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The Genesis 

"...I propose we focus highway investment through a new 
distribution formula that links road investment to road use 
and to traffic.  The highways and bridges that serve the 
most traffic should see the greatest new investment."  
 
"Over the next 7 years, I propose we gradually subject all 
Act 51 distributions to the new formula...."
 
Governor Snyder, Oct 26, 2011
Special Message on Michigan's Infrastructure 



Legislation introduced - HB 5303

Introduced by Representative Talabi (Detroit) in 
January 2012 
 
Tie Barred with HB 5300 and 5302
 
A Tie Bar is the practice of placing a provision 
in a bill which states that it will not become 
effective until another specified bill is also 
enacted into law.



HB 5300 & HB 5302 - very quickly

HB 5300 - vehicle registration tax increase
● new $ deposited into HB 5303's CCF 

 
HB 5302 - one of the "best practices" bills

● shifts road agency employees from 
defined benefit plan to defined 
contribution plan

● requires agencies to create an agency 
"dashboard" to record data and make it 
publically accessible 



What HB 5303 intends to do

● Correct a perceived inequity in the current 
transportation (or, road specifically) 
funding distribution

 
● Create a more focused and efficient 

funding formula 
 

● Abolish small road agencies 
 



HB 5303 attempts to do this in three 
ways:

1. Creates a Commercial Corridor Fund (CCF)
 
2. Directs transportation funding through CCF 
distribution scheme 
 
3. Transfers small municipal streets systems to 
county road commissions 



1. CCF Established 

● In the State Treasury as a separate fund
 
● Money collected from motor fuel taxes and 

other transportation related taxes, fees, and 
licenses deposited into the CCF, essentially 
defunding the Michigan Transportation Fund

 
 



Act 51 Michigan Transportation 
Fund

Currently, transportation revenue flows first into 
the Michigan Transportation Fund and then out 
to other funds and as grants, etc.  
 
 



Current Act 51 very simplified 
funding  breakdown 

After administrative costs, statutory grants, 
distributions to the Comprehensive 
Transportation Fund (CTF), and other grants, 
transportation revenue is distributed (roughly)
 

● 39% to county road commissions
● 39% to the state trunkline fund
● 22% to cities and villages 



2. CCF Funding distribution scheme

● 10 % to Comprehensive Transportation 
Fund, no change to current distributions

 
● Starting in 2020, $40.275 million to the 

TEDF program (that's the current amount; 
not sure what happens for the next 7 years) 

 
● The rest to the CCF accordingly: 

○ 55% to State Trunkline Fund (STF)
○ 45% to local road agencies
○ an amount for snow removal 



CCF 55% Distribution to STF

State Transportation Fund -- for construction 
and maintenance to the state trunkline system 
of roads and bridges and MDOT administration
 
HB 5303 does not alter the distributions within 
the STF; increases the amount the STF would 
receive



Responsibility for roads

● The state is responsible for about 8% of 
Michigan's roads

 
● Cities and villages are responsible for 

about 17%
 

● Counties are responsible for about 75% of 
Michigan's roads  



IN CCF Local Road Agencies are 

1. A county Road Commission
2. A city or village receiving more than $50,000 
in 2012 from the Michigan Transportation Fund
3. A city or village which receives less than 
$50,000...
4. A regional road agency created between two 
or more road commissions 
5. A regional road agency cready between two 
or more cities or villages receiving more than 
$50,000 combined 



CCF 45% to Local Road Agencies 
VMT distribution

● 28% of VMT Principal Arterials
● 24% of VMT Minor Arterials
● 20% of VMT Major Collectors 
● 12% of VMT Rural Minor Arterials 
● 8% of Total Centerline Miles on rural roads
● 8% of Total Centerline Miles on Local Roads



28% of VMT Principal Arterials

Principal arterials generally carry long distance, through-
travel movements. They also provide access to important 
traffic generators, such as major airports or regional 
shopping centers.
 
EXAMPLES: Interstate and other freeways; other state 
routes between large cities; important surface streets in 
large cities.



24% of VMT Minor Arterials

Minor arterials are similar in function to principal arterials, 
except they carry trips of shorter distance and to lesser 
traffic generators.
 
EXAMPLES: State routes between smaller cities; surface 
streets of medium importance in large cities; important 
surface streets in smaller cities.



20% of VMT Major Collectors 

Collectors tend to provide more access to property than do 
arterials. Collectors also funnel traffic from residential or 
rural areas to arterials.
 
EXAMPLES: County, farm-to-market roads; various 
connecting streets in large and small cities.



12% of VMT Rural Minor Arterials 

Form a rural network with the following 
characteristics:

Link cities and larger towns and other traffic generators that 
are capable of attracting travel over similarly long distances 
and form an integrated network providing interstate and 
intercounty service.

Be spaced at such intervals so that all developed areas of 
the State are within a reasonable distance of an arterial 
highway.

Provide for relatively high overall travel speeds, with 
minimum  interference to through movement.
 



8% of Total Centerline Miles on rural minor 
collectors 

Rural Minor Collector has the following characteristics:

Spaced at intervals to collect traffic from local roads and 
bring all developed areas within a reasonable distance of a 
collector road.

Provides service to the remaining smaller communities.

Links the locally important traffic generators with their rural 
areas.
 



8% of Total Centerline Miles on Local Roads

Local roads primarily provide access to property.
 
EXAMPLES: Residential streets; lightly-traveled county 
roads.



What does this mean for your 
community?

That depends:
 
If you live in Lapeer, MDOT estimates that 
you'll see a 62% increase in formula $ by 2014
 
If you live in Dearborn, your distribution will 
shrink by 17%
 
*numbers based on $1 billion in additional tax revenue 
generated from HB 5300



HB 5303 - small municipal street 
system transfer

There are at least 109 municipalities in the 
state which in 2012 received less than $50,000 
for their street system.  
 
HB 5303 would transfer these small municipal 
streets to the county road commission in which 
the municipalities are located.  



Two Concerns 

1. Encourages and rewards road agencies for 
increased Vehicle Miles Traveled 

● disincentive for passenger 
transportation 

● incentive for widening roads in rural 
areas to create more centerline miles

 
2. Appears to exclude nonmotorized 
transportation services and facilities from 
transporation funding 



Resources: 

Read the bill here: 
http://legislature.mi.gov/doc.aspx?2012-HB-5303
 
Act 51 Primer (Bill Hamilton) and other funding 
documents available at the League of Michigan 
Bicyclists website: 
http://lmb.org/index.php/Advocacy-Toolkit/act-51.html
 
Tim Fischer
tim@environmentalcouncil.org 


