
 
 
For immediate release: November 14, 2024 

Contact: SEMCOG Information Center, 313-324-3330 
 

SEMCOG invites public comment on an amendment to the  

FY 2023-2026 Transportation Improvement Program 

 
SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, announces the public comment period for an 

amendment to the FY 2023-2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP is a list of specific 

projects which implement the policies of the 2045 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), a long-range vision 

and strategy that directs investment in the regional transportation system. TIP projects are recommended 

by cities, villages, county road agencies, transit providers, and the Michigan Department of Transportation 

(MDOT) over a four-year period. SEMCOG’s Executive Committee makes the final approval of the TIP 

project list. 

 

Background 

Amendment 24-5 revises 25 phases: 

• 11 Additions 

• 1 Schedule and Scope Changes 

• 3 Cost Changes 

• 2 Federal Budget to State 

• 7 Deletions 

• 1 Length Change 

• 5 GPAs 

 

General Program Accounts (GPAs) are groupings of similar routine transportation projects within the TIP 

as permitted in the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR): 23 CFR 450.324 (f) under 23 CFR 771.117(c) and 

(d) and/or 40 CFR part 93. Projects of this nature are programmed under an appropriate GPA by jurisdiction 

and type, such as Local Road, Trunkline Road, or Transit Capital. When the total cost of all the projects 

within a GPA equals or exceeds 125% of the GPA’s current federally approved limit, an amendment is 

required to reflect this change in size. The GPAs in this amendment are programmed to at least 120% of 

the approved baseline.  

 

The proposed changes to five GPAs can be found in the table below and with the other amendment materials 

on SEMCOG’s TIP webpage.  
 

DRAFT 23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 GPAs 

FY Type GPA Name 
Previously 

Approved 
New Cost 

2025 Local Livability and Sustainability $26,676,441  $35,430,720  

2026 Local Livability and Sustainability $4,632,428  $6,069,608  

2026 Local Traffic Operations and Safety $25,293,452  $38,003,390  

2025 Multi-Modal Transit Capital $116,373,668  $201,129,359  

2026 Trunkline Road $14,121,404  $19,721,404  

 

 

mailto:InfoCenter@semcog.org?subject=Spring%202022%20TIP/RTP%20Amendment
https://www.semcog.org/Portals/0/Documents/Plans-For-The-Region/Transportation/TIP/FY23-26/2024_Fall_TIP_RTP_Amendment_List_11082024.pdf?ver=8yEc9zTT25k8pV_GfozmpA%3d%3d
https://semcog.org/transportation-improvement-program-tip


All revisions will be incorporated in the RTP. This amendment, as proposed, primarily pertains to changes 

in projects related to pavement preservation, safety, non-motorized and resilience enhancements.  

 

Amendment evaluations 

The amendment requires all proposed projects undergo a series of evaluations, including identification of 

financial resources, an air quality conformity analysis, an environmental justice analysis, an environmental 

sensitivity analysis, an assessment for consistency with the regional Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 

architecture and Congestion Management Process, and a public comment process.  

 

Project details and evaluation results are available on SEMCOG’s TIP webpage or by contacting 

SEMCOG’s Information Center at 313-324-3330. 

 

How to comment 

Please address written comments to SEMCOG Information Center, 1001 Woodward Avenue, Suite 1400, 

Detroit, MI 48226; send faxes to 313-961-4869; call 313-324-3330, or email InfoCenter@semcog.org. 

Comments can also be made during the following in-person meetings, in which the amendment will be 

considered: 

 

• Transportation Coordinating Council, Thursday, November 21, 2024 at 9:30 a.m., 1001 

Woodward Avenue, Suite 1400, Detroit, MI 48226; 

• Executive Committee, Friday, December 6, 2024, 1 p.m., 1001 Woodward Avenue, Suite 1400, 

Detroit, MI 48226. 

 
Coverage of this notice 

Public notice of public participation activities and time established for public review of, and comments 

on, the TIP will satisfy the Program of Projects (POP) requirements of the Federal Transit Administration 

(FTA). 
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Transportation Coordinating Council 

William Miller, Chairperson 

Commissioner, Oakland County 
 

DATE:  December 6, 2024 

 

TO: Executive Committee 

 

SUBJECT: 23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 (Full) 

 

Summary of action requested 
The Transportation Coordinating Council (TCC) recommends Executive Committee 
approval of the 23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 (Full). 
 
Background 
The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a list of specific projects which 
implement the policies of the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), a long-range 
vision and strategy that directs investment in the regional transportation system. TIP 
projects are recommended by cities, villages, county road agencies, transit providers, and 
the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) over a four-year period. SEMCOG’s 
Executive Committee makes the final approval of the TIP project list. 

General Program Accounts (GPAs) are groupings of similar routine transportation 
projects within the TIP as permitted in Federal regulation 23 CFR 450.324 (f) under 23 
CFR 771.117(c) and (d) and/or 40 CFR part 93. Projects of this nature are programmed 
under an appropriate GPA by jurisdiction and type, such as Local Road, Trunkline Road, 
or Transit Capital. When the total cost of all the projects within a GPA equals or exceeds 
125% of the GPA’s current federally approved limit, an amendment is required to reflect 
this change in size. The GPAs in this amendment are programmed to at least 115% of 
the approved baseline.  

23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 (Full) 

Amendment 24-5 revises 27 phases: 

• 13 Additions 

• 1 Schedule and Scope Changes 

• 3 Cost Changes 

• 2 Federal Budget to State 

• 7 Deletions 

• 1 Length Change 

This Amendment contains 1 Major Widening project: Job Number 132535. This Job is a 
cost change only and was approved previously with this scope; therefore, it did not 
trigger an air quality conformity review.  

http://www.semcog.org/tip
file:///C:/Users/jackson/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/O8U2THFE/2045%20Regional%20Transportation%20Plan%20(RTP)
https://www.semcog.org/Portals/0/Documents/Plans-For-The-Region/Transportation/TIP/FY23-26/5.%20Amendment%2024-5%20List.pdf?ver=N0ub1ro90_Sr8QICJwv2LA%3d%3d


23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 (Full) 

 

General Program Accounts (GPAs) 
This amendment includes several proposed cost adjustments to GPAs. The proposed 
changes to six GPAs can be found in the table below and with the other amendment 
materials on SEMCOG’s TIP webpage.  
 

DRAFT 23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 GPAs 

FY Type GPA Name 
Previously 
Approved 

New Cost 

2025 Local Livability and Sustainability $26,676,441  $36,824,940  

2026 Local Livability and Sustainability $4,632,428  $6,259,821  

2026 Local Traffic Operations and Safety $25,293,452  $38,003,390  

2025 Multi-Modal Transit Capital $116,373,668  $232,383,109  

2026 Trunkline Road $14,121,404  $45,818,248  

All revisions will be incorporated in the RTP. This amendment, as proposed, primarily 
pertains to changes in projects related to pavement preservation, safety, non-motorized 
and resilience enhancements.  
 

Amendment evaluations  

The amendment requires all proposed projects undergo a series of evaluations – 
identification of financial resources, air quality conformity analysis, environmental justice 
analysis, environmental sensitivity review, assessment for consistency with the regional 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) architecture, and a public comment process. The 
results of these evaluations are summarized below: 

• The fiscal constraint analysis indicates the RTP and TIP remain fiscally 

constrained.  

• An updated air quality conformity analysis was not required for this amendment 

since none of the proposed projects were designated as not exempt from the 

requirement to determine conformity by the Michigan Transportation Conformity 

Interagency Workgroup (MITC-IAWG).  

• The environmental sensitivity review summarizes possible impacts of RTP 

(including TIP projects) projects on environmentally sensitive resources.  

• The environmental justice analysis indicates impacts related to implementation of 

the RTP (including TIP projects) remain balanced across the region.  

• The projects are consistent with the regional Congestion Management Process.  
 

The public comment period for the amendment officially began on November 14, 2024 
and will end with Executive Committee action on December 6, 2024.  
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 SEMCOG 23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 (Full) DRAFT Project List
November 20, 2024

Line 
Item

Job# Phase
Fiscal 
Year

County Responsible Agency Project Name Limits Length Primary Work Type Project Description
 AC/ACC 
Budget 

ACC 
Year(s)

 Federal 
Budget 

Fund 
Source

State 
Budget

Local 
Budget

Total Phase 
Cost

Amendment Type Air Quality RTP Goal

1 204204 PE 2025 Monroe MDOT I-275 Exit 5 at Carleton-Rockwood Road. 0 Roadside Facilities - Preserve
Single course mill and resurface existing 

carpool lot.
$6,139 NH $1,361 $0 $7,500 

Budget State to 
Federal

Exempt 1

2 209615 PE 2025
Saginaw,Bay,Lapeer,St. 

Clair,Genesee
MDOT Regionwide Trunkline routes in St. Clair County 2.101 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in Bay Region

$1,665 HSIP $185 $0 $10,000 Delete Exempt 2

3 209615 CON 2025
Saginaw,Bay,Lapeer,St. 

Clair,Genesee
MDOT Regionwide Trunkline routes in St. Clair County 2.101 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in Bay Region

$88,245 HSIP $9,805 $0 $530,000 Delete Exempt 2

4 209628 PE 2025
Jackson,Ingham,Livingst

on,Hillsdale
MDOT Regionwide Trunkline routes in University Region SEMCOG counties 2.024 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in University Region

$6,750 HSIP $750 $0 $20,000 Delete Exempt 2

5 209628 CON 2025
Jackson,Ingham,Livingst

on,Hillsdale
MDOT Regionwide Trunkline routes in University Region SEMCOG counties 2.024 Traffic Safety

Special pavement marking application on 
trunklines in University Region

$200,813 HSIP $22,313 $0 $595,000 Delete Exempt 2

6 214541 CON 2025 St. Clair Port Huron Lapeer Ave Lapeer Ave from 16th to 24th 0.492 Reconstruction Reconstruction $1,191,677 STU,STUL $0 $1,615,573 $2,807,250 Cost Change Exempt 1

7 219175 PE 2025 Oakland MDOT M-24
SW Quadrant of M-24 (Lapeer) and Oakwood Road, 

Oxford
0 Roadside Facilities - Preserve Resurfacing and possible installation of lights $30,285 NH $6,716 $0 $37,000 

Budget State to 
Federal

Exempt 1, 2

8 221386 PE 2024 Monroe MDOT River Raisin Lake Plain Watershed Bank River Raisin Lake Plain Watershed Bank 0 Environmental
Culvert Installation and Water Control Structure 

Installation
$81,850 ST $18,150 $0 $100,000 Add Exempt 5

9 221321 CON 2025 St. Clair St. Clair Cox Rd Cox Road, City of St. Clair 0.549 New Facilities Cox Road Wide  Sidewalk Project $246,740 TAU $0 $63,060 $309,800 Add Exempt 3

10 221323 CON 2025 Oakland Novi Beck Rd ITC Corridor connecting to Bosco Fields 1.402 New Facilities
Bosco Fields/ITC Connector Pathway 

Construction
$578,897 TAU $0 $144,724 $723,621 Add Exempt 3

11 221386 CON 2025 Monroe MDOT River Raisin Lake Plain Watershed Bank River Raisin Lake Plain Watershed Bank 0 Environmental
Culvert Installation and Water Control Structure 

Installation
$189,074 ST $41,927 $0 $231,000 Add Exempt 5

12 221617 CON 2025 Wayne Wayne County City of River Rouge to City of Flat Rock City of River Rouge to City of Flat Rock 20.98 New Facilities New Non-Motorized Path $1,517,280 EAR $0 $379,320 $1,896,600 Add Exempt 3

13 213488 CON 2026 Monroe MDOT US-23 School Road to Ida Center Road 4.02 Reconstruction Road Reconstruction $62,857,267 IM,NHFI $6,984,141 $0 $69,841,408 Add Exempt 1

14 214699 CON 2026 Washtenaw Washtenaw County N Hewitt Rd Hewitt Road 0.241 Reconstruction Reconstruction $1,320,033 EAR,STU $0 $320,967 $1,641,000 Add Exempt 1

15 218446 CON 2026 Oakland Oakland County W 12 Mile Rd 12 Mile Rd, Novi Rd to Farmington Rd 9.571 Road Rehabilitation 3R Road Project  $2,732,800.00 2027 $4,098,400 STPF,STU $0 $4,440,600 $8,539,000 Length Change Exempt 1

16 219313 CON 2026 St. Clair St. Clair County Capac Rd Capac Road and Downey Road 1.3 Traffic Safety
Conversion of existing four-way stop  to a 

roundabout
$772,000 CRU $0 $193,000 $965,000 Add Exempt 2

17 210081
CON, 
ROW

2026 Oakland MDOT M-150 M-59 to Avon Road 2.781 Road Rehabilitation Milling and Two Course Asphalt Resurfacing $14,512,005 NH $2,815,746 $402,249 $17,730,000 Scope, Schedule Exempt 1

18 222307 CON, PE 2025 Wayne Detroit Citywide Citywide 0.052 Air Quality Improvement
To install electric vehicle (EVSE) charging 

stations at 19 citywide sites.
$23,402,500 CFI $0 $6,452,250 $29,854,750 Add Exempt 5

19 222306 CON, PE 2025 Washtenaw Ann Arbor Citywide Citywide 0.064 Air Quality Improvement Public EV Charging Ports $2,790,512 CFI $0 $697,628 $3,488,140 Add Exempt 5

20 132535 CON 2025 Oakland Troy Rochester Rd Rochester Rd, Barclay Dr to Trinway Dr 1.11 Major Widening Widening, 5-lane to 6-lane Blvd  $4,297,000.00 2026 $4,177,000 ST $10,378,058 $9,010,014 $23,565,072 Cost Change Exempt 1

21 204085 CON 2025 Monroe MDOT I-75 Otter Creek to LaPlaisance Road 3.234 Reconstruction Reconstruct, culvert replacement $90,594,000 IM $10,066,000 $0 $100,660,000 Cost Change Exempt 1, 5

22 221845 CON 2025 Wayne Wayne County Belleville Rd
Belleville Road from Tyler Road to Ecorse Road in Van 

Buren Township
0.969 Reconstruction Reconstruction with concrete pavement  $1,719,000.00 2026 $2,054,285 ST $2,996,630 $2,555,715 $7,606,630 Add Exempt 1

23 212832 CON 2023 Wayne Detroit  Citywide Citywide - Detroit 0 Planning, Research & Design
Michigan Mobility Collaborative - Automotive 

Driving System Demonstration
$1,137,375 RP $0 $1,112,625 $2,250,000 Delete Exempt 2

24 106613 ROW 2024 Wayne MDOT OLD M-14 over the Middle Rouge River 0 Bridge Replacement Bridge Replacement $8,185 ST $1,588 $227 $10,000 Delete Exempt 1

25 218823 EPE 2024 Oakland MDOT Southfield Rd Metro Region 0 ITS Applications Technical Support $204,625 ST $45,375 $0 $250,000 Delete Exempt 2

26 222577 CON, PE 2025 Wayne Detroit Woodmere St
Dequindre, Mack Ave to Warren Ave and Woodmere, 

Fort St to Vernor Hwy
1.701

Bike/Pedestrian facility 
improvements

Construct two shared-use paths $20,704,712 RAIS $0 $0 $20,704,712 Add Exempt 3

27 222506 CON, PE 2025 St. CLair St. Clair County Rattle Run Rd Rattle Run Road, STR# 10050 over Sheldon Drain 0 Bridge Replacement Bridge Replacement $704,700 AID $0 $0 $1,227,487 Add Exempt 1

These seven core policies, found on page 2 of the Vision 2050 RTP, have been designed to create a safe, equitable, and resilient transportation system:

Type FY GPA Name Previously Approved New Cost

Local 2025 Livability and Sustainability $26,676,441 $36,824,940

Local 2026 Livability and Sustainability $4,632,428 $6,259,821

Local 2026 Traffic Operations and Safety $25,293,452 $38,003,390

Multi-Modal 2025 Transit Capital $116,373,668 $232,383,109

Trunkline 2026 Road $14,121,404 $45,818,248

DRAFT 23/26 TIP Amendment 24-5 GPAs

4. Shared Prosperity - Promote a thriving regional economy by facilitating seamless movement of goods, efficient trade connections, enhancing labor mobility, and fostering tourism and local placemaking.

5. Resilience - Integrate infrastructure coordination, equitable stormwater management, and comprehensive resiliency planning into the transportation system to achieve 
greater public health and environmental benefits.

1. Preserve - Use asset management practices, technology, and cost-effective transportation solutions to preserve infrastructure.

2. Safety - Increase safety for all travelers, especially for the most vulnerable road users.

3. Equity - Ensure equitable access regardless of age, race, gender, ethnicity, national origin, physical or cognitive ability, or income.

6. Education - Educate and foster collaboration among local governments, transportation agencies, utility providers, and residents to enhance 
knowledge about and efficiency of the transportation system.

7. Funding - Increase funding and broaden local options to ensure adequate resources and coordination for meeting regional transportation needs to 
achieve fiscal sustainability.
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SEMCOG MITC-IAWG Meeting - 2024 Fall Amendment 
Summary of October 3rd, 2024 Call 

 

Participants:  

EPA: n/a FHWA: Andrew Sibold  

MDOT: Richard Bayus, Meredith Fryer, Lane Masoud, Mahreen Nabi, Donna Wittl, Andrea 

Strach, James VanSteel EGLE: Breanna Bukowski 

SCOTS: Peter Klomparens  

SEMCOG: Steve Brudzinski, Jilan Chen, Allison Racisz, Saima Masud, Michele Fedorowicz, 

Chris Williams, Madison Penque 

 

On October 3rd, 2024, the Michigan Transportation Conformity Interagency Workgroup (MITC-

IAWG) conducted a Zoom call to review the proposed 2024 Fall amendment for SEMCOG’s 

Fiscal Year (FY) 2023-FY 2026 Transportation Improvement Program (FY 23-26 TIP) and 2045 

Regional Transportation Plan (2045 RTP). The purpose of the call was to determine if any of the 

projects being amended into the FY 23-26 TIP and/or 2045 RTP would trigger the need for a new 

transportation conformity analysis and, if so, which need to be included in that analysis.  

 

During the call, the group discussed the amendment list in general and focused on the following 

projects in more detail.  

• JN 210081 – An Exempt Road Rehabilitation project between M59 and Avon Road. 

JobNet may possibly be having a “system bug” with this project, meaning that it is currently 

appearing as Pending for TIP approval although it is not appearing on the pending Federal 

amendment list. Meredith Fryer with MDOT replied that they will look further to check 

the status. For now, it is being included in the Amendment list unless any further 

information contradicts this decision. 

• JN 219313 – An Exempt project with a conversion of existing four-way stop to a 

roundabout at Capac Road and Downey Road. This project was previously assigned as 

Non-Exempt but was updated to Exempt status. Reasoning for this change was due to the 

project being an intersection reconstruction with a purpose of traffic safety measures.  

No projects on the list were given “Non-Exempt” status that were concern for a new conformity 

analysis. The group determined a new conformity analysis is not needed for SEMCOG’s 2024 

Fall amendment.  

 

The meeting adjourned.  
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. . . Developing Regional Solutions 

Mission 
SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, is the only organization in Southeast Michigan 
that brings together all governments to develop regional solutions for both now and in the future. SEMCOG: 

• Promotes informed decision making to improve Southeast Michigan and its local governments by 
providing insightful data analysis and direct assistance to member governments; 
 

• Promotes the efficient use of tax dollars for infrastructure investment and governmental effectiveness; 
 

• Develops regional solutions that go beyond the boundaries of individual local governments; and 
 

• Advocates on behalf of Southeast Michigan in Lansing and Washington
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Environmental Justice Technical Analysis - 2045 Regional 
Transportation Plan and the fiscal year (FY) 2023 – FY 2026 
Transportation Improvement Program 
 

Fall amendment, 2024  
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1.Introduction

1.1. Definition of Environmental Justice 

The Environmental Justice office of US Environmental Protection Agency defines it as: 

“Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, 
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. 

Fair treatment means that no group of people should bear a disproportionate share of the negative 
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, governmental and commercial operations or 
policies 

Meaningful Involvement means that:  

 people have an opportunity to participate in decisions about activities that may affect their 
environment and/or health; 

 the public’s contribution can influence the regulatory agency’s decision; 
 their concerns will be considered in the decision making process; and 
 the decision makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected.” 

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d-1) states that, “No person in the United States 
shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial 
assistance.” In the same spirit, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898 on February 11, 1994, 
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. 
The stated purpose of this order is to make achieving environmental justice part of (each Federal 
agency’s) mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 
and low-income populations. Similar orders followed from the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) and Federal Highway Administration. The USDOT order specifically defines the five 
populations that must be included in environmental justice (EJ) analyses 

1.2. SEMCOG’s Approach 

Transportation investments have both positive and negative impacts that may be localized in a particular 
community or portion of a community. Environmental justice requires that these impacts be distributed 
fairly among population groups especially focusing on population groups that have been traditionally 
disadvantaged. SEMCOG, in its response to this important challenge, enhanced a process to assess the 
impacts of the transportation planning process, on the target populations. 
 
 
The target populations consist of minorities (African-American, Asian-American, Native American, and 
Hispanics), low-income households, senior citizens and households without cars. SEMCOG identified 
three principles to ensure environmental justice considerations were properly integrated into the 
transportation planning process:  

 Adequate public involvement of target populations in regional transportation decision making, 
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 Assess (i.e., travel time) whether there were disproportionately high and adverse impacts on the 
target populations resulting from federal programs, and  

 Ensure that the target populations receive an equitable share of benefits of federal transportation 
investments. 

 
Although the quantitative measures included with this analysis cannot consider every possible aspect of 
environmental justice, SEMCOG believes they are good indicators as to whether significant 
environmental justice issues are present.  
 
This appendix provides demographics information for the Southeast Michigan seven county region and 
the results of the identified measures applied to the transportation projects in the 2045 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and FY 2023- FY2026 Transportation Improvement Program.  

2.Demographics

Demographic data for the special or target population used in SEMCOG’s Environmental Justice analysis 
was compiled from synthesized households and population based on Census 2015 American Community 
Survey (ACS).  Since Census 2015 doesn’t provides 100 percent count data, SEMCOG synthesized 
disaggregated households and persons with essential attributes such as age, race, income and auto 
ownership using Census 5-year ACS estimates and PUMS samples. In order to further analyze the data 
through travel demand model, data was then aggregated to Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs). There are 
2,811 internal TAZs in the SEMCOG region. The impacted demographic groups are described below 
along with maps showing the regional distribution of those groups (section 2.2). 

2.1. Special Population 

Minority Population: The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order (5610.2) on EJ defines 
“Minority” as the following:  

 Black (having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa). 
 Hispanic (of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish culture 

or origin, regardless of race). 
 Asian American (having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the 

Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands).  
 American Indian and Alaskan Native (having origins in any of the original people of North 

America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community 
recognition). 

In addition SEMCOG includes the following groups as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau:  

 Black or African American alone - not Hispanic or Latino.  
 American Indian and Alaska Native alone - not Hispanic or Latino.  
 Asian alone - not Hispanic or Latino.  
 Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone —not Hispanic or Latino.  
 Some other race alone - not Hispanic or Latino.  
 Persons of two or more races - not Hispanic or Latino.  
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Based on 2015 ACS, the SEMCOG region had a minority population of 1,446,089 which equates to about 
30.6% of the total population. Figure 1 indicates the location of minority populations in the region. 
Traffic Analysis zones located in central cities and urban communities have higher proportions of 
minority population in the Southeast Michigan region. 
 
Low Income Households: Poverty thresholds vary among different federal agencies and for different 
programs; hence SEMCOG used a derived measure to estimate low-income households. SEMCOG’s 
Environmental Justice analysis includes all households that are in the lowest income quartile as low 
income households. SEMCOG’s travel demand model uses households at TAZ level which are generated 
by synthesizing individual households at block group level from 2015 PUMS (Public Use Microdata 
Sample). These synthesized households were categorized into four income quartiles based on their 
household income. Lowest income quartile for SEMCOG region was identified as $26,143, and all 
households with household income at or below $26,143 are considered as low-income households for the 
purpose of this Environmental Justice analysis.  
 
In 2015, there were 465,635 (25% of all households) low-income households in the region. Figure 2 
shows the location and distribution of low-income households in the Southeast Michigan region. While 
higher proportions of low-income households are spread across the region, Detroit has considerable 
higher number of TAZs which have more than 60 percent of the households in low income category.  

Senior Population: Southeast Michigan region, along with the nation is going through the demographic 
shifts associated with aging of baby boomers. Mobility barriers and age are linked together. Not every 
Seniors individual has mobility challenges, but the likelihood of a challenge increases as an individual 
ages. Population aged 65 and older is considered as senior population.  
 
In 2015, SEMCOG region had 696,810 persons (14.8%) who were 65 years of age or older. Figure 3 
shows the distribution of senior population in the region. Similar to the national trends, minority 
population in the Southeast Michigan region tend to be younger than white population and as a result 
central and older cities that have higher concentrations of minority population have much lower 
concentrations of senior population. On the contrary, exurban and emerging suburban communities have 
much higher proportions of persons who are 65 or older. 
 
Zero Car Households: Persons in households that have no vehicles available are critical part of “transit 
dependent,” population i.e., those who must rely on public transit for their daily travel needs and who 
have limited mobility. It is recognized that not owning a personal automobile may be a lifestyle choice for 
some, but for others automobile ownership is unattainable due to various constraints, including income or 
disability.  
 
In 2015, Southeast Michigan had 158,368 households or 8.5 percent of households had no personal 
vehicle at their disposal. Figure 4 illustrates the distribution of zero car households in SEMCOG region. 
Central cities and block groups surrounding these central cores had relatively higher proportions of 
households with no vehicle available.  
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Estimating 2045 Target and non-Target Populations by Zone 
 

In order to create population-based measures, it is necessary to estimate the target and non-target 
population within each TAZ. SEMCOG utilizes a separate land use simulation model called UrbanSim to 
simulate land development for future years in the seven County region of SEMCOG. UrbanSim simulates 
the location decision for both new and existing households and firms, place households and jobs in 
parcels, and anticipate parcel level changes in Land development based on any known future events and 
land development constraints. 

Input data for UrbanSim model consisted of a list of all households, with current locations (by building), 
household size (number of members), age of the household head, race, number of workers, children and 
autos. Household data along with persons in those households were synthesized using 2011 - 2015 
American Community Survey estimates at Census Block Group level. Subsequently these households and 
persons were placed on individual building using building’s housing attributes and synthesized household 
attributes. 

The output from the UrbanSim model is parcel level socio-economic data including households by type 
(income, age, race, household size, presence of children, vehicles available, and number of workers), jobs 
by type (industry and number of employees), and land use by type for all future years till 2045. The parcel 
level output data is aggregated to TAZs and the results are used as inputs for SEMCOG’s travel demand 
model and for the Environmental Justice Analysis. 
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2.2. Distribution of Selected Population 
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Figure 1  
Distribution of Minority Population, 2015.Southeast Michigan 
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Figure 2  
Distribution of Low Income Households, 2015. Southeast Michigan 
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Figure 3  
Distribution of Senior Population, 2015. Southeast Michigan 
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Figure 4  
Distribution of Households with No Vehicles Available, 2015. Southeast Michigan 
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3. Quantitative Measures

3.1. Measures Methodology 

This section describes all the quantitative measures identified for this technical analysis. The accessibility 
or travel time measures were developed based on travel time estimates from SEMCOG’s 4-step travel 
demand forecast model (TDFM). These estimates are available for highway and transit networks, for 
current and future build and no-build conditions. Section 2 describes demographics data used in the 
process.  

3.2. Measures Identified for Application 

Several measures are identified for this analysis based on the data and tools available. Measures are 
calculated for three scenarios;  

1. 2015 base year  
2. 2045 no-build conditions assuming no new transportation projects constructed after 2015 

despite the population and socioeconomic growth  
3. 2045 build conditions assuming all the projects in the long range plan are constructed 

 
 
Average Number of Job opportunities 
 
This measure estimates the average number of jobs accessible from each origin or home TAZ to every 
other destination or work TAZ within a specified travel time. The 2045 Regional Plan employment input 
to the model use Bureau of Economic Analysis Equivalent Job (BEA-EJ) dataset. These jobs includes 
wage and salary principal jobs, self-employed jobs, and secondary jobs. Travel time estimates, commonly 
known as travel-time skims, for the A.M. peak period are used for auto and transit modes. Time 
thresholds of 25 minutes by auto and 50 minutes by transit are selected; these times reflect the regional 
average trip length for work trips. Employment data for each TAZ is available from SEMCOG’s Regional 
Demographics and Socio-economic Forecast.   

Job opportunities within 25 minutes by auto and 50 minutes by transit are aggregated from each origin 
TAZ. These jobs numbers are weighted by each group within the TAZ. Average number of jobs was 
calculated for each group by aggregating weighted jobs for each group for the region divided by group 
regional totals.  

Average Shopping opportunities  
 
This measure estimates the average retail shopping area (acres) accessible within a specified travel time.  

SEMCOG maintains building data layer representing digital footprint of each building in the region. 
Retail square footage (converted to acres) was extracted from the footprints layer and aggregated by 
Traffic Analysis Zones. 

Time thresholds of 15 minutes by auto and 30 minutes by transit are selected; these times reflect the 
regional average trip length for shopping trips. Shopping opportunities within 15 minutes by auto and 30 
minutes by transit during the mid-day period are calculated from each TAZ. The number of shopping 
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centers accessible from each TAZ is then weighted by each target population group within the TAZ to get 
a weighted average of the number of shopping centers accessible to each group.   

Average Number of Non-Shopping opportunities 
 
This measure estimates the average number of non-shopping opportunities accessible within a specified 
travel time.  SEMCOG currently maintains GIS coverage of k-12 schools, libraries, parks, hospitals and 
medical centers. For 2045 RTP, this data will be used to measure non-shopping opportunities.  

The measurement methodology is same as for shopping or job opportunities. 

Time thresholds of 15 minutes by auto and 30 minutes by transit are selected; these times reflect the 
regional average trip length for other trips. Non-shopping opportunities within 15 minutes by auto and 30 
minutes by transit during the mid-day period are calculated from each TAZ. The number of non-shopping 
opportunities accessible from each TAZ is then weighted by each target population group within the TAZ 
to get a weighted average of the number of shopping centers accessible to each group.   

The next three measures analyze the population groups covered by a major destination location. 

Percent of Population close to a College 
 
This measure estimates the percentage of population groups within a specified travel time to a college 
location. First, a list of major college campuses in the region is established; see Table 22 for list of 
colleges. From these college locations, the share of population groups within specified travel times are 
calculated. 

TDFM skims for A.M. peak period are used to calculate travel time from each college TAZ to every other 
TAZ. Population groups in each TAZ that is within 25 minute by auto or 50 minute by transit are 
aggregated and divided by the total population for that group to get percentage of each population group 
covered by colleges within a specified travel time. 

Percent of Population close to a Hospital 
 
This measure is developed in the same manner as for colleges. Table 23 shows a list of major hospitals in 
the region. This list does not include smaller medical facilities and clinics. From these hospital locations, 
the share of population groups within specified travel times are calculated. 

TDFM skims for mid-day time period are used to calculate travel time from each hospital to each TAZ. 
Population groups in each TAZ that is within 15 minutes by auto or 30 minute by transit are aggregated 
and divided by the total population for that group to get percentage of each population group covered by 
hospital within a specified travel time. 

Percent of Population close to a Major Retail Center 
 
This measure also used the same measurement methodology as for colleges. Table 24 shows a list of 
major retail centers in the region. This list includes major regional shopping malls, lifestyle centers (such 
as Partridge Creek, Clinton Twp), destination centers (such as IKEA, Canton) and outlet malls. From 
these major retail locations, the share of population groups within specified travel times are calculated. 

TDFM skims for mid-day time period are used to calculate travel time from major retail centers to each 
TAZ. Population groups in each TAZ that is within 15 minute by auto or 30 minute by transit are 
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aggregated and divided by the total population for that group to get percentage of each population group 
covered by major retail centers within a specified travel time. 

Average Travel time for work purpose 
 
This measure estimates the average travel time for work purpose. TDFM provides an estimate of person 
trips and travel time for work from each origin TAZ to employment TAZ. The total person trips are 
multiplied by target population shares (based on socio-economic distribution) for each TAZ to get trips 
for minority, seniors, and zero car households. Only exception is the low-income group, where the trips 
made by low income group are readily available from the TDFM. Travel time skims for work purpose are 
then weighted by population groups to calculate average travel time for work purpose for auto. Transit 
skims are used to calculate average transit travel time.  

Average Travel time for shopping purpose 
 
This measure estimates the average travel time for shopping purpose. TDFM provides an estimate of 
person trips and travel time for shopping purpose from each origin TAZ to destination TAZ. The total 
person trips are multiplied by target population shares (based on socio-economic distribution) for each 
TAZ to get trips for minority, seniors, and zero car households. Only exception is the low-income group, 
where the trips made by low income group are readily available from the TDFM. Travel time skims for 
shopping purpose are then weighted by population groups to calculate average travel time for shopping 
purpose. Transit skims are used to calculate average transit travel time. 

Average Travel time for other purposes 
 
This measure estimates the average travel time for other purposes. TDFM provides an estimate of person 
trips and travel time for other purposes from each origin TAZ to destination TAZ. The total person trips 
are multiplied by target population shares (based on socio-economic distribution) for each TAZ to get 
trips for minority, seniors, and zero car households. Only exception is the low-income group, where the 
trips made by low income group are readily available from the TDFM. Travel time skims for other 
purposes are then weighted by population groups to calculate average travel time for other purposes. 
Transit skims are used to calculate average transit travel time. 

Average Travel time for All purposes 
 
This measure estimates the average travel time for all internal purposes. Internal purposes include home 
based work, shopping, school, other, non-home based work and non-home based other. TDFM provides 
an estimate of person trips and travel time for all purposes from each origin TAZ to destination TAZ. The 
total person trips are multiplied by target population shares (based on socio-economic distribution) for 
each TAZ to get trips by each population group. Travel time skim for mid-day is then weighted by 
population groups to calculate average travel time for all purposes. Transit skims are used to calculate 
average transit travel time. 

 
Per Capita Transportation Funding 
 
In developing the regional transportation plan, each project was initially assigned a set of counties that the 
project is geographically located in. Further work was done to localize individual projects along roads and 
at intersections where possible. For these projects, a buffer was applied to represent the area impacted by 
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the project. Projects involving freeways were buffered by 2.5 miles, while all other projects that could be 
mapped were buffered by 0.5 miles. 
In order to analyze transportation investment by population group, representation of each project – 
weighted by project cost – was geographically overlaid with the representation of the selected population 
groups by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) in 2015 and as forecasted by SEMCOG in 2045. Each of the four 
population groups – minorities, low-income households, seniors, and no car households – were analyzed 
separately. As a result of the overlay, project costs were distributed on a per capita basis for the minority 
and senior population, and on a per household basis for low-income and no car households. Per capita and 
per household investment is then summarized by adding up total investment by population group and 
dividing by the total of persons or households in the population group in 2015 and 2045. Finally, these 
numbers are compared to equivalent numbers for the balance of the population or households to assess 
equity. 
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4.Results

This section presents the results of all the measure identified for this analysis. The results are compared 
across the three scenarios, year 2015, 2045 No build, 2045 build. The data tables are included in 
Attachment A. 

Average Number of Job opportunities  
Figures 5 and 6 show the target population on average have access to more jobs as compared to non-target 
population in each scenario. When compared across scenarios, the build conditions shows access to more 
jobs than no-build scenario by auto. The improvement in accessibility appears to be benefiting target and 
non-target groups in the same way. It appears that for this measure, there are no prominent 
disproportionate negative impacts of the transportation projects among the population groups. 

Figure 5  
Average Number of Jobs within 25 minutes – AM peak by auto 
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Figure 6  
Average Number of Jobs within 50 minutes - AM peak by transit 

 

Average Shopping opportunities  
Figures 7 and 8 show the target populations on average have access to more shopping opportunities 
(acres) as compared to non-target population in each scenario. When compared across scenarios, the build 
condition shows access to more shopping opportunities than no-build scenario by auto. The improvement 
in accessibility appears to be benefiting target and non-target groups in the same way.   

It appears that for this measure, there are no prominent disproportionate negative impacts of the 
transportation projects among the population groups. 
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Figure 7  
Average Shopping Opportunities within 15 minutes – Mid-day period by auto 

 

Figure 8  
Average Shopping Opportunities within 30 minutes - Mid-day period by transit 

 

 

 
Average Number of Non-Shopping opportunities 
Figures 9 and 10 show the target population on average have access to more non-shopping opportunities 
as compared to non-target population in each scenario. When compared across scenarios, the build 
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condition shows access to more non-shopping opportunities than no-build scenario by auto. The 
improvement in accessibility appears to be benefiting target and non-target groups in the same way.   

It appears that for this measure, there are no prominent disproportionate negative impacts of the 
transportation projects among the population groups.  

Figure 9  
Average Non-Shopping Opportunities within 15 minutes - Mid-day period by auto 

 

Figure 10  
Average Non-Shopping Opportunities within 30 minutes - Mid-day period by transit 
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Percent of Population close to a College 
Figure 11 shows a higher percentage of target groups within 25 minutes by auto in the A.M peak period 
to a college campus as compared to non-target groups. This is true for each scenario. When compared 
across scenarios, the build condition shows slightly higher percentages then no-build scenario. The 
improvement in accessibility appears to be benefiting target and non-target groups almost similarly.  .  

It appears that for this measure, there are no prominent disproportionate negative impacts of the 
transportation projects among the population groups.  

Figure 11  
% Population within 25 minutes AM peak to a College by auto 

 

Figure 12  
% Population within 50 minutes AM peak to a College by transit 
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Percent of Population close to a Hospital 
Figure 13 shows a higher percentage of target groups within 15 minutes by auto during the mid-day 
period to a major hospital as compared to non-target groups. This is true for each scenario. When 
compared across scenarios, the build condition shows slightly higher percentages then no-build scenario. 
The improvement in accessibility both by auto and transit appears to be benefiting target and non-target 
groups almost similarly.   

It appears that for this measure, there are no prominent disproportionate negative impacts of the 
transportation projects among the population groups. 

Figure 13  
% Population within 15 minutes Mid-day period to a Hospital by auto 
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Figure 14  
% Population within 30 minutes Mid-day period to a Hospital by transit 

 

Percent of Population close to a Major Retail Center 
Figure 15 shows a higher percentage of target groups within 15 minutes by auto during the mid-day 
period to a major retail center as compared to non-target groups. This is true for each scenario. When 
compared across scenarios, the build condition shows slightly higher percentages then no-build scenario. 
The improvement in accessibility appears to be benefiting target and non-target groups almost similarly.   

It appears that for this measure, there are no prominent disproportionate negative impacts of the 
transportation projects among the population groups. 
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Figure 15  
% Population within 15 minutes Mid-day period to a Major Retail by auto 

 

Figure 16  
% Population within 30 minutes Mid-day period to a Major Retail by transit 

 

Average Travel time for Work purpose 
Figure 17 shows that the regional average auto travel time for work trip is less for target groups as 
compared to non-target groups, in each scenario. When compared across scenarios, the build scenario 
travel times are less for each population group than no-build. Travel time savings are relatively similar for 
each of the target or non-target group. Transit travel times for some target population groups are slightly 
higher as compared to non-target group in some instances, but in most cases the difference is within 5%. 
However, the benefits of travel time savings due to improved service seems just.    
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Figure 17  
Average Auto Travel time for Work 

 

Figure 18  
Average Transit Travel time for Work 

 

Average Travel time for Shopping purpose 
Figure 19 shows that the regional average auto travel time for shopping trip is less for target groups as 
compared to non-target groups, in each scenario. When compared across scenarios, the build scenario 
travel times are less for each population group than no-build.  Travel time savings are relatively similar 
for each of the target or non-target group. Transit travel times for some target population groups are 
slightly higher as compared to non-target group in some instances, but in most cases the difference is 
within 5%. However, the benefits of travel time savings due to improved service seems just.    
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Figure 19  
Average Auto Travel time for Shopping 

 

Figure 20  
Average Transit Travel time for Shopping 

 

Average Travel time for Other purposes 
Figure 21 shows that the regional average auto travel time for other purpose trip is less for target groups 
as compared to non-target groups, in each scenario. When compared across scenarios, the build scenario 
travel times are less for each population group than no-build. Travel time savings are relatively similar for 
each of the target or non-target group. Transit travel times for some target population groups are slightly 
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higher as compared to non-target group in some instances, but in most cases the difference is within 5%. 
However, the benefits of travel time savings due to improved service seems just.    

Figure 21  
Average Auto Travel time for Other purpose 

 

Figure 22  
Average Transit Travel time for Other purpose 

 

Average Travel time for All purposes 
Figure 23 shows that the regional average auto travel time for all purposes combined is less for target 
groups as compared to non-target groups, in each scenario. When compared across scenarios, the build 
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scenario travel times are less for each population group than no-build.  Travel time savings are relatively 
similar for each of the target or non-target group.  

Figure 23  
Average Auto Travel time for All purposes 

 

Figure 24  
Average Transit Travel time for All purposes 
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Per Capita Transportation Funding 

Table 1 shows that the minority population in 2015 accrues a benefit from these projects of nearly $4,200 
more per person in project costs compared to the balance of the population and $1,500 more for the 
forecasted 2045 minority population. Low income households in 2015 and those forecasted in 2045 are 
getting allocated roughly $8,300 and $2,800 respectively more per household in project costs compared to 
the balance of households. Additional analysis shows equity for seniors (persons age 65 or older) and for 
no car households. 

Table 1  
Per Capita Transportation Funding 

   Minorities Non‐Minorities

Population in 2015  1,446,083 3,276,681

% of Population in 2015  30.6% 69.4%

% of Total Project Costs  41.3% 58.7%

Per Capita Funding in 2015  $11,314 $7,101

Per Capita Funding in 2045  $8,784 $7,197

        

   Low Income Non‐Low Income 

Households in 2015  465,635 1,396,869

% of Households in 2015  25.0% 75.0%

% of Total Project Costs  32.3% 67.7%

Per Household Funding in 2015  $27,505 $19,200

Per Household Funding in 2045  $21,166 $18,347

     
   Seniors Non‐Seniors

Population in 2015  696,810 4,025,954

% of Population in 2015  14.8% 85.2%

% of Total Project Costs  17.3% 82.7%

Per Capita Funding in 2015  $9,842 $8,140

Per Capita Funding in 2045  $7,450 $7,854

        

  
No Car 

Households Households with Cars 

Households in 2015  158,368 1,704,136

% of Households in 2015  8.5% 91.5%

% of Total Project Costs  12.0% 88.0%

Per Household Funding in 2015  $30,051 $20,461

Per Household Funding in 2045  $22,338 $18,730
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5 . S u m m a r y

The purpose of this analysis was to demonstrate the impact of the transportation plan on the various 
demographic groups in the region using quantitative measures, and to assess if there is a disproportionate 
negative impact of the plan on the target groups. Although these measures cannot encompass all the 
environmental justice issues, SEMCOG believes they are good indicators as to whether significant 
environmental justice issues are present. 

In general, the measures did not suggest environmental justice issues at the regional system-wide level. In 
all the transportation scenarios, the target groups seem to have access to more jobs, shopping and other 
activities, or are close to a college, hospital or major shopping center. Average travel times for various 
purposes are also lower for target groups. 

Comparing current and future no-build condition shows regional development pattern impact, without the 
transportation system improvements. Future land use policy should be studied to minimize the 
development impact on accessibility.  

 

  



 

28 | Environmental Justice Technical Analysis  
�

Attachment A – Data Tables 
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Table 2  
Average Number of Jobs Accessible within 25 minutes AM peak period by auto 

   2015 % of Total 2045 No Build % of Total 2045 Build % of Total % Over No Build

Minority  768,484 27.70% 685,864 23.17% 706,431 23.87% 3.00%

Non‐Minority  441,860 15.93% 447,768 15.13% 460,290 15.55% 2.80%

Low Income HH  669,862 24.15% 655,274 22.14% 705,951 23.85% 7.73%

Non Low Income HH  508,531 18.33% 496,845 16.79% 509,011 17.20% 2.45%

Seniors  533,120 19.22% 512,508 17.31% 526,429 17.78% 2.72%

Non‐Seniors  543,385 19.59% 538,591 18.20% 554,031 18.72% 2.87%

All  541,870 19.53% 532,678 18.00% 547,811 18.51% 2.84%

Total Jobs in the region         2,774,223    2,959,998    2,959,998    

Table 3  
Average Number of Jobs Accessible within 50 minutes AM peak period by transit 

   2015 % of Total  2045 No Build  % of Total  2045 Build  % of Total  % Over No Build 

Minority  165,435 5.96% 146,543 4.95% 167,935 5.67% 14.60%

Non‐Minority  67,215 2.42% 70,874 2.39% 81,071 2.74% 14.39%

Low Income HH  141,656 5.11% 139,466 4.71% 171,878 5.81% 23.24%

Non Low Income HH  85,367 3.08% 85,319 2.88% 97,256 3.29% 13.99%

Seniors  91,129 3.28% 91,182 3.08% 104,319 3.52% 14.41%

Non‐Seniors  98,356 3.55% 99,816 3.37% 114,180 3.86% 14.39%

Zero‐Car HH  170,770 6.16% 155,742 5.26% 186,908 6.31% 20.01%

All  97,290 3.51% 97,859 3.31% 111,958 3.78% 14.41%

Total Jobs in the region      2,774,223   2,959,998   2,959,998   

 



 

2 | Environmental Justice Technical Analysis  
�

Table 4  
Average Shopping Area (acres) Accessible within 15 minutes mid-day period by auto 

   2015 % of Total 2045 No Build % of Total  2045 Build % of Total % Over No Build

Minority  458 8.17% 398 7.10%  408 7.28% 2.49%

Non‐Minority  271 4.83% 258 4.61%  265 4.73% 2.56%

Low Income HH  416 7.42% 391 6.98%  420 7.50% 7.52%

Non Low Income HH  303 5.41% 282 5.04%  290 5.17% 2.69%

Seniors  320 5.71% 295 5.26%  302 5.39% 2.34%

Non‐Seniors  330 5.88% 312 5.57%  320 5.70% 2.50%

All  328 5.85% 308 5.50%  316 5.63% 2.47%

Retail building space (acres) in 
the region    5,604   5,604    5,604   

Table 5  
Average Shopping area (acres) Accessible within 30 minutes mid-day period by transit 

   2015 % of Total 2045 No Build % of Total  2045 Build % of Total % Over No Build

Minority  101 1.80% 84 1.50%  89 1.59% 5.83%

Non‐Minority  46 0.82% 46 0.81%  48 0.85% 5.05%

Low Income HH  90 1.61% 83 1.48%  94 1.67% 12.91%

Non Low Income HH  56 1.00% 52 0.93%  55 0.98% 4.78%

Seniors  59 1.05% 57 1.01%  60 1.06% 5.11%
Non‐Seniors  64 1.13% 60 1.07%  63 1.13% 5.32%

Zero‐Car HH  104 1.86% 90 1.60%  99 1.77% 10.47%

All  63 1.12% 59 1.05%  63 1.12% 5.93%

Retail building space (acres) 
in the region    5,604   5,604    5,604   

  



 

3 | Environmental Justice Technical Analysis  
�

Table 6  
Average Number of Non-Shopping Opportunities Accessible within 15 minutes mid-day period by auto 

   2015 % of Total 2045 No Build % of Total  2045 Build % of Total % Over No Build

Minority  308 8.11% 270 7.09%  275 7.22% 1.82%

Non‐Minority  156 4.10% 150 3.93%  152 4.00% 1.60%

Low Income HH  275 7.22% 260 6.83%  282 7.42% 8.62%

Non Low Income HH  181 4.75% 170 4.48%  174 4.58% 2.29%

Seniors  192 5.06% 178 4.68%  181 4.76% 1.80%

Non‐Seniors  204 5.37% 197 5.17%  200 5.25% 1.58%

All  203 5.33% 192 5.06%  196 5.14% 1.66%

Number of non‐shopping 
opportunities identified    3,803   3,803    3,803   

Table 7  
Average Number of Non-Shopping Opportunities Accessible within 30 minutes mid-day period by transit 

 

   2015 % of Total  2045 No Build % of Total  2045 Build % of Total % Over No Build

Minority  68 1.78% 58 1.53%  62 1.64% 6.87%

Non‐Minority  27 0.70% 27 0.70%  28 0.74% 5.26%

Low Income HH  59 1.56% 56 1.47%  64 1.69% 15.05%

Non Low Income HH  34 0.89% 32 0.85%  34 0.90% 6.19%

Seniors  35 0.93% 34 0.90%  37 0.96% 6.40%

Non‐Seniors  40 1.05% 39 1.02%  41 1.08% 5.91%

Zero‐Car HH  73 1.91% 63 1.65%  70 1.85% 12.12%

All  39 1.03% 38 1.00%  40 1.06% 6.07%

Number of non‐shopping 
opportunities identified     3,803    3,803     3,803    
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Table 8  
Percent of Population or Households within 25 minutes AM peak period to a College by auto 

  2015  2045 No Build  2045 Build 

   

Minority  97.7% 91.9% 92.5% 

Non‐Minority  83.3% 81.2% 82.0% 

Low Income HH  93.4% 91.1% 92.8% 

Not Low Income HH  86.4% 83.3% 84.0% 

Seniors  87.3% 83.4% 84.1% 

Non‐Seniors  87.7% 85.5% 86.2% 

All  87.7% 85.0% 85.7% 

 

Table 9  
Percent of Population or Households within 50 minutes AM peak period to a College by transit 

  2015  2045 No Build  2045 Build 

   

Minority  71.9% 61.6% 62.8% 

Non‐Minority  36.7% 36.9% 37.3% 

Low Income HH  63.8% 60.4% 65.6% 

Not Low Income HH  43.2% 41.2% 41.6% 

Seniors  46.2% 43.2% 43.5% 

Non‐Seniors  47.7% 46.4% 47.1% 

Zero‐Car HH  73.2% 64.7% 68.7% 

All  47.4% 45.7% 46.3% 
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Table 10  
Percent of Population or Households within 15 minutes mid-day period to a Hospital by auto 

   2015  2045 No Build  2045 Build 

           

Minority  94.7% 86.0% 86.4% 

Non‐Minority  75.7% 73.8% 74.1% 

Low Income HH  90.0% 86.7% 88.7% 

Not Low Income HH  79.5% 75.6% 75.9% 

Seniors  81.0% 76.5% 76.7% 

Non‐Seniors  81.6% 78.6% 79.0% 

All  81.5% 78.1% 78.5% 

 

Table 11  
Percent of Population or Households within 30 minutes mid-day period to a Hospital by transit  

  2015  2045 No Build  2045 Build 

   

Minority  53.7% 45.5% 46.4% 

Non‐Minority  26.9% 27.3% 27.7% 

Low Income HH  49.1% 46.6% 50.7% 

Not Low Income HH  31.8% 30.1% 30.3% 

Seniors  34.2% 32.6% 33.0% 

Non‐Seniors  35.3% 34.1% 34.7% 

Zero‐Car HH  56.4% 49.3% 52.2% 

All  35.1% 33.8% 34.3% 
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Table 12  
Percent of Population or Households within 15 minutes mid-day period to a Major Retail Center by auto 

  2015 2045 No Build 2045 Build 

   

Minority  70.4% 65.2% 67.3% 

Non‐Minority  62.4% 58.6% 60.3% 

Low Income HH  71.0% 67.2% 70.4% 

Not Low Income HH  63.3% 59.3% 60.9% 

Seniors  64.0% 59.6% 61.1% 

Non‐Seniors  65.0% 61.3% 63.2% 

All  64.9% 60.9% 62.8% 

 

Table 13  
Percent of Population or Households within 30 minutes mid-day period to a Major Retail Center by transit 

  2015 2045 No Build 2045 Build 

   

Minority  20.5% 18.0% 18.1% 

Non‐Minority  16.0% 14.8% 14.8% 

Low Income HH  22.0% 19.2% 21.6% 

Not Low Income HH  16.1% 14.7% 14.6% 

Seniors  16.0% 15.3% 15.6% 

Non‐Seniors  17.6% 16.1% 16.1% 

Zero‐Car HH  21.9% 18.5% 19.7% 

All  17.3% 15.9% 16.0% 
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Table 14  
Average Auto Travel Time for Work purpose 

  2015  2045 
No 
Build 

% Inc 
over 
2015 

2045 Build % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes Saved 

Minority  20.23  22.13 9.4% 21.93 8.4%  0.20 0.90%

Non‐Minority  24.42  25.1 2.8% 24.8 1.6%  0.3 1.20%

Low Income HH  19.05  19.66 3.2% 19.41 1.9%  0.25 1.27%

Not Low Income HH  26.23  27.16 3.5% 26.21 ‐0.1%  0.95 3.50%

Seniors  23.38  24.41 4.4% 24.15 3.3%  0.26 1.07%

Non‐Seniors  23.3  24.04 3.2% 23.77 2.0%  0.27 1.12%

All  23.31  24.13 3.5% 23.86 2.4%  0.27 1.12%

Table 15  
Average Transit Travel Time for Work purpose 

  2015  2045 
No 
Build 

% Inc 
over 
2015 

2045 Build % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes Saved 

Minority  45.97  43.21 ‐6.0% 41.44 ‐9.9%  1.77 4.10%

Non‐Minority  43.94  44.24 0.7% 43.04 ‐2.0%  1.2 2.71%

Low Income HH  48.9  48.23 ‐1.4% 46.28 ‐5.4%  1.95 4.04%

Not Low Income HH  40.36  38.41 ‐4.8% 38.9 ‐3.6%  ‐0.49 ‐1.28%

Seniors  46.01  44.79 ‐2.7% 43.02 ‐6.5%  1.77 3.95%

Non‐Seniors  44.93  43.34 ‐3.5% 41.87 ‐6.8%  1.47 3.39%

Zero‐Car HH  43.76  43.19 ‐1.3% 40.81 ‐6.7%  2.38 5.51%

All  45.07  43.64 ‐3.2% 42.1 ‐6.6%  1.54 3.53%
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Table 16  
Average Auto Travel Time for Shopping purpose 

  2015  2045 
No 
Build 

% Inc 
over 
2015 

2045 Build % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes Saved 

Minority  9.45  9.96 5.4% 9.89 4.7%  0.07 0.70%

Non‐Minority  10.88  11.05 1.6% 10.96 0.7%  0.09 0.81%

Low Income HH  9.13  9.3 1.9% 9.25 1.3%  0.05 0.54%

Not Low Income HH  10.89  11.13 2.2% 11.08 1.7%  0.05 0.45%

Seniors  10.46  10.81 3.3% 10.74 2.7%  0.07 0.65%

Non‐Seniors  10.42  10.61 1.8% 10.53 1.1%  0.08 0.75%

All  10.43  10.65 2.1% 10.58 1.4%  0.07 0.66%

Table 17  
Average Transit Travel Time for Shopping purpose 

  2015  2045 
No 
Build 

% Inc over 
2015 

2045 Build % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes Saved 

Minority  29.33  27.96 ‐4.7% 26.45 ‐9.8%  1.51 5.40%

Non‐Minority  29.75  30.13 1.3% 29.16 ‐2.0%  0.97 3.22%

Low Income HH  29.63  29.02 ‐2.1% 27.57 ‐7.0%  1.45 5.00%

Not Low Income HH  28.87  27.21 ‐5.7% 26.48 ‐8.3%  0.73 2.68%

Seniors  29.43  29.12 ‐1.1% 27.81 ‐5.5%  1.31 4.50%

Non‐Seniors  29.46  28.46 ‐3.4% 27.07 ‐8.1%  1.39 4.88%

Zero‐Car HH  28.57  27.88 ‐2.4% 26.12 ‐8.6%  1.76 6.31%

All  29.46  28.58 ‐3.0% 27.21 ‐7.6%  1.37 4.79%
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Table 18  
Average Auto Travel Time for Other purpose 

  2015  2045 No Build  % Inc over 2015  2045 Build % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes 
Saved 

Minority  10.91  11.68 7.1% 11.59 6.2% 0.09 0.77%

Non‐Minority  13.14  13.21 0.5% 13.10 ‐0.3% 0.11 0.83%

Low Income HH  10.34  10.51 1.6% 10.45 1.1% 0.06 0.57%

Not Low Income HH  12.99  13.19 1.5% 13.05 0.5% 0.14 1.06%

Seniors  12.55  12.9 2.8% 12.8 2.0% 0.1 0.78%

Non‐Seniors  12.47  12.61 1.1% 12.5 0.2% 0.11 0.87%

All  12.48  12.67 1.5% 12.57 0.7% 0.1 0.79%

Table 19  
Average Transit Travel Time for Other purpose 

  2015  2045 
No 
Build 

% Inc over 
2015 

2045 Build  % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes Saved 

Minority  32.12  29.82 ‐7.2% 28.62 ‐10.9%  1.2 4.02%

Non‐Minority  32.14  32.44 0.9% 31.71 ‐1.3%  0.73 2.25%

Low Income HH  32.86  31.99 ‐2.6% 30.86 ‐6.1%  1.13 3.53%

Not Low Income HH  29.88  27.24 ‐8.8% 27.05 ‐9.5%  0.19 0.70%

Seniors  33  31.59 ‐4.3% 30.44 ‐7.8%  1.15 3.64%

Non‐Seniors  32  30.45 ‐4.8% 29.41 ‐8.1%  1.04 3.42%

Zero‐Car HH  30.51  29.52 ‐3.2% 27.92 ‐8.5%  1.6 5.42%

All  32.13  30.66 ‐4.6% 29.61 ‐7.8%  1.05 3.42%
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Table 20  
Average Auto Travel Time for All purposes 

  2015  2045 
No 
Build 

% Inc over 
2015 

2045 Build  % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes Saved 

Minority  12.97  14.06 8.4% 13.92 7.3%  0.14 1.00%

Non‐Minority  15.85  16.11 1.6% 15.93 0.5%  0.18 1.12%

Low Income HH  13.74  14.12 2.8% 13.96 1.6%  0.16 1.13%

Not Low Income HH  15.44  15.84 2.6% 15.73 1.9%  0.11 0.69%

Seniors  15.12  15.67 3.6% 15.51 2.6%  0.16 1.02%

Non‐Seniors  14.98  15.31 2.2% 15.15 1.1%  0.16 1.05%

All  15  15.39 2.6% 15.23 1.5%  0.16 1.04%

Table 21  
Average Transit Travel Time for All purposes 

  2015  2045 No 
Build 

% Inc over 
2015 

2045 Build  % Inc Over 
2015 

2045 Build Vs No Build 

            Minutes Saved  % Minutes Saved 

     

Minority  38  36.12 ‐4.9% 34.86 ‐8.3%  1.26 3.49%

Non‐Minority  36.45  37.09 1.8% 36.82 1.0%  0.27 0.73%

Low Income HH  39.55  38.99 ‐1.4% 37.25 ‐5.8%  1.74 4.46%

Not Low Income HH  36.47  35.19 ‐3.5% 34.88 ‐4.4%  0.31 0.88%

Seniors  39.8  38.18 ‐4.1% 36.57 ‐8.1%  1.61 4.22%

Non‐Seniors  36.99  36.12 ‐2.4% 35.42 ‐4.2%  0.7 1.94%

Zero‐Car HH  35.67  36.16 1.4% 33.86 ‐5.1%  2.3 6.36%

All  37.32  36.52 ‐2.1% 35.64 ‐4.5%  0.88 2.41%
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Table 22  
Major Regional Colleges 

Eastern Michigan University 

Henry Ford Community College 

Lawrence Technological University 

Macomb Community College, Central Campus 

Macomb Community College, South Campus 

Madonna University 

Marygrove College 

Monroe County Community College 

Oakland Community College, Auburn Hills Campus 

Oakland Community College, Highland Lakes Campus 

Oakland Community College, Orchard Ridge Campus 

Oakland Community College, Royal Oak Campus 

Oakland Community College, Southfield Campus 

Oakland University 

Schoolcraft College 

St. Clair County Community College 

University of Detroit Mercy 

University of Michigan‐Ann Arbor 

University of Michigan‐Dearborn 

Walsh College 

Washtenaw Community College 

Wayne County Community College District, Downriver Campus 

Wayne County Community College District, Downtown Campus 

Wayne County Community College District, Eastern Campus 

Wayne County Community College District, Northwestern Campus 

Wayne County Community College District, Western Campus 

Wayne State University 
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Table 23  
Major Regional Hospitals 

Beaumont Health System, Grosse Pointe 

Beaumont Health System, Royal Oak 

Beaumont Hospital, Dearborn 

Beaumont Hospital, Farmington Hills 

Beaumont Hospital, Taylor 

Beaumont Hospital, Trenton 

Beaumont Hospital, Wayne 

Beaumont Hospital, Troy 

Crittenton Hospital Medical Center 

Detroit Medical Center, Receiving Hospital 

Detroit Medical Center, Hutzel Women'S Hospital 

Detroit Medical Center, Harper University Hospital 

Detroit Medical Center, Rehabilitation Institute 

Detroit Medical Center, Children'S Hospital 

Forest Health Medical Center 

Garden City Hospital 

Henry Ford Health Center,Brownstown 

Henry Ford Hospital 

Henry Ford Medical Center, Cottage 

Henry Ford Medical Center, Detroit Northwest 

Henry Ford Medical Center, Fairlane 

Henry Ford Medical Center, Sterling Heights 

Henry Ford West Bloomfield Hospital 

Henry Ford Wyandotte Hospital 

Huron Valley‐Sinai Hospital 

Lake Huron Medical Center 
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Mclaren Macomb 

Mclaren Oakland 

Mclaren Port Huron 

Oakland Regional Hospital 

Oakwood Healthcare Center 

Pontiac General Hospital 

Promedica Monroe Regional Hospital 

Providence Hospital 

Providence Park Hospital 

Saint Joseph Mercy Livingston Hospital 

Select Specialty Hospital ‐ Macomb County 

Sinai‐Grace Hospital 

Southeast Michigan Surgical Hospital 

St John Hospital And Medical Center 

St John Macomb‐Oakland Hospital, Macomb Center 

St John Macomb‐Oakland Hospital, Madison Heights 

St John River District Hospital 

St Joseph Mercy Hospital 

St Joseph Mercy Oakland 

St Mary Mercy Hospital 

St. John Providence Health System 

St. Joseph Mercy Chelsea 

Straith Hospital For Special Surgery 

University Of Michigan Health System 
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Table 24  
Major Regional Shopping Centers 

Birchwood Mall 

Briarwood Mall 

Cabela's Inc. 

Eastland Center 

Fairlane North 

Fairlane Town Center 

Fountain Walk 

Great Lakes Crossing Mall 

IKEA (Redevelopment) 

Lakeside Mall 

Macomb Mall 

Oakland Mall 

Somerset Collection North 

Southland Mall 

Tanger Outlets of Howell, MI 

The Mall at Partridge Creek 

The Village of Rochester Hills  

Twelve Oaks Mall 

West Oaks  

Westland Mall 

Birchwood Mall 

Briarwood Mall 

Cabela's Inc. 

Eastland Center 

Fairlane North 

Fairlane Town Center 
 



Possible Project Impacts 
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Bridge (165 projects) 74 46 58 4 127 30 6 1 8 4 16 

Congestion - Capacity 

(22 projects) 

19 19 8 2 22 3 0 1 1 1 5 

Congestion - Non-

Capacity (47 projects) 

25 24 10 6 44 13 4 2 7 0 4 

Nonmotorized (29 

projects) 

12 8 7 2 20 9 5 1 4 0 2 

Pavement (281 

projects) 

210 186 112 21 262 71 28 25 19 3 49 

Rail (3 projects) 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 

1Water resources consist of lakes and streams, designated trout lakes/streams, and Natural Rivers. 
2Groundwater resources consist of wellhead protection areas and sinkholes. 

Source: SEMCOG. 

 

 


	PublicNotice_Amendment24-5
	ActionMemo_TCC_TIPAmendment24-5
	Combined Scanned Exec Res
	DOC1
	DOC2

	TCC Amendment 24-5 List
	2024-10-03_IAWG-Meeting_Summary
	SEMCOG Environmental Justice Report-2045RTP_Fall2024
	ES_Amendment_20241028



