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June 24, 2009 

TO: John Szerlag, Acting City Manager 

FROM: Brian P. Murphy, Asst. City Manager/Economic Development Services 
Steven J. Vandette, City Engineer 

SUBJECT: Suggested Resolution for Road Funding 

Recommendation: 

City management recommends that City Council approve the attached resolution and that it be sent 
to our state legislators supporting the bills proposed by the bi-partisan members of the Transportation 
Funding Task Force. 

Background: 

The Board of Road Commissioners of Oakland County (RCOC) passed a resolution calling on the 
State Legislature to fund Michigan's crumbling road system by enacting the bills proposed by the bi­
partisan members of the Transportation Funding Task Force (TF2). 

In turn, the RCOC requested that a similar resolution be passed by the Council, Commission or 
Board of all communities in Oakland County, with copies to be sent to our state legislators. 

A summary of the 13 specific bills that are proposed that will increase transportation funding by 
approximately 90% over the next five to seven years is attached. 

A forecast from MOOT through the NlML of the new transportation money that would come to Troy if 
these bills are enacted is attached. 
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97,168 122,242 138,475 154,738 171,033 179,600 
53,600 67,431 76,385 85,357 94,345 99,070 

Sherwood 33,732 42,436 48,071 53,717 59,374 62,348 
Shoreham 39,851 50, ~ 34 56,792 63,462 70,145 73,658 
South Haven 364,615 458,701 519,615 580,642 641,788 673,932 
South l-yon 456,285 574,026 650,255 726,624 803,143 843,371 
South Range 44,307 55,740 63,141 70,558 77,987 81,894 
South Rockwood 95,082 119,617 135,502 151,416 167,361 175,744 
Southfield 4,772,961 6,004,586 6,801,971 7,600,838 8,401,263 8,822,058 
Southgate 1,493,631 1,879,050 2,128,580 2,378,575 2,629,056 2,760,738 
Sparta 221,237 278,325 315,285 352,315 389,416 408,921 
Spring Lake 152,640 192,027 217,528 243,075 268,673 282,130 
Springfield 363,449 457,234 517,953 578,785 639,735 671,778 
Springport 42,634 53,636 60,758 67,894 75,043 78,803 
St Charles 151,557 190,665 215,985 241,351 266,767 280,129 
St Clair 336,022 422,730 478,867 535,109 591,460 621,084 
St Clair Shores 3,209,333 4,037,476 4,573,636 5,110,794 5,648,998 5,931,940 
St Ignace 198,293 249,461 282,588 315,777 349,031 366,513 
StJohns 466,794 587,246 665,229 743,359 821,640 862,793 
StJoseph 500,957 630,225 713,915 797,763 881,773 925,938 
St Louis 298,078 374,995 424,792 474,683 524,670 550,949 
Standish 137,439 172,904 195,865 218,869 241,917 254,034 
Stanton 95,462 120,096 136,044 152,022 168,031 176,447 
Stanwood 16,322 20,534 23,262 25,993 28,730 30,169 
Stephenson 79,604 100,145 113,444 126,767 140,116 147,134 
Sterling 61,784 77,726 88,048 98,389 108,750 114,197 
Sterling Heights 6,396,825 8,047,475 9,116,148 10,186,807 11,259,553 11,823,511 
Stevensville 96,059 120,847 136,895 152,973 169,081 177,551 
Stockbridge 71,261 89,650 101,555 113,483 125,433 131,716 
Sturgis 668,686 841,235 952,948 1,064,868 1,177 ,007 1,235,960 
Sunfield 41,481 52,185 59,115 66,058 73,015 76,672 
Suttons Bay 52,202 65,673 74,394 83,131 91,886 96,488 
Swartz Creek 307,334 386,639 437,983 489,423 540,962 568,058 
Slyvan ""ake 97,431 122,572 138,850 155,157 171,496 180,085 
Tawas City 154,712 194,634 220,480 246,375 272,320 285,960 
Taylor 3,607,404 4,538,266 5,140,930 5,744,714 6,349,675 6,667,712 
Tecumseh 521,629 656,231 743,376 830,682 918,159 964,147 
Tekonsha 73,360 92,291 104,546 116,825 129,128 135,595 
Thompsonville 55,705 70,080 79,386 88,710 98,052 102,963 
Three Oaks 104,943 132,023 149,555 167,120 184,719 193,971 
Three Rivers 459,452 578,010 654,768 731,668 808,718 849,224 
Traverse City 909,944 1,144,747 1,296,765 1,449,066 1,601,664 1,681,886 

Tustin 24,251 30,508 34,560 38,619 42,685 44,823 
Twining 20,877 26,264 29,752 33,246 36,747 38,587 
Ubly 58,422 73,498 83,257 93,036 102,834 107,984 
Union City 120,432 151,508 171,628 191,786 211,982 222,599 
Unionville 41,631 52,373 59,328 66,296 73,277 76,948 
Utica 231,728 291,524 330,238 369,023 407,883 428,313 
Vandalia 35,640 44,836 50,791 56,755 62,732 65,874 
Vanderbilt 61,979 77,972 88,327 98,700 109,094 114,558 
Vassar 189,559 238,473 270,141 301,868 333,657 350,369 
Vermontville 61,882 77,851 88,189 98,546 108,924 114,380 
Vernon 62,306 78,384 88,793 99,221 109,670 115,163 
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Turner 24,622 30,976 35,088 39,210 43,339 45,510 



TF2 Bill Request and Background 4/30/09 

The Michigan Transportation Funding Task Force (TF2) Issued their report in November 2008 
with the one overriding statement: "The one choice we cannot afford is to do 
nothing." Doing nothing is an unacceptable afternative, as Michigan's current 
transportation funding methods wffl soon no longer be sufficient for Michigan to take 
advantage of federal funding because there will not be enough state and local matching 
funds to clafm all federal transportation funding available to the state. The Michigan 
Department of Transportation (MOOT) alone will lose almost $600 million in 
federal aid beginning in 2011, and $1.9 billion between 2011 and 2013. Michigan 
cannot afford to lose that amount of funding for transportation, now or In the future. DOing 
nothing will put our long term Investment in transportation systems at risk, and risks our 
future economic recovery and growth by postponing for another day problems we can no 
longer ignore or deny. . 

The TF2 report recommended wide ranging recommendations with the goal of achieving a 
"good" level of investment in Michigan's transportation system. Since that report was 
issued, members of the task force, legislators, transportation groups, planning 
organizations, and MOOT have been working together to develop a legislative agenda that 
reflects those recommendations and achieves a "good" level of Investment. A "good" level 
of investment will sustain 126,000 Michigan jobs, attract new business, and open new 
global markets for Michigan products and services. It will yield roughly $41 billion in other 
economic benefits for all sectors of the Michigan economy. 

The following combination of proposals is designed to stabilize transportation funding and 
gradually, over a period of 5 to 7 years, to achieve 90 percent of the recommended 
increases of state Investment in roads, bridges, and transit. 

REFORMS AND EFFICIENCIES 

1. A bill to create provide for public-private partnerships. 

What: This bill provides authority for MOOT to enter into Public Private Partnership (P3) 
agreements related to researching, planning, studying, deSigning, developing, financing, 
acquiring, constructing, tolling, operating, or maintaining a transportation facility, or any 
combination of those activities. 

Why: As part of Michigan's activities to revitalize our economy, we need to look at 
alternative means to deliver and fund large infrastructure projects. P3s are not 
the only solution to all of our transportation funding needs, but they can facilitate the 
innovative delivery of services and infrastructure and are a useful tool that transportation 
officials need to have available. Not onry will P3s attract private investors to Mlchfgan, 
create jobs, and grow our economy, but they will foster competition in the private sector to 
provide government and the public with the best value. 



2. 	A bill to amend PA 51 to expand the Asset Management Program to include all 
public roads, pavementl ancillarv elements and utility location as well as to 
transit programs. 

What: Extending the Asset Management benefits of this program to other major aspects of 
the roadway that are important to safety and to pavement condition. This legislation 
creates a new transit asset management committee, which will provide technical guidance 
and assistance. The transit asset management committee will be appointed by the State 
Transportation Commission and will report its progress to the Commission on a regular 
basis. 

Why: This legislation will enhance existing asset management by providing for consistency 
among agency plans. It will also provide for a permanent, ongoing method of industry-wide 
oversight of asset management practices as well as allow for the State Transportation 
Commission to guide and support the process. These amendments will also provide MDOT 
and the transit industry the information needed to do statewide reporting on the condition 
of the transit infrastructure. 

3. 	 A bill that would amend PA 51 to reward counties for planning multi-county 

corridors. 


What: Provides extra state aid to counties that jointly plan and build projects that function 
as mUlti-county through routes. For qualifying federally-aided projects, an award will be 
made equal to 8 percent of project cost, allowing counties to provide half the match from 
county funds. Counties or rural task forces will develop projects in the usual way, and if 
qualifying as a regional corridor, upon completion will be awarded 10 percent of project 
cost. This will slightly reduce all other county distributions in any month in which an award 
is made. 

Why: Enhances coordination, collaborationl and communication between counties to deliver 
regional corridors. Relieves some of the fiscal burden on the counties by lessening the 
amount needed for the match. 

4. 	A bill to amend PA 51 establishing a transit regionalization planning and grant 
program. 

What: Under .this program, the department will make grants to Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) to develop and carry out a transit reglonalization work program. The 
MPO will work with each urban transit agency to Identify the opportunities for enhanced 
regional coordination, develop an action plan and report to MDOT on the progress being 
made. The amendments require urban transit agencies to make progress on an enhanced 
coordination plan in order to remain eligible for state operating assistance. 

Why: This bill allows for a customized approach for each transit agencYI with the 
understanding that there is not a "one size" fits all approach to regionalization. The bill 
allows each MPO and urban transit agency to set its own objectives, subject to public review 
and comment, and then holds the transit agency accountable for making progress toward 
those objectives. Also while the action plan may propose to enhance coordination through 
creation of a single regional authority, it Is not a requirement of these amendments. The 
purpose of these amendments is not to force or encourage merging of transit systemsl 



rather they are aimed at ensuring coordination among providers to improve services to the 
public and create organizational efficiencies. 

5. 	 A bill making the following amendments to Act 51: 
a. 	 Repeal the Local Bus New Services Program. 
b. 	Create a new Transit Services Program 
c. 	 Appropriate up to $50M/year to the New Transit Services 

What: Reform Local Bus New Services Program. The bill amends the CTF portion of Act 51 
to create a new transit services program for projects that will provide new rapid or regional 
transit in or between Michigan urban areas. Recipients may include public and private 
corporations, transit agencies and authorities or other public transportation providers. 

The amendments allow for up to $50,000,000 each fiscal year for this program. MDOT 
must prioritize funding requests annually and will give priority to projects that include 
regional coordination among existing transit providers. 

Why: The economic, environmental and mobility benefits of transit expands exponentially 
when rapid transit and rail tranSit are added to the available services. A state funding 
program dedicated speCifically to urban transit can ensure that the state can provide all or a 
portion of the match funds needed to compete for projects that are a state priority. It can 
also provide over-match for the most desired projects in the state, making them more 
competitive for federal funds. These amendments also allow MDOT to provide operating 
assistance to supplement local and regional funds. Because rapid and rail transit 'is evolving 
in Michigan, the proposed state program is flexible in that it allows MDOT to provide for 
differing levels of capital and/or operating assistance, to advance those projects of highest 
priority in the state and wIth assistance that is specific to the finanCial needs·of each 
project. 

6. 	A bill making the following amendments to the Act 51 formula: 
B. 	 Fund Secretary of State and Treasury costs of collection from the 

. TACF only. 
b. 	Allow the MTF to receive other than fuel- and registratlon..tax 

revenues (tolls). 
c. 	 Changes Local Bridge Fund and STF appropriation to conform to 

wholesale motor fuel tax. 
d. 	Double rail grade-crossing program to $6,OOO,OOO/year and increase 

amount for STF debt servicing. 
e. 	Simplify formula without reducing appropriations to local agencies. 
f. 	 Update USC reference and delete obsolete language. 

What: Implement PA 51 Reforms. 

a. 	 State restricted funding that courd be used for road and bridge projects has in the 
past been allocated through Interdepartmental Grants (IDGs) to the Departments of 
State and Treasury for costs associated with the collection of vehicle registrations 
and motor fuel taxes. These departments currently also receive funds from the 
Transportation Administration Collection fund, created through an surcharge on 
vehicle registration fees. The proposal would limit the IDGs by making an explicit 
appropriation to the Transportation Administration Collection Fund (TACF) instead. 



b. 	 In the event that toll revenue and P3s are enabled, the Michigan Trust Fund (MTF) 
must be updated to allow receipt of the new revenue. 

c. 	 Currently the Local Bridge Fund (LBF) and the State Transportation Fund (STF) are 
set up to receive funds based on a pennles~per gallon formula. If the proposed 
change to a percentage of the wholesale price per gallon Is enacted, the LBF and the 
STF need to be changed as well to reflect this changes. 

d. 	 Doubling the rail grade-crossing program to $6M/year Is essential to maintain and 
improve the safety of our transportation system. This program has been historically 
under-funded. 

e. 	 Changes proposed to simplify language in Act 51 will not reduce appropriations to 
local agencies. The balance of the Michigan transportation fund will continue to be 
distributed as follows: 

(i) 39.1% to the state trunk line fund 

(II) 39.1% to the county road commissions of the state 

(iii) 	21.8% to the cities and villages of the state 

f. 	 The reference to the United States Code was to 23 USC 157, but has been changed 
to 23 USC 105. This se.ction states that thirty-one and one-half percent of the funds 
appropriated to this state from the federal government, commonly known as 
minimum guarantee funds, shall be allocated to the transportation economic 
development fund, If such an allocation is consistent with federal law. 

Why: Updates and changes to Act 51 will free up transportation revenue for transportation 
purposes, as well as allow alternative revenue collection options to be accepted by the MTF 
and STF. Many of these items are general housekeeping efforts that are needed in order to 
keep the flow of transportation funding at a consistent level in light of other proposed 
changes. 

INNOVATIVE LOCAL FUNDING OPTIONS 

7. 	A bill to enable Tax Increment Financing Authorities for any transportation 
purpose. (TIFA) 

What: This bill would, at the request of a transportation agency, a county, City, village, or 
township, allow that agency to establish a transportation Investment zone to promote and 
finance transportation investment. A tax Increment financing plan for the zone would be 
created by the local governmental entity, which would require that tax increment revenue 
received by the transportation agency be used only for expenses of constructing or widening 
streets, roads, and highways, or for operating assistance for transit agencies, or capital 
investment in transit vehicles and facilities, as defined in the tax increment plan • 

.. 
Why: Transportation investments are often a key factor in the success of economic 
development, housing, and community development projects. This bIll would provide 
transportation agencies another financing source to provided needed transportation 
improvements that not only benefit the specific project, but also provide benefits to the 



wider community. The ability to create a tax increment financing authority for 
transportation purposes would also speed the development project in those cases where the 
transportation agency lacks the funds to provide the needed transportation improvements. 

8. 	A bill to create a Private Investment Infrastructure Funding (PUF) Option. 

What: This bill would allow private investors to fund all or part of public infrastructure 
improvement projects via a public/private structure that offers Investors the potential for 
the return of principal with the opportunity to earn market-rate, tax-exempt Interest. 

The infrastructure improvement would be implemented by MOOT, a county road agency, 
county drain commission, or municipality, depending upon jurisdiction, or by a private entity 
under permit Issued by the governmental entity with jurisdiction. The investor would be 
repaid over time for this investment, based on the capture of a dedicated portion of 
antiCipated increases In property tax revenues in a speCific district, called a Negotiated 
Benefit Area, within which the public infrastructure improvement project would be carried 
out. Any risk that the anticipated incremental tax capture does not generate enough 
revenue to service the debt will be born by the private-sector investor. As In the open 
marketplace, the investor must accept.thls risk as part of the agreement. 

Why: This bill will create the opportunity for private funding for critically needed, but 
under-financed, public infrastructure projects without increasing local or state taxes. 
Participation in this process would be voluntary on the part of all taxing authorities and the 
fraction of the increment used to repay the investment cost would be flexible. The risk of 
failure of property tax assessments to rise would be borne by investors, not by the public, 
and would not have any impact on property owners apart from the impact of development 
generally on property values. large investors would want to use this for things like new 
interchanges, but it could also help finance road widenings, programs of intersections or 
corridor improvements, and bus rapid tranSit, commuter rail, or trolley projects. 

9. 	A bill enabling county funding options on driver licenses up to $25 on all 
operator's licenses (including minor restricted), up to $35 on chauffeurs' 
licenses. 

What: The bills would provide local transportation agenCies with an array of financial tools 
to generate transportation revenue at the local level. The fee collected can be used for road 
construction, preservation and maintenance, public transportation and related 
infrastructure, and non-motorized transportation infrastructure as approved by the voters in 
the county or counties where the tax was collected. 

Why: Local transportation agencies already make a significant contribution to transportation 
Investment, but as state and federal partners increase their partiCipation, local governments 
must be prepared to do the same. There Is a need to enable corridor authorities to raise 
revenue along a certain alignment for a particular project that may span multiple counties 
or municipalities. 



FUNDING 

10, A bill to amend the motor fuel tax act. Develop a system that will: 
a. 	 Provide for an initial flat or slight decrease in the fuel tax 
b. 	Set a cap equivalent to 34 cents in the tax rate that will, over time, 

increase the amount of funding from fuel tax collection 
c. 	 Minimize the effect on the tax due to extreme fuel price swings 

What: This proposal will move Michigan from a pennies-per-gallon gas tax to a tax based 
on a percent of gasoline wholesale price. The conversion is structured in a way that not only 
protects Michigan drivers, but also protects Michigan's long-term investment In 
transportation infrastructure. There will be an initial reduction of liz cent In the gas tax until 
the new wholesale program goes into effect on January 1, 2010. 

The way the proposal is structured, drivers will actually see some relief in their tax at the 
pump as the conversion first takes place. Over time, as the price of gas increases, the tax 
will also increase modestly, providing additional much-needed revenue to state and local 
transportation agencies struggling to meet rising costs while maintaining roads and bridges 
and other transportation services. 

But the proposal is structured with capped increases so that even if the wholesale price of 
gas increases dramatically, as it did in 2008, the tax on that gas will not go up more than 
5.5 cents in the first year and not more than 3 cents in any year after that. Overall the 
increases are capped so that after 7 years, no matter how much the price of gasoline 
Increases, the fuel tax cannot grow greater than 90 percent. This level of funding is less 
than recommended by the Transportation Funding Task Force but necessary to protect and 
preserve Michigan's transportation systems. 

The proposal Is also structured in a way that protects transportation revenue should the 
price of gas fall, so that Michigan's transportation agencies can continue the work they must 
do to preserve the mobility of Michigan's businesses and residents. 

Why: Michigan's transportation revenue has fluctuated in the past few years and this 
proposal will provide a more steady and reliable source of funds for transportation 
investment. It is a long-term, phased~ln approach that will first stabilize and then, over the 
next 5 to 7 years, gradually increase transportation revenue to a level that will help ensure 
Michigan continues to have a transportation system that not only meets our needs but helps 
our economy grow. 

11. A bill to amend the motor carrier tax act. 

What: Like the proposed conversion of the gas tax, this proposal would convert the 
existing diesel fuel tax from a pennies-per-gallon tax to a tax based on the percent of 
wholesale price. The only essential difference between the two proposals is that the rate of 
the percent tax on diesel fuel would differ slightly from that for gasoline in order to bring 
diesel fuel taxes to parity with gasoline taxes. The proposed diesel tax conversion would 
have the same protections built into its structure as were described for the gasoline tax. 

Why: Conversion of the diesel tax will allow diesel fuel to be taxed at a rate comparable to 
gasoline taxes. This parity is a change that has long been advocated, and will help ensure 



that commercial carriers pay their fair share for road use. Truck traffic is projected to 
increase at a faster rate than other vehicles over the coming decades, so it is important to 
ensure that truckers start paying their full share of road use costs now. 

12. Amend the Michigan Vehicle Code vehicle-registration-fee sections. This 

language wi,. double vehicle-tax revenue to the Michigan Transportation Fund 

(MTF) over a 5-year period by: 


a. 	 Increasing most registration fees by 100/0 the first year and 20 0/0 a 
year the next 4 years; excepting motor homes and the lowest~priced 
cars. 

b. 	 Increase banding from the current $1,000 per band to $3,000 per 
band 

c. 	 Eliminating the registration-transfer loophole by requiring a pro~rata 
payment when transferring registrations 

.d. Increasing commercial truck registration fees 50/0 a year for 4 years, 
resulting in a 20% registration increase. 

What: This proposal would increase most automobile and light-truck registration fees by 

10% the first year and 20% per year for the next four years. The lowest-priced cars 

covered by Michigan's price-based registrations fees would be exempt from the increases, 

as would motor homes. 


Weight-based truck registration fees would be increased by 5% a year for four years. 


The grouping of vehicle prices into larger bands would simplify the calculation of the 

registration fee. 


Examples 

The average price of a new car in Michigan is $25,000. Using a typical Ford Taurus Limited 

4-door sedan costing $26,645; the average current registration fee is $136. 


Under this proposal, the annual registration tax on: 

That same car, purchased new In the first year of this proposal, would be $157. (20lO) 

That same car, purchased new in the second year of this proposal, would be $184. (2011) 

That same car, purchased new in the third year of this proposal, would be $211. (2012) 

That same car, purchased new in the fourth year of this proposal, would be $238. (2013) 

That same care, purchased new in the fifth year of this proposal, would be $265. (2014) 

A typical new Lexus GS350 4-door sedan costs approximately $44,150; the average current 

registration fee is $233 


Under this proposal: 

That same car, purchased new in the first year of this proposal would be $256. (2010) 

That same car, purchased new in the second year of this proposal would be $301. (2011) 

That same car, purchased new in the third year of this proposal would be $346. (2012) 

That same car, purchased new in the fourth year of this proposal would be $391. (2013) 

That same car, purchased new in the fourth year of this proposal would be $436. (2014) 


As you can see from this example/ the registration fee is slightly less than double by the 

end of the phase-in. The higher fee also reflects the impact of reducing the number of fee 

categories by consolidating them from the current $1,000 range (I.e. $24,000 to $25,OOO) 

to the proposed $3/000 range per category (i.e. $24,000 to $27,000) and calculating the 

fee at the highest price in each category. 




Used Cars 
Used car owners in Michigan get a 10% reduction In registration fees the first three times 
registration is renewed; the discount ends the fourth time the registration is renewed. Thus 
the calculation, under the proposal, for a used car'registration fee will reflect the 20% 
increase in each of the 5 years but it will be some what offset by the 10% reduction In the 
car's value. 

$26,645 Taurus Under ProQosed ~lDsmdments taKI[]g Effect in 2010 
bought new in: 2010 W1 2012 2013 2014 

2009($133) $142 $150 $156 $175 $195 

2008($121) $130 $136 $156 $175 $195 

2007($109) $116 $136 $156 $175 $195 

2006($99) $116 $136 $156 $175 $195 


$44,150 Lexus Under EroRoseg Amer.u;!ments taking Ef[ect in 201Q 
bought new in: 2D..lQ 2011 201Z .zQll 2014 
2009($233) $231 $245 $254 $287 $320 
2008($211) $208 $221 $254 $287 $320 
2007($190) $188 $221 $254 $287 $320 
2006($172) $188 $221 $254 $287 $320 

Low Value Cars 

Cars priced at $12,000 or less are most likely to be owned by low income families, working 
poor, college students, etc. Depending on the price of the vehicle, the registration fee 
ranges from $30 for cars priced at $0 to $6,000 to a high of $50 for cars priced between 
$.11,000 to $12,000. Under the proposal, these vehicles registration fees will only increase 
slightly due to the change In how car prices are banded together. These changes are: 

~ Current Registration Fee Eroposed Registration Fee 
$0 - $6,000 $30 $30 
$6,000 - $7,000 $32 $35 
$7,000 - $8,000 $35 $35 
$8,000 - $9,000 $39 $35 
$9,000 - $10,000 $43 $46 
$10,000 - $11,000 $46 $46 
$11,000 - $12,000 $50 $46 

Why: This proposal offers a long-term, phased-in approach to stabilize state funding for 
transportation, with an initial modest revenue increase that will grow over time. 
Registration fees are the alternative to higher motor-fuel taxes. Registration fees remain 
deductible from income for federal income tax. 

The lowest~priced cars are excluded from the increases, to lessen impact on lOW-income 
households. Motor homes are exempted as well, to prevent Impact on the tourism sector in 
Michigan, and prevent excessive increases on these high-priced vehicles that are often used 
by retirees. 



13. A bill to amend the Michigan Aeronautics Code. 

What: This bill would increase the tax on aviation fuel from 3 cents per gallon to 2 Vl 
percent of the wholesale price of the fuel. This would increase aviation fuel tax revenue 
from $5.81M to $8.75M. While not entirely revenue neutral this modest increase merely 
restores recent declines in aeronautics revenue. On January 1, 2011, the tax would change 
to 3%, and on January 1, 2012, the tax would change to 4%. Based on current wholesale 
fuel pricesl this would generate $11.09M and $15.76M respectively. 

Also addressed in this bill are aircraft registration fees which would Increase from 1 cent per 
pound to 2 cents per pound based on the maximum gross weight of the aircraft with a $25 
minimum registration, an increase of the Aircraft Dealer license from $25 to $100 and an 
increase in the monthly penalty for failure to register an aircraft from $5 to $10 dollars. This 
would increase the revenue to MDOT from approximately $290/000 to $590,000. 

Why: These increasesl which include the first Increase to aviation fuel tax since its 
inception in 1929, would allow full restoration of recently cut aviation programs to loca! 
airports and allow for a continued ability to match federal grant revenue far Into the future. 




