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About Building Our Economy, Transportation for a New lllinois

Building Our Economy, Transportation for a New lllineias baséd on morethan a decade of

study oftransportation and the economy. This research began with the Commercial Club of

Ch i c &Chicgp $Metropolis 202@eportand was continued with Chi ca
The Metropolis PlanThe Metropolis Freight Rin, Time is MoneyandRegional Economic

Benef it s Achuisiian of &l BI&E This prior work provided an analytical foundation

and research baser Building Our EconomyMuch of the teanthat worked orthis reporthas

continued their involvement from prior repqriscluding Economic Development Research

Group (EDRG), Fregonese Associates, and Chicago Metropoliss2af20

The research and writing Biuilding Our EconomyTransportation for a New lllinoibegan not

by looking at the deficiencies of the transportation system, but by looking at thatcumd

future economy of the state. Whaeour major industries? Where do people work? Where do
they live? How will the economy change in the next twenty yeav®h of ths material was
provided byEDRG, a consulting company specializing in thalesation of economic impacts

and development opportunities, including transportation economics.

EDRG also helped us tissess the t a t e 0 sanspantationesystem, viewing it through this
economic lens. In ordeo better undestand the steps nessaryto improuvng our transportation
infrastructure performance, we neeldo understand the systatself. To help us do this, we

studied the current systeimwho owns and maintains our roads and bridges? Where does the
money for our transportation system come from? What does our transit system consist of? Our
freight system? Our passenger rail systerntesof the highlights of this research are included

in Appendix A,lllinois Transportation System Characteristics

Equippedwith our knowledge of the economy and the current transportation system, we

exploredwhat qualities and characteristics tnanspaotation system should have in ordembtest
enhancethegrowtho t he st ateds economy. We drafted a
statebds transportation system should | ook 1 ik
organizations would have to changeorder to make that vision a reality.

Wethen convened a panel of advisimam around the country with expertise in transportation
planning, freight, civil and environmental engineering, and polifidey reviewed our draft and
advised us on itsEngths, weaknesses, and transportation best practices from around the world.
The expert panel provided invaluable insight during the shaping of this report.


http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/plan.pdf
http://www.metropolisplan.org/plan.pdf
http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/PDFs/MetropolisFreightPlan.pdf
http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/PDFs/TimeisMoney.pdf
http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/PDFs/RegionalEconomicBenefitsfromCNAcquisitionoftheEJandE-Fullreport.pdf
http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/PDFs/RegionalEconomicBenefitsfromCNAcquisitionoftheEJandE-Fullreport.pdf

About the Technical Appendix

This Technical Appendix tBuilding Our Economy, Transportatidar a New lllinoisincludes
background data, methodological information, and links to source material used in the research
and writing of the report.

In the creation of this report, we endeavored to use the best possible data sources dwailable.
somne casesthedata available limited our analyses. For exampl&ying to quantify public

and private spendinge used business spending on freight as a proxy for business spending on
transportation. However, this underestimates the true cost of dréatsm for businesses. Until
more complete data becomes availableomewill really know the full cost oftransportation in
lllinois. For a more detailed discussion of freight data limitations, please see the Metropolis
Freight Plan Technical Report.

This Technical Appendix represents some of the behind the scenes work and knowledge that
went into creatindduilding Our Economy, Transportation for a New lllinoldowever, we are

always learning, growing, and changing. We welcome comments and suggestions that will help
us to improve future work.

This report contains many links to external websit&tsthe time of its writing, these links were
functional,however, the authors cannot guarantee the operation of these external links.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the greatest challenges facing lllinois in the —_—

. . . Who pays for fransportation in
coming decades is how to use transportation Mok Faities and Bisrisssie
investments and policies to strengtiffe U KS a spend $100 billion a year on

economy. Nearly all of our population growth will Tramparaiion - gl lrnes moje
than governments spend.

200dzNJ Ay (GKS aidlidasSqQa Y¢ 1® wSaa
will work in a new and different economy that is

dominated by services, tourism, logistics, finance,

and information management industries.

LEfEAY2A4Q LINPALISNRGE 4 y3aS TN

piecemeal planning to integrated planning. It will
require more rigorous economic evaluation of its
investments. It will require policies that explicitly
connect our transportation investments to the
economywe aspire to create.

LEfEAY2A4Q LINPALISNARGE gAff RSLISYR 2y (KS NBRAzZO
the costs of transportation for families and businesses, promotion of the growth of particular
SO2y2YA0O &aSOU2NEZXZ FyR 2dz2NJ I 6Af AG@& agenci&yira dzNB (i
efficient and effective in executing their responsibilities.

For much of the last two centuries private investors, with encouragement from governments,
built canals, railroads, transit systems, and roads because they saw ways to makenanet
their investment. As governments have taken
over responsibility for transportation
investments they have too frequently ignored
the economic consequences of their decisions.
Transportation is not an end in itself. It is a
means to a stronger econonand better
communities.

Where's everybody going?

Daily Trips in the Chicogo Region

Too often we have chosen to spread money
around rather than make strategic investments

Shopping and

B rsonai business - 31% that strengthen the economy. We accept
: Wonk: - 20% - escalating congestion as if it were inevitable.
Recregtion-1 . .
SS We rely on old formulas to distribute road and
. ron;ocr'c‘n‘on-ec.teg—l?f% )
{ssch az driving o @ frain stafion) transit money rather than on an assessment of
B rocd feckn culi % riorities. We argue over project lists and
[ scnooi-s% prioriies. We arg Project Ists and P
[ Heatncare - 3% AOYSYOSNI AYAUAILI UAGBSAae NI UKS
Sowrce: Chlcago Mesrypollean Agoncy for Fimmming (CMAP), 2008 of a plan.



T T—— We pin our hopes on the federal government to

are suburban to suburban. provide money when the federal share of the total

Dally commuters in the Chicago region, 2000 dollars spent on @nsportation is small and getting
Coliar counties® 1o Cook smaller. We measure the number of bridges repaired
£53 387.000 i or miles of road paved when we should be measuring
b s the contribution to the gross state product or the
EE 258,000 number of permanent jobs created or the reduction in
Between Collar counties the amount of mmey families and businesses spend
EE 170000 on transportation.
* Cellar counties refer co DuPape, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties. . . . X
Souncr: Bareew of Eesnovaic A, U.S. Deperraensof Cammerce These issues are not unique to lllinois. However, the

federal government and many states are in the
process of shifting their policies and practices to more effectively use transportation to grow
their economies. lllinois needs to do the same.

How Transportation Shapes Our Economy

Transportation systems serve two purposes. The first is to move people, goods, and data from
place to place. The second purpose is to create economic value. Weansportation to get
workers to jobs, consumers to stores, goods to factories, and finished products to markets.
Transportation is not an end in itself. It is a means to a stronger economy and better
communities.

¢ KSNBE | NB GKNXBS darsinudradilress ik brder th dorindct/oRrecodmit goals
to transportation policies:

1. Reduce the private cost of transportation
2. Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of governments responsible for transportation
3. Design transportation polices and invesints to achieve economic goals

1. Reduce thePrivate Cost of Transportation

lllinois must make a commitment to reduce the private costs of transportation. Public debate
centers on what governments spend to build and maintain transportation systems, when we
should focus on the much larger private costs.

lllinois families and businesses spend $100 billion a year on transportation. These are private
costs that affect the budgets of families and the bottom line of businesses. Cutting those costs
by even 1% wdd release $1 billion a year for job creation, consumer purchases, savings,
reinvestments, or profits.

The cost of transportation is the second highest household expense after housing.
Transportation consumes about 18% of a typical household budget iMith&est, which



means that households in lllinois spend nearly $50 billion a year on cars, maintenance, gas,
insurance, transit fares, taxes, parking, and other transportation expernBeseau ofLabor
Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey 2008]

For this report, we calculated the private cost of transportation by multiplying the Census
Burea estimated number of housing units in Illinois in 2008 (minus vacant units) by 18% of
the Census eshate of 2008 household income for lllinois. Our estimate is that houselolds
lllinoisspend $47,840,313,759 annually on transportation


http://www.bls.gov/cex/2008/share/region.pdf
http://www.bls.gov/cex/2008/share/region.pdf

Spending on Transportation by Region of Residence

Al North Mid
ltem consumel South | West
units east west
Number of consumer units (in thousands) 120,770 22,348 27,786 43,69 26,941
Consumer unit characteristics:
Income before taxes $63,563 $70,436 $61,063 $58,881 $68,03]
Income after taxes $61,774 $68,179 $59,793 $57,492 $65,441
Age of reference person 49.1] 51.0 48.4 49.2 47.7
Average number in consumer unit:
Persons 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.6
Children under 18 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7
Persons 65 and over 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Earners 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4
Vehicles 2.0 1.7 2.1 1.9 2.0
Percent distribution:
At least one vehicle owned or leased 89 81 90 90 91
Average annual expenditures $50,486 $54,918 $47,846 $46,823 $55,453
Transportation 17.9 16.2 17.6 18.1 15.8
Vehicle purchases (net outlay) 5.5 4.9 6.0 5.8 4.9
Cars and trucks, new 2.6 2.5 2.7 2.9 2.2
Cars and trucks, used 2.6 2.2 3.0 2.7 2.5
Other vehicles 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3
Gasoline and motor oil 5.4 4.3 5.6 6.3 4.8
Other vehicle expenses 5.2 5.6 5.2 5.3 4.7
Vehicle finance charges 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.6
Maintenance and repairs 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5
Vehicle insurance 2.2 2.5 2.0 2.5 1.7
Vehicle rental, leases, licenses, and other chajges 0.9 1.2 1.1 0.6 0.9
Public transportation | 1.0 1.4 0.9 0.7 1.3

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2008, http://www.bls.gov/cex/#tables

lllinois businesses also spend about $50 billion a year to move goods. For a business, an
inadequatetransportation system means buying more trucks, paying overtime to drivers,
missing deliveries, or holding more inventory as a safety precaution. Anything the state can do
to lower these costs will mean that lllinois businesses will have higher profit®@ money

for reinvestment.



The $50 billion annual expenditure on freight by lllinois businesses was derived from recent

lllinois data describing annual valoésales by industry (2008), and the mesigecific

transportation services purchased to support one dollar of sales by astiyd Multiplying the

Fyydzrf alFftSa F2NJ Ly AYyRddzZAGNE o6& Ala adNFyalL2N.
estimate of the freight spending to support the industry in the lllinois economy. The

transportation requirement coefficient is supplied imet Transportation Satellite Accounts

published by the Bureau dfransportationStatistics.



IL Business Spending on Transportation by Mode, 2007

lllinois Industries as Employers & freight consumers (2007)

$
Sector Empzltc))?/;enw T;?g;g?; Transportatior
services (BIL
Agriculture 105,594 7.669 $10.9
Mining 18,467 3.73Y $3.6
Construction 412,80( 7.439 $3.7
Manufacturing 696,307 3.189 $6.1]
Railroad transportation 14,467 6.229 $0.3
Motor freight and warehousing 150,743  23.259 $3.7
Water Transportation 2,230 24.439 $0.2
Air Transportation 36,169 15.039 $1.1
Pipelines and freight forwardefs 65,129 3.779 $0.3
State and local passenger transit 39,534 3.889 $0.1
Communications and utilities 159,181 1.809 $1.0
Wholesale and retail trade 1,099,989  4.669 $5.4
Finance, insurance, real estate 739,631 0.639 $2.6
Services 3,168,274 2.729 $12.1
Other 900,277 0.809 $0.3
Total| 7,608,799 Total $51.4
Source: TSA 1996 & REIS (BEA), calculations by EDR Group
By Mode
Sector Rail Truck | Waterborne Air |Pipeling Total
Agriculture $2.79 $6.28 $0.57 $1.07 $0.17 $10.87
Mining $1.44 $1.48 $0.11 $0.54 $0.02 $3.6]
Construction $0.35 $3.05 $0.0§ $0.2§ $0.00 $3.75
Manufacturing $1.10 $3.71 $0.10 $0.92 $0.31] $6.14
Railroad transportation $0.20 $0.03 $0.00 $0.02 $0.03 $0.29
Motor freight and warehousing $0.03 $2.93 $0.0§ $0.14 $0.49 $3.6§
Water Transportation $0.0Q $0.00 $0.14 $0.00 $0.03 $0.15
Air Transportation $0.01 $0.02 $0.00 9$0.44 $0.63 $1.09
Pipelines and freight forwardefs $0.01 $0.05 $0.0] $0.04 $0.21 $0.34
State and local passenger transit $0.04 $0.02 $0.00 $0.00 $0.01 $0.09
Communications and utilities $0.17 $0.69 $0.04 $0.04 $0.10 $1.04
Wholesale and retail trade $2.94 $0.66 $0.31] $0.94 $0.52 $5.4
Finance, insurance, real estat¢ $0.28 $0.99 $0.01 $1.24 $0.09 $2.6]
Services $1.43 $6.28 $0.00 $4.24 $0.0§ $12.04
Other $0.04 $0.117, $0.00 $0.11 $0.01 $0.2§
Total $3.36  $15.93 $15.15 $11.72 $0.21 $51.37




IL Business Spending on Transportation by Mode, 2007
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The private cost of transportation includes the cost of accidents, which is estimated by the
lllinois Department of Transportation to be in excess of $6lBbik year[2008 lllinois Crash

Facts & Statistics, IDOFuel expenses run over $18 billion a year, and 60% of that is exported
out of lllinois to petroleum producing and refining stater foreign countriegMoney sent out

of state for motor fuel purchases]

For families and businesses, transportation provides access that enriches lives and expands

markets, but the cost of gettinground is an expense that reduces the productivity of the

20+ G504
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can make a difference by making the reduction of private transportation costs a goal. Once the
commitmert is made, the state can do the analysis and adopt policies that reduce costs and

measure progress.

Our History of Seeing the Future
LfttftAY2A4Q KAal2NE
transportation investments.

Water

Aa
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Early entrepreneurs in lllinois recognized that a water passage from Lake Michigan to the
Mississippi River would be an efficient way to trade raw materials and finished goods between

7
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http://www.dot.state.il.us/travelstats/2008cfweb.pdf
http://www.dot.state.il.us/travelstats/2008cfweb.pdf

the Midwest and the east coast. The lllinois and Michigan Caastampleted in 1848 and
helped put Illinois on the map as a critical trading partner.

Rail

When it became obvious, to some, that the railroads would supplant water as the primary
means of moving goods, the political and business leaders of lllinotst foittgr battles with
neighboring states to ensure that the railroad companies began or ended their lines in lllinois.
We still benefit from that foresight.

Air

When air travel arrived, business and government leaders understood the strategic advantage

that investment in air travel would give the state. Between 1932 and 1961, Midway Airport was
1y26y a aiKS 62NIRQA 0dzaASa&d | ANLR2NI dé hQl I
air travel. Our central location is an advantage, but it is aveadtiage that could easily have

been squandered if it were not for the political and business leadership that recognized that a
first-class economy required a fidass airport.

Fiberoptic networks

In recent decades, Chicago enhanced its position asotinenunications capital of North
America by building the fastest, highest capacity and most redundant digital infrastructure in
the world. Its global hub of fibeaptic networks is the direct outgrowth of its historic leadership
in telecommunications infedructure and its unique status as the continental hub of railroads,
which were used as the rightd-way along which fiber optic cables were unspooled.

2. Improve the Efficiency and Effectiveness of the GovernmeResponsible for
Transportation

lllinoishas 2,859 units of government that are responsible for building, maintaining and
operating our transportation systems. Collectively, they spend about $12 billion a year, which
comes from taxes, license fees, tolls, and transit fares. The families anésesrthat pay the
money to these governments have a right to know that their money is being spent efficiently
and effectively.



Governments Responsible for
Transportation in lllinois

State 1
Counties 102
Townships that receive MFT 1,403
Municipalities that receive MFT 1,295
Toll Authority 1
Northeast lllinois Transit Agencies 4
Amtrak 1
St. Louis Metro 1
Other Downstate Urban Transit Agencies 10
Other Downstate Rural Transit Agencies 41
Total Governments 2,859

Source: IDOT, For the Record 2008, Illinois State Transpor
Plan Mobility and Reliability Special Report and Township
Officials of lllinois

lllinois State and Local Government Finances: 2006-07
Dollar amounts are in thousands.

State & local

government State Local
Expenditures amount  government government
Highways $6,660,859 $3,968,566 $2,692,29]
Transit $3,610,709 $1|  $3,610,70§
Air transportation (airports) $1,444,608 $13,612 $1,430,99(
Parking facilities $59,659 $0 $59,659
Sea and inland port facilities $10,88( $0 $10,88(
Transportation total, including transit $11,786,715 $3,982,179 $7,804,53¢

Source: 2007 Census of Government Finance, http://www.census.gov/govs/estimate/

With nearly 3,000 units of government spending the money, one can only imagine the number
of storage garages, front enddders, and pickip trucks that each government maintains and
wonder whether these assets could be used more effectively.

Even if a case can be made for maintaining the number of governments and public agencies
working on transportation, we will achieveetter results if their work is coordinated and

focused on a common purpose. Competition among public transit agencies in the Chicago area
hinders progress. State road fund spending is split between metropolitan Chicago and the rest

of the state basedon@ F 2 Ny dzf I ¢ GKIFI G KlFa y24 0SSy OKIy3aSR
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lllinois Department of Transportation transfers half of the gas tax money to local governments
with little or no guidance as to how it is to be used to achieve the results we WBQT For

the Recordl

There is little doubt that Illinois needs to spen@m money on its transportation

infrastructure. Failure to invest more is a threat to our economy. However, those who pay the
$12 billion bill are looking for a more efficient and effective public system before they show any
enthusiasm for paying more money. Many taxpayers believe that transportation investment
decisions are based on political clout rather than on policiesdiratt funding to places where

it can improve the lives of residents and support the economy.

3. Design Transportation Polices and Investments to Achieve Economic Goals

lllinois needs to use its authority to shape the transportation system in ways thadraitiote

our economy and lorgerm employment growth. In the 19th and 20th centuries, investments

in transportation helped make lllinois a leading agricultural state. Getting crops and livestock to
markets quickly and inexpensively was a goal that paidtamiial dividends.

By some estimates, the Interstate Highway system generated as much as a 15% return on
investment by helping industries with lower freight rates, greater reliability, reduced
inventories, and reduced travel timefzirm Inventory Behavior and the Returns from Highway
Infrastructure Investments]

lllinoisis no longer just an agricultural and manufacturing state. Its economy has changed
fundamentally, but our transportation policies have not changed accordingly. lllinois needs to
shape its transportation policies to achieve its economic objectives.

Ninety KNS S LISNOSy G 2F GKS adlraSQa 3INRaa adalasS LI
ofthestatecoa SGNRPDbI A2y t NETAf SY LBrdokingsanstiutbalYes S (i NP LI2
we still invest as if we were largely a rural state rather than an urban stateally every

forecast suggests we will have a future economy with substantially higher petroleum prices. We

have no plan to adjust to that ragt or mitigate the costs.

Making the Most of Transportation Opportunities

AfirstNI 0S GNI yaLR2 NIl GA2Yy aedaidSYy OFy FTRR o0Aff A2y
private costs of transportation and promoting more rapid economic development. The

economic benefits of a good system are disbursed among millions of households and hundreds

of thousands of businesses. The public expenditures that pay for transportation, in contrast, are
concentrated and highly visible. Proposed increases in the gaetastration fees, transit

fares, and tolls are always subject to intense and appropriate public scrutiny.

10


http://www.dot.state.il.us/ftr2009/hwyimprov.htm
http://www.dot.state.il.us/ftr2009/hwyimprov.htm
http://transportationfortomorrow.org/final_report/pdf/volume_3/background_material/26_firm_inventory_behavior_and_the_returns_from_highway_infrastructure_investments.pdf
http://transportationfortomorrow.org/final_report/pdf/volume_3/background_material/26_firm_inventory_behavior_and_the_returns_from_highway_infrastructure_investments.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/Projects/blueprint/statesbp/Illinoisbp.pdf

Despite the challenge of measuring the benefits effectively, the state and the 2,859 units of
government that spend money on transportation shobkldeveloping policies, plans and
investments designed to increase the size and productivity of the economy and reduce the
private costs of transportation.

The lllinois economy has been changing rapidly and fundamentally, and will continue to do so. If

we do nothing more than repave the trails of the 19th century, pinning our hopes on what has
worked in the past, we will lose to other states that are more adept at shifting resources and
changing their policies. It is time for Illinois to reassume itstjposas a transportation leader.

The remainder of this report provides direction for how to achieve that success.

SECTION |
Lff Ay2Aaq Cenfuly EcBnoripyovides airaview of how our economy is changing and
the transportation implications ahose changes.

SECTION I
Transportation fora New Econony S & &AE 3J21f& GKFG LftAYy2A
economy as well as action steps for reconnecting our economic objectives with transportation
investments.
1. Promote Chicago as a gldeonomy
Build our urban economies
Build our economy around knowledge and innovation
Grow our tourist and travel economy
Expand our freight economy
Build our economy to require less petroleum

o gk wN

SECTION I

~

a af
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1 Create an lllinois Transportation Advisory Commission to tie economic results to
transportation investments
wSRSaA3ady FyR NBAYy@SalG Ay YSIUNRLRtAGIY /[
Create ad lllinois Freight Authority
Ensure adequate transit for all lllinois residents
Make counties responsible for township roads
Raise the gas tax and use it for all transportation modes
Promote tolling to manage demand and pay for roads and transit

= =4 4 48 -4 4
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State economies are in a constant state of flux as they respond to new technologies, new laws,

new politics and new markets. States that understand and respond strategically to these
changes will be economicallyccessful. Those that cling to old patterns and outdated
expectations will fall behind as they defend an eroding status quo.

The same forces shaping the global economy are reshaping the economy of the state. In lllinois,

employment in services more tharigled over the past forty years while employment in
agriculture and manufacturing fell by almost half during the same period.

The five largest employment sectors account for morenthalf of all jobs in the state:
Services, Government, Health Careakce, Insurance, and Real Estate, and Retail.

lllinois Employment

1969 1997 2008
Industry Employment S_T_izl of Employment S_k;z;(; of Employment S?izzl of
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 164,034 3% 113,359 2% 90,176 1%
Mining 27,600 199 19,320 0% 21,226 0%
Construction 233,820 5% 334,342 5% 402,992 5%
Manufacturing 1,420,973 27% 912,514 139% 679,268 9%
Transportation and Utilties 304,981 694 303,672 49 337,424 49
Wholesale Trade 290,218 694 327,798 5% 331,716 49%
Retail Trade 783,644 15% 758,279 1194 750,732 109%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 337,811 7% 637,870 9% 788,873 109%
Services* 714,489 1494 2,068,179 309 2,544,610 33%
Health Care 181,831 4% 641,364 9% 806,910 119%
Government 719,709 14% 863,924 129% 903,401 129%

Total 5,179,110 6,980,621 7,657,328

2008 Ranking
Services
Government
Health Care
F.I.R.E.
Retail

*Due to a change from the U.S. Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system to the North American Indus
Classification System (NAICS) in 1997, the following adjustments were made to make the data comparable
Services excludes Health Services. 1997 and 2008 Services includes Information, Professional, scientific, ¢
technical services, Management of companies and enterprises, Administrative and waste services, Educa
services, Arts, entertainment, and recreation, Accommodation and food services, and Other services, exce

public administration.

Source: Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis, US Department of Commerc
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contributing more than $163 billionin 20@8Y 2 NX G KIFy wp: 2F Lt Ay2Aa Q
Product (GDP). Services are followed closely by finance, insurance and real estate at $137

billion. Despite the decline in manufacturing employment, it is still the thirgielst contributor

G2 GKS D5t G4 Pt o0AffA2YyDd D2OSNYYSy
producers at $61 and $44 billion respectively.
lllinois Gross Domestic Product
(in millions)
1969 1997 2008

Share of Share of Share of
Industry GDP GDP GDP GDP GDP GDP
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing| $ 1,510 29 $ 3,795 199 $ 6,284 1%
Mining $ 395 199 $ 1,058 0% $ 1,879 0%
Construction $ 3,099 504 $ 16,443 499 $ 25,786 4%
Manufacturing $ 21,596 329 $ 65,052 16%4 $ 78,759 12%
Transportation and Utilities | $ 5,662 899 $ 24,331 6% $ 37,408 6%
Wholesale Trade $ 4,838 799 $ 29,536 7% $ 43,987 7%
Retail Trade $ 5,877 9% $ 23,835 6% $ 35,161 6%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 10,195 15% $ 86,987 2204 $ 137,243 22%
Services* $ 6,768 1094 $ 92,523 23%4 $ 163,031 26%
Health Care $ 1,765 3% $ 22,402 6% $ 42,900 7%
Government $ 5511 8% $ 38,019 9% $ 61,261 10%
Total $ 67,216 $ 403,981 $ 633,699
2008 Ranking
Services
F.I.R.E.
Manufacturing
Government

Wholesale Trade

*Due to a change from the U.S. Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system to the North American Indu:
Classification System (NAICS) in 1997, the following adjustments were made to make the data comparable
Services includes Business services and other services and excludes Health services and Social service
and 2008 Services includes Arts, entertainment, and recreation, Accommodation and food services, Profes:
and technical services, Management of companies and enterprises, Administrative and waste services,
Educational services, Information, and Other services, except government.

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce
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Characteristics of the 2% CenturyEconomy: Employment sectors like Services
and Health Care have played

1 Globat ¢ 2 Rl 8034 302 )f 2 va A & a lc:_rgg-r role in lllincis’ eco;nomy | Y =
interdependent. Crops and manufactured good e
are produced and shipped around the world. ROy, ShCion: SHTe LN o R oo,
International agreements regulate vast parts of
the marketplace. Corporations view themselve:
as borderless. Legal, medical and other service
are now provided globally

1 Specialized Global markets and production
capabilities, coupled with new information
technologies, have led to higher degrees of
specialization. Fully integrated companies that
owned every part of their production process,
are a relic of the past. Eaéihm now does what
it does best and outsources everything else.

1 Services The economy that was once
dominated by growing food and making things
now driven by serviceasa meal in a restaurant,
production of a mortgage contract, or research on o e ot COP I Mokt
a newdrug.

1 Competitive The economy has grown more
competitive as information has become

increasingly available. There are fewer safe niche 2%%
in the globalizing marketplace. Competitors 15%
discover them quickly and are relentless in 10% II

Source: Buresw of Ecomew ic Amalyrt, US. Deparamons of Commerce

exploiting new opportunities. 5%

9 Digital: The ability to move vast amounts of data o
quickly and cheaply has fundamentally o & &
transformed businesses from farming to publishin' g share ot cor
to steekmaking. The process is still underway, B share of Employment
disrupting the old economy and creating a new

Sowrce: Barean of Ecomernic Awalyrs, U.S. Deparamou of Camowerce
one.

1 Innovative The m@ace of change, the digital tools,
and the competitiveness of the economy place a premium on innovation and ideas. The
firms best able to create a new drug or a better way to make a mouse trap will be
rewarded. The power that drives the new economy is bpawer.

lllinois is Losing its Competitive Edge

The lllinois economy has, at times, been an example for other states. There was a time when
S 6SNB GUKS ylI A2y Qa tSFRAY3 FANROdMz GdzNF £ &adl
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lllinois has slipped from 9th to 14th
in per capita income relative to

other states s

1970
ALASKA $5.245
HAWAI $5.077
CONNECTICUT ~ $5,071
MEVADA $4.922
MEW YORK $4,868
NEW JERSEY $4812
CALFORMNIA $4,801
DELAWARE $4,594
HUNOIS $4,548
MARYLAND $4,558
MASSACHUSETTS $4.472
MICHIGAN $4,198

VIASHINGTON  $4,189
RHODEBLAND  $4,098

OHID $4,063
PENNSYLVANIA  $4.067
MINNESOTA $4,050

COLORADO $4.040

2008
CONNECTICUT
NEW JERSEY
IMASSACHUSETTS
NEW YORK
WYOMNG
MARYLAND
VIRGINIA
ALASKA
CALFORNIA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
COLORADO
MINNESOTA
WASHINGTON
HLUNOIS

HAWAI

RHODE SLAND
NEVADA
DELAWARE

ince 1970.

$55.245
$51.473
$50897
$45.809
$43.550
$45.164
$44075
$42922
$43352
$43.423
$43.021
$42953
$42747
542, 840
$42078
$41.281
$40934
$40.375

Sowrce: Bureaw of Econamic Amalyck, U.S. Deparrmen of Commerce

exemplary. Indeed, since thé®th century, lllinois has
been known for continually reinventing its economy.
But our stride has lost its boldness, and we appear to
be losing our competitive edge.

Other states are passing us by. In 1970, lllinois ranked
9th in personal income per capitBy 2008, lllinois had
slipped to 14th. In 1970, Illinois ranked 7th in gross
state product per capita. By 2008 we fell to 17th.
According to the 2009 Aldcaffer State Economic
Competitiveness Index, lllinois ranked 48th among the
states in economic p&rmance based on personal
income per capita, domestic migration, and
employment growth. We were among the bottom ten
states in gross state product growth (44th), personal
income growth (43rd) and nefarm payroll growth
(48th).[The 2009 Alet affer State Economic
Competitiveness Index]
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Per Capita Personal Income

Area Name 1970 Ranking Area Name 2008 Ranking
United States $4,084 United States $40,164

Alaska $5,248 1 Connecticut $56,245 1
Hawaii $5,077 2 New Jersey $51,473 2
Connecticut $5,071 3 Massachusetts $50,897 3
Nevada $4,932 4 New York $48,809 4
New York $4,868 5 Wyoming $48,58( 5
New Jersey $4,813 6 Maryland $48,164 6
California $4,801] 7 Virginia $44,0754 7
Delaware $4,594 8 Alaska $43,927 8
Illinois $4,568 9 California $43,8572 9
Maryland $4,558 10 New Hampshire $43,423 10
Massachusetts $4,472 11 Colorado $43,021 11
Michigan $4,198 12 Minnesota $42,953 12
Washington $4,189 13 Washington $42,747 13
Rhode Island $4,098 14 Illinois $42,54( 14
Ohio $4,088 15 Hawaii $42,079 15
Pennsylvania $4,069 16 Rhode Island $41,261 16
Minnesota $4,050 17 Nevada $40,934 17
Colorado $4,040 18 Delaware $40,375 18
Florida $3,998 19 North Dakota $39,874 19
Wisconsin $3,981 20 Pennsylvania $39,762 20
Oregon $3,927 21 Nebraska $39,187 21
Wyoming $3,910 22 Florida $39,064 22
New Hampshire $3,883 23 Kansas $38,884 23
lowa $3,878 24 Vermont $38,70( 24
Missouri $3,855 25 South Dakota $38,644 25
Arizona $3,829 26 Texas $37,809 26
Kansas $3,824 27 Wisconsin $37,77(Q 27
Nebraska $3,793 28 lowa $37,509 28
Virginia $3,792 29 Maine $36,369 29
Indiana $3,791] 30 Oregon $36,3645 30
Texas $3,628 31 Missouri $36,354 31
Vermont $3,625 32 Louisiana $36,091 32
Montana $3,624 33 Oklahoma $35,969 33
Idaho $3,539 34 Ohio $35,889 34
Oklahoma $3,475 35 North Carolina $35,249 35
Maine $3,413 36 Michigan $34,953 36
Utah $3,389 37 Georgia $34,849 37
Georgia $3,379 38 Tennessee $34,833 38
South Dakota $3,286 39 Montana $34,627 39
North Carolina $3,273 40 Indiana $34,543 40
North Dakota $3,257 41 Arizona $34,339 41
New Mexico $3,189 42 Alabama $33,654 42
Kentucky $3,176 43 New Mexico $33,389 43
Tennessee $3,176 44 Idaho $32,994 44
West Virginia $3,109 45 South Carolina $32,495 45
Louisiana $3,089 46 Arkansas $32,257 46
South Carolina $3,055 47 Utah $32,05( 47
Alabama $2,962 48 Kentucky $31,934 48
Arkansas $2,840 49 West Virginia $31,634 49
Mississippi $2,628 50 Mississippi $30,383 50

Source: State Annual Personal Income, Bureau of Economic Analysis

http://www.bea.gov/regional/spi/default.cfm?selTable=summary




Per Capita GDP

State 1970 Rank State 2008 Rank
United States $27,419 United States $46,588

Alaska $42,7058 1 Delaware $70,815 1
Nevada $36,679 2 Alaska $69,813 2
Hawaii $34,371 3 Wyoming $66,289 3
New York $34,221 4 Connecticut $61,742 4
Wyoming $32,2972 5 New York $58,721 5
Delaware $31,973 6 Massachusetts $56,17( 6
Illinois $31,414 7 New Jersey $54,699 7
California $31,123 8 Virginia $51,103 8
Connecticut $30,0372 9 Nevada $50,471 9
New Jersey $29,773 10 Louisiana $50,380 10
Michigan $28,834 11 Minnesota $50,35( 11
Washington $28,187 12 Colorado $50,33( 12
Massachusetts $28,104 13 Texas $50,294 13
Ohio $28,007 14 California $50,243 14
Minnesota $26,957 15 Hawaii $49,563 15
Pennsylvania $26,832 16 Washington $49,285 16
Maryland $26,534 17 Illinois $49,119 17
Missouri $26,354 18 North Dakota $48,650 18
Indiana $26,2372 19 Maryland $48,519 19
Arizona $26,149 20 Nebraska $46,693 20
Colorado $25,951 21 South Dakota $45,959 21
Texas $25,877 22 New Hampshire $45,603 22
Oregon $25,874 23 lowa $45,194 23
Louisiana $25,820 24 Rhode Island $45,075 24
Nebraska $25,672 25 Pennsylvania $44,449 25
Wisconsin $25,344 26 Kansas $43,799 26
Rhode Island $25,179 27 North Carolina $43,393 27
Virginia $25,095 28 Wisconsin $42,720 28
lowa $25,03( 29 Oregon $42,631 29
Florida $24,889 30 Georgia $41,064 30
North Carolina $24,817 31 Ohio $41,051 31
Vermont $24,777 32 Vermont $40,952 32
Kansas $24,067 33 Florida $40,599 33
New Mexico $24,060 34 Tennessee $40,568 34
Kentucky $23,78( 35 New Mexico $40,265 35
Georgia $23,384 36 Missouri $40,225 36
Idaho $23,293 37 Oklahoma $40,207 37
Montana $23,180 38 Utah $40,117 38
Utah $23,178 39 Indiana $39,967 39
New Hampshire $22,931 40 Arizona $38,289 40
West Virginia $22,78(Q 41 Michigan $38,241 41
Tennessee $22,619 42 Maine $37,760 42
Oklahoma $22,314 43 Montana $37,099 43
Maine $22,019 44 Kentucky $36,643 44
North Dakota $20,461 45 Alabama $36,469 45
South Carolina $20,393 46 South Carolina $34,909 46
South Dakota $20,297 47 Idaho $34,615 47
Alabama $20,03( 48 Arkansas $34,437 48
Arkansas $19,134 49 West Virginia $33,979 49
Mississippi $18,141 50 Mississippi $31,233 50

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce




The Milliken Institute periodically produces a BBstrforming Cities Index that is designed to

YSI AdzNBE ¢ KA OK Y S i NPduidsstuliih t¢tmd-oNd@readion bridBeterdion2 &
GKS ljdzZrtAde 2F 2204& 0SAy3 LINRPRdAdzOSRXE | yR 2@SNI
Chicago region was ranked 148th out of the 200 largest metropolitan areas in the country. It

ranked dead lashmong the 10 largest metro areas in the countfyhe Milliken Institute 2009
BestPerforming Cities Index]

Charting a New Course for lllinois

LEtftAY2A4Q KAIKSaA( ellibsk 2oNdling &ends.KT Bisiwill RequireSsusiiaied NB @ S N.
effort on multiple fronts. The process should start with the Governor and members of the
DSYSNIf ! aasSvyofte ARSYGAFeAy3d (GKS F2NDOSa GKI G
goals, and mobiling public and private resources to ensure success. Ensuring that our

transportation policies and practices are in fact building our economy will be a critical part of

this effort.
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TRANSPORTATION FOR A NEW ECONOMY

Using transportation tesupport the economy requiresiyst, an understanding of the economy
and second, an agreement on the economic goals we should pursue. This section outlines our
emerging economy and some transportation policies to support it.

LEftAY2A4Q bSg 902y2Ye

Chicagas a global city in a global economy

An economydominated by metropolitamegions

An economy of knowledge and innovation

A tourist and business travel economy

An economy of goods movement and management
An economyess reliant orcarbon fuels

oghkwnNE

1. Chicayo as a Global City in a Global Economy

¢KS / KAOIFI3I2 NBIA2Y TFdzyOlAazya la | 3At2o6lf OA
important economic function. During the past decade, dozens of reports have defined and

ranked global cities. lall of these Chicago has been among the top tier with cities such as

London, New York and Singapore.

The 2010 Global Cities Index, published by Foreign Policy Magazine, defines global cities as

LI I OS&a (KId aK2aid G§KS o0 Ates Sastidivetse add wietldicatadl NJ S
LJ2 LJdzf F GA2yas ¢SIHEGKASAG Ydz GAYyFGA2yfas |yR
cities shape and are shaped hythe global economy. They are the places winning the

competition for money, talent, and resoces. [Foreign Policy Magazine's 2010 Global Cities

Index]

The Global Cities Index used five dimensions to evaluate siixty different world city
regions:
1. Business Activity, which includes theusabf capital markets, volume of commerce,
and headquarters location
2. Human Capital, which measures how well a region is able to attract a talented and
diverse population
3. Information Exchange, which measures how well news and information is dispersed
aboutand to the rest of the world
4. Cultural Experience, which is the level of diverse attractions for international
residents and travelers
5. Political Engagement, which measures the degree to which the city influences
international debate and policy making

Overdl, the Chicago region was ranked 6th among global cities in the world. Chicago cannot
maintain its status as a global city without great air transportation and great transit.
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http://www.foreignpolicy.com/node/373401
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/node/373401

aSUINRLRtAGIEY [/ KAOI 32 hdentivrnz, fioin alNii@s8iaf idy to gldbsl 2 YA O N
business capita] is linked to the dramatic growth in its highly educated business services talent
L22fas ogK2 ASNIS (GKSANI 62NI RoARS Odzali2YSNE |y
infrastructure and who rely daily on the regionednsit system between their homes and

offices. It is also worth noting the significant growth of the region as the leading North

American international freight handler that has also secured large numbers of rulddie

a3t 20l f & 220 4 2o gohadight movesieht @ f Ay 1 SR

World-Aass Aviation

A highly efficient, worldDf  a& | ANJ GNI @St aeaid
3t 20t OAGE FYyR O2yySOGAy3 | ff
greatt ANJ ONJ YALRNIIF G0A2Y a2aidSYX YR ¢S ¢g2dAd R y2i
leadership in commercial aviation. Businesses and-@eesnomy venture capitalists are more

likely to locate investments in places with high accessibility to air traveksiktp access to

OAGASA I NRPdzyR UKS g2NIR FTNRBY hQlINB gta 2yS 2
move its headquarters from Seattle to Chicago.

N )

Y.
'.F

hQl FNB YR 20KSNJ YF22N) FANLRNI&AZ AyOfdzRAYy3 [/ K
Gary aiport will be important in maintaining connections to North American destinations. The

planned airport at Peotone might accommodate volumes that the others cannot handle,
SaLISOALFfte F2NJ I AN T NBstap iavebto diti®sl atonBie vidddNTeS v (i f &
YFEAYGFIAY AbGa 3t20lt fSFRSNBKALI LRaAdAazy> hQll
Modernization Plan.

Great air service is not only about airports and airline schedules. It is also about the rest of the
ONA LIP ¢ KS NFB 3 b runtida as pakt NilaiziNdgratedysysiBrirand each airport

should operate as a hub that connects intercity passenger rail, commuter rail, bus rapid transit,
NFAf GNFryaixd FyR OFNE® ! AN GNI St SNE R2y Qi 4|
airport as they spend in the air. But multiple authorities, competing agencies, and fragmented
planning and funding make it difficult to act in a coordinated manner to maintain and enhance

our status as a center of air travel in a global economy.

Airlineserh OS5 &K2dz R Ay Of dzZRS SELINBa&a (NI yard &SNIAC
Chicago as well as connections to the planned high speed rail network. We should add

ddzodzZNB Yy GNIFyaAd adzOK a GKS LINRPLR2&ASR adza NI LJ
F0O0S&daa (2 hQlINB FNRBY GKS 4Sad Aa SaaSyidiart 7
Great air travel systems provide access teflang markets and stimulate the growth of a

knowledge economy that relies on the worldwide exchange of ideasrarayation.
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World-Aass Transit

Global cities require great transit systems. Global cities have high concentrations of legal,

finay OA Ll £ 3 O2yadzZ GAy3 YR 2GKSNJ {y26f SR3IS 62NJ SN
core because they need close physical proximity to one another as they integrate their services

and provide the money and ideas that drive global economic systenssd&hse, concentrated

SYLX 28YSyid OFy 2yfteé 06S adzzadlAySR GKNRdZAK (NI Yy
central business district use transit to get to wofkity of Chicago 2009 Central Area Action

Plan]

Those who work in the global economy have a strong preference for urban living with its higher
densities and a@ss to cultural amenities. These preferences can only be fulfilled in areas
where transit service adequately complements other forms of transportation.

/| KAOIF32Qa fF{1STNRYG FNRBY (KS {2dziK [22L) (2 a?
transportation optons. A World Business Chicago analysis revealed an extraordinarily high
concentration of people with college and gradudéeel degrees workingnibusiness services.

In addition to having a preference for transit, they were also more inclined to bicyelalkrto

work.

Metropolitan Chicago has the potential to produce a great transit system to support the
/| KAOF32 NBIA2yQa adlddza a | 3It20lf OAGEDP wSlH
money, better organization and policies that priczéitransit.

Talent Leads Investment

In 1994, the state gave Motorola $35 million in incentives to subsidize the building of a research
center on 400 acres in Harvard, lllinois, near the Wisconsin border. In 2003 the building was
closed and the R&D staffas moved to downtown Chicago on North Michigan Avenue, where

the successful Razr mobile phone was created. The location preferences of the young, technical
work force were more important than the cheaper real estate of a remote location. The Harvard
facility was isolated from urban amenities and could only be accessed by car or slow, infrequent
train service. In Chicago, the workers can live in the neighborhoods they prefer and have a range
of transportation options.

Money for Transit

We are seriously undenvesting in transit in the Chicago area, a system that provides 650
million rides each yeafRTA 2010 BudgelVe are living off investments made decades or even
a century ago and not providing the funds to maintain the system, let alone make new
investments to apply new technology and meet new demands.
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Metropolitan Chicago Transit Ridership

(in millions)
Pace Regione
Pace ADA
CTABus CTA Rail Suburban Paratransit Region
Year (1) (2) CTA Total Metra Service (1) Service Total
1985 487.9 155.9 643.9 61.8 38.4 744.0
1984 467.6 145.7 613.3 62.1] 36.1] 711.5
1987 440.7 148.6 589.3 64.0 35.6 688.9
1988 424.3 149.4 573.7 67.0 36.5 677.9
1989 421.7 147.7 569.4 68.4 37.9 675.7
1990 423.2 146.7 569.9 69.3 40.3 679.5
1991 394.1 135.3 529.4 69.0 40.5 638.9
1992 373.3 120.6 493.9 70.0 39.3 603.7
1993 328.1 118.5 446.9 69.9 38.3 554.8
1994 327.3 120.9 448.2 72.0 38.9 558.9
1995 307.3 119.3 426.9 70.4 37.2 534.2
1994 303.3 124.G 427.3 70.9 37.9 535.4
1997 288.9 130.G 418.9 72.3 37.9 529.1
1998 291.7 132.4 424.1 74.5 39.3 537.9
1999 300.2 141.7 441.9 76.9 40.2 558.7
2000 303.3 147.2 450.9 78.8 38.6 567.9
2001 303. 151.7 454.9 79.2 37.0 571.0
2002 304.8 152.4 457.2 76.8 34.8 568.9
2003 293.7 150.3 444 Q 74.8 33.7 552.5
2004 296.2 148.3 444 .9 74.4 34.1 553.0
2005 305.6 186.9 492.4 77.0 36.9 606.3
2004 299.4 195.2 494.9 80.8 38.0 613.4
2007 309.3 190.3 499.5 84.3 36.9 2.5 622.9
2008 328.7 198.1 526.3 86.8 37.9 2.7, 653.5

(1) On July 1, 2006, Pace began operating ADA paratransit service in the CTA service area. Pace Sut
Service ridership Includes Pace service area ADA Paratransit ridership through the end of 2006. CT#
ridership includes CTA service area ADA paratransitridership through the first half of 2006. Pace Su
Service ridership includes CTA service area ADA paratransit ridership during the second half of 200¢€

(2) CTA-Rail ridership includes rail to rail transfers beginning in 2005.

Source: Regional Transportation Authority

The Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) estimates thadditional $2.5 billion in capital
is needed each year just to maintain the existing systgRT.A Capital Asset Condition

Assessment]Transit expnsion projects identified by communities and advocates total $60
I RRAGAZ2Y I bH

billionc i KI (1 Q&

by
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http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/documents/RTACapitalAssetConditionAssessmentOnePager.pdf
http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/documents/RTACapitalAssetConditionAssessmentOnePager.pdf
http://www.goto2040.org/uploadedFiles/RCP/Scenarios/Scenario_Web_Pages/Capital_Projects/List%20of%20Fiscally%20Constrained%20Major%20Capital%20Projects.pdf

Constrained Major Transportation Capital ProjeciSIMAP's List of Unconstrained Major
Transportation Capital ProjectBecause we are not making this investment the system is
deteriorating, jeopardizing our competitive position.

Proposed Major Capital Transit Projects

Fiscally Constrained Major Capital Transit Projects

New facilities and extensions Project Category Billions
Red Line Extension (South) Rapid Transit $1.89
West Loop Transportation Center Rapid Transit $4.15
Expansions and improvements Project Category Billions
North Red/Purple Line Improvements Rapid Transit $3.45
Rock Island Improvements Commuter Rail $0.43
SouthWest Service Improvements Commuter Rail $0.31
UP North Improvements Commuter Rail $0.66
UP Northwest Improvements/Extension [Commuter Rail $0.54
UP West Improvements Commuter Rail $0.85
Fiscally Constrained Project Total $12.27

Unconstrained Major Capital Transit Projects

New facilities and extensions Project Category Billions
Blue Line West Extension Rapid Transit $5.58
BNSF Extension Commuter Rail $0.12
Brown Line Extension Rapid Transit $8.99
Central Area Transitway Bus Rapid Transit $0.50
Circle Line (North) Rapid Transit $4.85
Circle Line (South) Rapid Transit $1.79
DuPage "J" Line Bus Rapid Transit $2.16
Inner Circumferential Rail Service Commuter Rail $2.67
Metra Electric Extension Commuter Rail $0.43
Mid-City Transitway Rapid Transit $3.16
Milwaukee District North Extension Commuter Rail $0.96
Milwaukee District West Extension Commuter Rail $1.29
O'Hare to Schaumburg Transit Service Rapid Transit $2.43
Orange Line Extension Rapid Transit $0.69
Rock Island Extension Commuter Rail $0.12
Southeast Service Commuter Rail $1.17
SouthWest Service Extension/Full ServicefCommuter Rail $0.71
STAR Line Commuter Rail $4.39
Yellow Line Enhancements and Extension{Rapid Transit $0.36
Expansions and improvements Project Category Billions
Express Airport Train Service Rapid Transit $2.87
Heritage Corridor Commuter Rail $0.43
Milwaukee District North Improvements |Commuter Rail $0.12
North Central Service Improvements Commuter Rail $0.72
South Lakefront Corridor Rapid Transit $1.66
Unconstrained Project Total $48.16

Constrained and Unconstrained Major Capital Transit Projects $60.43

Source: CMAP, GoTo2040 Draft Plan
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A Better Organization

The best transit systemmone deserving worktlass rank; would enable twice as many people
to use transit conveniently. It would feel like a unified system to those who use it, enabling
riders to go anywhere without barriers that delay and hinder movem&an achieve that type
of customer experience, our transit system needs to be extremely well organized and
coordinated.

¢ KSNBE | NB { KNXc$he Ghic&dIddnst Buthmriyl (GIOR)Avéith bus and rail service
in Chicago and about 40 surroundisigburbs; Metra regional commuter rail service; and Pace
suburban bus and regional pat@nsit service. The Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) is
responsible for fiscal oversight, strategic planning and funding the operations of the service
boards, lut it has limited legal and even less political authority to coordinate service. By law
and tradition the RTA still distributes operating and capital dollars using formulas that were set
a quarter century ago.

Pro-Transit Policies

To double transit useral gain the associated economic benefits, public policies need to be
aligned so transit can be a rational choice for more people. Current Illinois tax policies do the
opposite¢ they favor driving cars over riding transit. Increases in transit fares hapaced

the rate of inflation, while the gas tax and tolls have not even kept up with inflation. Further,
local governments routinely levy property taxes to pay for roads but not for transit.

Funding methods, regulations, road designs and  Increases in fransit-related taxes and fees
development sandards all represent policy culpacadnoseraiaind 0/ AMno.
choices that affect travel choices. Funding
formulas and regulations that favor roads enable % ‘mm
more people to drive and fewer to use transit. If
road designs make transit access difficult or
dangerous, few people will ride the buBut if it
becomes a priority to provide easy and safe
access to transit, more people will use it. Local
governments can encourage development that 0*‘\0‘1@*

Transporlation Tax and Fee Increases, 1990-200%

\"c\\o & N 6}‘:
H H c(’ o‘\

enables more people to live or work near transit, g d

and the state can reward those that do. The stati =7 ofiway usen ar pusenger car using 1245 1n 2005, ol cres doubied

for cash-paying passenper cars and increasad 75% to 220% for commecial crucks.

needsto develop a coherent set of ranSpOrtation .. sz mu sue g iy Suese oo s
policies that will ensure that each transportation o s ini g A (15 Lo
program or investment will encourage more

people to use transit.
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Transportation Price Increases, 1990 - 2009

Year Gasoline Basetof CTA Metra® Pace CPI
1990 0.19 0.40 1.25 3.30 1.00 130.7
1991 0.19 0.40 1.25 3.30 1.00 136.2
1992 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.30 1.10 140.3
1993 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.30 1.10 1445
1994 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.30 1.15 148.2
1995 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.30 1.15 152.4
1996 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.50 1.15 156.9
1997 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.50 1.15 160.5
1998 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.50 1.15 163
1999 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.50 1.15 166.6
2000 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.50 1.25 172.2
2001 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.50 1.50 177.1
2002 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.70 1.50 179.9
2003 0.19 0.40 1.50 3.70 1.50 184
2004 0.19 0.40 1.75 3.70 1.50 188.9
2005 0.19 0.40 1.75 3.70 1.50 195.3
2004 0.19 0.40 2.00 3.90 1.50 201.6

2007 0.19 0.40 2.00 3.90 1.50 207.3
2008 0.19 0.40 2.00 4.30 1.50 215.301
2009 0.19 0.40 2.25 4.30 1.759 214.537%
% Increase
1990-2009 0.0% 0.0% 80.09 30.3¢9 75.09 64.1%

1. Average rate on all lllinois Tollroads (excluding I-355) for autos. Includes I-Pass Discount.
2. CTAbase rail fare. Excludes Chicago Card discount.
3. Base fare of a Metra Zone Ato Zone E trip.

Sources: RTA, lllinois State Toll Highway Authority, Bureau of Labor Statistics (US Department of
and Federal Highway Administation (US Department of Transportation)

To maintain and develop our global position, we should be growing transit services, not
reducing them. More money, better organization and policies that prioritize transit will enable
the Chicago region to maximize the economic benefit of transit and, in turn, enhance the
economy of lllinois. Successful global cities have made transit eedeiause they understand
that it supports their economy.

2. AnEconomyDominated by MetropolitanRegions

lllinois should embrace and encourage our status as an urban state. Our population and
economy are concentrated in just 36 of the 102 counties.
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1 92% of the population with a college degree

lllinois’ Major Metro Regions

Wisconsin

¢ Central region

Indiana

Missouri

Kentucky

Source: US Census Bureau
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lllinois Metropolitan Statistical Area Counties

1950 (13) 1960 (15) 1970 (19) 1980 (23) 1990 (26) 2000 (28) 2007 (36)
Cook Champaign Boone Boone Boone Boone Bond
DuPage Cook Champaign Champaign Champaign Champaign Boone
Kane DuPage Cook Clinton Clinton Clinton Calhoun
Lake Kane DuPage Cook Cook Cook Champaign
Macon Lake Henry DuPage DuPage DeKalb Clinton
Madison Macon Kane Henry Grundy DuPage Cook
Peoria Madison Lake Kane Henry Grundy DeKalb
Rock Island McHenry Macon Kankakee  Jersey Henry DuPage
Sangamon Peoria Madison Lake Kane Jersey Ford
St. Clair Rock Island McHenry Macon Kankakee  Kane Grundy
Tazewell Sangamon McLean Madison Kendall Kankakee  Henry
Will St. Clair Peoria McHenry Lake Kendall Jersey
Winnebago Tazewell Rock Island McLean Macon Lake Kane

will Sangamon Menard Madison Macon Kankakee
Winnebago St. Clair Monroe McHenry Madison Kendall
Tazewell Peoria McLean McHenry Lake
Wil Rock Island Menard McLean Macon
Winnebago Sangamon Monroe Menard Macoupin
Woodford St. Clair Peoria Monroe Madison
Tazewell Rock Island Ogle Marshall
Wil Sangamon Peoria McHenry
Winnebago St. Clair Rock Island McLean
Woodford Tazewell Sangamon Menard
Will St. Clair Mercer
Winnebago Tazewell Monroe
Woodford Will Peoria
Winnebago Piatt
Woodford Rock Island
Sangamon
St. Clair
Stark
Tazewell
Vermilion
Will
Winnebago
Woodford

Source: US Census Bureau, Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas, Counties with metropolitan and
micropolitan statistical area codes, November 2007
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Metro and Non Metro County Population 2009

Metro Counties Population
Bond County 18,103
Boone County 54,02¢
Calhoun County 5,019
Champaign County 195,671
Clinton County 36,368
Cook County 5,287,037
DeKalb County 107,333
DuPage County 932,541
Ford County 13,911
Grundy County 48,421
Henry County 49,314
Jersey County 22,549
Kane County 511,894
Kankakee County 113,214
Kendall County 104,821
Lake County 712,567
Macon County 108,204
Macoupin County 47,774
Madison County 268,457
Marshall County 12,702
McHenry County 320,961
McLean County 167,699
Menard County 12,464
Mercer County 16,274
Monroe County 33,234
Peoria County 185,814
Piatt County 16,550
Rock Island County 146,824
Sangamon County 195,714
St. Clair County 263,617
Stark County 6,019
Tazewell County 132,464
Vermilion County 80,067
Will County 685,251
Winnebago County 299,704
Woodford County 38,862
Metro Counties Population 11,251,449
% of Total Counties 87.2%
Non Metro Counties Population 1,658,960
% of Total Counties 12.8%
Total Counties Population 12,910,409

Source: US Census Bureau, Population Estimates Progrg

[Metro and Non Metro County

Population full data set]
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Non Metro Counties Population

Adams County 67,054
Alexander County 7,914
Brown County 6,591
Bureau County 34,699
Carroll County 15,749
Cass County 13,559
Christian County 34,253
Clark County 16,657
Clay County 13,539
Coles County 52,065
Crawford County 19,433
Cumberland County 10,714
De Witt County 16,034
Douglas County 19,169
Edgar County 18,471
Edwards County 6,444
Effingham County 34,424
Fayette County 20,935
Franklin County 39,312
Fulton County 36,652
Gallatin County 5,705
Greene County 13,567
Hamilton County 8,096
Hancock County 18,359
Hardin County 4,358
Henderson County 7,354
Iroguois County 29,690
Jackson County 58,103
Jasper County 9,530
Jefferson County 39,944
Jo Daviess County 21,990
Johnson County 13,730
Knox County 51,648
LaSalle County 112,499
Lawrence County 16,408
Lee County 34,919
Livingston County 37,777
Logan County 29,774
Marion County 39,008
Mason County 14,785
Massac County 14,970
McDonough County 32,770
Montgomery County 29,500
Morgan County 34,897
Moultrie County 14,392
Ogle County 55,334
Perry County 22,424
Pike County 16,273
ifope County 3,991
Pulaski County 6,218
Putnam County 6,009
Randolph County 32,684
Richland County 15,523
Saline County 25,738
Schuyler County 6,730
Scott County 5,193
Shelby County 21,803
Stephenson County 46,537
Union County 18,004
Wabash County 11,997
Warren County 17,409
Washington County 14,560
Wayne County 16,294
White County 14,661
Whiteside County 58,961
Williamson County 65,169



http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/documents/MetroNonMetroPopulationfulldataset.pdf
http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/documents/MetroNonMetroPopulationfulldataset.pdf

lllinois Metropolitan Share of GDP

Total GDP*

Metro Area (in millions) | Share of State)
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI $ 436,376 78.59
St. Louis, MO-IL $ 17,684 3.2%
Peoria, IL $ 14,418 2.6%
Rockford, IL $ 10,886 2.0%
Champaign-Urbana, IL $ 6,986 1.3%
Springfield, IL $ 7,739 1.4%
Davenport-Moline-Rock Island, 1A-IL $ 8,141 1.5%
Bloomington-Normal, IL $ 7,099 1.3%
Decatur, IL $ 4,755 0.9%
Kankakee-Bradley, IL $ 2,690 0.5%
Danville, IL $ 2,052 0.4%]
Metro Total $ 518,827 93.49

* Includes in-state portion only.

Source: Brookings analysis of US Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analys

http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/Projects/blueprint/statesbp/Illinoisbp.pdf

lllinois Counties: Household Income, Real Estate Taxes, College Degre

Specified owner-

Population 25 year:

Households: Aggregat occupied housing and over: Male and
household income in units: Aggregate re¢ Female, Bachelor's

1999 estate taxes degree or higher
Total Metropolitan Counties $253,422,045,700 6,039,331,200 1,918,292
% of Total 89.79 92.7% 92.39
Total Non-Metropolitan Countie$ $29,235,254,200 472,879,500 159,757
% of Total 10.3¢ 7.3% 7.7%
Total All Counties $282,657,299,900 6,512,210,700 2,078,049

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data
http://factfinder.census.gov/serviet/CTTable?_ts=290102146278

[lllinois Counties: Household Income, Real Estate Taxes, College Degrees Full Data Set]
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http://www.chicagometropolis2020.org/documents/MetroNonMetroIncomeRETaxDegreesfulldataset.pdf

Three major metropolitan markets are emerging in lllinoig @hicaganetropolitanregion,
the Southwest/St. Louiggion and a cluster of metropolitan areascantral lllinois.

Changes in the national and global economies have changed where people live and work. The
decline in the need for labor for agriculalrand manufacturing economies has resulted in

massive changes in our employment and settlement patterns. Twi@stycentury economies

are focused in metropolitan areas because these are the best places to accommodate growth in
serviceoriented activities and highly centralized businetssbusiness and consumer

transactions. Businesses locate in urban areas to be closer to dense customer markets and
larger, more skilled pools of labor.

Since 1990, more than half of the counties in lllinois have lostifiop G A2y ® { Ay OS HnnJ

population has increased by more than 400,000, with nearly all of that growth in metropolitan
areas.
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Population of Illinois Counties 1990 - 2007

Population Population Population

Population Population Population

County 1990 2000 2007 County 1990 2000 2007
Adams County 66,090 68,277 67,044 |Lee County 34,392 36,062 35,450
Alexander County 10,626 9,590 8,458 |Livingston County 39,301 39,678 38,258
Bond County 14,991 17,633 18,103 |Logan County 30,798 31,192 29,962
Boone County 30,806 41,784 53,531 |McDonough County 35,244 32,913 31,992
Brown County 5,836 6,950 6,566| |McHenry County 183,241 260,093 315,943
Bureau County 35,688 35,503 35,034 |MclLean County 129,180 150,433 164,209
Calhoun County 5,322 5,084 5,167 |Macon County 117,204 114,704 108,732
Carroll County 16,805 16,674 15,928 [Macoupin County 47,679 49,019 48,235
Cass County 13,437 13,695 13,727 [Madison County 249,239 258,949 267,347
Champaign County 173,025 179,669 190,26( |Marion County 41,561 41,691 39,587
Christian County 34,418 35,372 34,543 |Marshall County 12,846 13,156 12,851
Clark County 15,921 17,008 16,884 [Mason County 16,269 16,037 15,151
Clay County 14,460 14,560 13,893 |Massac County 14,752 15,161 15,109
Clinton County 33,944 35,531 36,450 |Menard County 11,164 12,486 12,466
Coles County 51,644 53,196 51,011 |Mercer County 17,290 16,957 16,490
Cook County 5,105,044 5,376,823 5,285,101 |Monroe County 22,422 27,619 32,372
Crawford County 19,464 20,452 19,611 |Montgomery Count 30,728 30,644 29,810
Cumberland County 10,670 11,253 10,842 |Morgan County 36,397 36,619 35,272
DeKalb County 77,932 88,975 103,729 [Moultrie County 13,930 14,287 14,324
De Witt County 16,516 16,798 16,437 |[Ogle County 45,957 51,032 55,011
Douglas County 19,464 19,922 19,594 [Peoria County 182,827 183,433 182,993
DuPage County 781,689 904,152 929,194 |Perry County 21,412 23,094 22,596
Edgar County 19,595 19,704 18,919 [Piatt County 15,548 16,369 16,493
Edwards County 7,440 6,971 6,572 |Pike County 17,577 17,379 16,707
Effingham County 31,704 34,264 34,225 |Pope County 4,373 4,413 4,182
Fayette County 20,893 21,802 21,464 |Pulaski County 7,523 7,348 6,490
Ford County 14,275 14,241 14,179 [Putnam County 5,730 6,086 6,014
Franklin County 40,319 39,029 39,491 |Randolph County 34,583 33,893 32,760
Fulton County 38,080 38,250 36,843 |Richland County 16,545 16,149 15,546
Gallatin County 6,909 6,445 6,025 |Rock Island County 148,723 149,388 147,329
Greene County 15,317 14,761 13,890 [St. Clair County 262,854 256,069 261,316
Grundy County 32,337 37,535 47,144 |[Saline County 26,551 26,733 26,102
Hamilton County 8,499 8,621 8,245 |Sangamon County 178,384 188,954 194,127
Hancock County 21,373 20,125 18,839 [Schuyler County 7,498 7,189 6,990
Hardin County 5,189 4,800 4,468 |Scott County 5,644 5,534 5,215
Henderson County 8,096 8,213 7,587 |Shelby County 22,261 22,893 21,759
Henry County 51,159 51,018 49,654 |[Stark County 6,534 6,332 6,191
Iroquois County 30,787 31,334 30,294 |Stephenson County 48,052 48,979 46,573
Jackson County 61,067 59,627 58,841 |Tazewell County 123,694 128,485 131,154
Jasper County 10,609 10,117 9,707| |Union County 17,619 18,293 18,257
Jefferson County 37,020 40,045 40,168 |Vermilion County 88,257 83,924 81,191
Jersey County 20,539 21,668 22,455 |Wabash County 13,111 12,937 12,165
Jo Daviess County 21,821 22,289 22,304 |Warren County 19,181 18,735 17,402
Johnson County 11,347 12,880 13,065 |Washington County 14,965 15,148 14,769
Kane County 317,471 404,114 501,021 (Wayne County 17,241 17,151 16,568
Kankakee County 96,255 103,833 110,705 [White County 16,522 15,371 14,657
Kendall County 39,413 54,560 96,818 |Whiteside County 60,186 60,651 59,198
Knox County 56,393 55,838 51,855 |Will County 357,313 502,227 673,586
Lake County 516,414 644,587 710,241 [Williamson County 57,733 61,294 64,541
LaSalle County 106,913 111,549 112,61¢ [Winnebago County 252,913 278,420 298,759
Lawrence County 15,972 15,452 15,584 |Woodford County 32,653 35,469 38,017

Data Source: Economic Research ServiceEconomic Research Service, USDA, Washington, DC.
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Put the Money Where the Jobs Are

LEEfEAY2A4Q NI YALRZNIIFGA
status as a metropolitan statey concentrating
transportation dollars in metropolitan areas
where most people live and work. Metropolitan
areas are the source of our economic strength ar
transportation investments can reinforce that
advantage.

lllinois has more than 292,000 milesro&d lanes.
The state ranks 9th in road miles per rural reside
and 47th in road miles for each urban resident.
[FHWA Highway Statistics 200¥he availability of
transit inurban areas may explain some of the
discrepancy in investment. It is also possible that
the investment policies of the lllinois Department
of Transportation reflect a practice that favors
spreading transportation dollars evenly across th
state, regardles of whether this promotes a
healthier economy.
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Population Trends by Coundy: 1990~2000
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http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2007/ps1.cfm

Total State Lane Mileage

Rank State Mileage Rank State Mileage
1| Texas 653,317 26/Kentucky 163,544
2|California 382,917 27|Virginia 157,57§
3|lllinois 292,034 28|Mississippi 155,347
4|Kansas 285,86( 29 Montana 149,27
5|Minnesota 282,684 30[New Mexico 142,841
6[Florida 267,524 31|South Carolina 139,544
7|Missouri 266,754 32|Arizona 131,504
8[Ohio 265,94( 33/Louisiana 128,321
9|Michigan 255,794 34|0Oregon 123,408
10|Pennsylvania 253,417 35/Idaho 99,347
11|Georgia 250,773 36|Utah 92,314
12|New York 241,193 37|New Jersey 84,295
13|Wisconsin 236,764 38|West Virginia 78,788
14jlowa 235,34 39 Massachusetts 75,995
15/0Oklahoma 234,114 40/Nevada 71,255
16|North Carolina 219,954 41|Maryland 68,694
17|Arkansas 203,414 42|\Wyoming 58,263
18/Alabama 201,724 43 Maine 46,657
19|Indiana 197,627 44|Connecticut 45,40(
20| Tennessee 192,404 45/New Hampshire 32,657
21{Nebraska 189,954 46|Vermont 29,599
22|Colorado 183,257 47|Alaska 29,318
23[North Dakota 175,963 48/Rhode Island 13,724
241\Washington 174,43( 49|Delaware 13,528
25/South Dakota 169,993 50[Hawaii 9,459

Source: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2007/ps1.cfm
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Lane Miles per Capita (per 100 residents)

Urban mileage per 100 urba Rural mileage per 100 rural Total mileage per 100
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Source: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2007/ps1.cfm

Rank State Miles Rank State Miles Rank State Miles
1 Alabama 1.89 1 North Dakota 57.70 1 North Dakota 27.51
2 Wyoming 1.88 2 California 50.67 2 South Dakota 21.35
3 Arkansas 1.87 3 South Dakota 38.14 3 Montana 15.58
4 Mississippi 1.86 4 Kansas 31.34 4 Wyoming 11.14
5 South Dakota 171 5 Montana 28.60 5 Nebraska 10.70
6 West Virginia 1.65 6 Nebraska 26.32 6 Kansas 10.30
7 New Hampshire ~ 1.65 7 Wyoming 24.33 7 lowa 7.88
8 Oklahoma 1.58 8 lowa 17.53 8 New Mexico 7.25
9 New Mexico 1.57 9 Arkansas 7.18

10 Kansas 1.45 10 utah 16.18 10 idaho 6.63
11 lowa 1.43 11 New Mexico 15.47 11 oklahoma 6.47
12 |daho 1.43 12 Minnesota 15.33 12 Minnesota 5.44
13 Montana 1.38 13 Oklahoma 14.36 13 Mississippi 5.32
14 south Carolina 1.35 14 Louisiana 13.32 14 vermont 4.76
15 Missouri 1.35 15 idaho 13.19 15 Missouri 4.54
16 vermont 1.26 16 Colorado 12.43 16 Alabama 4.36
17 Nebraska 1.25 17 Arkansas 12.20 17 west Virginia 4.35
18 wisconsin 1.24 18 wisconsin 11.35 18 Alaska 4.29
19 North Dakota 1.22 19 Oregon 10.10 19 wisconsin 4.23
20 North Carolina 1.22 20 Missouri 10.07 20 Kentucky 3.86
21 Kentucky 1.17 21 Alaska 9.98 21 Colorado 3.77
22 Georgia 1.16 22 Washington 9.31 22 Maine 3.54
23 Alaska 1.16 23 Tennessee 8.44 23 Utah 3.49
24 Texas 1.15 24 Mississippi 8.02 24 Oregon 3.29
25 Colorado 1.15 25 Indiana 7.57 25 South Carolina 3.17
26 Maine 1.15 26 Alabama 7.34 26 Tennessee 3.13
27 Utah 1.13 27 Kentucky 7.22 27 Indiana 311
28 Minnesota 1.12 28 Ohio 7.13 28 Louisiana 2.99
29 Tennessee 1.12 29 Georgia 7.12 29 Nevada 2.78
30 Nevada 1.11 30 Vermont 6.91 30 Texas 2.73
31 Rhode Island 1.10 31 Arizona 6.87 31 Washington 2.70
32 Ohio 1.10 32 Michigan 6.86 32 Georgia 2.63
33 Florida 1.10 33 Texas 6.48 33 Michigan 2.54
34 Indiana 1.09 34 South Carolina 6.14 34 New Hampshire 2.48
35 Michigan 1.08 35 West Virginia 6.02 35 North Carolina 2.43
36 Connecticut 1.05 36 New York 5.92 36 Ohio 2.32
37 Louisiana 1.02 37 Pennsylvania 5.59
38 Arizona 1.02 38 Maine 5.25 38 Arizona 2.07
39 Massachusetts ~ 1.02 39 Florida 5.16 39 Virginia 2.04
40 Delaware 1.01 40 Rhode Island 5.04 40 Pennsylvania 2.04
41 Pennsylvania 1.00 41 Nevada 5.04 41 Delaware 1.56
42 Washington 0.99 42 Virginia 4.98 42 Florida 1.47
43 Oregon 0.98 43 North Carolina 4.80 43 Rhode Island 1.30
44 Virginia 0.93 44 Maryland 3.76 44 Connecticut 1.30
45 New Jersey 0.84 45 Delaware 3.38 45 New York 1.25
46 Maryland 0.81 46 New Jersey 3.31 46 Maryland 1.22
47 Connecticut 3.30 47 Massachusetts 1.18
48 New York 0.63 48 New Hampshire 3.22 48 california 1.02
49 Hawaii 0.57 49 Massachusetts 2.87 49 New Jersey 0.97
S0 california 0.56 50 Hawaii 1.19 50 Hawaii 0.74



This problems not unique to lllinois. U.Secretary

of Tranportation Ray LaHood addressad lllinois
audienceand argued for a new approatt
transportation investment. He said:

G2 S It & Allow toyhties ana cities to

work together to develop regional plans
reflecting both the regional and national

priorities. Then we would fund them directly.
The fact is that the metro areas hold over 80¢
2F KS | ®{ & LI Lz | {A

of emnomic activity. . .

We think this can be accomplished without

sacrificing the important investments that
Ifaz2 ySSR G2
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investingin transportation projects that
enhance our quality of life and help us
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Projected Job Growth in llinois: 2006~2030
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02YLISGS S OZrRaARLERMoO's Bdptmbér 3, 2009 Speech to the lllinois Road

and Transportation Builders Assation]
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http://www.aashtojournal.org/Pages/091109lahood.aspx
http://www.aashtojournal.org/Pages/091109lahood.aspx

Projected Change in Employment, 2006 - 2030

% % %

County  Change County  Change County  Change
Adams 19% Hardin 13%q |Morgan 15%
Alexander 119 Henderson 15% [Moultrie 8%
Bond 12% Henry 1799 |Ogle 9%
Boone 10% Iroquois 1794 |Peoria 33%
Brown 7% Jackson 2094 |Perry 6%
Bureau 16% Jasper 49 |Piatt 13%
Calhoun 8% Jefferson 2094 |[Pike 14%
Carroll 10% Jersey 20% |(Pope 6%
Cass 16% Jo Daviess 1294 |Pulaski 13%
Champaign 26% Johnson 594 |Putnam -8%
Christian 19% Kane 3794 |Randolph 11%
Clark 3% Kankakee 25% [Richland 30%
Clay 8% Kendall 2694 |Rock Island 17%
Clinton 20% Knox 22% |Saline 27%
Coles 269 La Salle 4194 |Sangamon 9%
Cook 45% Lake 16%q |Schuyler 24%
Crawford 9% Lawrence 18%4 |[Scott 119%
Cumberland 22% Lee 1199 |Shelby 7%
DeKalb 28% Livingston 14% |St. Clair 7%
DeWitt 13% Logan 179q |Stark 16%
Douglas 5% Macon 1794 |Stephenson 8%
DuPage 48% Macoupin 2094 |Tazewell 25%
Edgar 10% Madison 3194 |Union 16%
Edwards 0% Marion 1999 |Vermilion 9%
Effingham 18% Marshall 1294 |Wabash 9%
Fayette 11% Mason 20% |Warren 13%
Ford 1194 Massac 22% |Washington 109%
Franklin 18% McDonough 1899 |Wayne 5%
Fulton 23% McHenry 24% |White 8%
Gallatin 10% McLean 1294 [Whiteside 129
Greene 11% Menard 2194 (Wil 36%
Grundy 23% Mercer 149% |Williamson 19%
Hamilton 5% Monroe 25% [Winnebago 27%
Hancock 2% Montgomery 109 |Woodford 31%

Source: Economic Development Research Group

Increased interest by the federal government in funding metropolitan areas direbgypassing
the statesg reflects the failure of states to recognize the changing economy and the growth of
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metropolitan America. lllinois does not need to wiar the changes in federal policies that
aSSY (2 0S AYyS@OAllIo6tST odzi Oly OO y2¢ (2 NBLI
policies to reflect our standing as an urban state.

2NRSNE 52y Qi al dGSNJ

A glance at a map of the Midwest demonstratieat our metropolitan economies are tied to

those of neighboring states. In 2000, 161,000 lllinois residents commuted to work in adjacent
states, and 149,000 residents from these states traveled to jobs in lllinois. This integration of
the labor force amog states is accompanied by other strong economic connections. When
neighboring states have strong economies, we benefit. Our political borders are not congruent
with the structures that sustain our economy.

Workers Traveling to and from lllinois and
Surrounding States

Workers Traveling from lllinois to Surrounding States

State Count
Indiana 26,960
lowa 29,570
Kentucky 4,221
Missouri 86,102
Wisconsin 14,540
Total 161,393

Workers Traveling from Surrounding States to lllinois

State Count
Indiana 62,357
lowa 19,669
Kentucky 2,709
Missouri 22,532
Wisconsin 41,603
Total 148,870

Source: US Census 2000 County-to-County Worker Flow Files
http://www.census.gov/population/www/cen2000/commuting/index.html|

Our transportation policies need to refledtis interstate interdependence. Cooperative efforts

to build the Illiana Expressway make sense for lllinois and Indiana. Fighting with Indiana about
the Gary airport does not. Arguing with Missouri over whether or not to toll a bridge over the
MississippRiver is not productive. These issues have to be analyzed in terms of what will
strengthen regional economies.
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a Xnetropolitan areas, they're home to 85% of our jobs and 90% of our economic output. Now,
that doesn't mean investing in America comes atdékpense of rural America; quite the

opposite. Investing in mass transit and higipeed rail, for example, doesn't just make our
downtowns more livable, it helps our regional economies gilowesting in renewable energy
doesn't just make our cities cleear; it boosts rural areas that harness that ener@ur urban

and rural communities are not independent; they are interdependent. So what's needed now is a
new, imaginative, bold vision tailored to this reality that brings opportunity to every corner of
2dzNJ ANR gAY 3T YSOUNRLREAGEY | NBIaxé

President Barack Obama, July 13, 2009

Connecting Rural and Urban lllinois

Decatur attracts workers

[llinois needs to be more creative about the t S
frem rural counties.

transportation needs of rural residents in order to ensure

that they have convenient access to thetmopolitan ] e /
areas that are the source of jobs, medical care and othe \ o
services that are not available in smaller communities. ooy

This can be accomplished, in part, by maintaining the rc :
system and creating fast, frequent, reliable train service -

that connecs our metropolitan regions. More ol s .
connections throughout the state would benefit both A ool PR
rural and urban places by providing more opportunities 1 1 =]
for rural residents and expanding the workforce of Sy

employers in lllinois cities.

3. An Economy of Knowledge and @ Metropoiitan County
Innovatlon [C] Non-mefropolitan County

lllinois, like every other state, should be in a race to attract knowledge workers. Attracting and
keeping knowledge workers means providing the right kind of jobs and the right kind of
transportation system.

The lllinois economy was built on agriculture and manufacturing, using transportation
infrastructure to exploit the advantages of geography. Over the past forty years, it has shifted
toward providing services and creating new ideas, in effe@tventingthe economy.

To be competitive, lllinois must have policies that support tsigihed job growth, development

of innovation centers, the capacity to move data and venture capital to support an economy
based on ideas. An economy based on innovation leagsoductivity gains for businesses that
adopt new methods or new inputs to the goods and services they deliver. Future jobs require
workers who are well educated and highly skilled.
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Innovation Centers

The Kauffman Foundation, which promotes entreprersdip, ranks lllinois 16th among the 50
adrisSa Ay AGa FtoAftAGeEe G2 G 1S FRGFry(GF3aS 2F 'Y
and knowledge and innovatied & SR b S ¢ [ThehyfithandFoadation's 2008 State

New Economy IndexA\s the 5th largest state in the nation, we should aspire to be better than

16th.

i o R T A Innovation centers are places where ideas in a

research centers are largely in knowledge economy are formed and shar€&dusters of
e e Ll universities, private and public research facilities, and
Raighomat Jnmcks ot Canlets high-tech industries converge to create innovation
5 SRR centers. They attract higbkilled personnel, groom
® e future workers through curriculum development for

advanced fields, encourage theogrth of venture
capital, and enable research workers to interact
efficiently with the businesses that can benefit from
their research.

lllinois already benefits from innovation centers in
places such as Chicago, Champdignana,
BloomingtorNormal and Gdoondale. These centers
interact with similar centers in Madison, St. Louis, the
Twin Cities, West Lafayette, and Indianapolis.

Metropolitan Chicago is at the center of three high
performance digital networks. One was created by the
University of lllings, the University of Chicago, and
Northwestern University and serves university

~~ Road neiwork
@ High-tech employment center

@ Univessily research facibes researchers throughout the Midwest. A second network
@ rederal R2D center connects Chicago to the rest of the country with a
Swace: Carnege bk, ek & gmeering Funing system that will be the foundation for the next

generation of the
internet. The third network, supported by the National
Science Foundation, brings international high st awel i
performance networks into ChicagfAdvanced Digital Fesconkage o PopuloNon by

Metropolitan Statistical Area with College Degrees

Communications, WorlBusiness Chicago] 0% s |

Connecting Knowledge Workers

Transportation polices that support a knowledge
economy include improving transit within places of
innovation, providing effective rail and road connection: § §¢
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between innovation centers in lllinois and thenet places in the Midwest, and continuing
investment in stateof-the-art digital network infrastructure.

The knowledge economy is growing fastest in metropolitan areas and will require infrastructure
improvements to support it. While some industries gaatially able to meet their labor needs
through telecommuting, most industries require their employees to be onsite each day. This
demands a transportation system capable of integrating what once were separate labor
markets, both in terms of distance asdill sets.

Firms that once relied on skilled or seskilled workers for manufacturing now look for
computer programmers, biological scientists and senior managers. If they cannot find these
skills in lllinois, they will move to another state. SciestistChampaigtirbana need the assets
of Fermi Lab and the Baxter research center. A transportation plan that facilitates the
interaction of ideas supports the growth of the economy.

Transit is important to the knowledge economy for two reasons. Fimstkers in the

knowledge economy need fa¢e-face interaction with one another. Second, knowledge
workers show a decided preference for urban living. These patterns can only be supported in
communities that offer transit, walking and cycling

options.

Comecting Midwestern innovation centers with fast,
frequent, and convenient passenger rail service would
benefit the centers and the businesses they support.
Enhanced rail service would complement the existing road
network and give travelers options. Thosbmare part of

the knowledge economy could collaborate with others in a
one day trip. In addition, better rail service would give
business travelers connections and attract tourists.

Moving Data

Knowledge workers not only need fatteface interaction
with their peers, they also need access to a robust digital
network infrastructure. They need to be able to move
data, text, images, and money securely and at lightning
speed. A fraction of a secomdn provide an advantage in
the digital financial economy. Information technology and
access to the digital network have a profound impact on

K2g 6S fAO0S YR 2y (GKS OKINIOGSNI 2F (GKS adl

Because the systems that transport data are largely
invA aAofS (G2 dzasx ¢S 2F0Sy R2y Qi 3IAPS GKSY (K
attention that we give highways, airports, and trains.
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