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RATIONALE 
Public Act 51 of 1951 provides the mechanisms by which 
the Michigan Department of Transportation receives and 
distributes State restricted funds from fuel and motor 
vehicle weight taxes. The Act establishes the formula for 
distributing money from the Michigan Transportation Fund 
(MTr) to counties, cities, the State Trunkiine Fund, and the 
Comprehensive Transportation Fund (CTF). While most 
people maintain that the basis for funding the State's 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n p r o g r a m s by us ing revenues f r o m 
transportation related taxes is still a sound concept, some 
argue that the methods of distribution have become 
outdated since transportation needs over the years have 
changed. The formulas that exist to aistribute money to the 
various transportation needs have been criticized as being 
too inflexible to al low money to be placed where it may 
be most needed. Others have voiced concern that, since 
the vast majority of funds is spent by formula process, 
transportation policy decisions over the years have been 
assumed to an inordinate degree by the Department of 
Transportation rather than by the Legislature. It is argued 
by some tha t the Legis la ture shou ld be g iven more 
opportunity for input info funding priorities, perhaps by line 
item appropriation of the transportation projects. 

Public Act 438 of 1982 amended Act 51 of 1951 to establish 
a t e m p o r a r y f o r m u l a fo r the d i s t r i bu t i on of money 
deposited in the MTF. The 1982 Act also providea for a 
task force to be formed, composeo in part by members 
of the Senate and House, to recommend a new distribution 
formula by October 1, 1984. With no recommendation 
having been made, the deadline was extended to August 
1, 1986. Since the task force did not devise a new formula, 
the sunset for the temporary formula was eventually 
extended to June 1, 1937, to al low the Legislature to ccme 
up with a new formula and to address other transportation 
matters, including revenue issues. 

There are many who have voiced concern about problems 
they feel are facing the State transportation system. Among 
these are: the current state of disrepair of Michigan's 
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highways, roads, streets and bridges; the difficulty of 
obtaining needed funds for transportation projects vital to 
economic growth and re-industrialization; the need for 
repair and retirement of rai lroad crossings; and the lack 
of flexibility of local units of government to obtain funds. 
At the same time, the cost of maintaining transportation 
programs continues to escalate. The most recent needs 
study projected transportation funding requirements for the 
12-year period through 1994 to be $27.6 mill ion in 1983 
dollars (over 80% for highways) versus avai lable revenues 
of $22.1 bill ion—a shortfall of $5.5 billion. More recently, 
the Legislature received the Coopers & Lybrand Study which 
upda ted in f ic t ion and cost estimates, us ing reduced 
Federal a id assumptions, and projected the shortfall at 
more than three tiems as r ruch: about $17.7 bil l ion. A key 
issue, therefore, in the f inancing of State transportation 
programs is how to achieve the desired gools wi th limited 
resources. The bulk of funding for transportation has come 
from the Department's share of State we igh t and fuel 
taxes. Some feel that the option of raising the gas tax to 
obtain addit ional revenue would be unwise, saying that it 
would put the State at a disadvantage in competing with 
neighboring states for gasoline sales. Combined with the 
sales tax, Michigan currently ranks among the top five 
states wi th the highest tax on gasoline sales. They say that 
alternative ways to pay for road construction and other 
transportation needs must be found, that instead of relying 
on a gas tax increase, w e should concentrate on finding 
new revenue sources and beefing up existing ones. 

CONTENT 
Ser.cta Bii l 150 (S-5) would amend Public Ac t 51 of 1951 
to revise the process by which money in the CTF is 
d is t r ibuted to el ig ible bus operating author i t ies; require 
a n n u a l appropr ia t ions for rai l g r a d e c ross ings 
improvements; require State Trunk Line Fund projects to 
be l isted in appropriat ions b i l ls ; provide for projects vital 
to thft economy or !ho pub l i c safely to be f unded prior 
to the calculat ion of Stafo d i d county 9 0 / 1 0 distribution 
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formulas; revise the Snow Fund formula; add bonding 
provisions to enable eligible authorities to borrow on a 
cash anticipation basis; prohibit State funds or CTF bond 
proceeds from being used to fund the operation of the 
Detroit Downtown People Mover; add "aircraft" to the 
def ini t ion of "publ ic t ranspor ta t ion" ; and a l low 
unencumbered CTF funds to lapse into the MTF. 

Senate Bill 151 (S-5) would establish the 'Transportation 
Economic Development Authority" to award funding for 
local or State transportation projects that demonstrated 
an economic benefit. The funds would be distributed to 
various transportation needs according to a specif ic 
formula. The authority also could issue negotiable bonds 
and notes. 

Senate Bill 152 (S-4) would amend the Vehicle Coc'e to 
raise the amounts collected by the State for motor vehicle 
registrations and transfers, truck registrations and 
driver's license fees. The bill would also provide for a 
percentage of certain fees to be deposited in the MTF. 

Senate Bill 154 (S-2) would amend the Motor Ca-rier 
Fuel Tax Act to change the fee structure for a motor carrier 
license by raising the fee from $12 to $25 for each 
outstate commercial vehicle. 

Senate Bill 155 (S-2) would establish the Michigan 
Transportation Research Council. It would consist of 
members of the Department of Transportation and State 
universities with colleges of engineering. The council 
would be required to establish research and educational 
programs and to provide technical assistance related to 
the area of transportation. 

Senate Bill 156 (S-3) would amend the General Sales 
Tax to redistribute 2 5 % of the auto-related sales tax in 
spec i f ic p e r c e n t a g e s to t h e CTF, the M i c h i g a n 
Transportation Research Council (proposed in Senate Bill 
155), the State Waterways Fund for the fiscal year 
ending September 30 , 1989, and the Transportation 
Economic Development Authority (proposed in Senate 
Bill 151). 

Senate Bill 157 (S-2) would create the "Local Road 
Improvements and Operations Revenue Act" to authorize 
a county, if approved by the local electorate, to impose 
a local vehicle registration fee of up to $10 and a local 
driver license fee of up to $3 . 

Senate Bill 158 would authorize matching funds from 
the State for local road improvements, and to establish 
a fo rmula for d is t r ibu t ing those funds from the 
Department of Transportation. The bill would establish 
a four-year matching fund, using State trunkline dollars 
to match locally-raised revenue on a receding basis (two 
for one down to one-half for one). 

Senate Bill 159 would amend Public Act 51 of 1951 to 
al low the State Transportation Commission to issue 
bonds or notes for up to $100 mi l l ion to fund the local 
option matching fund program (proposed in Senate Bill 
158) to make payments to road agencies for road 
improvements as described in the proposed "Local Road 
Improvements and Operat ions Revenue Act" (out l ined 
inSenate Bill 157). 

Senate Bill 262 (S-2) would emend Public Act 150 of 
1972, to reduce the statewide gas tax from 15 cents to 
13 cents per ga l lon , change the grant level to the State 
Waterways Fund from 1.25% to 1.5%, and change the 
shrinkage a l lowance from 2 % to 1 % and add a 1 % 
collection fee. 

A more detai led explanat ion of the bi l ls fo l lows. 

Senate Bill 150 (S-5) 

Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) 

The bill would retain the existing MTF distribution formula. 
It would also provide that if a distribution formula were 
not enacted for any time period beginning after September 
30, 1993, an amount sufficient to pay the principal and 
interest due on bonds and notes issued for any of the 
purposes permitted by the Act would be apportioned and 
appropriated from the MTF with the balance reverting to 
the Fund until a distribution formula were enacted. 

Bus Authorities 

Under the current Act, after payments from the CTF for 
debt service and administration, 5 % of the balance must 
be d i s t r i bu ted fo r new smal l bus services and for 
s p e c i a l i z e d se rv i ces , 8 % fo r i n te r c i t y passenge r 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n p u r p o s e s , 5 % fo r i n t e r c i t y f r e i g h t 
transportation purposes, and 17% for the transportation 
development account. (65% of the CTF is distributed as 
opera t ing grants to e l ig ib le authori t ies and e l ig ib le 
governmental agencies.) Unspent funds revert to the CTF. 

Instead of a l locat ing specif ic percentages for each 
purpose, the bill provides that 3 5 % of the CTF would have 
to be distributed for public transportation purposes. Public 
transportation purposes would include specialized services; 
grants for new small bus service; intercity passenger and 
f re igh t t ranspor ta t ion purposes; rai l g rade crossing 
improvement and transportation; bus capital expenditure 
matching funds; supplemental operating assistance to 
eligible authorities and governmental agencies; matching 
funds to a city, vi l lage, or township that used a municipal 
credit program; $1 million to the Southeastern Michigan 
Transit Authority; and public transportation development. 
For the fiscal year ending September 30, 1988, 6 5 % of 
the CTF would be distributed as operating grants to eligible 
author i t ies and e l ig ib le government agencies in the 
following way: 

• 9 0 % to those that receive grants under the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act in an amount equal to the percentage 
received by them of the total Federal grants distributed 
in the State in the fiscal year ending September 30, 1987. 

• 10% to those who have not received grants under the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act in an amount equal to 
the percentage received by them of the total CTF grants 
distributed in the fiscal year ending September 30, 1987. 

For fiscal year ending September 30, 1988, and for each 
fol lowing year, an eligible authority or government agency 
could not receive an amount less than the State operating 
grants it received in the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1987. If the revenue provided were not sufficient for this 
purpose, the amount d is t r ibuted wou ld be reduced 
proportionally to meet the " intent" of these provisions. 

For the fiscal year ending September 30, 1989, and for 
each fiscal year thereafter, operating grants to eligible 
authorities and eligible governmental agencies would be 
r e q u i r e d to be d i s t r i b u t e d by s p e c i f i c l i ne i t e m 
appropriation by the Legislature. Unspent funds would 
revert to the MTF. 

Rail Grade Program 

Beginning with the fiscal year ending September 30, 1988, 
the b i l l w o u l d r e q u i r e the Leg is la tu re a n n u a l l y to 
appropriate an amount sufficient to fund a rail grade 
crossing improvement and retirement program in order to 
preserve and enhance public safety at rail grade crossings 
a *d to meet all or port of the costs of providing for the 
improvement, instal lat ion, construction, reconstruction, 
relocation, maintenance, and retirement of new or existing 
safety devices at all rcil grade crossings on public roads 
end streets.^ -
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The program would be required to bear the cost of 
providing grade crossing improvements only after the 
exhaustion or commitment of any available Federal funds 
obtained through the Federal Aid Highway Grade C.-ossi-g 
Improvement Program, or any other comparable Federal 
program. Upon exhaustion or commitment of those funds, 
the program would have to bear between 7 5 % and 8 0 % 
of the cost of the improvement or retirement, with the 
remaining cost split equally by the road authority and the 
railroad involved. 

The maintenance and repair of all future and existing 
automatic grade crossing warning devices would be the 
responsibility of the railroad involved at its own expense, 
although the proposed program would have to pay $100 
per month to the railroad for each such crossing, l h a t 
amount would have to be adjusted annucliy to reflect the 
change in and c o n f o r m to the U.S. Depa r tmen t of 
Commerce consumer price index. 

State Trunk Line Fund 

The Act currently provides that money deposited in the State 
Trunk Line Fund "is appropriated to the state transportation 
department" for certain purposes. The bill would refer to 
money "appropr iated annually by the legislature" to the 
Department. 

The bill also provides that all projects to be funded in whole 
or in part or undertaken by the Fund would have to be 
listed in the annual appropriation bill or a supplemental 
appropriation biil for that fiscal year for the Department 
of Transportation. In addition to the projects scheduled for 
the fiscal year coverea by the appropriat ion bil l , projects 
planned for the succeeding two fiscal years would have 
to be listed in the annual or supplemental appropriat ion 
bill for that fiscal year. Projects not on the list of planned 
projects would not be eligible for funding in subsequent 
fiscal years unless approved by the Legislature in an 
appropriation bil l . 

The Act requires that 9 0 % of all State Trunkline revenue 
be spent on maintenance of existing highways, although 
certain amounts are first deducted before the formuia is 
calculated. The bill would allow the deduction of amounts 
"expended for projects vital to the economy of the state 
or the safety of the public". Before the deduction, the 
Department would have to obtain approval f rom the 
Legislature by concurrent resolution passed by a majority 
vote of both houses. The resolution would have to state 
which projects would be funded and the cost of each 
pro|ect. Pursuant to the proposed deduction, the bill 
specifies thot the Department would have to construct "a 
north-south trunk line route between 1-96 and 1-75 in the 
vicinity of the original M-275 al ignment". 

Snow Fund 

The Act provides for an amount to be withheld f rom 
counties' November monthly distribution and then returned 
to county rood commissions for snow removal. That amount 
is distributed among the counties on the basis of measured 
snowfall in excess of 80 inches during the prior fiscal year, 
divided proportionately among the counties oased upon 
inches of snow. The bili provides, instead, that the amount 
would be distributed to counties on the bosis of "each 
respective county's average percentage share of the totai 
amount returned annually to a'l counties in the state in 
each of the 14 calendar years before 1986". 

SEMTA/Bonriinq 

The bill would al low a city, vi l lage, or township that was 
a member of SEMTA to receive supplemental operating 
assistance grants independent of grants received tnrough 
their "umbrella authority or agency" (SEMTA). 

The biii provides that funds f rom the CTF and the MTF could 
be distributed to a trustee, or to the Michigan Municipal 
Bond Autnority, authorized to receive the funds pursucnt 
to a borrowing iesoluuor: adopted by an eligible authority. 
The issuance of notes of the autncrity would have to be 
authorized by a borrowing resolution of the authority in 
anticipation of payment of proceeds from the CTF and the 
MTF pursuant to the authority's ability to bond under the 
Metropolitan Transportation Authorities Act. The issuance 
of notes would be subject to Section 11, Chapter III of the 
Municipal Finonce Act (which provides for the issuance of 
obligations without the approval of the Department of 
Treasury if certain conditions are met). An authority could 
issue the notes either in anticipation of funds to be received 
during its current fiscal year or in anticipation of funds to 
be received during its next fiscal year at any t ime within 
five months before the beginning of that f iscal year. The 
pledge of i 0 0 % of the funds the authority expected to 
receive f rom the CTF and the MTF would have to be secured 
by a direct transfer of the pledge funds f rom the Funds to 
the trustee or the Michigan Municipal Bond Authority. The 
notes would not be a debt or a liability of the State or 
constitute a pledge of ihe ful l faith and credit of the State. 
The notes would have to mature not more than 13 months 
from the date of issuance and bear interest at a fixed or 
variable rate, and could be secured by letter or line of 
credit issued by a bank or as provided in the borrowing 
resolution. 

The bill also would prohibit State funds or CTF bond 
proceeds from being used to fund the operat ion of the 
Detroit Transportation Corporat ion Central Automated 
Transit System (the Detroit Downtown People Mover). 

Other Provisions 

The Act requires that 9 0 % of o counly's revenue from the 
MTF be spent on road maintenance and debt service, ofter 
certain amounts are deducted. The bill wou ld add a 
deduction for amounts spent for projects vital to the 
economy of the local area or the safety of the public in 
the local area. Before those amounts could be deducted, 
the county road commission or the' governing body over 
the county road commissicn, as applicable, wou ld have to 
pass a resoiution approving the projects. The resolution 
would have to state which projects would be funded and 
the cost of each. A copy of the resolution would have to 
be forwarded immediately to the Department. 

The Ac t requ i res e l i g i b l e au thor i t ies a n d e l ig ib le 
governmental agencies to post operating times on each 
passenger shelter operated or used by the authority or 
agency. The bill would require, instead, that the schedules 
be " m a d e available, at no cost". 

The bill would delete the requirement that the Department 
use solar energy systems, integrated wi th conventional 
systems, to heat hot water ot a highway rest area or travel 
information cen*er facility that is constructed or extensively 
remodeled or modernized. 

The bill also provides that by April 1 of each year the 
Department would be required to report to the legislature 
the amount of supplemental operating assistance required 
by each eligible autnority and eligible government agency. 
To determine the amount, the Department wou ld have to 
hold public nearlncs and seek input f rom ail interested 
parties. 

By January ' , 1933, the Department would be '•«auired to 
moke recommenaotions in the form of a report to the 
Legislature or. an operating grant formula based on need, 
efficiency, available Federal funds, and any other factor 
tnat would resuit .n an equitable distribution ot State 
operating grants. 
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The bill would take effect October 1, 1987. 

MCL 247.660 et a l . 

Senate Bill 151 (S-5) 

The b i l l w o u l d c r e a t e a new l a w to es tab l i sh the 
"Transportation Economic Development Authority" whose 
primary function would be to award funding for local or 
State t r anspo r ta t i on pro jects t ha t d e m o n s t r a t e d an 
economic benefit. The bill would require the Authority to 
evaluate projects submitted to it and distribute funds made 
available to the Authority in the fol lowing manner: 

• 2 5 % for transportation projects that create or retain jobs 
that mayotherwise be lost to other states or countries. 

• 2 5 % for county primary and city major roads that would 
be added to the State trunkline system. 

9 2 5 % for capacity improvement projects on two-lane 
roads that carry 10,000 or more vehicles per day. 

• 25% for rural primary roads on a per mile basis with 
each mile being equally weighted. 

The bill would permit the Authority to issue negotiable 
bonds and notes in an amount that could not exceed 5 0 % 
of its annual appropriations. The bill would take effect 
October 1, 1987. The bill is t ie-barred to Senate Bills 150, 
152, and 156. 

Authority Creation/Board 

The Authority would be created as an autonomous entity 
within the State Department of Transportation, and would 
exercise its powers, duties, and functions independently 
of the Department. The budgeting, procurement, and 
related management functions of the Authority, however, 
would be performed under the direction and supervision 
of the Department. 

The Authority would be governed by a board of seven 
directors, including the Directors of the Departments of 
T ranspor ta t ion and C o m m e r c e , or the i r au tho r i zed 
representatives. The remaining five members would serve 
for terms of four years and consist of the fol lowing: one 
member representing townships who would be appointed 
by the Governor; two members representing the private 
sector who would be appointed by the Senate Majority 
Leader; two members representing cities and villages who 
would be appointed by the Speaker of the House. Of the 
five appointed members, not more than three could be 
from the same political party, nor could more than two be 
from the same geographical region. Vacancies occurring 
would be fil led by appointment for the balance of the 
unexpired term. Members would not receive compensation 
for services, but would be entitled to necessary expenses, 
including travel expenses, incurred in the discharge of a 
member's duties. 

The chief administrative officer of the Authority would be 
the secretary who would have to be appointed by the board 
subject to civil service rules. The powers of the Authority 
would be vested in the members in off ice. A majority of 
the members would constitute a quorum for the purpose 
of conducting the Authority's business, for exercising the 
A u t h o r i t y ' s p o w e r s , a n d f o r o t h e r p u r p o s e s , 
notwi thstanding the existence of any vacancies. The 
Authority could take action upon a vote of a majority of 
the members present. Meetings could be held anywhere 
in the State. The Authority would be subject to the Open 
Meetings Act and the Freedom of Information Act. 

Road Improvement Project Funding 

The primary function of the Authority would be to award 
funding for transportation projects submitted to it by local 
units of government or the State for road improvement 
projects that demonstrated economic beref i t to the local 
unit and/or the State. The Authority would be required to 

evaluate each project on a competitive basis with all other 
projects under consideration at that time and subject to 
the bill's limitations. 

The funds made available to the authority would be 
required to be distributed in the following manner: 

• 2 5 % for transportation projects on any trunkline route, 
county primary road, city major road, or rail line, if the 
projects would create or retain jobs that could otherwise 
be lost to other states or countries. A minimum of 25% 
of that amount would have to be distributed to counties 
with populations of 400,000 or less. Should the Authority 
approve a project under these provisions, it could provide 
for 100% of the total cost of the State share of the 
project's cost or 5 0 % of the local unit's share of the total 
cost. A local unit that received funding from the Authority 
could apply to the Authority for a loan for the balance 
of the project cost. The Authority could approve a loan 
based on the local unit's receipt of revenue from the MTF 
as provided by Public Act 51 of 1951. 

• 2 5 % for upgrading and improving of county primary 
and city major roads that would be added to the State 
trunkline system by the State Transportation Department. 

• 2 5 % for capacity improvement projects on two-lane 
roads that carry 10,000 or more vehicles per day. 
Projects would be limited to county primary and city 
major roads on the Federal aid urban system in counties 
with a population of 400,000 or more. These funds would 
be distributed as follows: 24% to counties with a 
population of 400,000 to 600,000; 20% to counties with 
a population of 600,001 to 1,000,000; 4 0 % to counties 
with a population of 1,000,001 to 1,750,000; and, 16% 
to counties with a population over 1,750,000. 

• 2 5 % for maintenance, enhancement, and improvement 
of rural primary roads in counties with a population of 
400,000 or less. The funds would be distributed on a per 
mile basis, with each mile in every county to be equally 
weighted. 

Authority Bonds and Notes 

The Authority could issue its negotiable bonds and notes 
in a principal amount that the Authority believed necessary 
to provide sufficient funds for achieving its purposes, but 
not to exceed in any fiscal year 5 0 % of its annual 
appropriat ion, including payment of interest on its bonds 
and notes, establishment of reserves to secure bonds and 
notes, and all other expenditures of the Authority. 

The Authority also could issue renewal notes, issue bonds 
to pay notes, a n d , w h e n it d e t e r m i n e d re fund ing 
expedient, refund bonds by issuing new bonds, whether 
or not the bonds to be refunded had matured, and issue 
bonds partly to refund outstanding bonds and partly for 
any other purpose. The refunding bonds would have to be 
sold a n d the p roceeds a p p l i e d to the p u r c h a s e , 
redemption, or payment of the bonds to be refunded. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided by the Authority, 
every issue of its bonds or notes would have to be general 
obligations of the Authority payable out of Authority 
revenue or money, subject only to agreements with the 
holders of the notes or bonds pledging any particular 
receipts or revenues. 

Regardless of whether the notes or bonds were of a form 
or character that would make them negotiable instruments 
under the Uniform Commercial Code, the notes or bonds 
wou ld have to be negot iab le instruments wi th in the 
meaning of and for all the purposes of the code, subject 
only to the provisions of the notes or bonds for registration. 

A bond issued by the Authority would have to be approved 
by the Municipal Finance Commission or its successor, but 
would not otherwise be subject to the Municipal Finance 
Act. These provisions would be subject, however, to 
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Sections 10 a n d 11 o f C h a p t e r III o f t h a t Ac t , a n d the 
D e p a r t m e n t o f T reasury w o u l d h a v e the s a m e au tho r i t y as 
p r o v i d e d in t h a t l a w to issue a n o r d e r p r o v i d i n g or d e n y i n g 
a n excep t i on f r o m the pr io r a p p r o v a l r e q u i r e d fo r b o n d s 
unde r the b i l l . (Sect ion 10, C h a p t e r III o f the M u n i c i p a l 
F inance Ac t pe r ta i ns 1o the f i l i ng o f a reso lu t ion o r 
o r d i n a n c e au tho r i z i ng the issuance o f a n o b l i g a t i o n f o r 
w h i c h p r io r a p p r o v a l is not r e q u i r e d . Sect ion 11 spec i f i es 
cond i t ions t h a t must be m e t f o r t he issuance o f a n 
o b l i g a t i o n w i t h o u t a p p r o v a l o f t h e D e p a r t m e n t o f 
Treasury . ) 

S e n a t e B i l l 1 5 2 (S -4 ) 

The bi l l w o u l d a m e n d the Veh ic le C o d e to m a k e the 
f o l l o w i n g c h a n g e s : 

© Raise to $ 1 5 , f r o m $ 5 , the p e n a l t y f e e co l lec ted w h e n a 
n e w t i t le or a t r a n s f e r t i t le has not b e e n o b t a i n e d w i t h i n 
15 days o f the de l i ve ry o f a veh ic ie t o a pu rchase r . 

© Raise to $ 1 0 , f r o m $ 2 , the f e e co l l ec ted fo r t r a n s f e r r i n g 
the reg is t ra t i on p la tes o f veh ic les o w n e d by c h a r i t a b l e 
a n d civi l g r o u p s . 

*» Doub le the f e e f o r d r iver ' s l i censes, w i t h 5 0 % o f t he 
revenue to b e d e p o s i t e d in the MTF. 

® Raise to $ 1 0 0 , f r o m $ 2 5 , the l i cense re ins ta temen t f e e 
fo r a pe rson w h o s e o p e r a t o r ' s or c h a u f f e u r ' s l icense w a s 
s u s p e n d e d , r evoked or r es t r i c t ed , w i t h 7 5 % o f t he 
revenue to b e d e p o s i t e d in t he MTF. 

© Raise the reg i s t ra t i on f e e fo r t rucks to b e t w e e n $363 (up 
f r o m $316) f o r a t ruck w i t h a gross w e i g h t o f up to 2 4 , 0 0 0 
p o u n d s , a n d $ 2 , 3 8 3 (up f r o m $2 ,072 ) f o r t rucks ove r 
160 ,000 p o u n d s . In a d d i t i o n , t he b i l l w o u l d r e q u i r e $5 
to be d e p o s i t e d in a t ruck d r i ve r e d u c a t i o n f u n d f o r e a c h 
reg i s t r a t i on . 

• Raise to $ 1 0 , f r o m $ 2 , t he f e e co l l ec ted fo r a n a p p l i c a t i o n 
fo r : t he t r ans fe r o f the reg i s t ra t i on o f a m o p e d ; a 
ce r t i f i ca te o f t i t l e , d u p l i c a t e o f a ce r t i f i ca te or a s p e c i a l 
i den t i f y i ng n u m b e r ; a n d t r a n s f e r o f reg is t ra t ion f r o m a 
veh ic le to a n o t h e r veh ic le . The o p t i o n a l a d d i t i o n a l f e e 
fo r " s p e c i a l exped i t i ous t r e a t m e n t " o f a t i t le a p p l i c a t i o n 
w o u l d be ra i sed to $15 f r o m $5 . A l l revenue r e c e i v e d 
f r o m the a b o v e fees w o u l d be d e p o s i t e d in the MTF. 

• A d d a $4 a d m i n i s t r a t i o n f e e to veh i c l e reg is t ra t ion f e e s . 
The f e e w o u l d b e a d j u s t e d b e g i n n i n g O c t o b e r 1 , 1988 
a c c o r d i n g to t he a n n u a l a v e r a g e p e r c e n t a g e i nc rease 
or d e c r e a s e in t he Det ro i t C o n s u m e r Price Index . The f e e 
w o u l d be used b y t he Secre to ry o f State to d e f r a y t h e 
costs o f co l l ec t i ng the fees a n d issuing the reg is t ra t ions 
a c c o r d i n g to t he Veh i c l e C o d e . 

The bi l l w o u l d t a k e e f f ec t O c t o b e r 1 , 19d7. The b i l l is 
t i e - b a r r e d to Sena te Bills 150 a n d 154. 

MCL 2 5 7 . 2 1 7 et a l . 

S e n a t e 3 i l l 1 5 4 ( S - 2 ) 

T h e b i l l w o u l d a m e n d t h e M o t o r C a r r i e r Fuel T a x A c t t o 
c h a n g e t h e f e e s t r u c t u r e fo r a m o t o r c a r r i e r l i c e n s e b y 
r a i s i n g t h e f e e f r o m $ 1 2 to $ 2 5 f o r e a c h c o m m e r c i a l 
m o t o r v e h i c l e t h a t i s n o t r e q u i r e d t o b e r e g i s t e r e d u n d e r 
t h e A c t ( i . e . , o u t - o f - s t a t e v e h i c l e s ) . T h e c u r r e n t $ 9 2 f e e 
f o r i n - S t a t e c o m m e r c i a l v e h i c l e s w o u l d b e r e t a i n e d . 

(The A c t requ i res t ha t the l icense be a f f i x e d to t he 
r i g h t - h a n d side o f t he c a b o f eve ry c o m m e r c i a l m o t o r 
veh ic le w h i l e it is b e i n g o p e r a t e d in tnis State by a l i censed 
m o t o r ca r r i e r . " C o m m e r c i a l m o t o r v e h i c l e ; ; is d e f i n e d as 
a r o a d t r ac to r , or a t ruck t rac to r or a t ruck h a v i n g m o r e 
t h a n t w o ax les , i f t he r o a d t r ac to r , or t ruck t rac to r or t r ock 
is p r o p e l l e d b y mo to r f u e l . " M o t o r f u e l " m e a n s d iese! m o t o r 
f ue l as d e f i n e d b y Publ ic Ac t 150 o f 1927, w h i c h d e a l s 
w i t h i he mo to r f ue l t ax . ) 

This bi l l w o u l d f a k e e f f ec t O c t o b e r 1 , 1987. The b i l i is 
t i e - b a r r e d to Sena te Bills 150 a n d 152 . 

MCL 2 0 7 . 2 1 5 

Senate dill 155 (S-2) 
The p r o p o s e d M i c h i g a n T r a n s p o r t a t i o n Resea rch Council 
w o u l d b e a c o n s o r t i u m o f t h e D O T , M i c h i g a n S ta te 
U n i v e r s i t y , W a y n e S t a t e U n i v e r s i t y a n d M i c h i g a n 
T e c h n o l o g i c a l Univers i ty. The counc i l w o u l d h a v e a boa rd 
o f adv i so rs consis t ing o f t h e d i rec to r o f the DOT a n d the 
d e a n s o f e a c h of the un ivers i t ies . The of f ices o f t h e counci l 
w o u l d b e l o c a t e d a t M i c h i g a n State Un ivers i ty , a n d the 
school w o u l d have to p r o v i d e admin i s t ra t i ve a n d cler ical 
s u p p o r t . The ch ie f a d m i n i s t r a t o r o f the counc i l w o u l d be 
the d i r e c t o r , a n d w o u l d b e a professor f r o m t h e col lege 
o f e n g i n e e r i n g a t M i c h i g a n S ta te Universi ty. 

The counc i l w o u l d be r e q u i r e d to deve lop a coope ra t i ve 
p r o g r a m o f bas ic a n d a p p l i e d research t h a t w o u l d be 
re l a ted to t he fu l l r a n g e o f t r anspo r ta t i on sys tems and 
issues w i t h a v i e w t o w a r d p r o v i d i n g the e f f e c t i v e , sa fe and 
e n e r g y conse rv ing t r a n s p o r t a t i o n of p e o p l e a n d goods . 
Research top i cs ccu id i n c l u d e , bu t w o u l d not b e l im i ted to, 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s w i t h r e s p e c t t o a d m i n i s t r a t i o n a n d 
m a n a g e m e n t ; p l a n n i n g a n d d e s i g n ; c o n s t r u c t i o n a n d 
m a t e r i a l s ; o p e r a t i o n s a n d m a i n t e n a n c e ; a n d t h e 
e n v i r o n m e n t a l , s o c i a l , a n d e c o n o m i c e f f e c t s o f 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n . 

The counc i l w o u l d be r e q u i r e d to a w a r d c o n t r a c t s for 
resea rch to the univers i t ies t h a t w e r e r e p r e s e n t e d on the 
b o a r d o f adv i so rs , u p o n submiss ion of w r i t t e n proposals 
f o r s u g g e s t e d a reas o f r e s e a r c h f r o m units o f g o v e r n m e n t 
or f r o m t r a n s p o r t a t i o n o r g a n i z a t i o n s loca ted in t h e State. 

The b o a r d a lso cou ld a w a r d con t rac ts for r e s e a r c h to other 
co l leges a n d universi t ies o r t o commun i t y or j un i o r col leges 
in t he S ta te i f , in the o p i n i o n o f the b o a r d , a n y o f those 
inst i tu t ions h a d a n a r e a o f d e m o n s t r a t e d e x p e r t i s e that 
w o u l d a i d in the solut ion o f t he p r o b l e m p r e s e n t e d by the 
r e s e a r c h . The DOT w o u l d b e requ i red to a l l o w access by 
the counc i l to its l a b o r a t o r i e s a n d other e q u i p m e n t a n d 
w o u l d b e r e q u i r e d to p r o v i d e i n fo rma t ion TO t h e counc i l , 
upon r e q u e s t , tha t w o u l d a i d the counci l in p e r f o r m i n g its 
dut ies u n d e r the b i l l . 

The counc i l a lso w o u l d b e r e q u i r e d to p r o v i d e t r a i n i ng , 
con r i nu ing e d u c a t i o n , a n d t e c h n i c a l assistance w i t h respect 
to the f u l l r a n g e of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n systems a n d issues. This 
w o u i d i n c l u d e the p r e s e n t a t i o n o f seminars o n current 
issues as cons ide red necessa ry by 1ne b o a r d o f d i rectors . 

In a d d i t i o n , the counci l w o u l d be requ i red to p r o v i d e direct 
t echn i ca l ass is tance to l oca l units of g o v e r n m e n t or the 
State f o r t h e purpose o f d e f i n i n g a pa ' t i cu la r t r a n s p o r t a t i o n 
p r o b l e m a n d to r e c o m m e n d d i f f e r e n t p o s s i b i l i t i e s of 
d e t e r m i n i n g solut ions. Ass i s tance of this t y p e w o u l d be 
l im i ted so le ly to d e t e r m i n i n g t h e extent of a t r a n s p o r t a t i o n 
p r o b l e m . A n y subsequen t con t rac t s to s tudy o r solve the 
p r o b l e m w o u l d have to b e a w a r d e d in a m a n n e r p rov ided 
by l a w o r loca l o r d i n a n c e o r cha r te r . 

The b o a r d o f d i rectors a l so w o u l d be r e q u i r e d to do the 
f o l l o w i n g : 

® A d o p t a n ope ra t i ng p l a n f o r tho counci l t h a t cou ld be 
r e v i e w e d per iod ica l l y b y t he DOT. 

* S u b m i t a p roposed p l a n o f t he coming y e a r ' s activit ies 
to t h e DOT a n d the Leg i s la tu re by J o n u a r y 1 . 

© Ho ld a t least one pub l i c h e a r i n g r e g a r d i n g t h e content 
o f t h e p l a n o f r esea rch act iv i ty of t h e counc i l by 
N o v e m b e r 1 of the y e a r p r e c e d i n g the y e a r f o r which 
the p l a n w o u l d be e f f e c t i v e . The b o a r d w o u i d hcve to 
sol ic i t c o m m e n t f r o m t r a n s p o r t a t i o n o r g a n i z a t i o n s a t that 
t i m e o n t h e c o n t e n t o f t h e p r o p o s e d p l a n . The 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n o r g a n i z a t i o n s also cou ld s u b m i t wr i t ten 
c o m m e n t s r e c o r d i n g t h e p l a n a t tha t t i m e . 

The b i l l is t i e - b a r r e d to S e n a t e Bills 150 a n d 1 5 6 . The bili 
w o u l d tOKe e f fec t O c t o b e r 1 , 1987 , ond w o u l d b e repea led 
e f f ec t i ve O c t o b e r 1, 1 9 9 1 . 
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Senate Bill 156 (S-2) 

The bill would amend the General Sales Tax Act to 
establish, beginning October 1, 1987, a disbursement 
formula for funds equaling 2 5 % of the general sales tax 
imposed upon the sale of motor vehicle fuel , motor 
vehicles, and motor vehicle parts and accessories, by new 
and used car dealers, used car dealers, accessory dealers, 
and gas stations, after distributions to local units under the 
State Revenue Sharing Act and to the State School Aid 
Fund under the State Constitution. That money would be 
distributed as follows: 

9 27 .9% to the CTF. 
9 6 0 % to the Transportat ion Economic Development 

Authority. 
• One-half of 1 % , or $250,000, whichever was less, to 

the Michigan Transportation Research Council. 
9 An amount equal to 4 % of the amount of the gasoline 

tax revenue credited to the State Waterways Fund, to 
that Fund, with not less than 5 0 % of that amount (the 
4%) to be spent for marine safety education. 

This bill would take effect October 1, 1987. The bill is 
t ie-barred to Senate Bills 150, 151, and 155. 

MCL 205.75 

Senate Bill 157 (S-2) 

The bill would create the "Local Road Improvements and 
Operations Revenue Act" to authorize a county to impose 
a fee of up to $10 on a motor vehicle registration and a 
fee of up to $3 on an operator's or chauffeur's license for 
the purpose of road improvements or operations, after the 
fees had been approved by voters in a special or general 
election. 

The bill would permit a county to resolve to place the 
proposal for fees on a counfywide election ballot. No more 
than one election could be held in a county in a calendar 
year for approval of the fees. If approved, the fee or fees 
would take effect on January 1 of the following year. Upon 
payment of the vehicle registration fee, the county would 
issue a registration sticker to be attached to the vehicle. 

The Secretary of State would collect the fees and return 
the revenue, after deducting costs of collection, to the 
respective counties in the following manner: 

• 6 4 % to the designated county recipient of MTF Revenue. 
• 3 6 % to the designated city and vil lage recipients of MTF 

revenue in a percentage amount equal to the same 
percentage amount received by each city or village from 
the total MTF revenue received by the designated city or 
village recipients in that county. 

The bill is t ie-barred to Senate Bill 150. 

Senate Bill 158 

Senate Bill 158 would create a new act to authorize 
m a t c h i n g f u n d s f r o m t h e S t a t e f o r l o c a l r o a d 
improvements, and to establish a schedule for distributing 
those funds f rom the Depar tment of Transpor ta t ion. 
Distributions made from the MTF, pursuant to Public Act 
51 of 1951, from the Transportation Economic Development 
Authority (which would be created under Senate Bill 151), 
or from Federal grants could not be used by a road agency 
as matching funds. The Department could not use funds 
from the Transportation Economic Development Authority 
or the distributions made to a road agency from *he MTF 
as sources for matching funds under the bil l . 

A road agency that collected money for road improvements 
from any source would be entitled to mc'ching funds from 
the State, after the effective date of the b ! l l , acced ing to 
the followina schedule: 

9 For the first partial year and full fiscal year of the road 
agency, $2 from the Department for each $1 collected 
by the road agency. 

• For the second full fiscal year of the road agency, $1.50 
from the Department for each $1 collected by the road 
agency. 

• For the third full fiscal year of the road agency, $1 from 
the Department for each $1 collected by the road 
agency. 

• For the fourth full fiscal year of the road agency, 50 
cents from the Department for each $1 collected by the 
agency. 

For the fifth and all subsequent fiscal years of the road 
agency, the road agency would be entirely responsible for 
funding road improvements. Department payments would 
be made quarterly upon submission of a written statement, 
certified by the financial officer of the road agency, as 
being the agency's collections for the previous quarter. 

Senate Bill 159 

Senate Bill 159 would amend Public Act 51 of 1951, which 
provides for transportation funding, to permit the State 
Transportation Commission to borrow money and issue 
notes, tax exempt commercial paper, tax anticipation 
notes, or bonds, or any combination of these, up to a 
maximum level of $100 mill ion, to make payments to road 
agencies for road improvements as described in the "Local 
Road Improvements Act". Not less than 2 0 % of the 
principle and interest payments required by an issuance 
would be required to be made from the General Fund. 
Payments would be limited to four years. (The distribution 
formula for State funding is proposed in Senate Bill 158. 
Senate Bill 157 would create the "Local Road Improvements 
and Operations Revenue Act".) 

MCL 247.668b 

Senate Bill 262 (S-2) 

The bill would amend Public Act 150 of 1927, which deals 
with the motor fuel tax, to: 

• Reduce the State gas tax f rom 15 cents to 13 cents 
beginning January 1, 1988. 

• Increase the grant level for the State Waterways Fund 
from 1.25% to 1.5%, after December 3 1 , 1987. 

• Change the gasoline shrinkage allowance from 2 % to 
1 % and allow wholesalers to deduct from the gas tax 
1 % as a collection fee. 

The bill would take effect October 1, 1987, and is 
t ie-barred to Senate Bills 150, 152, and 154. 

Gas Tax Reduction 

The bill would eliminate the formula for calculating the gas 
tax and set the tax rate through December 3 1 , 1987, at 
15 cents per gallon. Beginning January 1, 1988, the tax 
rate for each 12-month period after December 3 1 , 1987, 
would be 13 cents per gal lon. 

State Waterways Fund 

The bill states certain findings by the Legislature pertaining 
to the sale and consumption of gasoline for marine 
purposes to propel vessels on the inland and surrounding 
waters of the State. 

An amount equal to 1.023% of all gasoline taxes collected 
under the Act before October 1, 1985, 1.25% of taxes 
collected after September 30, 1985, and 1.5% of taxes 
co'lecfed after December 3 1 , 1987, would have to be 
cred'ted to the State Waterways Fund after the deduction 
of col'ection costs and refunds. 

The Department of Treasury would be required annually 
to present to 'He State Waterways Commission an accurate 
to'al of all gasoline taxes co'lected and to determine the 

MORE 



revenue derived from those collections. The Department 
also would be required to determine what portion of the 
revenues collected was derived f rom tho sale of marine 
gasoline by multiplying the total gasoline faxes by 1.5% 
for all gasoline sold after December 31,1987, end to credit 
this amount to the State Waterways Fund. 

Exemptions 

The purchaser of gasoline or diesel motor fuel for the 
operation of vessels exempt from Fublic Act 320 of 1947, 
w h i c h dea ls w i t h the M i c h i g a n Sta te W a t e r w a y s 
Commission, would be entitled to a refund of tax paid on 
that gasoline or diesel motor fuel , upon fi l ing a sworn claim 
with the Department within six months after the date of 
purchase, as shown by the invoice. 

The retail distributor would be required to furnish a 
purchaser with an invoice showing the amount of gasoline 
or diesel motor fuel purchased, the date of purchase, and 
the total amount of tax paid on the purchase. Each dealer 
or distributor would be required to keep a copy of the 
invoices issued for a period of two years subject to 
examination by the Department. Each claim for refund 
would have to have attached to the claim the original 
invoice received by the purchaser and when approved by 
the Department, the claims would have to be paid out of 
the State W a t e r w a y s Fund , upon w a r r a n t of t he 
Department. 

Shrinkage Allowance 

Under the Act, every wholesale distributor is required to 
file with the Department a verified statement showing the 
number of gallons of gasoline received, in the cose of the 
wholesale distributor who manufactures or produces his or 
her own gasoline, the distributor is required to report on 
all gasoline manufacturea, stored, used, distributed, and 
sold within the State. 

Each wholesale distributor, at the time of filing a report, 
is required to compute the amount of tax payable or. 
account at the applicable rate of tax per gallon and to 
pay the Depa r tmen t the fu l l a m o u n t of the t a x . In 
computing the tax, under the bi l l , 1 % of the quantity of 
gasoline received would have to be deducted to al low for 
evaporation and loss and 1 % would have to be deducted 
as a collection fee to the wholesale distributor for collection 
of the tax. 

The bill would take effect October 1, 1987, and is 
t ie-barred to Senate Bills 150, 152 and 154. 

MCL 207.102 et a l . 

FISCAL IMPACT 
Senate Bill 150 (5-5) would have no fiscal impoct on State 
or local government. Apart from internal chenges within 
the CTF, the biil would retain the external formula for 
distributing funds from the MTF. 

Senate Bill 151 (S-5) would have no fiscal impact cn State 
or local government. The funding for the Authority is 
defined by Senate Bill 156. 

Senate Bill 152 (S-4) wouid increase fees by at least $67.1 
miliion per year. The increase in truck registrations would 
generate approximately $6.9 million per yec.r. Doubling 
the license fees would generate $12.3 miliion per year. 
The $4 administration fee for the Secretary of State's use 
would generate $28.8 million per year. Raising the penaity 
fee from $5 to $15 for late title transfers wouid result in a 
minor revenue inc rease . The $3 increase in veh ic le 
registration transfer fees would generate approximately 
$9.9 miliion per yeor. The $8 increase in the application 
fee for a certificate of title and the fee increase for a 
speciai identification number would generate $9.2 million 

per year. Fiscal information is not yet available on the $75 
increase in the reinstatement fee. 

Sor.cte Bil l 154 (S-2) would lead to an increase in motor 
carrier license fee revenues of approximately $5.6 million 
each yoc-.r. The latest data show 430,961 applications for 
an out-of-stcte motor carrier license. Senate Biil 154 would 
raise this license fee from $12 to $25. 

Senate Sill 155 (S-2) would have no fiscal impact on State 
or local government. The funding for the council is defined 
by Senate Bill 156. 

Senate Bil l 156 (S-3), in FY 1988-89, would lead to a 
transfer of approximately $108.9 million f rom General 
Fund/General Purpose revenues to restricted funds. In 
addition to the 27.9% of the automotive sales tax revenue 
currently deposited in the CTF, the biil would dedicate an 
estimated $108.3 million to the Transportation Economic 
Deve lopmen t Au tho r i t y , $250 ,000 to the M ich igan 
Transportation Research Council, and $335,000 to the State 
W a t e r w a y s Fund. The t r a n s f e r of r evenues to the 
Transportation Research Council and the State Waterways 
Fund would begin in FY 1987-88. 

Senate Bil l 157 (S-2) would have an indeterminate fiscal 
impact, it is difficult to determine how many local taxes 
would be submitted to the voters and how many would be 
approved. 

Senate Bii i 158 would have an indeterminate fiscal 
impact. It is difficult to determine how much money the 
locals would raise that would require matching by the 
State. 

Senate 3 i l l 159 would have no fiscal impact on State or 
local government. This bill would authorize the State 
Transportation Department to borrow money and issue 
notes and bonds in anticipation of grants f rom the Federal 
government. 

Senate Bii l 262 by reducing the State motor fuel tax from 
15 cents fo 13 cents, would reduce restricted revenues by 
approximately $64.4 million in fiscal year 1987-88 and 
$89.3 million in fiscal year 1988-89. Increasing to 1.5% 
the percent of motor fuel revenue dedicated to the State 
Waierways Fund would transfer approximately $1.7 million 
each year. Exempting certain vessels from the gasoline 
and d iese l motor fue l t o / , wou ld result in a minor, 
indeterminate revenue loss. 

ARGUMENTS 
Sanate Sili 150 

Supporting Argument 
in 1982, a new law was approved requiring State and 
iocol units to spend at least 9 0 % of road funds on existing 
roaris. 't may have been necessary then, considering the 
poor conditions of State roods at that time. Now, however, 
that provision is not helping the State to meet current 
t ranspor ta t ion needs. New projects, espec ia l ly those 
designee for much needed public safety and economic 
development, are difficult to fund under the current 90/10 
formula. The bill would provioe a deduction for such 
projects f rom the 90/iO. Further, with the deadl ine of the 
temporary formula approaching, the package presents a 
newly designed a p p r o a c h to raising ana distr ibutee, 
transportation funds. If wi l l fine tune the distribution 
formula and raise new funds to provide the necessary 
support for the State's transportation system to serve the 
needs of State industries, commercial vendors, rural areas, 
ano residents, witnout unnecessarily overburdening the 
taxpayer. 

OVER 



Opposing Argument 
Establishing annual transportation programs by line item 
appropriation would make it virtually impossible for the 
program to match needs, the requisites of land purchases 
and construction staging. An already slow process would 
become completely unworkable. The bill should require by 
the State Transportation Commission, instead of requiring 
a legislative concurrent resolution, to obtain an economic 
deve lopmen t exemp t i on to the 90 /10 m a i n t e n a n c e / 
construction requirement. 

Senate Bill 151 

Supporting Argument 
Severe capacity related and system preservation problems 
on country roads and city streets are well known. Local 
units of government, as well as State government, are 
exper iencing tension between fund ing for economic 
development and system preservation. There is no feasible 
level to which fuel faxes and registration fees could be 
raised that could address all needs of the local systems. 
An economic development authority as proposed in Senate 
Bill 151 could help solve this problem by awarding funding 
for economic development projects submitted to it by local 
units of government, or by the State. 

Supporting Argument 
Forestry has been selected as one of the target industries 
in Michigan's economic development program. There is 
already $4.1 billion of economic activity generated in 
forestry today; however, we are currently using less than 
4 0 % of our annual growth of t imber. There is great 
oppor tuni ty for deve lop ing forestry in the State, but 
upgrading and maintaining the transportation system for 
bringing timber from the woods to the mill is essential for 
this opportunity to diversify Michigan's economy. At this 
t ime, road commissions throughout the State are facing 
severe financial difficulties in maintaining roads needed 
by the forest products industry. As a result, many are 
independently introducing various restrictions that include 
bond requirements, permits, and weight limits that restrict 
the f low of wood to the market, in order to combat the 
deficiency of operational and construction funds. The bill 
would help alleviate this problem by al lowing a regular 
f low to the road commissions of State revenues that could 
be used to develop and maintain essential arteries for the 
delivery of wood and other products to the market. 

Opposing Argument 
The exceptionally fine splitting of the funds among various 
counties provided by the Economic Development Authority 
proposed by Senate Bill 151 would probably reduce a 
county's share in any one year below that necessary to 
accomplish a truly effective economic development project. 
Allocating State highway funds among different classes of 
counties is unprecedented , and wou ld work against 
efficient allocation of funds for economic development 
p ro j ec t s . A d d i n g a n o t h e r level of b u r e a u c r a c y is 
unnecessary. The transportation commission already exists 
as a forum in which all transportation interests in Michigan 
may be heard, and which could oversee a transportation 
economic authority. If there were to be a separate board 
of directors to oversee the authority, it would be patently 
unfair to skew its membership so that four-sevenths of the 
c o m m i t t e e r e p r e s e n t e d loca l r o a d i n te res t s , and 
f ive-sevenths local interests in genera l . Furthermore, 
according to the Department of Transportation, there is no 
precedent, as this bil! proposes, for a member of the 
Legifla'ure to appoint members to a governing board in 
the executive branch of government: and , *his would seem 
to be a violction of the separation cf powers doctrine in 
general, and a vio'afion of Article I I I , Section 3 of t^e 
Michigan Cons'itution, in par+ :cular. 

Senate Bill 152 

Supporting Argument 
Commercial registration rates, which are based on weight, 
have lagged noticeably behind passenger car rates, which 
are based on value. Although passenger car prices—the 
basis of registration rates—have increased about 22% 
since 1982, commercial registration rates have remained 
constant. Title and registration transfer fees have not 
increased in many years. By raising these fees, Senate Bill 
152 would address the differential in cost allocation 
between light and heavy vehicles and bring fees more in 
line with collection expenses. 

Senate Bill 154 

Supporting Argument 
Senate Bill 154, which would change the current fee for a 
fuel discount sticker for out-of-state vehicles from $12 to 
$25, would make out-of-state truckers, who pay much less 
than Michigan truckers for the sticker, shoulder more of 
the administrative processing costs of application. This 
would only be fair , since the per gallon discount is the 
same for both groups of trucks. In addit ion, any fee 
charged on heavy trucks such as these, would tend to 
produce a more equitable allocation of highway costs 
between light and heavy vehicles. 

Response: The provision to raise fees for out-of-state 
t ruckers w o u l d u n f a i r l y p e n a l i z e those w h o only 
occasionally drive through Michigan and who receive much 
less benefit f rom the purchase of the sticker than a irucker 
who buys the bulk of the truck's fuel in the State. 

Opposing Argument 
Senate Bill 154 would raise for all out-of-state commercial 
vehicles the cost of the diesel fuel decal from $12 to $25 
annually, for an increase of 108%. This proposed increase 
not only would be excessive, but could actually deprive 
Michigan of the revenue gains anticipated by this increase. 
Currently, approximately 431,000 non-Michigan registered 
vehicles purchase the $12 decal. Large national fleets, 
because of the present cost of decals, choose to permit 
each vehicle rather than selectively permitting only those 
vehicles operating in Michigan. A 108% increase in the 
cost of doing business in Michigan under this proposal could 
result in fewer vehicles being registered in the future. A 
more modest increase in the cost of the fuel decal, such 
as 2 5 % , would be reasonable and ensure continued levels 
of registration. 

Senate Bill 155 

Supporting Argument 
The proposed Michigan Transportation Research Council 
would provide needed research programs to help the State 
plan for future transportation needs. By establishing the 
council at Michigan State University, the council would be 
in usefu l p rox im i t y to agenc ies w i t h wh i ch it w o u l d 
c o o r d i n a t e much of its w o r k , i n c l u d i n g the State 
Legislature, the Department of Transportation, and other 
constituency groups. In addit ion, the university based 
council would be eligible for Federal matching dollars on 
a four-to-one basis under the urban mass transportation 
oct. With the proposed $250,000 credited to the council 
by Senote Bill 156, the council would therefore have $1 
million in matching funds to begin its research. Several 
other states have chosen to fund research centers at one 
of their universities or jointly with several universities, and 
al l the cente rs have proven successful in a t t rac t ing 
increased research money from the Federal Department 
of Transportation. Texas is the best single example, where 
o " annual state investment of approximately $3 million has 
permitted the Texcs Transportation Institute to attract an 
additional $6 million oer year in Federal research money. 
The states of Illinois, Tennessee, California, Virginia, 
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Georgia, Indiana, Ohio, and Florida are other examples 
where modest state support provides the -base funding 
from which major Federal funding is attracted. Michigan 
belongs in this group of states. The Transportation Research 
Center w o u l d serve as a resource to county r o a d 
commissions and municipal transportation agencies. The 
Michigan Department of Transportation has a Highway 
Planning and Research Program funded from 1-1/2% of 
the highway construction dollars allocated by the Federal 
Highway Administration to the State that is used to fund 
the Department's research. Counties and cities have no 
such fund, but they do have research needs that are unique 
to their jurisdictions. The transportation research center 
would be a resource where individual counties and cities 
could go for information, advice, and research. 

Opposing Argument 
The proposed Michigan Transportation Research Council, 
outlined in Senate Bill 155, should be housed at the 
Department of Transportation as a neutral site rather than 
being based at Mich igan State University. A s imi lar 
consortium already was formed voluntarily approximately 
one year ago w i th the object ive to capture Federal 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n research f u n d s . The Depa r tmen t of 
T ranspor ta t i on serves as the neu t ra l base f o r this 
consortium, and has already received requests from some 
of the universities involved. 

Senate Biil 157 

Supporting Argument 
Improvements on many classes of local roads should be 
f inanced more f rom local revenues than f rom State 
sources. The "Local Roads Improvements and Operations 
Act" proposed in Senate Bill 157 would allow a county to 
impose license and registration fees for the purpose of 
road improvement. Permitting this type of local option 
funding would address the reality that different parts of • 
the State have d i f f e r i n g leve ls of need f o r r o a d 
improvement and should pay accordingly. Empowering 
counties to collect these fees could enable them to pay for 
whatever level of road service they wanted, instead of 
settling for the present lowest common denominator level 
of funding. 

Response: All transportation funds should be raised 
from user fees. Vehicle registration fees are not related to 
highway use as are fuel laxes. 

Senate Bill 158 

Supporting Argument 
Senate Bill 158 would temporarily change the distribution 
of S t a t e r e v e n u e s b e t w e e n t h e D e p a r t m e n t of 
Transportation and local units, in the favor of cities and 
counties, which have long been under-suppl ied w i th 
transportation revenue from State taxes. Through the 
program of providing matching State funds for locally 
collected money for road improvements, the bill could be 
a powerful inducement to local units to impose fees that 
would ultimately make a substantial amount of money 
avoilable to them for local road maintenance. 

Response: The bill would take much needed money from 
the State trunkline fund ana reduce the State's ability to 
maintain State roads. 

Senate Biil 262 

Supporting Argument 
Keep.ng the gas tax in Michigan as low as possible is good 
policy for two reasons: One, we have simply tapped out 
the maximum revenue v/e can obtain from gasoline tax. 
It is too high, right now. The State's taxes on gasoline are 
already within the top five highest among states in the 
United States, which hurts our competition with neighboring 
stutes' sales of gasoline and effects tourism, a major source 

of Michigan income. Secondly, the imposition of a gas tax, 
after a certain level, becomes an inelastic tax. That is, 
when it becomes too high it effects the behavior of those 
who buy gasoline—they may buy less. So it is therefore a 
less efficient form of revenue for transportation. On the 
other hand, increased fees for operator's licenses and 
vehicle registrat ions, as the t ranspor ta t ion package 
proposes, tend to be a more elastic tax. If the fee goes 
up, it is less likely to affect the behavior of those who pay 
for a license or registration—they are going to get it 
anyway. 

Opposing Argument 
Lowering the Stcte gas tax from 15 cents to 13 cents as 
proposed by Senate Bill 262 would reduce much needed 
gas tax revenues by approximately $90 million annually, 
making the State's roads more difficult to rebui ld. There 
is no simpler way to provide the funding for needed 
transportation improvement in this State than to raise the 
current 15-cent level of gasoline tax. It is doubtful that 
through any other means of funding that the State would 
have sufficient money to do the job needed and given the 
current low gas prices, this may be the best t ime to raise 
taxes. There are logical, practical, and rat ional reasons 
why the Federal government and each state in the nation 
relies on the fuel tax os its primary source of highway 
revenue: it is easy to collect; it can generate large amounts 
of revenue for a small amount per unit; the amount an 
individual or a business pays is roughly proportionate to 
the benefit received; and it is accepted by the taxpayer 
as a relatively painiess way to finance the construction and 
maintenance of the roads that are needed. 

Legislative Analyst: B. Baker 
Fiscal Analysts: J. Makokha 

N. Khouri 

This analysis was prepared by nonpartisan Senate staff for use by 
the Senate in its deliberations and does not constitute an official 
statement of legislative intent. 
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