same.3 However, the study emphasized the larger magnitude of IIJA’s
impact from highway spending compared to the bill’s transit spending. Given the similar multipliers,
however, these differences in magnitude are driven by the different amounts of upfront spending on
each mode rather than by how strongly each type of investment ripples through the economy. In fact,
IIJA allocated $110 billion in new funding for highways and bridges, nearly triple the $39 billion for new
public transit funding.

New lanes on existing highway connections add little economic value

ElAs focus on how new transportation spending may ripple through the economy, but other research
provides a supplementary understanding of the overall economic impacts of investment in different
modes. As thoroughly detailed in a rigorous compilation of major research findings from the nonpartisan
RAND Corporation, highway infrastructure investment is not a panacea for growth (Shatz et al. 2011).

1 APTA published a new study in February 2026 that reached roughly the same conclusions as its 2021 report, but we focus on
the 2021 analysis in this section to facilitate better comparison with ARTBA’s 2021 findings.

2 As one example, a Virginia EIA-style study found $2.86 in economic activity per dollar invested in public transit programs
across the state (Virginia DRPT 2020).

3 While ARTBA’s study reports the highway multiplier as 3.4 and the public transit multiplier as 3.3, both of these figures
actually appear to be 3.4 when we recreate them using the study’s published figures: Page 20 reports inputs as an average of
$12.5 billion annually for highways (shown to multiply to $42 billion) and $3.8 billion for transit (shown to multiply to $12.8
billion) 42/12.5 = 3.36 (rounded to 3.4) and 12.8/3.8 = 3.36 (rounded to 3.4). This discrepancy shows how rounding errors and
the black box nature of EIAs makes them susceptible to presenting misleading results.



Although the interstate highway system was a
transformative national investment that
created new connections and revolutionized
industries, the impact of new highway
spending on the economy has drastically
decreased over time as the system has been
completed: In one study that looked at total
national highway capital stock from 1950 to
1989, highway capital accounted for 32% of
annual productivity growth in the 1950s but
steadily declined in each subsequent decade,
falling to 7% by 1980-1989 (Nadiri and
Mamuneas 1996).

In other words, today’s spending on adding
capacity to a complete network does not have
the same reverberating impacts as past
spending to build the network in the first
place. Yet when discussing highway
investment impacts, there is still a tendency
to appeal to the wide-reaching economic
benefits of “new connections” (Allen and
Arkolakis 2019; Jaworski et al. 2023) even
though these types of projects are no longer
the norm. Combined with the complexity of
the economic models described above, this
can leave policymakers with a misguided
understanding of what each dollar of new
spending on the highway system means for
today’s economy.

Outside of urban regions, retrospective
analyses of the economic impacts of highways
also show that neighboring areas see differing
impacts that offset one another: Gains for
some are losses for others, and as a result
many instances of rural highway expansion
have been found to ultimately redistribute
rather than create economic activity (Chandra
and Thompson 2000; Shatz et al. 2011). These
findings are especially relevant for decision-
makers concerned with maximizing overall
impacts of transportation investments across
a state rather than just shifting economic
activity from one community to another.

Case study: Seven miles of rural
highway or the bulk of a
statewide transit program

In Virginia, state agencies analyzed the overall
“economic justification” of spending on public
transit programs, calculating both BCA ratios and
EIA metrics for the state’s transit spending across
four geographies: Northern Virginia (NoVA), all
other urban areas, all rural areas, and statewide
(Virginia DRPT 2020). Virginia found that the total
monetized benefits from public spending on
transit outweighed costs, with a statewide
benefit/cost ratio of $2.11 in benefits for every S1
the state invests. Even considering just rural
transit spending, benefits outweighed costs at
$1.04 per S1 spent (Virginia DRPT 2020, 11).

At the same time, a proposal to build about seven
miles of new highway in a low-density region of
southern Virginia is estimated to cost $745 million
(Virginia Department of Transportation 2025). The
new highway, dubbed the Martinsville-Southern
Connector, is framed as a way to spur economic
growth in a region with a shrinking population
base (Gordon 2020). With a price tag equaling
nearly 62% of the total annual cost to provide all
of Virginia’s public transit service (and more than
double what the state spends on transit in all
communities except for NoVA), the widening
should be expected to show strong returns.

However, although the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) has not conducted a formal
BCA or EIA for this project, a traffic engineer
familiar with the proposal used data from a
separate study for the roadway to estimate that
the Southern Connector has a benefit-cost ratio of
0.18—1less than a fifth of the ratio for the state’s
rural transit investments and less than a 10th of
the ratio for statewide transit spending—showing
the project’s large price tag far exceeds its
potential benefits (SELC 2021, 7).



Expanding public transit service can lead to economic gains

From a macroeconomic perspective, improving transit service can yield agglomeration benefits by
promoting population density and knowledge sharing between workers (Chatman and Noland 2013).
Public transit spending also boosts economic productivity by expanding access to employment for
people who previously could not participate in the workforce. lllustrating the benefits of this expanded
access to employment, a study of cities that made significant investments in public transit ($50 per
capita or more in 2005 dollars) found those cities saw net increases in personal income in the years
following their transit spending “surges,” outpacing both the national income trends and trends in other
cities that spent less on transit (Hoback and Anderson 2010).

New research that considers the regional impacts of existing infrastructure patterns in urban areas also
finds stark differences in the impacts from highways and public transit: Economic productivity* is
positively correlated with transit service, density, and traffic congestion but negatively correlated with
roadway supply, parking supply, and vehicle travel (Litman 2025). This study measures transit service as
revenue hours per capita, which is a measure of service frequency that is determined more by a transit
agency’s operating budget than by its capital budget. Because federal transportation policy is set in a
way that largely limits funding for transit programs to capital expenses, state and local leaders play a
critical role in supporting agency operating budgets to tap into these economic productivity gains.

Overall project performance

Beyond economic impacts, policymakers are also concerned with how their spending choices improve
the transportation system’s performance and, by extension, quality of life for their constituents. In
weighing their investment options, state and local leaders should understand how different kinds of
projects ultimately improve user outcomes or meet a strategic policy goal.

Highway expansion projects overvalue travel time savings and fall short
of their stated goals

Since sitting in traffic is an acute frustration that many people experience daily, policymakers are
interested in addressing congestion through their transportation spending. However, highway widening
projects are a costly, time-consuming, and ineffective strategy for addressing this problem. In fact, of 88
specific project and policy strategies for addressing congestion that the Texas A&M Transportation
Institute has detailed, 75 approaches, including various public transit applications but also traffic
management and design strategies like variable speed limits or roundabouts, are classified as both faster
and cheaper solutions than adding new highway lanes (TTI 2026).

The well-documented phenomenon of induced demand shows that as roadways are widened to relieve
congestion, congestion temporarily decreases but eventually increases to previous levels after only a
few years as new trips fill up the new capacity, kicking off a perpetual cycle of costly widenings that have
short-lived benefits at best (Handy 2026). In fact, one major study found evidence of a causal
relationship between expansion of highway lane mileage and more driving, showing that vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) tends to increase in lockstep with highway lane mileage and that congestion returns to
preconstruction levels by only five years after the widening is completed (Hymel 2019). This concept has

4n Litman (2025), economic productivity is defined as “the ability of people to produce and ultimately consume goods and
services.”



also been described as “the fundamental law of road

congestion” by leading economists (Duranton and Turner The Katy Freeway cost $2.8
2011) and has been documented in transportation research as billion to widen, but it has not
far back as the 1960s. solved peak hour congestion

on Interstate 10 in Houston.
At its widest point, the
highway now occupies more
than 500 feet of land, roughly
equivalent to two city blocks.

A national sample found that mitigating congestion was
reported as a motivating purpose for some 80% of highway
projects, making this the most common motivation for
projects across urban to rural contexts (Fitzroy et al. 2014).
Yet a track record of projects failing to achieve this goal in the
long term shows poor performance for this type of
investment.

As an infamous example of this, a stretch of Interstate 10 in Houston called the Katy Freeway, often
dubbed one of the “world’s widest highways” at 26 lanes and 500 feet (including frontage roads) at its
widest point, cost taxpayers $2.8 billion to widen in 2008. Despite a temporary reduction in travel times
following the project’s completion, from 2011 to 2014 morning and afternoon commute times had both
increased by more than 30%, outpacing the region’s population growth over the same time (Olin 2020).
As of 2024, the freeway still ranks as the sixth-most congested roadway in the whole state (TT1 2024). In
light of outcomes like this, proposals to widen highways based on relieving congestion or creating travel
time savings should prompt substantial scrutiny, even if they create jobs and spur the kinds of economic
ripple effects that EIA-style analyses highlight.

Projects to add new capacity to highways are often justified by a longstanding BCA model supported by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) that quantifies the value of travel time savings from
reduced traffic congestion and multiplies it across all road users. As FHWA’s BCA documentation notes,
most BCAs for highway expansion projects attribute the bulk of benefits to this category (FHWA 2022).
The underlying theory of “travel time savings” is that new highway capacity will reduce congestion and
therefore create monetary gains for individuals in the form of time not wasted in traffic. Critically, BCAs
also tend to assume straight line trends for travel time savings over a project’s lifespan instead of
accounting for dynamic changes in congestion over time.

Since travel time savings are the linchpin of positive BCA results for highway expansion projects, the
accuracy of the input value used for each hour of time saved is critical to producing a reliable and
impartial analysis for these expensive projects. In simple terms, the common approach to calculating
this value is to take 50% of the prevailing median wage rate for the area for “personal” travel time and
100% of the median wage for “business” travel time. FHWA’s recommended values for each were about
$13/hour and $25/hour, respectively, in 2016, meaning that a project is assumed to produce $13 or $25
in benefit for every hour of a person’s travel time it reduces (FHWA 2016).

However, these assumed values are less reliable than real-world data: A dataset analyzing millions of
trips through a dynamically priced toll road in the Seattle region, SR167, found that the average driver
values time savings at less than $7/hour, indicating that the common calculation of value of travel time
in BCA models is likely to grossly overstate what drivers are actually willing to pay to save time (Brent
and Gross 2017). This same analysis showed that actual revenue from SR167’s tolls was drastically lower
than the original estimates from the Washington State Department of Transportation: The state DOT
expected to see about $3.5 million in toll revenue in 2012 but actually collected just over $1 million
(Brent and Gross 2017, 10), further illustrating how modeled projections based on assumptions about
individual values can misrepresent a project’s overall benefits relative to its costs.



At the same time, construction costs have soared to all-time highs

in recent years in ways that may not be fully captured by BCAs that For highway expansions,
were completed years earlier with much lower cost inputs: Between undercalculated costs
2017 and 2025, the National Highway Construction Cost Index has and overvalued benefits
doubled (U.S. DOT 2026). This paints a picture of unwise decision- end up greenlighting
making about highway expansion: overly optimistic projections projects that, with more
about costs staying low while benefits stay high end up scrutiny, would likely fail
greenlighting projects that, with more accurate inputs, might be to pass a BCA test.

evaluated differently.

With investments in operating budgets, transit systems exceed ridership
goals

Even though there are various policy goals that may relate to public transit, transit systems are often
judged across the board by one metric: how much ridership they support. But growing ridership requires
making transit service more convenient for more users, which means investing on the operating side of
the system to improve service frequency and reliability. However, funding frameworks for transit
prioritize capital funding (vehicle purchases, facilities, etc.) over operating funding (which includes funds
to pay driver salaries needed to provide more service). This can lead to a vicious cycle where systems
lack sufficient operating funding to grow ridership, are penalized with budget cuts for perceived
underperformance on ridership goals, then have a further reduced ability to grow ridership as a result.
Compounding this, the labor costs that form a large share of transit agency operating expenses grow
over time as wages grow across competing sectors of the economy, but as a public service, transit
agencies are expected to keep fares low. When operating subsidies are kept flat as labor costs grow,
agencies effectively experience budget cuts that can lead to the same vicious cycle.

Because the overall performance of any given transit system on ridership goals is directly related to the
amount of operating funding that the system can access to run frequent and reliable service, an across-
the-board judgment based on ridership is not a useful framework for assessing system performance.
Instead, policymakers should ask whether investments that are made with the specific purpose of
growing ridership successfully meet this goal. The data suggest that they do, indicating a stronger
performance for this style of transit investment compared to spending aimed at reducing highway
congestion.

Transit networks that have been redesigned to prioritize service frequency have seen ridership grow—in
the case of Akron, Ohio, ridership increased by 40% two years after implementation of a redesign and
new operating investments, proving this type of investment can deliver a strong performance for its
stated goals (Walker 2025).> Specific investments to improve bus service frequency by creating high-
capacity bus rapid transit (BRT) service also drive substantial ridership growth: in Seattle, ridership was
about 35% higher on corridors where BRT replaced conventional bus service compared to ridership
growth on non-BRT corridors over the same timeline (Stewart et al. 2017).

5 Notably, service frequency is not the only goal of public transit agencies, and prominent transit planning discussions highlight
the inherent tradeoff that agencies face in prioritizing frequency-oriented service (in simple terms, faster service in fewer
places) compared to coverage-oriented service (generally slower service in more places) given limited operational resources.
This issue is covered in detail in Walker (2008). While not the focus of this report, trade-off decisions between which goal to
prioritize become easier for transit agencies to navigate when more operating funding is made available.



As a recent BRT project in Richmond, Virginia demonstrates, these investments not only grow ridership,
but they can do so at a rate that vastly exceeds their stated goals: Richmond’s BRT cut transit travel
times in half and saw ridership levels that doubled initial projections for the route (Results for America
2023). Across the country, BRT systems have also returned to 100% of their prepandemic ridership
levels while total transit ridership continues to rebound, showing the underlying demand for this kind of
high-capacity and well-performing bus service (Eno Center for Transportation 2025).

Jobs

Public transit investments and highway maintenance both support more
direct jobs than highway expansion

Job creation is a common motivator for infrastructure spending, and on the surface, highway expansion
projects appear to show impressive job impacts. However, this is because highway expansion projects
tend to involve higher upfront spending and larger indirect job effects, or jobs further up the supply
chain from the initial spending, like at a materials manufacturing plant. Dollar for dollar, alternative
spending on either highway maintenance, transit operations, or transit capital projects all supports more
direct jobs (jobs associated with the specific project, like a construction worker hired to build a bridge or
a bus driver hired to operate a bus) compared to highway expansion projects (SGA 2011). For highway
construction projects, some estimates have found that more than 70% of jobs generated are indirect
rather than direct hires (FHWA 2000).

This distinction is important for state and local policymakers, because directly supported jobs (and the
wages they provide) are more likely to stay in the community and bolster localized workforce and
economic development goals while indirectly supported jobs may manifest in sectors of the economy
that largely operate in other geographies. Yet because EIAs report an overall impact associated with a
generalized category of spending, just reading the headline on job impacts from an EIA with a national
scope like ARTBA’s can lead decision-makers to erroneously believe the bigger job impact number from
highway construction means more jobs for their constituents, when in reality alternative spending
scenarios are most likely to support local jobs.

To further illustrate this, an EIA from the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) showed that
the state’s $5.4 billion-dollar 2026-2030 public transportation program will support an estimated
125,548 jobs while its $10.7 billion-dollar highway program over the same timeline will support an
estimated 89,380 jobs (MDOT 2025a, 2025b). Using these figures, the state is spending about $43,288 to
support each job related to its transit investments and nearly three times that amount ($119,624) to
support each job related to its highway program investments (see Appendix).

The kinds of project expenses associated with different types of spending offer a likely explanation: To
expand highways, significant portions of project budgets are often used on right-of-way (ROW)
acquisition, or the public purchase of land at market value through eminent domain. As an expense that
is fundamentally an asset transfer, ROW acquisition consumes project funds but does not support
additional direct jobs.®

6 Some studies have modeled very minimal administrative job effects associated with ROW purchase, but these do not
contribute meaningfully to overall jobs associated with highway spending.



A retrospective look at executed FHWA construction contracts proves

this: After accounting for the cost of land, “fix-it-first” highway In Michigan, the state is
maintenance work (prioritization of repairs on existing infrastructure over spending nearly three
new construction projects) supports 7% more construction jobs than new times as much to support
highway construction projects (Good Jobs First 2025). A separate each job related to its
retrospective assessment of executed federal transportation project highway program
contracts following the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2010 compared to its public
similarly found that every billion dollars spent on public transit projects transit program.

created or supported nearly twice the number of direct jobs as each

billion spent on highway projects, despite the larger magnitude of

highway spending (U.S. PIRG et al. 2010). National data also show that public transit systems directly
employ 411,000 people, 8% more than the 380,000 people employed in the highway, street, and bridge
construction industry despite highway programs receiving more than twice the spending of transit
programs (FTA 2024; BLS 2026).

Household-level impacts

Rural public transit brings key benefits

Although rural, demand-response transit systems
contribute less directly to measures like congestion
reduction or travel time savings, they provide critical
mobility and enable trips in ways that can be expressed as
a monetized value.” Recent estimates have suggested that
the federal government spends about $25,000 per
household on assistance programs for households where
the primary wage earner is unable to work because of a
lack of transportation (APTA 2026, 17). As a point of
reference, Virginia’s total state investment in public
transit programs was about $309 per household in 2024
(Virginia DRPT 2023b). Figure 2. Demand response transit is most
commonly used in lower density areas where
traditional "fixed route” bus service is not
feasible to operate.

Accounting for how rural transit connects people with job
opportunities, access to preventative medical care, and
social opportunities (especially for aging populations) that
are key determinants of health, studies from lllinois (Sriraj et al. 2025), Massachusetts (UMass 2025),
Minnesota (MnDOT 2020), and Georgia (GDOT 2020) show that investing in rural transit systems creates
positive benefits and avoids other costs to the state by helping to both increase tax revenue and
decrease government expenditure. As researchers in lllinois estimated, these benefits are valued at $4
for every $1 of the state’s rural transit investment. Planning documents from the transit agency in
Danville, Virginia (the rural community referenced in the Virginia case study above where a $725 million
highway proposal is being considered), further demonstrate the vital contribution of rural transit for
enabling mobility and access: Two out of three of the agency’s demand-response trips are for either

7 Demand-response transit is a form of public transit service that provides door-to-door or curb-to-curb services for riders
across a designated geographic area, using flexible and demand-driven routes rather than fixed-route service, or regularly
scheduled bus routes with predetermined stops.



work or medical purposes, and 35% of riders said without transit service, they would not be able to
make these trips (Virginia DRPT 2023a, 3—45).

Since mobility on the highway system is dependent on access to a vehicle, new spending on highways in
rural areas does not convey the same “mobility access” benefits as rural transit. Finally, as described
earlier in this paper, the spillover effects of highway expansion in rural areas often create net zero
economic impacts, with new economic activity for one town detracting from economic activity in
neighboring areas.

Public transit investments create meaningful cost savings for
households

In addition to broader economic impacts, fiscal outcomes, or other

metrics described above, transportation investment decisions also Replacing annual costs

tangibly affect the cost of living for American families. After housing for one vehicle with an

expenses, transportation costs comprise the greatest share of monthly annual transit pass cuts
household spending at 17% (BLS 2025). Assuming about 15,000 miles costs 10-fold, from

of travel each year, the average annual cost associated with owning $12,000 to $1,200.

and operating a car is now more than $12,000 (BTS 2024). In contrast,
averaging annual costs for unlimited transit passes are about $1,200
across six major cities, and are often cheaper in other metro areas.®

Auto-oriented development patterns can also add to household costs in more hidden ways. When off-
street parking is required for new housing, the cost is typically bundled into overall rent. For carless
renters, this bundled parking expense results in a 13% annual rent increase that researchers have
described as a “deadweight loss to society” valued at over $440 million annually across the country
(Gabbe and Pierce 2016).

When public transit operating budgets allow agencies to provide reliable, convenient, and accessible
service, households may be able to substitute car ownership for an annual transit pass and keep more
money in their pockets. Alongside transit operating investments, complementary reforms for land use
and development codes can reduce the oversupply of parking by eliminating minimum parking
requirements for new housing, driving down rent in the process (Housing Affordability Institute 2023).

Real estate development

Transit and highway investments both exert influence on the surrounding built environment that
translates to impacts on property values, offering another lens policymakers can use to make data-
driven decisions for their transportation spending. As summarized below, the land along high-capacity
transit corridors tends to grow in value while the land occupied by widened highways is underutilized.

Public transit investment boosts growth and development

Transit corridors and station areas are often hotbeds of development activity. As one example, a 2024
report from Metro Transit in Minneapolis showed that while the property directly served by high-

8 This average was calculated using the high end of the monthly and annual transit pass figures summarized in a list from the
Motley Fool publication by NASDAQ (Gabrielle 2022). The cities in this list include New York City, Chicago, Philadelphia, San
Francisco, Minneapolis, and Los Angeles.



capacity transit® constituted just 3.4% of the region’s total land area, it contained 38.4% of all permitted
development activity (Metro Transit 2024). Similar findings in Washington, DC, found that Metro station
areas make up about 3% of the region’s land but contain 30% of total property value and 30% of annual
property tax revenue (WMATA 2024). However, while rail transit access has long been shown to support
higher property values (Nelson 1999; MnDOT 2009), the predominant mode of public transit in most
American cities is a city bus. For most policymakers making public transit spending decisions, the ability
of bus service enhancements to boost property values is more relevant than impacts from rail access.

In the Twin Cities, the Metro B Line BRT shows how adding service capacity to a bus route can influence
the local economy through real estate development. Metro Transit upgraded one of its core routes from
local bus service to a new BRT service, called the B Line, in June 2025. Regional government leaders have
measured $909 million of new investment in housing, commercial, and civic real estate development
along the B Line since the $74 million project’s initial announcement in 2014 (Met Council 2026). In
other words, the region has seen more than $12 of investment for every dollar spent to deliver the
upgrade. In Richmond, Virginia, the $S65 million Pulse BRT has similarly boosted property values within a
half mile of the corridor by nearly 50% over the last decade (Results for America 2023). Notably,
coordinated land use planning in both cities has ensured that new developments spurred by the BRT
systems include affordable housing units.

While BRT is still a relatively novel transit mode for American cities, some established systems,
summarized in Table 1 below, show what these services can mean for local economic development over
the long term. As one example, the $200 million HealthLine, a 6.8-mile BRT system in Cleveland, Ohio,
has supported more than $5.8 billion in transit-oriented development (TOD) since its inception in 2008,
with coordinated local planning for housing,
land use reform, and economic revitalization of
the corridor central to facilitating these returns
(ITDP 2013). Likewise, in Vancouver,
Washington, residential real estate within
walking distance to a BRT station grew in value
over 10 years 5%—7% more than similar
properties elsewhere in the city, growth that
could translate to fiscal revenue through land
value capture mechanisms to help finance
future BRT construction (Beaudoin and Tyndall
2023). As a suitable transit service typology for
many American cities, BRT offers a cost-
effective and scalable way to enhance local
economic development.

Figure 3. Minneapolis' Metro Transit uses BRT to provide
frequent, reliable, and convenient transit service at a
fraction of the cost of traditional rail infrastructure.

Credit: Tony Webster from Minneapolis, Minnesota, United
States, CC BY 2.0 via Wikimedia Commons.

° As defined in Metro Transit’s report, this measure includes all properties with 0.5 miles of a light rail or BRT station and within
0.25 miles of a high-capacity bus route (15-minute or better frequency).


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0

Table 1. Summary of select property value impacts from select BRT projects

City and BRT route  Year BRT Year BRT Property value impacts on
name announced service began Cost to build BRT corridor

Minneapolis, MN 2014 2025 S74 million**  $909 million in new

Metro B Line development

Richmond, VA 2014 2018 $65 million 50% increase in property
Pulse BRT values

Cleveland, OH 2005 2008 $200 $5.8 billion in transit-oriented
HealthLine million** development*

Eugene, OR 2001 2007 $25 million $100 million in new

EmX Green Line development*

Vancouver, WA 2011 2017 $53 million 5%—7% growth in residential
The Vine BRT real estate value

*As of 2013, using data from table 2.1 in Nelson and Ganning (2015).

**These figures include both BRT-specific costs like vehicles and stations as well as associated roadwork such as
sidewalk upgrades on the corridor.

Highway expansion is an unproductive use of valuable land

While the property value impacts of highway expansion projects are less commonly analyzed, several
studies offer insight into how this spending compares to the transit projects described above. For
residential real estate, the effect of BRT investments is substantially greater than that of highway
widenings: Compared to the 5%—7% premium spurred by the Vancouver, Washington BRT project,
studies from Texas (Harris et al. 2024, 1) and North Carolina (NCDOT 2018) each found much smaller
long-term (5-15 years) residential real estate value increases of only 0.5%—2% on average following a
highway expansion, less than annual changes in inflation.

Looking beyond just home values, a study in Minnesota examined the effect of MnDOT’s highway
capacity-adding projects (new lanes on existing highways) on both residential and commercial property
values across rural to urban contexts (MnDOT 2009). The analysis found that in some areas closest to
the expanded highways, residential property values decreased by around 5% following the projects
given negative externalities like air pollution and noise.

A recent study assessing the amount of land dedicated to roadways across more than 300 metropolitan
areas also found that after accounting for the opportunity cost associated with land value, typical costs
to expand a roadway exceed benefits (in the form of travel time savings for both people and freight
movement) by nearly three times (Guerra et al. 2025).° A mere 10% reduction in the amount of land
dedicated to roads in urban areas across the country could also result in an annual net benefit of more
than $27 billion without impacting levels of access and connectivity of the roadway network (Guerra et
al. 2025, 112). As a specific example of this, the $25 million removal of about a mile of underutilized

10 This same research team also noted that accounting for the monetary costs associated with the negative externalities from
highway expansion would make these costs rise even more, but the tripling here is just reflective of costs to build and the costs
of using valuable land.



highway on the Park East Freeway in Milwaukee has translated to an estimated $1 billion in new
investments facilitated by a reconnected street grid, with assessed land values on the former highway
land growing 180% in the same time it took for citywide values to grow by 25% (McCormick 2020).

Five key actions for states to take

As summarized throughout this paper, new investment in public transit is a cost-effective way for states
to directly support jobs, boost economic productivity, create valuable gains in terms of new mobility
access, grow property values, and generate savings for households. State leaders can take five key
actions, summarized below, to maximize the long-term value of their transportation spending by
directing more resources to public transit and reducing spending on new highway capacity.

Flex federal highway formula dollars to transit programs

Administrative action

As a starting point, state DOTSs can direct more of their existing
federal transportation dollars toward transit programs through a
process known as “flexing” funds. This administrative action
occurs through coordination between the DOT, transit agencies,
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and regional FHWA
and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) offices. Specifically,
flexing funds involves moving funds out of highway programs
(formula funding programs administered by FHWA) and into
transit programs (formula funding programs administered by
FTA). The Surface Transportation Block Grant program and the
National Highway Performance Program are some of the most
flexible and plentiful sources of federal transportation formula
funding, making them good candidates for this strategy.

Transferring a modest share
of a state’s most flexible
source of FHWA funds to FTA
programs would resultin a
boon to transit funding in
most states without
significant impacts to
highway program budgets.
Under FTA contracts, small-
scale roadwork projects are
faster and cheaper to deliver.

State DOTs have barely scratched the surface of the potential impact of this strategy: A recent report
found that nationwide, only 3% to 4% of total annual highway formula funding gets flexed to FTA
programs and that only California and New Jersey flexed more than 10% of their FHWA funds to FTA

(TRB 2022). Flexing a modest share of a state’s most flexible sources of FHWA funds would represent a
major boon to transit funding in most states without significantly impacting highway program revenues.
What is more, highway investment portfolios focused on preventative maintenance (regular resurfacing
and upkeep to avoid expensive repairs and reconstruction) rather than more costly expansion projects
make each highway dollar go further, enhancing the ability to flex funds to FTA programs without
repercussions for highway performance measures.

Flexing funds to transit programs also allows states to readily tap into an underleveraged transit funding
source without raising taxes. State leadership on this issue enables local transit agencies, which have
limited avenues for directly generating new revenue, to expand and modernize services. Data show that
the payoff is real: State leaders in New Jersey and California see higher transit mode share in their
communities while still meeting their established performance targets for travel time reliability and
freight reliability on the highway network (FHWA 2023a, 2023b).

This strategy also streamlines project delivery for work such as sidewalk construction and crosswalk
installation when the improvements are on transit corridors. As federal transportation planning
guidance explicitly outlines, these impactful but low-cost improvements are often much quicker to



deliver under FTA procedures that are more right-sized for small-scale projects than they are under
FHWA procedures designed for large-scale construction (U.S. DOT 2025).

To put this strategy into practice, state DOTSs, transit agencies, and MPOs must collaborate to ensure
project eligibility and make a formal request for a transfer of funds. With close coordination, these
funding transfers can typically be executed in only 90 days, offering a much quicker path to accessing
new funds for transit and transit-supportive projects such as pedestrian safety improvements on transit
corridors.

Encourage the use of project “groupings” in transportation financing
plans to support urban transit funding

Administrative action

Another administrative action at the state DOT level—grouping similar projects under a lump sum in
financial planning documents—can make it easier and quicker for states to work with transit agency
partners in local communities to flex funds and respond more nimbly to emerging transit priorities. Both
states and MPOs have a longstanding practice of using this strategy to build flexibility into the process
for highway programs and rural transit spending, but it is an underleveraged tool for streamlining the
programming of funds for urban transit projects.

To be eligible to benefit from the flex funding process outlined above, a project must be included in an
MPQ’s adopted transportation improvement program (TIP) and by extension the DOT’s statewide
transportation improvement program (STIP). While it sounds straightforward, project inclusion in a
TIP/STIP can present a hurdle for agencies that want to leverage federal funding for new priorities that
emerge outside of the standard multiyear transportation planning cycles, since MPOs and states can
only direct federal funds to transportation projects that are in their adopted plans. Waiting for new
rounds of “calls for projects,” in the typical planning cycle, can add years of unnecessary delay to project
delivery.

But across modes, priorities still emerge outside the standard planning cycle, so planning processes
need to include mechanisms for responding to these changes. Project groupings are an alternative to
line-item project listings in these planning documents, allowing agencies to program funds to meet an
overall goal instead of delivering a specific project in a specific location. Routine investments that do not
significantly impact transportation system operations are generally eligible to be grouped rather than
listed individually.

There are two paths to updating projects in TIPs and STIPs between planning cycles: modifications (a
lighter lift) and amendments (a heavier lift). Project groupings, which are also called lump sums or pools
in some regions, can typically be adjusted with modifications rather than amendments, making them
more administratively streamlined. Taking action to include project groupings for urban transit spending
and transit-adjacent pedestrian infrastructure upgrades creates a dedicated space within TIPs and STIPs
for programming new funding for these needs, whether the funds come from flexed highway dollars or
other sources.



Dedicate state funds to support transit operations

Political action

Dedicating funds for transit operations within state
budgets can improve system capacity and help transit
agencies achieve stronger performance on measures
like ridership and service efficiency. As described in this
paper, transit service capacity is intrinsically tied to
operations, specifically to the frequency of service
operated. Without reliable and sufficient operational
funding, transit agencies cannot provide the kinds of
high-capacity services that riders want and that
legislators may expect.

Without reliable and sufficient
operational funding, which must
primarily come from state or local
sources under existing federal
funding rules, transit agencies cannot
provide the high-capacity, efficient,
and convenient services that riders
want and that legislators expect.

State funds for transit operations can come from a variety of sources: General sales taxes, bond
proceeds, and trust funds are commonly used, but in other cases states have dedicated a portion of
state gas tax revenues or vehicle registration fees for transit. Some states, like Massachusetts and
Michigan, have also leveraged more innovative funding streams like tapping tax revenue from cannabis
sales to support transit programs (NCSL 2025). New Jersey, California, and, to a lesser extent, Texas have
used revenue from roadway tolls to support transit expenses.'! In New York City, the state-controlled
Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s recent implementation of congestion pricing on toll roads
servicing Manhattan has reduced traffic and generated substantial funding to improve transit services
(Kaske and Gordon 2025).

Federal law largely prohibits the use of federal funds for operating expenses for transit agencies in
urbanized areas with populations over 200,000, but because operating costs increase over time while
fares remain more flat, most urbanized systems do not recoup enough in farebox revenue to operate
without significant public funding support. While local governments are often a key source of operating
support, dedicating state-level funding to transit operations ensures residents across the state have
more equal access to high-quality transit service, which can be everything from demand response to
rapid bus to rail, depending on each community’s needs, while also leveling the playing field for transit
agencies in the state regardless of service area population.!? Although nearly every state dedicates some
amount of funding to transit programs today, most states provide relatively small sums: More than 80%
of all state funds dedicated to transit programs come from just seven states (AASHTO 2024). To boost
their support for transit programs, states will need to either redirect existing revenue or tap new
revenue streams.

In Massachusetts, the Fair Share Amendment, a progressive tax reform enacted in 2022, generates new
revenue for the state via a 4% surtax on annual household income over $1 million and emphasizes
investments in mass transit. As a result of the state’s investments, the Metropolitan Boston Transit

11 Despite the Texas Department of Transportation’s emphasis on using toll revenue specifically for funding highway projects,
there is a provision that allows excess revenue to be used for other prioritized transportation improvements through the
Regional Toll Revenue program in the metropolitan Dallas area. The MPO for that region, the North Central Texas Council of
Governments (NCTCOG), has a long history of leveraging surplus toll funds to support a wide variety of projects advancing
transportation alternatives, including light rail projects, transit vehicle purchases, vanpool/demand response programs, travel
demand management programs, and many corridor and small area studies assessing TOD feasibility across the region. See
NCTCOG Regional Toll Revenue program website for additional details.

12 In Texas, which has one of the nation’s largest highway expansion programs, the state DOT has acknowledged that dedicated
statewide funding for transit is needed to grow services to a level that meets current demand (TxDOT 2025, 69).



Authority has seen improved system performance, reliability, affordability, and accessibility.
Massachusetts’ distribution of operating assistance to local transit agencies across the state, outside of
the Boston region, has also spurred a 20% increase in transit ridership in those areas (Commonwealth of
Massachusetts 2026).

Taking effect in June 2026, the Northern lllinois Transit Act (NITA) in lllinois will direct new investments
into transit services across the state but with a focus on the Chicago region. NITA shows how state-led
leadership to support transit operations can find new revenue from existing sources without raising
statewide taxes: NITA redirects revenue from the state’s sales tax on motor fuel (different from the
similarly named motor fuel tax, which remains earmarked primarily for road projects) to support transit
agency operating costs across the state (State of Illinois CGFA 2025).

Enact statewide transit-oriented development policies that boost the
impact of urban transit investments

Administrative and political action

Beyond redistributing existing funds and identifying new funding streams to support transit programs,
state leaders can also boost the impact of their urban transit investments by enacting state-level
legislation on TOD. TOD is an especially useful tool for the public sector to realize gains from its transit
investments, because it leverages regulatory power to spur the private sector to make investments that
further public goals. Effective and well-designed TOD policies help make communities more connected,
affordable, and accessible.

Given how land value is positively impacted by transit investments and negatively impacted by highway
investments, incentivizing development on land that transit serves is a strategic value-capture tool that
can help public agencies fund public infrastructure (German and Bernstein 2020). Regarding BRT
specifically, research has shown planning and economic development incentives like those offered
through some TOD regulations are key to jumpstarting market responses to BRT investments (Nelson
and Ganning 2015).

State-led TOD policies can help local communities tap into any latent capacity in existing transit systems,
thereby growing ridership and the associated benefits of transit with regulatory levers. Recent state-led
TOD legislation from Washington, Colorado, and California offers blueprints for other states to follow
(Nakajima 2025). By providing standardized language for TOD ordinances to local jurisdictions, lending
technical capacity to local governments, and streamlining review processes to deliver more housing and
mixed-use development on transit corridors, state leadership on TOD can help maximize the impact of
new transit spending.

Sustain and grow investments in small urban and rural transit

Administrative and political action

Finally, in planning for new state-led investments in transit, leaders
and advocates alike should not overlook opportunities to sustain and
grow investments in small urban and rural transit systems. Transit
services in these areas require a larger operating subsidy per trip
given the lower density and longer distances between destinations,
but this spending is still found to generate as much as $4 in benefits
for every S1 invested. While federal funding provides a clear avenue
for rural transit operating investments through the Section 5311

Disinvestment in rural
transit systems leads to
increases in costs to the
public sector that
outweigh any financial
savings from ceasing
operations.



program, which state DOTSs typically administer, dedicated support from additional state funds and
technical assistance are still crucial to the success of these systems.

Small urban and rural transit services can also be key pillars in garnering broader public support for
funding in transit across all communities regardless of demographics, making the usefulness and
benefits of transit more visible to a wider array of constituents. Disinvestment in rural systems has also
been found to lead to increases in costs to the public sector that outweigh any financial savings from
ceasing operations (Alhassan and Anciaes 2025).

Beyond funding support, states can also leverage their institutional capacity to modernize rural and
small urban transit systems, which often have less in-house technical expertise relative to their peer
agencies in urban areas. NCDOT offers a good framework for how states can proactively step into this
leadership role. The agency’s statewide approach to strengthening and modernizing rural transit
through the Mobility for Everyone, Everywhere program has been instrumental in providing new
mobility access for underserved rural communities. With a dedicated support arm institutionalized at
NCDOT through the Integrated Mobility Division, state-level leadership, standardization, and technical
assistance for local governments made it possible for some of the state’s smallest and most resource-
constrained communities to deliver new mobility solutions for their residents (SUMC 2025). With the
support of the state’s leadership, these microtransit services enabled transit trips for more than half a
million residents across 11 different rural communities in North Carolina as of 2024, including residents
from some 13,000 zero-vehicle households in rural areas (NCDOT 2025).

Conclusion

Transportation spending has long favored highways over public transit programs, but investments in
public transit systems yield returns that outweigh their costs while investments in highway programs
underdeliver and create a negative return. Still, existing levels of funding for public transit are
inadequate to deliver the level of service desired in many communities, and the gaps created by federal
funding limitations and local capacity constraints highlight the importance of state leadership in
supporting transit systems. State funding infusions into the operating budgets of public transit agencies
can expand transit service capacity, create new jobs, spur savings for households, and lead to many
other measured benefits described in this paper. With a better understanding of how to interpret the
real impacts of new spending on highways versus transit programs, state leaders can make more
informed investment decisions that yield stronger outcomes.

To maximize the impact of their transportation spending, states can redirect federal highway program
funding to local transit systems, reform STIP/TIP processes to streamline the programming of transit
funding, dedicate additional state revenue to support transit operations, boost the impacts of transit
with complementary land use policy reform, and support less visible transit services in small urban and
rural areas with both funding and technical assistance. Leadership across these five key areas will help
states deliver the integrated, connected, and accessible mobility networks that communities are calling
for while putting each limited public dollar to its most impactful transportation use.
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Appendix

ACEEE calculations based on Michigan Department of Transportation’s (MDOT) economic impact
figures, as published in March 2026.

Public transportation programs: Total investment/Total employment impact = Dollars spent by MDOT
to support each job related to its transit programs. $5,400,000,000/125,438 = $43,049

Public Transportation Program Impacts, Michigan Department of Transportation. Accessed February 2026.
Available at www.michigan.gov/mdot/programs/planning/five-year-transportation-program/revenue-
impacts/public-transportation-economic-impacts.

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Total Annual Average
Investment (millions $) $1,047 $1,062 $1,084 $1,107 $1,130 $5,430 $1,086
Employment impact (jobs) 25,906 25,412 25,056 24,704 24,360 125,438* 25,088
Gross regional product (millions $) $910 $901 $898 $894 $891 $4,494 $899
Labor income (millions $) $706 $635 $694 $690 $628 $3,353 $671
Business output/sales (millions $) $1,751 $1,735 £1,730 $1,725 $1,720 $8,660 $1,732

*Total Employment Impact refers to cumulative job-years supported by FY 2026-2030 Transit Program
**| abor income is comprised of the sum of salaries, wages, proprietors’ income, and employer-paid benefits.

***Business Output/Sales is final sales, or total revenues, by industry. Depending on the industry, sales can be to any combination of other
businesses, households, or the federalstatedocal government, as defined by TREDIS.

Highway programs: Total investment/Total employment impact = Dollars spent by MDOT to support
each job related to its highway programs. $10,692,000,000/89,380 = $119,624

Highway Program Impacts, Michigan Department of Transportation. Accessed February 2026. Available at
www.michigan.gov/mdot/programs/planning/five-year-transportation-program/revenue-impacts/highway-
economic-impacts.

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Total Annual average
Investment (in millions) $2,587 $2,602 $1,896 $1,748 $2,859 $10,692 $2,138
Employment impact (jobs) 22,496 21235 16,085 14621 14,943 89,380" 17,876
Gross regional product (in millions) $2,046 $2,008 $1,452 $1,316 $1,366 $8,188 $1,638
Labor income (in millions) *** $1,573 $1,498 $1,085 $988 $1,025 $6,168 $1,234
Output/sales (in millions) *** %$4,230 $4,156 %2976 $2,692 $2,794 $16,848 $3,.370

*Total employment impact refers to cumulative job-years supported by FY 2026-2030 Highway and Bridge Program.
**Labor income is comprised of the sum of salaries, wages, proprietors’ income, and employer-paid benefits.

**Business Output/Sales is final sales, or total revenues, by industry. Depending on the industry, sales can be to any combination of other
businesses, households, or the federal/state/local government, as defined by TREDIS.


http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/programs/planning/five-year-transportation-program/revenue-impacts/public-transportation-economic-impacts
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/programs/planning/five-year-transportation-program/revenue-impacts/public-transportation-economic-impacts
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/programs/planning/five-year-transportation-program/revenue-impacts/highway-economic-impacts
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/programs/planning/five-year-transportation-program/revenue-impacts/highway-economic-impacts
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