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12/27/05 REVIS OR 

Senators Skoe, Langseth, Senjem, Sams and Vickerman introduced

No. 2444: Referred to the Committee on Transportation. 

A joint resolution 

RR/DI 

proposing an amendment to the Minnesota Constitution, article XIV, by adding 
sections 12 and 13. 

06-5224 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Legislature of the State of Minnesota that the following 

1.5 amendment to the Minnesota Constitution, article XIV, is proposed to the people. If the 

l 16 amendment is adopted, the sections will be added to article XIV to read: 

1.7 Sec. 12. Beginning with the fiscal year starting July 1, 2007, 63.75 percent of the revenue 

1.8 from a tax imposed by the state on the sale of a new or used motor vehicle must be apportioned for 

1.9 the transportation purposes described in section 13, then the revenue apportioned for transportation 

1.10 purposes must be increased by ten percent for each subsequent fiscal year through June 30, 2011, 

1.11 and then the revenue must be apportioned 100 percent for transportation purposes after June 30, 

1.12 2011. 

1 13 Sec. 13. The revenue apportioned in section 12 must be allocated for the following 

1.14 transportation purposes: 60 percent must be deposited in the highway user tax distribution fund, 

1.15 and 40 percent must be deposited in a fund dedicated solely to public transit assistance as defined 

1.16 by law. 

1.17 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the .constitutional amendment proposed in this joint 

1.18 resolution must be presented to the people at the 2006 general election. The question submitted 

1.19 must be: 

1.20 "Shall the Minnesota Constitution be amended to dedicate revenue from a tax on the sale of 

1.21 new and used motor vehicles over a five-year period,. so that after June 30, 2011, all of the revenue 

1.22 is dedicated 40 percent for public transit assistance and 60 percent for highway purposes? 

1.23 Yes ...... . 

-1.24 No ........ " 



12/27/05 REVISOR RR/DI 06-5224 

2.1 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the amendment to the Minnesota Constitution, proposed 

2.2 by the Legislature in 2005, as stated in Laws 2005, chapter 88, is withdrawn, and must not be 

2.3 submitted to the people. 
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Dedicate MYST Supporters 
As of March 9, 2006 

Advocacy Organizations 
AAA Minneapolis 
A..AA Minnesota/Iowa 
Jliance for Metropolitan Stability 

American Council of Engineering Companies of Minnesota 
American Society of Civil Engineers 
Association of Metropolitan Municipalities 
Building Owners & Managers Asson. (BOMA) Minnesota 
Central Minnesota Transportation Alliance 
City Engineers Association of Minnesota 
Dakota Area Resources and Transportation for Seniors 
(DARTS) 
Downtown Minneapolis Transportation Management 
Organization 
Greater Saint Paul Building Owners & Managers Assn. 
(BOMA) 
Highway 52 Freeway Partnership 
Highway 55 Corridor Coalition 
I-494 Corridor Commission 
League of Minnesota Cities 
LOCATE 
Metro Transitways Development Board 
Metropolitan Inter-County Association 
Minneapolis Building Owners & Managers Assn. (BOMA) 
T\1inneapolis Downtown Council 

iinnesota Agri-Growth Council 
Minnesota Asphalt Pavement Association 
Minnesota Building Owners & Managers Assn. (BOMA) 
Minnesota Business Partnership 
Minnesota Concrete Pipe Association 
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy 
Mirmesota County Engineers Association 
Minnesota Grain and Feed Association 
Minnesota Holstein Association 
Minnesota Laborers-Employer Cooperation EducationTrust 
Minnesota Public Transit Association 
Minnesota Senior Federation 
Minnesota Transportation Alliance 
Minnesota Trucking Association 
Minnesotans For An Energy-Efficient Economy 
Municipal Legislative Commission 
National Assn. of Industrial and Office Properties 
North Metro Mayors Association 
Regional Council of Mayors 
Securian Financial Group 
Sierra Club, North Star Chapter 
~ .. ~te Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co. 

.JUthwest Corridor Transportation Coalition 
Suburban Transit Association 
The I-35W Solutions Alliance 
Transit for Livable Communities 
Women's Transportation Seminar, Minnesota Chapter 

Business 
Best Buy Co., Inc 
Carlson Companies 
Davisco Foods International Inc. 
Ecolab Inc. 
Federated Insurance Companies 
Flint Hills Resource LP 
Hormel Foods Corporation 
LDI Fibres 
Liberty Diversified Industries, Inc. 
Lumberman's Underwriting Alliance 
M&I Bank 
Marquette Financial Services 
Marvin Windows and Doors 
Medtronic, Inc. 
Michael Foods, Inc 
Northern Con-AGG, Inc. 
Northern States Bank 
Northern States Supply 
Northstar Partners 
Piper Jaffray Company 
Select Comfort Corporation 
SJE-Rhombus Controls 
T.C. Field & Company 
Target Corporation 
The Schwan Food Company 
Thrivent Financial for Lutherans 
Wells Fargo Bank, Minnesota, N.A. 

Chambers of Commerce 
Anoka Area Chamber of Commerce 
Austin Area Chamber of Commerce 
Burnsville Chamber of Commerce 
Cambridge Area Chamber of Commerce 
Chanhassen Chamber of Commerce 
Claremont Area Chamber of Commerce 
Duluth Area Chamber of Commerce 
Edina Chamber of Commerce 
Elk River Area Chamber of Commerce 
Faribault Area Chamber of Commerce & Tourism 
Greater Mankato Area Chamber of Commerce 
Hermantown Area Chamber of Commerce 
I-94 West Chamber of Commerce 
International Falls Area Chamber of Commerce 
Marshall Area Chamber of Commerce 
Minneapolis Regional Chamber of Commerce 
Minnesota Chamber of Commerce 
North Hennepin Area Chamber of Commerce 
Northern Dakota County Chamber of Commerce 
Northfield Area Chamber of Commerce 
Owatonna Area Chamber of Commerce & Tourism 
Red Wing Chamber of Commerce 
Redwood Area Chamber & Tourism 
Richfield Chamber of Commerce 

. ' 



Transportation Industry (Con't) 
Cobb Strecker Dunphy and Zimmerman 
Concrete Paving Association of Minnesota 
Construction Career Training Program 
Costas, Inc. 
Cretex Concrete Products North 
C.S. McCrossan Inc. 
Duininck Brothers 
Edwards and Kelcey Inc. 
Engineering America, Inc. 
·~ lle-Tec Engineering, Inc. 
._Jeorge F. Cook Construction Co 
Geyer Signal 
Graham Penn-Co 
Grande American Bus Sales 

·· H&R Const. Co. 
Hakanson Anderson Assoc. Inc. 
Hardrives, Inc. 
Hayden-Murphy Equipment Co. Inc. 
HDRinc 
Highway Construction Industry Council 
HNTB Cmporation 
Holte Contracting 
Hoover Construction 
Howard R. Green 
IWCO Direct 
Johnson Wilson Constructors, Inc. 
Kadnnas, Lee & Jackson 
KGM Contractors Inc 
Kraus-Anderson 
Laidlaw Transit Services 
LeF ebvre Companies, Inc. 

·m Inc. 
.1.vi.A. Mortenson 
Magney Construction Inc. 
Martin Marietta Materials 
Mathiowetz Construction Company 
Mathy Construction Company 
Mead&Hunt 
Midstate Reclamation 
Midstate Trucking 
Mi.dwest Contracting LLC 
Minnesota Petroleum Service 
North Central Aggregates 
North Central Cement Council 

Transportation Industry (Con't) 
Northland Constructors 
Oldcastle Precast 
Orion SearclrGroup 
Palmer Soderberg Inc. 
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. 
PCL 
Progressive Consulting Engineers, Inc. 
Progressive Contractors Inc. 
Rand G Construction Co. 
RI Ahmann 
Ray Riihiluoma foe . 
Reilly Construction 
Road Machinery & Supplies Co. 
Robert C. Carlstrom Co. 
Ruffridge Johnson Equipment Co Inc 
Ryan Companies 
Safety Signs 
SER, Inc. 
Sellin Brothers, Inc. 
Shafer Contracting Co. Inc. 
Shamrock Disposal 
Simplex Construction Supplies 
South Minnesota Lubes 
SRF Consulting Group 
Sumiden Wire Products Corporation 
TFE Toro Express 
The Hathor Group 
Tiller Corporation 
TKDA 
Tower Asphalt 
Ulland Brothers 
United Rentals Highway Technologies 
URS Corporation 
Valley Paving 
Vermeer Sales & Service 
Watson-Forsberg Co .. 
Weis Builders, Inc. 
Wells Concrete Products 
Western Steel 
Wheeler Consolidated Inc 
Wm Mueller & Sons, Inc. 
WSB & Associates, Inc. 
Y aggy Colby Associates 
Ziegler Inc. 



Support a Change in the MVST 
Constitutional Amendment 

Current Amendment: 
Shall the Minnesota Constitution be amended to dedicate 
revenue from a tax on the sale of new and used motor vehicles 
over a five-year period, so that after June 30, 2011, all of the 
revenue is dedicated at least 40 percent for public transit 
assistance and not more than 60 percent for highway purposes? 

Why does the CGMC want a change in the current language 
of the MVST constitutional amendment? 

• Current language is unclear and misleads the public 

• Current language guarantees 40 percent of MVS T revenue for transit 
but does not guarantee any funding for roads through the Highway 
User Tax Distribution Fund 

• Current language could allow all 60 percent of non-guaranteed 
highway funding to fund large metro projects such as the Light Rail 
between Minneapolis and St. Paul or the 35 Crosstown project 

All Greater Minnesota legislators should support these bills! 

CGMC also supports a bill, S.F. 2444 (Skoe)/H.F. 2915 (Gunther) that would seek to change 
the constitutional amendment as in the Langseth/Lanning bill, by joint resolution. 

Prepared for the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities by Flaherty & Hood, P.A. March 7, 2006 
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Potential Uses 
Transit 

LRT, Central Corridor, Express Bus-ways, 
Commuter Rail, North star 

Other ''Transportation" 
Bike paths, state bureaucracy 

Roads 
HUTDF, "special" highway projects 



Constitutional Amendment Proposal 

An amendment to the Minnesota Constitution is proposed to the people. If the 
amendment is adopted, two sections will be added to article XIV to read: 

Section 12. Beginning with the fiscal year starting July 1, 2007, 63. 7 5 percent of the 
revenue from a tax imposed by the state on the sale of a new or used motor vehicle must 
be apportioned for the transportation purposes described in section 13, then the revenue 
apportioned for transportation purposes must be increased by ten percent for each 
subsequent fiscal year through June 30, 2011, and then the revenue must be apportioned 
100 percent for transportation purposes after June 3 0, 2011. 

Section 13. The revenue apportioned in section 12 must be allocated for the following 
transportation purposes: not more than 60 percent must be deposited in the highway 
user tax distribution fund, and not less than 40 percent must be deposited in a fund 
dedicated solely to public transit assistance as defined by law. 

Proposed MVST Constitutional Amendment Ballot Question 

Shall the Minnesota Constitution be amended to dedicate revenue from a tax 
on the sale of new and used motor vehicles over a five-year period, so that 
after June 30, 2011, all of the revenue is dedicated at least 40 percent for public transit 
assistance and not more than 60 percent for highway purposes? 

Yes ....... No ........ " 



Resolutions passed in support of 
changing the language of the 

Motor Vehicle Sales Tax (MVST) 
constitutional amendment 

Owatonna 
Alexandria 
Crookston 

Detroit Lakes 
Hoyt Lakes 

International Falls 
New Ulm 

Thief River Falls 
Worthington 

Fargo-Moorhead Chamber of Commerce 

Prepared for the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities by Flaherty & Hood, P.A. 
March 13, 2006 



RESOLUTION NO. 16-06 

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF A CHANGE IN THE PROPOSED 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT THAT DEDICATES MOTOR 
VEHICLE SALES TAX (MVST) TO TRANSPORTATION 

WHEREAS, a well planned and well funded Minnesota transportation system is 
essential to the flow of goods and people throughout the state; and 

WHEREAS, large state population growth is putting great amounts of stress on 
all Minnesota roads and affecting the safety of our citizens; and 

WHEREAS, transportation infrastructure is necessary for the economic growth 
of Minnesota cities, both rural and metro; and 

WHEREAS, in 2005, 70 percent of motor vehicle fatalities occurred in rural 
Minnesota; and 

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature passed a constitutional amendment that 
gives 100 percent of Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transportation; and 

WHEREAS, the current proposed constitutional amendment guarantees 40 
percent of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transit but guarantees no revenue to 
highway funding; and 

WHEREAS, the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is not guaranteed to be 
distributed through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and therefore, all revenue 
from the 60 percent highway guideline could be used to meet the transit and highway 
needs of major metro area projects; and 

WHEREAS, Greater Minnesota may receive no additional highway funding 
through this constitutional amendment unless the language of the amendment is 
changed· to guarantee that 60 percent of MVST revenue be distributed through the 
Highway User Tax Distribution Fund; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed constitutional amendment is ambiguous and 
misleading and will make the public less apt to vote for it, endangering the success of 
the entire amendment; and 

WHEREAS, it was the understanding of most legislators that the language of 
the proposed constitutional amendment contained a 60 percent guarantee of funding to 
highways through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund; and 



WHEREAS, it is necessary that the constitutional amendment meet all 
transportation needs of the state and adequately protect the transportation needs of 
Greater Minnesota. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of 
Owatonna 

1. Supports dedicating all Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue for transportation. 

2. Supports changing the proposed constitutional amendment in the 2006 
legislative session so that 60 percent of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is 
distributed for roads through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and 40 
percent ls dedicated for transit. 

3. Supports a bill in the 2006 legislative session that would require by law that, if 
the MVST constitutional amendment is approved by the voters, 60 percent of 
MVST revenues be distributed through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund 
and 40 percent of MVST revenue be used for transit. Metro transit should be 
allocated 36 percent of MVST revenue with four percent allocated to Greater 
Minnesota transit. 

Passed and adopted this __ 7_th __ day of ____ M_a__;rc_;._h ___ , 2006, with 

the following vote: Aye 6 ; No o ; Absent _.._____ 

Approved and signed this __ 7_th __ day of ___ _;;_M;..:.;a;:;.;;.or_;;_c~h ___ , 2006. 

ATTEST: 

Page2 of 2 



RESOLUTION NO. 06- 21 

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING COALITION OF GREATER MINNESOTA CITIES POSITION 
ON TRANSPORTATION FUNDING 

WHEREAS, a well planned and well funded Minnesota transportation system is essential to the flow of 
goods and people throughout the state, and 

WHEREAS, large state population growth is putting great amounts of stress on all Minnesota roads and 
affecting the safety of our citizens, and 

WHEREAS, transportation infrastructure is necessary for the economic growth of Minnesota cities, both 
rural and metro, and 

WHEREAS, in 2005, 70 percent of motor vehicle fatalities occurred in rural Minnesota, and 

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature passed a. constitutional amendment that gives 100 percent of 
Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transportation, and 

WHEREAS, the current proposed constitutional amendment guarantees 40 percent of the Motor Vehicle 
Sales Tax revenue to transit but guarantees no revenue to highway funding; and 

WHEREAS, the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is not guaranteed to be distributed through the 
Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and therefore, all revenue from the 60 percent highway guideline 
could be used to meet the transit and highway needs of major metro area projects; and 

WHEREAS, Greater Minnesota may receive no additional highway funding through this constitutional 
amendment unless the language of the amendment is changed to guarantee that 60 percent of MYST 
revenue be distributed through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed constitutional amendment is ambiguous and misleading and will make the 
public less apt to vote for it, endangering the success of the entire amendment; and 

WHEREAS, it was the understanding of most legislators that the language of the proposed constitutional 
amendment contained a 60 percent guarantee of funding to highways through the Highway User Tax 
Distribution Fund; and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the constitutional amendment meet all transportation needs of the state 
and adequately protect the transportation needs of Greater Minnesota. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Alexandria, Minnesota: 

1. Supports dedicating all Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue for transportation. 
2. Supports changing the proposed constitutional amendment in the 2006 legislative session 

so that 60 percent of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is distributed for roads through 
the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and 40 percent is dedicated for transit. 

3. Supports a bill in the 2006 legislative session that would require by law that, if the MVST 
constitutional amendment is approved by the voters, 60 percent of MVST revenues be 
distributed through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund and 40 percent of MVST 
revenue be used for transit. Metro transit should be allocated 36 percent of MYST 
revenue with four percent allocated to Greater Minnesota transit. 

ADOPTED by the Alexandria City Council on this 27th day of February, 2006, by the following vote: 

YES: KALPIN, CARLSON, WEISEL, BENSON, FRANK 

NO: NONE 

ABSENT: NONE 

·r---·-.~-
ATTEST: "-mJ /1 ·;<L-e:~.e./' 

Jim Taddei, City Administrator 
··J 



Cit~ o7 Crookst on 218-281-5609 pa 1 

ar Meeting of the City Council of the City of Crookston held on the 

23th day •:)f February, 2006, Council Member offered the 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

fallowing resolution which was seconded by Council Member 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Whereas, a well planned and well funded Minnesota transportation system is essential 
to the flow of goods and people throughout the state, and · 

\Vlhereas, large state population growth is putting great amounts of stress on all 
Minnesota roads and affecting the safety of our citizens, and 

Whereas, transportation infrastructure 1s necessary for the economic growth of 
Minnesota cities, both rural and metro, and 

Whereas, in 2005, 70 percent of motor vehicle fatalities occurred in rural Minnesota, 
and 

Whereas, the Minnesota Legislature passed a constitutional amendment that gives 100 
percent of Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transportation, and 

Whereas, the current proposed constitutional amendment guarantees 40 percent of the 
Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transit but guarantees no revenue to highway funding, and 

Whereas, the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is not guaranteed to be distributed 
through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and therefore, all revenue from the 60 percent 
highway guideline could be used to meet the transit and highway needs of major metro area 
projects, and 

Whereas, Greater Minnesota may receive no additional highway funding through this 
constitutional amendment unless the language of the amendment is changed to guarantee that 60 
percent ofMVST revenue be distributed through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund, and 

\Vhereas, the proposed constitutional amendment is ambiguous and misleading and will 
make the public less apt to vote for it, endangering the success of the entire amendment, and 

Whereas, it was the understanding of most legislators that the language of the proposed 
constitutional amendment contained a 60 percent guarantee of funding to highways through the 
Highway User Tax Distribution Fund, and 

Whereas, it is necessary that the constitutional amendment meet all transportation needs 
of the state and adequately protect the transportation needs of Greater Minnesota. 

NOW, THEREFORE, It is resolved by the City Council of Crookston, 1\'Iinnesota: 
1. Supports dedicating all Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue for transportation. 



Mar Gl OS 09::?..- Cit~ 0¥ Crookst on 218-281-5609 

2. Supports changing the proposed constitutional amendment in the 2006 legislative 
session so that 60 percent of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is distributed for roads 
through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and 40 percent is dedicated for transit. 

3. Supports a bill in the 2006 legislative session that would require by lavv that, if the 
MYST constitutional amendment is approved by the voters, 60 percent of MVST revenues be 
distributed through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund and 40 percent of MVST revenue 
be used for transit. Metro transit should be allocated 36 percent of MYST revenue with four 
percent allocated to Greater Minnesota transit. 

Council No 
Members Ayes Nays Vote 

Buness v---

Miocn .............. 

Mvklcscth ")/AA J 
Melbye ~ 

Mano le c.---

Vedbraatcn c.---
Genereux ~~ 

Lindgren ~-

Osborne 

Upon the call of ayes and nays the vote stood as follows: 

Council Members voting in the affirmative: 

council Members voting in the negative: 

Upon this· vote, the Mayor declares this resolution and, if 

passed, effective upon the Mayor 1 s signature this Day of 

2006, at 

~d~Mayor 
Donald A. O~'-.. 

Attest: 

Clerk-Treasurer 
Betty J. Arvidson 



MAR-14-06 08:37 FROM-CITY OF DETROIT LAKES 218-847-8969 T-545 P.02/03 F-848 

' RESOLUTION NO. 2006~ 

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF CHANGING THE PROPOSED 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT DEDICATING 100% OF SALES TAX 

ON MOTOR VEHICLES (MYST) TO TRANSPORTATION 

VIHEREAS 1 a well planned and well funded Minnesota transportation system is essential 
to the flow of goods and people throughout the state; 

WHEREAS, large state populauon growth is putting great amounts of stress on all 
Minnesota roads and affecting the safety of our citizens; 

WHEREAS, transportation infrastructure is necessary for the economic growth of 
Minnesota cities, both rural and metro; 

WHEREAS, in 2005, 70 percent of motor vehicle fatalities occurred in rural Minnesota; 

WHEREAS, the Minne.sora Legislature passed a constitutional amendment that gives 100 
percent of Motor Vehicle Sales Tax rNenue to transponation; 

WHEREAS, the current proposed constitutional amendment guarantees 40 percent of ihe 
Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transit but guarantees no revenue to highway 
funding; 

WHEREAS 7 Ihe Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is not guarameed to be distributed 
through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and therefore, all revenue from the 60 
percent highway guideline could be used to meet the transit and highway needs of major 
metro area proj ect:S~ 

WHEREAS, Grearer Minnesota may receive no additional highway funcl.ing through this 
constitutional amendment unless the language of rhe amendment is changed to guarantee 
that 60 percent of MVST revenue be distributed through the Highway User Tax 
Distribution Fund; 

WHEREAS, the proposed constitutional amendment is ambiguous and nusleading and 
will make the public less apt to vore for it, endangering the success of the entire 
amendment; 

WHEREAS, it was the understanding of most legislators that the language of the 
proposed constitut.ional amendment contained a 60 percent guarantee of funding to 
highways through the Highway U~er Tax Distribution Fund; 

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the constitutional amendment meet all transponation 
needs of the state and adequately protect the transportatlon needs of Greater Minnesota; 
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NOW, THEREFORE!> BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Detroit Lakes hereby supports 
dedlcaring all Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue for transportation. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Detroit Lakes hereby suppons changing 
the proposed constitutional amendment in the 2006 legislative session so that 60 percent 
of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is distributed for roads through the Highway 
User Tax Distriburion Fund and 40 percent is dedicated for transit. 

BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Detroit Lakes hereby suppons a bill in 
the 2006 legislative session that would require by law that, if the MYST consntutional 
amendment is approved by the voters, 60 percent of MYST revenues be distributed 
through the Highway Users Tax. Distribution Fund and 40 percent of MYST revenue be 
used for 1ransit. Metro transit should be allocated 36 percent of MYST revenue with four 
percent allocated to Greater Minnesota transit. 

Passed and adopted this 7th day of March, 2006. 

Approved this 71
h day of March, 2006. 



City of Hoyt Lakes 
Resolution 2006-002 

A Resolution In Support of Revising the Proposed Constitutional 
Amendment on Transportation Funding. 

Whereas, a well planned and well funded Minnesota transportation system is essential to 
the flow of goods and people·throughout the state; 

Whereas, large state population growth is putting great amounts of stress on all 
Minnesota roads and affecting the safety of our citizens; 

Whereas, transportation infrastructure is necessary for the economic growth of 
Minnesota cities, both rural and metro; 

Whereas; in 2005, 70 percent of motor vehicle fatalities occurre~ i_n rural Minnesota; 
. . . ... 

Whereas, the Minnesota Legislature passed a constitutional amendment that gives 100 
percent.ofMotor. Vehfole Sales· Tax=reveriue .. to, transpo~~t!on;~ ·": · ·· ..... · · .. · 

··: .. 
Whereas, the current proposed constitutional amendment guarantees 40 percent of the 
Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transit but guarantees no revenue to highway 
funding; 

Whereas, the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is not guaranteed to be distributed 
through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and therefore, all revenue from the 60 
percent highway guideline could be used to meet the transit and highway needs of major 
metro area projects; 

Whereas, Greater Minnesota may receive no additional highway funding through this 
constitutional amendment unless the language of the amendment is changed to guarantee 
that 60 percent ofMVST revenue be distributed through the Highway User Tax 
Distribution Fund; 

Whereas, the proposed constitutional amendment is. ambigu~us and misleading and will 
make the public less :apt to vote for 'it," endangering the' success of the entire ar:nendment; 

I • '" .. ; ~ ·, ! 1° ... l•I • .••• k~' -·~:"'-~··: :· •: 
' ; '.: -.. · . ·~: ..... 

Whereas, it was the understanding of most legislators that the language of the proposed 
constitutional 'amendment 'contained a 60 "percent guarantee of funding to highways .. 
through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund; 



Whereas, it is necessary that the constitutional amendment meet all transportation needs 
of the state and adequately protect the transportation needs of Greater Minnesota; 

NOW, THEREFORE, Be It Resolved That the Hoyt Lakes Council: 

I. Supports dedicating all Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue for transportation. 
2. Supports changing the proposed constitutional amendment in the 2006 legislative 

session so that 60 percent of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is distributed 
for roads through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and 40 percent is 
dedicated for transit. 

3. Supports a bill in the 2006 legislative session that would require by law that, if the 
MYST constitutional amendment is approved by the voters, 60 percent ofMVST 
revenues be distributed through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund and 40 
percent of MVST revenue be used for transit. Metro transit should be allocated 36 
percent of MYST revenue with four percent allocated to Greater Minnesota 
transit. 

Adopted, and approved by the City Council of the City of Hoyt Lakes, this 281
h 

day of February 2006. 

Attest: 

Richard J. Bradford 
City Administrator 

Approved: 

w~A~ 
Mar~ene Pospeck · 
Mayor 



'l 

' 
Resolution #07-06: A resolution in support of dedication of 

Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue 

Resolution Offered by C01mcilor: McBride 

Resolution Suppmied by Councilor: Eklund 

Whereas, a well planned and well funded Minnesota transportation system is essential to 
the flow of goods and people throughout the state; 

·whereas, large state population growth is putting great amounts of stress on all 
Minnesota roads and affecting the safety of our citizens; 

Whereas, transportation infrastrncture is necessary for the economic growth of 
Minnesota cities, both rnral and metro; 

Whereas, in 2005, 70 percent of motor vehicle fatalities occurred in rural Minnesota; 

Whereas, the Minnesota Legislature passed a constitutional amendment that gives 100 
percent of Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transportation; 

Whereas, the current proposed constitutional amendment guarantees 40 percent of the 
Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transit but guarantees no revenue to highway 
funding; 

Whereas, the Motor Vehicle Tax Distribution revenue is not guaranteed to be distributed 
through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund and therefore, all revenue could be 
used to meet the transit and highway needs of major metro area projects; 

Whereas, Greater Minnesota may receive no additional highway funding through this 
constitutional amendment unless the language of the amendment is changed to guarantee 
60 percent ofMVST revenue to highway funding through the Highway Users Tax 
Distribution Fund; 

Whereas, the propos.ed constitutional amendment is ambiguous and misleading and will 
make the public less apt to vote for it, endangering the success of the entire amendment; 

Whereas, it was the understanding of most legislators that the language of the proposed 
constitutional amendment contained a 60 percent guarantee of funding to highways 
through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund; 



Whereas, it is necessary that the constitutional amendment meet all transportation needs 
of the state and adequately protect the transpo1iation needs of Greater Minnesota; 

NO'VV, THEREFORE, Be It Resolved: that the city of International Falls 
1. Suppo1is dedicating all Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue for transp01iation. 
2. Supp01is changing the proposed constitutional amendment in the 2006 legislative 

session so that 60 percent of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is dist1ibuted 
for roads through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and 40 percent is 
dedicated for transit. 

3. Supports a bill in the 2006 legislative session that would require by law that, ifthe 
MYST constitutional amendment is approved by the voters, 60 percent of MYST 
revenues be distributed through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund and 40 
percent ofMVST be used for transit. 

Ayes: Eklund, McBride, Ro gnerud, Torseth, Mason 

Nays: none 

Abstained: none 

Absent: none 

Approved and adoptld on the 21st day of February 2006. 

£ > tf?~ ~ -

S~n,Mayor 
J 

Attest: 

1~7 f) ·.,,- ---------·---··-·· 
b:f~"t:\ () L-------

R~dney.Ottemess, City Administrator 
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RESOLUTION No. 06 .. 35 

Councilor Webster offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

WHEREAS, a well planned and well funded Minnesota transportation system is essential 
to the flow of goods and people throughout the state; and 

WHEREAS, large state population growth is putting great amounts of stress on all 
Minnesota roads and affecting the safety of our citizens; and 

WHEREAS, large transportation infrastructure is necessary for the economic growth of 
Minnesota cities~ both rural and metro; and 

WHEREAS, in 2005, 70 percent of motor vehicle fataHties occurred in rural Minnesota; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Minnesota Legislature passed a constitutional amendmei1t that gives 100 
percent of Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transportation; and 

WHEREAS, the current proposed constitutional amendment guarantees 40 percent of the 
Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue to transit but guarantees no revenue to highway 
fun.ding; an.d 

WHEREAS, the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax revenue is not guaranteed to be distributed 
through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and therefore, all revenue from the 60 
percent highway guideline could be used to r.neet the tr,ansit and highway needs of major 
metro area project; and 

WHEREAS, Greater Minnesota may receive no additional highway funding through this 
constitutional amendment unless the lan.guage of the amendment is c11;anged to guarantee 
that 60 percent of MVST revenue be distributed through the Highway User Tax 
Distribution Fund; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed constitutional amendment is ambiguous and misleading an.d will 
make the public less apt to vote it, endangering the success of the entire amendment; an.d 

WHEREAS, it was the understanding of most legislators that the language of the proposed 
constitutional amendment contained a 60 percent guarantee of funding to highways 
through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund; and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary that the constitutional amendment meet all transportation. needs 
of the state and adequately protect the transportation needs of Greater Minnesota; and 

Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of New Ulrrt, 
Brown County, Minnesota 

1. Supports dedicating all Motor Vehicle Sales T~x revenue for transpo~ation. 
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2. Supports changing the proposed constitutional amendment in the 2006 legislative 
session so that 60 percent of the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax r,evenue is distributed 
for roads through the Highway User Tax Distribution Fund and 40 percent is 
dedicated for transit. 

3. Supports a bill in the 2006 legislative session that would req~ire by law that, if the 
MVST constitutional amendment is approved by the voters, 60 percent of MVST 
reven.ues be distributed through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund aud 40 
percent of MVST revenue be used for transit. Metro transit should be allocated 
36 percent of MVST revenue with four percent allocated to Greater Minnesota 
transit. 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilor 
Weinkauf and, the roll being called, the following vote was recorded: 

Voting Aye: Councilors Tuttle, Webster, Weinkauf and President Beranek. 
VotingNay: None. 
Not Voting: Councilor Fleischmann, absent. 

Whereupon said reso 1.ution was declared to have been duly ad.opted this 7th d.ay of March, 2006. 

President of the City Council 

Attest: 

The above resolution approved March 7, 2006. 



CITY OF THIEF RIVER FALLS 
COUNCIL MEETING 
FEBRUARY 28, 2006 

RESOLUTION NO. 2-49-06: RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF AMENDMENT TO 
PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT REGARDING SALES TAX ON 
MOTOR VEIDCLES 

The City Council reviewed a letter from the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities 
requesting support for an amendment increasing funding toward highways from the 
motor vehicle sales tax collected. Following discussion, Councilmember Blacklance 
introduced Resolution No. 2-49-06, being seconded by Councilmember Cullen, that: 

RESOLVED, by the City Council, to contact our county officials and Chamber of 
Commerce officials indicating the City's support for a change to the proposed 
constitutional amendment that will guarantee 60% of the motor vehicle sales tax 
for highways in the same way 40% is already guaranteed in the amendment for 
transit. 

On vote being taken, the resolution was unanimously passed by the seven members 
present. 
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RESOLUTION 

MVEST CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 

WHEREAS, current language in the MVEST Constitutional Amendment can be interpreted 
to allow as much s 100% of the MVEST funds to be spent on transit while at the same time seems 
to restrict transportation funding to 60% of the revenue; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Worthington elected officials do not support the MVEST in its 
current form. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF WORTHINGTON, NOBLES COUNTY, MINNESOTA: 

I. That the City of Worthington elected officials support at a minimum a ''STATUTORY FIX" 
to this problem prior to submitting the ~endment for a vote. 

2. That the City of Worthington elected officials prefer that the amendment be rewritten to 
clarify the confusing language as a part of the amendment; and 

3. That the City of Worthington elected officials have a concern that the MVEST amendment 
seems to leave a $300 million hole in the future general fund budget. Should the MVEST 
amendment pass as is the State Legislature should clearly define how it will fill this budget 
shortfall. 

Adopted by the City council of the City of Worthington, Minnesota this l31h day of 
March , 2006. 

(SEAL) 

Att~NO g;uYMh 
City Clerk 

Mayor 



Proposed Constitutional Amendment Impacts Transportation in Minnesota In the November 2006 election 
cycle, Minnesota residents will have the opportunity to vote on a proposed constitutional amendment to 
dedicate 100 percent of Motor Vehicle Sales Tax (MVST) revenue to transportation funding. The wording of 
the proposed amendment is at issue and is currently being addressed by the Chamber Public Affairs 

committee. As it is currently worded, the amendment reads: 

"Shall the Minnesota Constitution be amended to dedicate revenue from a tax on the sale of new and used 
motor vehicles over a five-year period, so that after June 30, 2011, all of the revenue is dedicated at least 40 

percent for public transit assistance and not more than 60 percent for highway purposes?" 

The Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities is advocating for a change to the language that would clearly 
dedicate a minimum amount of funding for highways. Representatives of the Coalition have expressed that 

there could be serious implications for greater Minnesota if the amendment goes to the voters as it is 
currently written. Because the language expressly dedicates at least 40 percent of MVST revenue to transit, 

but does not guarantee any allocation to highway funding, there is concern that such language makes it 
possible for the entire amount, estimated at nearly $300 million, to be dedicated to transit. 

The Minnesota Chamber of Commerce has addressed concerns that have been raised about the wording 
of the ballot question. Chamber representatives have agreed that the wording is not perfect, have expressed 
a strong belief that this is a long-sought after opportunity to dedicate MVST money to transportation that will 
not come again any time soon. 

At their December meeting, the Public Affairs committee approved the following motion, which has been 

brought before the Board of Directors: 
"To not accept the constitutional amendment language dedicating MVST revenue to transportation and 

transit funding] in its current form, and to recommend the Minnesota Chamber of Commerce work with the 

Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities, the League of Minnesota Cities and other parties to craft a legislative 
solution to fund transportation." 

It appears that bills will be introduced early in the 2006 legislative session that would either change the 
ballot wording, or enact a "legislative intent" measure that will govern the allocation of MVST resources, 
should the ballot initiative pass in the November election. (contents) 



Newspaper editorials and articles 
on the proposed Motor Vehicle Sales Tax 

(MVST) constitutional amendment 

Rochester Post Bulletin March 7 
" ... to amend the constitution with bad language is a mistake." 

"The intent of a beneficial constitutional amendment has been muddied by poor 
language. It's a problem that must be fixed." 

Saint Paul Pioneer Press March 12 
"Going to an amendment is not a remedy, it is an abuse of the governing process." 

Worthington Daily Globe March 7 
"There is nothing in the current amendment language that would prevent 100 
percent of MVST money going to metro transit projects." 

"But in its present form, it will face considerable opposition. It needs to be fixed 
now, or it shouldn't pass anyway. Constitutional amendments last for generations. 
It's important that if we're going to change the constitution, we get it right." 

Mankato Free Press March 5 
"Through a bit of politics and inattentiveness, the Legislature put on the ballot for 
this fall a constitutional amendment that appears to be good for road funding, but 
in reality could be disastrous for outstate Minnesota roads." 

Bemidji Pioneer December 25 (Guest column by CGMC} 
"Politicians will tell you that 'the devil is in the details'. The noblest sounding 
plans are sometimes less than what they first seemed to be when you examine their · 
inner workings." 

Packet contents include editorials and articles from: 
Rochester Post-Bulletin, Pioneer Press, Worthington Daily Globe, Mankato Free Press, 

and the Bemidji Pioneer. 

Prepared for the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities by Flaherty & Hood, P.A. March 14, 2006 
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Editorial: Transportation ballot issue needs fixing 
Tue, Mar 7, 2006 
Review this story 
E-mail this story 

! Reader Reviews 
On the November ballot, voters will be asked to l j, 164222 - 03/0712006 
support a constitutional amendment that would . . I The editorial board is correct that this needs to be fixed. i 
ded1cate 1 ?O percent of the ~otor veh1cle sales would encourage voters to approve the constitutional 
tax collect10ns to transportat10n. amendment, but only after it has been fixed. My last 

I conversation a week Ago with Sen. Murphy who is the chair 
. . I of the transportation committee in the Senate was that he 

Th~ mtent makes_ sense. Unfortunately, there lS a I did not think it was necessary to clarify the language. I 
ma] or problem with the ballot language that ll would encourage everyone to call his office to ask him to 
must be changed. please get this done. Bill Kuisle 

-= -
If the language does get fixed, then a yes vote Review this story ··-···---.. ·-----' 
would improve the state's roads and public 
. transportation. Currently, however, the language is a deception. 

As is, the language asks if voters would dedicate to transportation "at least 40 percent for puqlic 
transit assistance and not more than 60 percent for highway purposes?" 

The mistake is slight, but crucial. The phrase "at least 40 percent" could mean that transit funding 
. levels be between 40 percent and 100 percent. 

For highway purposes, the phrase "not more than 60 percent" could mean that zero dollars are spent 
in any budget cycle on highways. 

It is the Twin Cities metropolitan area that gains the most from transit spending. Rochester and 
southern Minnesota stand to gain more from highway spending. 

The current ballot language spells trouble for Rochester. 

It is certain that Minnesota needs to maintain its highway infrastructure: One way to do it is for voters 
to pass a constitutional amendment dedicating vehicle tax revenue to transportation spending, but to 
amend the constitution with bad language is a mistake. 

There are currently two bills to make corrections to the language. One version is a joint House-Senate 
resolution. A resolution would not require the governor's signature. Another corrective version would 
come in bill form and would require the governor's.signature. 

A bill could be susceptible to amendments that propose things such as a gas tax. Would Gov. Tim 
Pawlenty sign a language change that also comes with a tax increase? In an election year, such an 
approach is political gamesmanship and likely not very productive. The resolution is the better 
solution. 

Copyright 2006 Post-B.ulletin Company, LLC 
All Rights Reserved 
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A March 24 event from 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. at the Government Center in Rochester, sponsored by groups 
supportive of the amendment, offers voters a chance to lean mar~ about the issue. The problem of 
the ballot language should be discussed, along with the benefits of.dedicated transportation spending. 

The intent of a beneficial constitutional amendment has been muddied by poor language. It's a 
problem that must be fixed. ..·, 

... · ~ • :_ . .- ._. :1 . . 

More Stories 

• Law school professors should have given themselves better advk· : · 
• Nancy Hengeveld: Scuba diving opens the door to a whole new world 
• Opt for the 'automatic IRA' 
• Editorial: Water park a risky ·idea 
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E IT IAL 

I s Minnesota's legendary good government suffer
ing from an outbreak of amendmentitis? 
The intentional, highly political tension over 

whether t_o send to voters an amendment banning 
same-sex marriage provokes the question. So does 
the first constitutional amendment proposal to make 
it to the statewide ballot since 1998. That ballot meas
ure asks whether to dedicate all sales tax money 
from motor vehicles to transportation. 

Ivlinnesota voters will 
have at least the sales tax 
dedication amendment on 
their ballots in November. If 
various legislators and 
interest groups have their 
way, other proposals to 
change the state's basic 
legal framework will go to 

. the public to be adopted or 
rejected. Most recently, for 
example, DFL gubernatorial 
candidate Becky Lourey's 
health care proposals 
include a call for a constitu
tional amendment that 
makes health care a "basic 
right" in Minnesota. Law
makers seem to be moving 
directly toward sending vot
ers an amendment with 
some form of dedicating 
some sales ta,"1: money to 
outdoors programs and 
projects. 

Amendments by 
the numbers 

11 SINCE STATEHOOD 

Totalsent·to vdfers · . 
Distinct amendment 

proposals 177 * 
ft:dbpted by ~Ot(;!(S.. .118 · 

*Others submitted multiple times. 

11 LONGEST PERIOD WITHOUT 
PROPOSALS ........ 1999-20!04 

ii IN RECENT YEARS 

1980 5 on ballot 1 adopted 
1982. 4on bqll()t .~.a~cip~~q 
1.984 2 on ballot 2 adopted 
1988 3 ah t>aifot 3 ~do.rt@ 
1990 1 on ballot 1 ad~pted 
1:994 ton b~llcit 1 a'p<:)pteg 
1996 2 on ballot 2 adopted 
1998 .. :3 on b~llof 3 ~~<:)pi~d 

Source: Minnesota Legislative Manual, 
2005-2006 PIONEER PRESS 

Vlhat's happening"! Does 
the current state of politics 
encourage junking up the 
Minnesota Constitution 
because elected leaders are unable to make consensus decisions 
on everything from transportation fund.h1g to social policy? 

Is there .a trend toward more amendment proposals? Are the 
ones that make it to the ballot skewed toward driving voter 
tmnout with hot-button issues rather than toward structural 
changes need to make government work better? 

You betcha there's some constitutional junk. But it isn't accu
mulating at an alarming rate, just an annoying one so far. T~e 
challenge is to resist the trivial and insist the Legislature do its 
job rather than punt on what it can decide through statute. 

A look back at constitutional amendment measures shows 
J\!Iinnesota's Legislature didn't send a single one to the ballot 
between 1998 and 2005, when it approved the motor vehicle sales 
tax dedication measure. Since 1980, 22 amendment proposals 
have made it to the ballot, ill.eluding the one for November 2006. 
Constitutional scholars say this is a low-to-average amount com
pared ·with other amendment activity around the country. 

One reason for the moderation is it's rightly hard to pass con
stitutional amendments. For more than a century, it has required 
a majority of all people voting, not just a majority of those who 
vote on the amendment question, must say "yes" for a constitu
tional amendment to be adopted. In 197 4, voters turned down a 
measure that would have loosened the requirement to a majority 
of votes cast on the amendment question. That same year, voters 
said "yes" to revising the overall constitution to tidy the old doc
ument for modern use and bring it into compliance with the fed
eral one-person, one-vote requirements. 

There are other structural adjustments and clearly necessary 
changes, such as the amendment when the state wanted to legal-
ize gambling or to abolish the state treasurer's job. . 

Two aspects of constitutional politics, though, are troubling. 
One is hot-button politics. This stuff saps time, energy. Min

nesotans, who do love the outdoors and have avid sportsmen and 
women, didn't need an amendment to "preserve" the hunting 
and fishing heritage. But in 1998 we got one anyway. 

The frenzy of the moment is whether Minnesota needs a con
stitutional amendment defining marriage as between one man 
and one woman rather than the statute of the same definition. 
The House, which is controlled by Republicans, has passed this 
proposal and is demanding that the DFL-controlled Senate take 
a vote which would likely fail and give same-sex marriage oppo
nents 'a sound bite to use against senators who voted no. This is 
cynical. And it is part of a national trend in cultural warfare. 

Wisconsin voters will have a same-sex marriage ban on the 
ballot in November, following 15 other states with similar con~ti
tutional amendments and three others that refused to recogmze 
same-sex marriages performed elsewhere .. 

The other troubling aspect of amendment politics reveals 
itself in the motor vehicle sales tax amendment that will appear 
on November ballots. It is being sent out to the people because 
the Legislature failed in its duty to provide an adequate long-\ 
term transportation funding law last year - or for many years 
before that. 

The sales tax dedication question - and a bonding proposal 
that would rely on the money gathered if the amendment passes 
- represent a failure to act on a difficult, costly problem. Go~g 
to an a.rnendment is not a remedy,, it is an abuse of the govermng 
process. 

1.Minnesota doesn't have acute amendfnentitis. But it needs to 
tend to early symptoms. 

W~SDOM TO KNOW THIE DilFIFrERIE!NCE 

"Our major obligation is not to mistake 
slogans for solutions." 

Edward R. Murrow 

American journalist, 1908-1965 
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40/60 amendment needs amending 
Daily Globe 
Worthington Daily Globe - 03/0712006 

Page 1of1 

Efforts are now under way in the newly-convened 2006 Minnesota legislative session to amend language for a proposed 
constitutional amendment setting aside Motor Vehicle Sales Tax money to transportation. We have said before, and we'll say 
again-the amendment language guaranteeing at least 40 percent ofMVST money to transit and no more than 60 percent to 
highways must be changed. 

If the language is not changed, highway projects could conceivably be left out in the cold. There is nothing in the current 
amendment language that would prevent 100 percent ofMVST money going to metro transit projects. 

One plan is to guarantee exactly 40 percent for transit and exactly 60 percent for highways, with road dollars distributed 
through the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund. Such a change would leave no room for doubt, with little opportunity to 
play politics. 

It should not be an easy thing to change a state constitution, but transportation projects have gone unfunded for years because 
the Legislature cannot agree on a comprehensive plan. There is no reason to believe that will change in the near future, but a 
constitutional amendment will provide money where it is desperately needed. 

A corrected 40/60 amendment still allows for decisions to be made as needs occur. Conceivably, it allows for more highway 
projects to be completed in rural Minnesota, where they've been delayed for years if not decades. But metro highways would 
be equally eligible for the funds; indeed, congestion issues in the Twin Cities area beg to be addressed, too. One study has 
indicated that it will cost $27 billion to address Twin Cities transportation needs over the next 20 years. 

Correcting the flawed amendment language won't guarantee passage, and if it fails to pass, those pushing for the change 
might be blamed for its failure. But in its present fonn, it will face considerable opposition. It needs to be fixed now, or it 
shouldn't pass anyway. 

Constitutional amendments last for generations. It's important that if we're going to change the constitution, we get it right. 

http://www.dglobe.com/articles/includes/printer.cfrn?id=687 3/13/2006 



Our View -- Amendment needs change 

JVl°'~cti 0, ZvDlo 
CNHI News Service 

- Through a bit of politics and inattentiveness, the Legislature put on the ballot for this 
fall a constitutional amendment that appears to be good for road funding, but in reality 
could be disastrous for outstate Minnesota roads. 
When the Republican-controlled Minnesota House of Representatives sent a 10 cent gas 
tax bill to Gov. Tim Pawlenty that he immediately vetoed, they weren't ready for some 
unseen legal consequences. 
The bill contained language to put up for a vote a constitutional amendment to dedicate 
the motor vehicle excise tax to roads and transit. The attorney general later ruled that 
Pawlenty' s veto did not apply to the amendment language, so as it now stands, 
Minnesotans will be able to vote on the amendment this fall. 
Legislators didn't pay that much attention to the language, some political observers say, 
because they knew Pawlenty would veto the bill. 
The language states transit programs can get no less than 40 percent of the money and 
roads no more than 60 percent. But what that actually means is this: Roads could get 
from zero to 60 percent of the money. It means transit gets at least 40 percent, no matter 
what. 
And because much of road funding money goes to outstate Minnesota and very little of 
the transit funding goes to outstate Minnesota, the language in the bill is a double
whammy for outstate road funding. 
Outstate Minnesota residents and business have much to be concerned about. Roads are 
the lifeblood of outstate Minnesota commerce. Farmers and other businesses need roads 
to get their products to markets. Average residents deserve good roads to get to the Twin 
Cities, where they spend money. 
Other camps, including the Minnesota Chamber of Commerce, oppose changing the 
language, knowing that doing nothing probably guarantees approval of even the badly 
worded amendment in the fall and instantly brings $300 million a year to Minnesota 
roads. 
The risk of allowing much of the money to be used for metro projects is real. Experts say 
the Twin City metro area transportation funding needs could be as much as $27 billion 
over the next 20 years. That's a lot of competition for money from an area that has a large 
number of legislators representing it. 
The Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities is pushing three possible solutions to the 
dilemma. The first calls for getting the House and Senate to pass a joint resolution to 
change the language in the constitutional amendment. This is the preferred method, 
because resolutions cannot be amended. 



Part of the worry to opening up the debate again is that the vultures will start circling 
over a potential $3 00 million a year in road funding. Special interests may want to amend 
the bill in various ways, thereby diluting the amount for roads. 
The coalition also has supported a bill, not a resolution, recently introduced that would 
change the language of the constitution. This option is a bit more risky for outstate, 
because it could be amended to favor metro projects. 
The third option would be to pass a separate bill into law that simply designates the 
percentage of funding for roads and transit. The drawback of this option is it could be 
changed year to year with the changing makeup of the Minnesota Legislature. 
As the population moves to the metro area, outstate would likely get the short end of the 
funding stick. 
Fortunately, the newly formed I-90 Coalition, a group of 30 southern Minnesota 
legislators from both parties and from both houses, could exercise their muscle on this 
legislation. In fact, it would be a good first test for the group and allow them to do a little 
chest pounding. 
Acting together, across party lines, they may have enough votes to change the funding 
language. 
Ultimately, creating an even playing field with regard to road funding was what the 
Legislature intended last year. It shouldn't be hard to do what they should have done. 

Copyright© 1999-2005 cnhi, inc. 
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Column: Highway funding must be dedicated 
Sunday, December 25, 2005 
By Joel Albrecht 
President of the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities. 

Page 1 of2 

In politics, you should always read the fine print before you embrace the latest plan to make Minnesota a better 
place for humanity. 

Politicians will tell you that "the devil is in the details." The noblest sounding plans are sometimes less than what 
they first seemed to be when you examine their inner workings. 

It is that way with a proposed constitutional amendment that dedicates all of the sales tax on cars and trucks to 
maintaining our transportation system. That goal has eluded politicians and transportation advocates 

including the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities 

for years. 

While we support constitutionally dedicating the motor vehicle sales tax to transportation, we also believe that it 
must be done properly. It makes little sense to address one problem while we continue to starve another. 

That view apparently is not shared by everyone. Powerful groups 

the Minnesota Chamber of Commerce and an assortment of transportation interest groups 

are committed to spending up to $3 million to convince yoters next fall to approve the constitutional dedication of 
the sales tax. · 

They would have you believe that the coalition is endangering the constitutional amendment by worrying about 
the general fund's ability to absorb the lost revenue and "by quibbling over minor changes to the amendment's 
language." 

Forecasting the state's revenues 

especially revenues that will accrue to the general fund in three or four years 

is about as exact a science as forecasting next year's weather. It is why the Legislature puts off its spending 
decisions until after the state's spring revenue forecast has been released. 

In 2000, the Legislature was so convinced that the good times were here to stay that they chose a third round of 
tax cuts rather than putting money away for a rainy day. By 2003, the state was wallowing in a $4.5 billion budget 
deficit. 

It is true that economic forecasters are predicting that next year's general fund revenue growth will be enough to 
offset the revenue loss caused by the first stage of the sales tax transfer. But no one can say with any degree of 

http://www.bemidjipioneer.com!print.asp?ArticleID=22257&SectionID=3&SubSectionID... 1/25/2006 
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certainty that the growth in general fund revenue in later years will be enough to accommodate the constitutional 
transfer of the motor vehicle sales tax. 

Even more troubling is the amendment's proposed language. If the amendment is approved in the 2006 general 
election, at least 40 percent of the sales tax proceeds will be dedicated to mass transit 

mainly mass transit programs in the Twin Cities 

and no more than 60 percent of the proceeds may be available for highway spending. 

That language constitutionally guarantees sales tax funding for mass transit and limits the share that may be 
available for improving our highways. Theoretically, mass transit programs could receive all of the money 
generated by the sale on cars and trucks. 

Those who are committed to passing the constitutional amendment would have you believe that our concern is of 
little consequence, that the Legislature is committed to making a portion of the sales tax available for highways. 

We don't agree. The Legislature is a fickle institution that does not always honor its commitments. If it did, the 
constitutional dedication of the motor vehicle sales tax would not be necessary. 

You must ask yourself if a Legislature that has been unable since 1988 to raise the gas tax to fix our highways will 
really be able to commit up to 60 percent of the sales tax for highway improvements. Will that Legislature be 
forced to divert more and more of the motor vehicle sales tax to pay for the bill that is coming due for commuter 
rail from Big Lake to Minneapolis? Where will it get enough money to operate an expanded light rail system 
between Minneapolis and St. Paul? 

"Quibbling over minor changes to the amendments language?" Our issues are far more than trivial objections. 
While we support efforts to upgrade mass transit systems statewide, we do not believe they should be financed 
with money needed for our highway system. 

Transportation 

mass transit and highways 

are under stress in Minnesota. We will not solve that problem by guaranteeing a level of sales tax funding for 
mass transit and not for highways. 

New Ulm Mayor Joel T. Albrecht is president of the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities. 

Content © 2006 Pioneer 
Software© 1998-2006 1up! Software, All Rights Reserved 
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Amendment language must be changed 
Daily Globe 
Worthington Daily Globe - 0211412006 

Page 1of1 

We agree with several rural legislators and the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities that the constitutional amendment to 
dedicate 100 percent of the motor vehicle sales tax (MYST) to transportation projects is flawed. 

The language needs to be changed for the amendment to pass - or for it to be deserving of passage. 

Currently, the amendment limits spending of tax proceeds to 60 percent for highways, roads and bridges while guaranteeing 
that at least 40 percent be spent on transit programs. While we agree that all these Minnesota projects are important and that 
it is unseemly to play metro projects against rural projects, it should be quite clear that the amendment language leaves too 
much to interpretation. 

We already know from past experience that when transportation funding isn't written in precise language, all kinds of 
shenanigans can occur. Many outstate projects - including several in southwest Minnesota - have been neglected, delayed 
or abused before, only adding to the lack of trust now evident throughout this area. Should those of us who've already been 
burned blindly trust that the vague 40-60 language won't be twisted and turned in ways heretofore unforeseen? 

The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) didn't help the situation when it recently pushed the transfer of $100 
million from rural projects to delayed metro transportation projects. Certainly, many state leaders have come forward to make 
promises that all that money will be returned to where it came from. But in government, that's never 100 percent guaranteed. 
These are federal funds from a four-year transportation bill that have been moved, and due to passage of a budget 
reconciliation bill passed about two weeks ago, MnDOT has been told that Minnesota will now only be able to spend 85 
percent of the original set-aside. 

Where will that leave us? 

Constitutional amendments are by their nature difficult to pass. It is questionable whether Minnesotans will want to pass the 
Minnesota amendment without feeling confident of what it will mean. By passing it, we already know that we will be 
borrowing money to improve our transportation system - $2.5 billion over 10 years, in fact - and to borrow so much 
money against the future, it's only right that the rest of the story be spelled out more completely. 

http://www.dglobe.com/articles/includes/printer.cfm?id=486 3/13/2006 
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Amendment under scrutiny 
Doug Wolter 
Worthington Daily Globe - 0211312006 
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WORTHINGTON - Supporters of a constitutional amendment to dedicate all motor vehicle sales tax (MVST) money to 
Minnesota transportation projects see it as the answer to years of funding frustrations. 

In a recent appearance in Worthington, Republican Gov. Tim Pawlenty said he "can't imagine anyone opposing" the 
measure. But the amendment, in its present fonn, is far from a certainty. 

Announced on Feb. 1, it has already received considerable criticism from DFLers. And some Republicans from rural districts 
are growing wary of its language. 

The Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities has joined common cause with rural legislators to insist that the amendment's 
language be changed. Currently, the constitutional question -to be decided by voters in November- guarantees the state's 
transit programs no less than 40 percent of sales tax revenue while limiting highways, roads and bridges to no more than 60 
percent. That's far too vague, critics charge. 

"If the proposed constitutional amendment is approved in its current form, all of the sales tax revenue could be dedicated to 
transit, and any highway sales tax funding could be limited to projects in the Twin Cities," said John Sundvor, an advisor to 
the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities. 

In a letter sent to legislators last month, New Ulm Mayor Joel Albrecht, Granite Falls Mayor David Smiglewski and Mankato 
City Administrator Pat Hentges wrote that the Coalition "will not support a constitutional amendment that does not address 
our highway needs." Coalition members are seeking to change the amendment's language to guarantee 40 percent of MVST 
funds to mass transit and 60 percent to highway projects. 

The 2006 legislative session begins on March 1. A local lawmaker, District 22A Rep. Doug Magnus, R-Slayton, believes 
changes to the amendment are important. 

"These transit folks are rascals. No less than 40 and no more than 60 means to me it could be 40 percent going to transit all 
the way to 100 percent," he said. 

The best option, Magnus believes, it to "make the 60 percent finn. A solid 60 percent." 

"I think that's the best way to do it," he said. "The other way to do it is put it into statute. But statutes don't overrule the 
constitution. The constitution is the overriding document." 

Magnus said he would favor the amendment provided its language is changed. If it isn't, he admitted, "Then that's going to 
be a problem .... I don't really like it (as it is now). I'd like to see solid numbers in there so everybody knows the rules." 

District 22 Sen. Jim Vickerman, DFL-Tracy, announced last week that he opposes the amendment, in part, for the vagueness 
of the 40-60 language. 

"About two-thirds of serious traffic accidents occur on rural roads, thanks in part to unsafe conditions like sharp curves and 
narrow lanes," Vickennan said. "Neglecting the condition of rural roads is not just a slap in the face to rural communities; it 
is a monumental failure to address the core issue of the safety of our citizens." 

Pawlenty said he will ask the Legislature to agree to $2.5 billion in state borrowing over IO years, a plan dependent on the 
amendment passing. Under current law, only 54 percent of SVST money is set aside for highway and road improvements, but 
100 percent would be used for transportation if the amendment succeeds. 

Magnus said he and Pawlenty, whom he calls a personal friend, are not seeing completely eye-to-eye on the amendment 
issue. But he hopes that will change soon enough. 

http://www.dglobe.com/articles/includes/printer.cfm?id=489 3/13/2006 
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"I think he understands they need more funds in the transportation system and that the way to make it work is to bond those 
dollars," Magnus said. "And I agree with that. It takes a lot of money to build these roads." 

He remains leery that rural Minnesota will get everything it needs. 

"He's the governor for the whole state," Magnus said. "I'm a state representative, but I've got to stand up for my area." 

http://www.dglobe.com/articles/includes/printer.cfm?id=489 3/13/2006 



DATE 

02/2112005 
02/21/2005 
03/03/2005 
03/03/2005 

McGinn, Foley, 

OFFICIAL STATUS 

438 Introduction and first reading 
Referred to Transportation 
Committee report: To pass 
Second reading 

1 A bill for an act 

Senjem; Companion to H.F. No. 

2 relating to traffic regulations; making seat belt 
3 violation a primary offense in all seating positions 
4 regardless of age; increasing the fine for seat belt 
5 violations; making technical changes; am·ending 
6 Minnesota statutes 2004, sections 169.686, subdivision 
7 1; 171 ... 05, subdivision 2b; 171 .. 055, subdivisio~ 2 .. 

8 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 

9 Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.686, 

10 subdivision 1, is amended to read: 

11 Subdivision 1. [SEAT BELT REQUIREMENT.] (a) A properly 

12 adjusted and fastened seat belt, including both the shoulder and 

13 lap belt when the vehicle is so equipped, shall be worn by~ 

14 the driver and passengers of a passenger vehicle or 

15 commercial motor vehiclet 

18 

20 (b) A person who is 15 years of age or older and who 

21 violates paragraph (a)7-eiattse-f~t-er-f~tT is subject to a fine 

22 of $50. The driver of the ~assefi~er-veh~eie-er-eemmere~ai 

23 vehicle in which the violation occurred is subject to a 

24 $50 fine for a violation of paragraph (a)7-eiattse-f~t-er 

25 f3t7 by a passenger under the age of 15 er 

1 



[REVISOR ] 05-1089 

1 e~~a~ien-£er-a-vie±a~ien-e£-~his-see~ien-ttn±ess-~he-e££ieer 

2 ±aw£tt±±y-s~e~~ed-er-de~ained-~he-drive~-e£-~he-me~er-vehie±e-£er 

3 a-mevin~-v~e±a~~en-e~her-~han-a-vie±a~~en-inve±v~n~-me~er 

4 The Department of Public Safety shall not 

5 record a violation of this subdivision on a person's driving 

6 record .. 

7 Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 171.05, 

8 subdivision 2b, is amended to read: 

9 Subd. 2b. [INSTRUCTION PERMIT USE BY PERSON UNDER AGE 18.] 

10 (a) This subdivision applies to persons who have applied for and 

11 received an instruction permit under subdivision 2. 

12 The permit holder may, with the permit in· possession, 

operate a motor vehicle, must be accompanied by and be under 

14 supervision of a certified driver education instructor, the 

15 permit holder's parent or guardian, or another licensed driver 

16 age 21 or older. The supervisor must occupy the seat beside the 

17 permit holder. 

18 (c) The permit holder may operate a motor vehicle only when 

19 every occupant under the age of ~a 15 has a seat belt or child 

20 passenger restraint system properly fastened according to 

21 sections 169.685 and 169.686. A person who violates this 

22 paragraph is subject to a fine of $~5 $50. A-~eaee-e££~eer-may 

23 

24 

25 vehie±e-£er-a-me~in~-vie±a~ien-as-de£ined-in-see~ien-~~~.e47 

26 A passenger who is at least 15 years of age is 

27 subject to the requirements and penalty of section 169.686. The 

28 commissioner shall not record a violation of this paragraph-on a 

29 person's driving record. 

30 (d) permit holder must maintain a driving record free 

31 of convictions for moving violations, as defined in section 

32 171.04, subdivision 1, and free of convictions for violation of 

33 section 169A.20, 169A.33, 169A.35, or sections 169A.50 to 

34 169A.53. If the permit holder drives a motor vehicle in 

35 violation of the law, the commissioner shall suspend, cancel, or 

36 revoke the permit in accordance with the statutory section 

2 



[REVISOR ] 05-1089 

1 violated. 

2 Sec. 3. Minnesota statutes 2004, section 171.055, 

3 subdivision 2, is amended to read: 

4 Subd. 2. [USE OF PROVISIONAL LICENSE.] (a) A provisional 

5 license holder may operate a motor vehicle only when every 

6 occupant under the age of ~e 15 has a seat belt or child 

7 passenger restraint system properly fastened according to 

8 sections 169.685 and 169.686. A person who violates this 

9 paragraph is subject to a fine of $z5 $50. A-~eaee-e££~eer-may 

10 nee-~sstte-a-e~eae~en-£er-a-v~e±ae~en-e£-eh~s-~ara~ra~h-ttft±ess 

11 ~he-e££~eer-±aw£tt±±y-see~~ed-er-deea~fted-ehe-dr~ver-e£-ehe-meeer 

12 A 

13 passenger who is at least 15 years of age is subject to the 

14 requirements and penalty of section 169.686. The commissioner 

15 shall not record a violation of this paragraph on a person 1 s 

16 driving record. 

17 (b) If the holder of a provisional license during the 

18 period of provisional licensing incurs (1) a conviction for a 

19 violation of section 169A.20, 169A.33, 169A.35, or sections 

20 169A.50 to 169A.53, (2) a conviction for a crash-related moving 

21 violation as defined in section 171.04, or (3) more than one 

22 conviction for a moving violation that is not crash related, the 

23 person may not be issued a driver's license until 12 consecutive 

24 months have expired since the date of the conviction or until 

25 the person reaches the age of 18 years, whichever occurs first. 

3 



Consolidated Fiscal Note - 2005-06 Session 

Bill #: S1 070-0 Complete Date: 05/17/05 

Chief Author: MURPHY, STEVE 

Title: SEAT BELT VIOLATION PRIMARY OFFENSE 

Agencies: Public Safety Dept (04/12/05) 
Emergency Medical Svs Reg Bd (05/16/05) 

Fiscal Impact Yes No 

State x 
Local x 
Fee/Departmental Earnings x 
Tax Revenue x 

Supreme Court (05/09/05) 

Th' bl fl f 1 • . h 1s ta ere ects 1sca impact to state oovernment. Local oovernment impact is reflected int e narrative only. 
Dollars (in thousands) FY05 

Net Expenditures 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 

Emerqencv Medical Svs Reg Bd 
Public Safety Dept 

Federal Fund 
Public Safety Dept 

Revenues 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 

Emergency Medical Svs Reg Bd 
Supreme Court 

Federal Fund 
Public Safety Dept 

Net Cost <Savings> 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 

Emergency Medical Svs Req Bd 
Public Safety Dept 
Supreme Court 

Federal Fund 
Public Safety Dept 

Total Cost <Savings> to the State 

FYOS 
Full Time Equivalents 

-- No Impact --

Total FTE 

Consolidated EBO Comments 

I have reviewed this Fiscal Note for accuracy and content. 

EBO Signature: NORMAN FOSTER 
Date: 05/17/05 Phone: 215-0594 

S1070-0 

FY06 

900 
810 

90 
250 
250 

900 

900 
250 
250 

0 
810 

90 
(900) 

0 
0 

FY06 

FY07 FYOB FY09 

1,200 1,200 1,200 
1,080 1,080 1,080 

120 120 120 
250 250 250 
250 250 250 

1,200 1,200 1.,200 

1,200 1,200 1,200 
250 250 250 
250 250 250 

0 0 0 
1,080 1,080 1,080 

120 120 120 
(1,200) (1,200) (1,200) 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

FY07 FY08 FY09 
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Fiscal Note - 2005-06 Session 

Bill #: S1070-0 Complete Date: 04/12/05 

Chief Author: MURPHY, STEVE 

Title: SEAT BELT VIOLATION PRIMARY OFFENSE 

Agency Name: Public Safety Dept 

Fiscal Impact 
State 

Local 

Fee/Departmental Earnings 

Tax Revenue 

Yes No 
x 
x 
x 

x 

Th' bl fl f 1 • 1s ta e re ects 1sca impact to state Qovernment. L fl d. h oca Qovernment impact 1s re ecte in t e narrative oniy. 
Dollars (in thousands) FYOS FY06 FY07 FYOS FY09 

Expenditures 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 90 120 120 120 
Federal Fund 250 '250 250 250 

less Agency Can Absorb 
-- No Impact --

Net Expenditures 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 90 120 120 120 
Federal Fund 250 250 250 250 

Revenues 
Federal Fund 250 250 250 250 

Net Cost <Savings> 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 90 120 120 120 
Federal Fund 0 0 0 0 
Total Cost <Savings> to the State 90 120 120 120 

FYOS FY06 FY07 FYOS FY09 
Full Time Equivalents 

-- No Impact --

Total FTE 

S1070-0 Page 2of9 



·em Description 

The bill requires all passengers in all seating positions to buckle up. The bill also allows law enforcement to 
enforce the seat belt violation in the same manner that they enforce other laws. Law enforcement will be able to 
stop a vehicle and cite the driver and/or occupant(s) 15 years and over for non-seat belt use. They will no longer 
have to witness another violation of law before stopping the vehicle. 

The bill also increases the fine for a violation of the seat belt law from $25 to $50. 

Assumptions 

It is assumed that the total number of citations issued annually by law enforcement for violations of the seat belt 
law (48,000) will not increase or decrease with the passage of this bill and remain consistent with previous year 
averages. 

The fines derived from violations of the seat belt law are deposited into the emergency medical services relief 
account. A total of $1 ,200,000 is received annually from seat belt fines. The DPS-State Patrol receives 10% of the 
total fines received to be used to for traffic safety educational programs. It is assumed that the change in fine to 
$50 will increase the amount received by the State Patrol by two times the current level of revenue. Anticipated 
revenue received by the DPS-State Patrol for FY2005 is $120,000. It is assumed that total revenue received will 
increase to $240,000 each year. An assumption is made that the increase in fines is effective August 1, 2005. 
With a lag in the collection of fines by the courts, FY 2006 will have only nine months of receipts. 

1. Because the U.S. Congress had not adopted or enacted a new Transportation funding act, the sections in 
the current Transportation Equity Act known as TEA-21 will be used. 

2. Section 405 of TEA-21 awards additional National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) 
funding to state highway safety offices if its state law allows for standard or "primary" enforcement of the 
seat belt law. The Department of Public Safety, Office of Traffic Safety is the state highway safety office 
for Minnesota. 

3. The Office of Traffic Safety estimates that the additional NHTSA funding will amount to $250,000 per year 
starting in federal fiscal year 2006 (October 1, 2005). Approximately the same amount would be awarded 
annually as long as the TEA-21 legislation is used for dissemination of the NHTSA fund. 

4. The Office of Traffic Safety can use that funding to support a number of traffic safety efforts. 

Expenditure and/or Revenue Formula 

Anticipated total seat belt fines received in FY2005: 48,000 x $25 = $1,200,000 

48,000 x $50 = $2,400,000 

10% x $2,400,000 = $240,000 

An additional $90,000 in FY 2006 and an additional $120,000 in subsequent years will be available for traffic 
safety educational programs conducted by the state patrol. Revenue increases are reflected in fiscal note by 
Supreme Court. 

An additional $250,000 in federal funds will be available each year for traffic safety projects. 

long-Term Fiscal Considerations 

At some point the TEA-21 will be replaced by a transportation reauthorization act. Some versions have contained 
formulas for the standard enforcement seat belt awards which results in significantly larger awards. The estimate 
for Minnesota under one version was close to $12 million annually. However, until a new transportation funding 
bill is enacted, such awards are merely speculation. 

·local Government Costs 

81070-0 Page 3 of 9 



Much of the NHTSA funding is granted to local units of government such as law enforcement, public health 
agencies, etc. A percentage of new funding will likely be included in additional or larger grants to locals. 

References/Sources 

NHTSA Great Lakes Regional Office 

Agency Contact Name: Brian Erick$on 651 296-6579 
FN Coard Signature: FRANK AHRENS 
Date: 04/12/05 Phone: 296-9484 

EBO Comments 

I have reviewed this Fiscal Note for accuracy and content. 

EBO Signature: NORMAN FOSTER 
Date: 04/12/05 Phone: 215-0594 
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Fiscal Note - 2005-06 Session 

Bill #: S1 070-0 Complete Date: 05/16/05 

Chief Author: MURPHY, STEVE 

Title: SEAT BELT VIOLATION PRIMARY OFFENSE 

Agency Name: Emergency Medical Svs Reg Bd 

Fiscal Impact 
State 

Local 

Fee/Departmental Earnings 

Tax Revenue 

Yes No 
x 
x 

x 
x 

This table reflects fiscal impact to state government. Local government impact is reflected in the narrative on1v. 
Dollars (in thousands) FY05 FY06 FY07 FYOS FY09 

Expenditures 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 810 1,080 1,080 1,080 

less Agency Can Absorb 
-- No Impact --

Net Expenditures 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 810 1,080 1,080 1,080 

Revenues· 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 

Net Cost <Savings> 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 810 1,080 1,080 1,080 

Total Cost <Savings> to the State 810 1,080 1,080 1,080 

FY05 FYOG FY07 FYOS FY09 
Full Time Equivalents 

-- No Impact --

Total FTE 
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Bill Description 
The bill requires all passengers in all seating positions to buckle up. The bill also allows law enforcement to 
enforce the seat belt violation in the same manner that they enforce other laws. Law enforcement will be able to 
stop a vehicle and cite the driver and/or occupant(s) 15 years and over for non-seat belt use. They will no longer 
have to witness another violation of law before stopping the vehicle. 

The bill also increases the fine for a violation of the seat belt law from $25 to $50. 

Assumptions 

IT is assumed that the total number of citations issued annually by law enforcement for violations of the seat belt 
law (48,000) will not increase or decrease with the passage of this bill and will remain consistent with previous 
year averages. 

The fines derived from violations of the seat belt law are deposited into the emergency medical services relief 
account. A total of $1,200,000 is received annually from seat belt fines. The EMS Regulatory Board receives 90% 
of the total fines received to be passed on to the eight designated regional EMS programs to be used for EMS 
personnel education and training, equipment and vehicle purchases, and operational expenses of emergency life 
support transportation services. The board of directors of each EMS regional program establishes criteria for 
funding. No portion of the funding is retained by the EMS Regulatory Board. 

It is assumed that the change in fine to $50 will increase the amount received by the EMS Regulatory Board by 
two times the current level of revenue. Anticipated revenue received by the EMS Regulatory Board for FY2005 is 
$1,080,000. It is assumed that total revenue received will increase to $2, 160,000 each year. As assumption is 
made that the increase in fines is effective August 1, 2005. With a lag in the collection of fines by the courts, 
FY2006 will have only nine months of receipts -- $1,620,000. 

Expenditure and/or Revenue Formula 

Anticipated total seat belt fines received in FY2005: 48,000 x $25 = $1,200,000 

Additional revenue raised by the bill= $1,200,000 

90% x $1,200,000 = $1,080,000 to the EMSRB 

An additional $810,000 in FY2006 and an additional $1,080,000 in subsequent years will be available to the eight 
designated EMS regional programs. 

Long-Term Fiscal Considerations 

Local Government Costs 

A portion of the seat belt funding goes to local units of government in the form of EMS personnel training 
reimbursement, equipment matching grants and on-going educational programs. 

References/Sources 

FN Coord Signature: JULI VANGSNESS 
Date: 05/10/05 Phone: 201-2732 

EBO Comments 

I have reviewed this Fiscal Note for accuracy and content. 

EBO Signature: DOUG GREEN 
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Date: 05/16/05 Phone: 286-5618 
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Fiscal Note - 2005-06 Session 

Bill#: S1070-0 Complete Date: 05/09/05 

Chief Author: MURPHY, STEVE 

Title: SEAT BELT VIOLATION PRIMARY OFFENSE 

Agency Name: Supreme Court 

Fiscal Impact 
State 

Local 

Fee/Departmental Earnings 

Tax Revenue 

Yes No 
x 
x 

x 
x 

T' fl d. h his table reflects fiscal impact to state government. Local government impact is re ecte mt e narrative oniy. 
Dollars (in thousands) FY05 FY06 FY07 FYOS FY09 

Expenditures 
-- No Impact --

Less Aaency Can Absorb 
-- No Impact --

Net Expenditures 
-- No Impact --

Revenues 
Misc Special Revenue Fund 900 1,200 1,200 1,200 

Net Cost <Savinas> 
Misc Special Revenue Fund (900) (1,200) (1,200) (1,200) 

Total Cost <Savings> to the State (900) (1,200) (1,200) (1,200) 

FYOS FY06 FY07 FYOS FY09 
Full Time Equivalents 

-- No Impact --

Total FTE 
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Bill Description 
The bill requires all passengers in all seating positions to buckle up. The bill also allows law enforcement to 
enforce the seat belt violation in the same manner that they enforce other laws. Law enforcement will be able to 
stop a vehicle and cite the driver and/or occupant( s) 15 years and over for non-seat belt use. They will no longer 
have to witness another violation of law before stopping the vehicle. 

The bill also increases the fine for a violation of the seat belt law from $25 to $50. 

Assumptions 

The Department of Public Safety assumes that the total number of citations issued annually by law enforcement 
for violations of the seat belt law (48,000) will not increase or decrease with the passage of this bill and remain 
consistent with previous year averages. 

The fines derived from violations of the seat belt law are deposited into the emergency medical services relief 
account. A total of $1,200,000 is received annually from seat belt fines. 

Expenditure and/or Revenue Formula 

48000 X $50= $2,400,000 Half of the amount is due to the increase in the fine. Additionally in the first year the 
amount of revenue is shown as % of the total annual amount to account for delayed effective date. 

long-Term Fiscal Considerations 

local Government Costs 

References/Sources 

FN Coard Signature: JUDY REHAK 
Date: 05/09/05 Phone: 297-7800 

EBO Comments 

I have reviewed this Fiscal Note for accuracy and content. 

EBO Signature: JIM KING 
Date: 05/09/05 Phone: 296-7964 
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03/10/06 COUNSEL BB/RER SCS1070A-1 

1.1 Senator .................... moves to amend S.F. No. 1070 as follows: 

1.2 Delete everything after the enacting clause and insert: 

1.3 "Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.686, subdivision 1, is amended to 

.t.4 read: 

1.5 Subdivision 1. Seat belt requirement. (a) A properly adjusted and fastened seat 

1.6 belt, including both the shoulder and lap belt when the vehicle is so equipped, shall be 

1.7 worn by~ 

1.8 ffl the driver and passengers of a passenger vehicle or commercial motor vehicle;-

1.9 (2) a pa55enger riding in the front 5eat of a pa55enger vehicle or connnereial motor 

1.1 o v chicle, and 

1.11 (3) a pa55enger riding in any 5eat of a pa55enger vehicle ~ho i5 older than three 

1.12 bttt y ottnger than 11 y ettt 5 of age. 

1.13 (b) A person who is 15 years of age or older and who violates paragraph (a), clatt5e 

1.14 (1) or (2), is subject to a fine of $25. The driver of the pa55enger vehicle or connnereial 

1.15 motor vehicle in which the violation occurred is subject to a $25 fine for a violation of 

1.16 paragraph (a), clatt5e (2) or (3), by a child of the driver passenger under the age of 15 

1.17 or mry child ttnder the age of 11. A peace officer may not i55tte a citMion for a v iolMion 

1.18 of thi5 5ection ttnle55 the officer la~fttlly 5topped or detained the driver of the motor 

1.19 vehicle for a moving violation other than a violation involving motor vehicle eqnipment. 

1.20 The Department of Public Safety shall not record a violation of this subdivision on a 

1.21 person's driving record. 

1.22 Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2005 Supplement, section 171.05, subdivision 2b, is 

1.23 amended to read: 

1.24 Subd. 2b. Instruction permit use by person under age 18. (a) This subdivision 

1.25 applies to persons who have applied for and received an instruction permit under 

1.26 subdivision 2. 

1 



03/10/06 COUNSEL BB/RER SCS1070A-1 

2.1 (b) The permit holder may, with the permit in possession, operate a motor vehicle, 

2.2 but must be accompanied by and be under the supervision of a certified driver education 

2.3 instructor, the permit holder's parent or guardian, or another licensed driver age 21 or 

2.4 older. The supervisor must occupy the seat beside the permit holder. 

2.5 ( c) The permit holder may operate a motor vehicle only when every occupant under 

2.6 the age of T& 15 has a seat belt or child passenger restraint system properly fastened 

2.1 according to sections 169.685 and 169.686. A person who violates this paragraph is 

2.8 subject to a fine of $25. A peace officer ma, not i55tte a citation for a violation of thi5 

2.9 paragraph ttnle55 the officer la~fttlly 5topped or detained the driver of the motor vehicle 

2.10 for a moving violation a5 defined in 5ection 171.04, 5ttbdivi5ion 1 A passenger who is at 

2.11 least 15 years of age is subject to the requirements and penalty of section 169.686. The 

2.12 commissioner shall not record a violation of this paragraph on a person's driving record. 

2.13 ( d) The permit holder may not operate a vehicle while communicating over, or 

2.14 otherwise operating, a cellular or wireless telephone, whether handheld or hands free, 

2.15 when the veb.icle is in motion. The permit holder may assert as an affirmative defense 

2.16 that the violation was made for the sole purpose of obtaining emergency assistance to 

2.11 prevent a crime· about to be committed, or in the reasonable belief that a person's life 

2.18 or safety was in danger. 

2.19 (e) The permit holder must maintain a driving record free of convictions for moving 

2.20 violations, as defined in section 171.04, subdivision 1, and free of convictions for violation 

2.21 of section 169A.20, 169A.33, 169A.35, or sections 169A.50 to 169A.53. If the permit 

2.22 holder drives a motor vehicle in violation of the law, the commissioner shall suspend, 

2.23 cancel, or revoke the permit in accordance with the statutory section violated. 

2.24 Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 2005 Supplement, section 171.055, subdivision 2, is 

2.25 amended to read: 

2.26 Subd. 2. Use of provisional license. (a) A provisional license holder may operate a 

2.21 motor vehicle only when every occupant under the age of T&_l.2._has a seat belt or child 

2.28 passenger restraint system properly fastened according to sections 169 .685 and 169 .686. 

2.29 A person who violates this paragraph is subject to a fine of $25. A peace officer ma, not 

2.30 i55tte a citation for a violation of thi5 paragraph ttnle55 the officer la~fttll:y 5topped or 

2.31 detained the driver of the motor v chicle for a moving violation a5 defined in 5ection 171. 04 

2.32 A passenger who is at least 15 years of age is subject to the requirements and penalty of 

2.33 section 169.686. The commissioner shall not record a violation of this paragraph on a 

2.34 person's driving record. 

2.35 (b) A provisional license holder may not operate a vehicle while communicating 

2.36 over, or otherwise operating, a cellular or wireless telephone, whether handheld or 

2 



03/10/06 COUNSEL BB/RER SCS1070A-1 

3.1 hands free, when the vehicle is in motion. The provisional license holder may assert 

1 .. 2 as an affirmative defense that the violation was made for the sole purpose of obtaining 

3.3 emergency assistance to prevent a crime about to be committed, or in the reasonable belief 

3.4 that a person's life or safety was in danger. 

3.5 ( c) If the holder of a provisional license during the period of provisional licensing 

3.6 incurs (1) a conviction for a violation of section 169A.20, 169A.33, 169A.35, or sections 

3.7 169A.50 to 169A.53, (2) a conviction for a crash-related moving violation as defined in 

3.8 section 171.04, or (3) more than one conviction for a moving violation that is not crash 

3.9 related, the person may not be issued a driver's license until 12 consecutive months have 

3.10 expired since the date of the conviction or until the person reaches the age of 18 years, 

3.11 whichever occurs first." 

3.12 Amend the title accordingly 

3· 



Driving eaths ... 
nn to nmary 

The Difference Between Primary and Secondary Seat Belt Laws 

other state law \ilinnesuta' s cum.::nt seat bdt law cannor 
of this law like ever)1 other trntfo: law. 

States See Dramatic Seat Belt Use Increase After Enacting Primary 

In 
in belt use 

have the belt use. On average, states an 11 pen:entagt! point increase 
The table illustrates the prngress of several states that upgraded seat bdt laws. 

Primary Upgrade 
Date 

Use Rate Before 
Primary 

74% 

Use Rate After 
Primary 

2005 Rate 

Seat Belt Use Is a Public Health Concern - Primary Will Save Lives & Prevent Injuries 

• Based on other states' . '.\1innesnt:1's seal belt use rate wnu[d rise- from 

• 

nwre than 40 dc-ath.s and ·+OO serious 

Minnesota Traffic Fatalities and Serious Injuries 
Compared with Seat Belt Use, 1986-2006 

- F1talfthH and Serious Injuries 
Among M.otorV@hida Occupants 

Seat Belt Us.e 

20:016 Project:io-n a.as&d on ... f"lllT'l.Jiill"Wffl 
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Senator Steve M"UU'O.t1v 
Chair, Senate Transportation co;mnu.tb~ 
75 Martin Luther King 
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RE: 1070 Seat Primary Offense 

M.ll~;om Sheriffs .Association the Minnesota Chiefs of Police As.!wcilaUdMJ:\1• 
use of seat belts in our respective motor vehicles. a period of 

it well docmnented seat belts do save lives. addition to the lives 
lost each year,. studies have shovvn the enormous economic costs to our society for those 
who choose not to wear their seat belts. It is my unders~~~g that this respective bill 
noted above wiU make seat violations a primary offense: 

The Minnesota Sheriffs Association Chiefs of Police Associations rue 
pleased fi5 legislation that will seat belt violations the State 
of Minnesota. a violation. This action will bring .?vfumesota into oompliance with 
many other states have already passed similar legislation. We look to 
worldng with you in support of this legislation. 
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Executive Summary 

Everyone pays.the prim foraashesand taxpayers pay a a>nsiderable amount of the bill. In order to gain 
a better understanding of medical outa>mes pertaining to aashes, a Crash Outa>mes Data Evaluation 
(CODES) project was implemented in Minnesota. Under CODES, individuals in aashes during 2002 
were linked with hospital emergency room and inpatient treatment information. This report foaJses both 
on hospital charges and direct medical a>sts for aashes that o<Xl!r within the state. The impact aashes 
have on Minnesota's Medicaid program is also examined. 

Safety belts have been found to be highly effective in preventing death and injury due to aashes. The 
National Highway TrafficSafety Administration (NHTSA) has found that three-point safety belts in 
f rental positions are 45 to 60 peraant effective in preventing fatalities in frontal mllisions and 50 to 65 
percent effective in preventing moderate-to-aitical injuries. Minnesota's observed safety belt usage rate 
for 2004 was at 82 peraant. Although Minnesota is faring slightly better than the national average, by 
improving the state's seat belt use rate substantial progress can be made in lowering the number of deaths 
and injuries that result from aashes. 

lnaeasing seatbelt use in Minnesota would have a direct impact on lowering medical a>sts to 
government payer souraas. A 1995 NHTSA study, Safety Belt Use Laws: An Evaluation of Primary 
Enforcement and Other Provisions, indicates that states with primary (or standard) enforaament safety 
belt laws achieved significantly higher belt use than did those with sea>ndary enforaament laws. Based on 
the experienaa of other states, the Minnesota Offiaa of TrafficSafety estimates that, by upgrading 
Minnesota's seat belt law in 2006, the seat belt use rate would inaease from 84 to 94 peraant. 

If Minnesota were to upgrade its seat belt law to a standard enforcement law in 2006, the following a>st 
savings projections (in 2006 dollars) can be made using 2002 CODES linked data: 

Cum1lative coshavings from2006 -2015 by payer source: 

• Medicaid would save $37.9 million 
• Other government payer sources, exduding Medicaid, would save $14.30 million 
• Commercial insuranaa would save $80.01 million 

Minnesota's Workers' Compensation Fund would save $0.75 million 
Other sources of payment, a>mprised principally of uninsured individuals paying their own 
medical bills directly, would save $23.76 million. 

The aJmulative a>st savings over ten years for all payer sources using a weighted average effectiveness 
rate of 52.04 peraant is nearly $157 million. Medicaid a>st savings indude long-term medical a>st 
estimates for persons injured in aash who sustained TBI and SCI. A mnservative aJmulative estimate of 
hospital charge savings for upgrading Minnesota's belt lawto standard enforaament was projected to be 
$108 million by 2015. 

3 

Pa e 



Introduction 

The Burden of Motor Vehicle Crashes in Minnesota 

As the leading cause of death for Minnesotans ages one to 34 years of age, motor vehide aashes are a 
public health epidemic. 1 Crashes are also the leading cause of death from unintentional injury for ages 
one to 64 and the primary cause of on-the-job death.4 3 Everyone pays the prim for aashes and tax pa)'ers 
pay a amsiderable amount of the bill. 

In 2004, there were416 motor vehide omJpants killed and 36,408 injured in aashes on Minnesota's 
roadways. 4 The total emnomic mst for all of Minnesota's aashes in 2004 is estimated to be $2.5 billion. 5 

(This mmpares to the $1.8 billion in emnomic msts calOJlated using methods provided by the National 
Safety Council. 6) Cost estimates indude such things as msts for medical care, emergency servia!S, 
rehabilitation, lost productivity, legal servia!S, workplam losses, and insuranm administration. 7 This 
indudes both fatal and nonfatal injuries as well as aashes involving property damage only. 

Of the $2.5 billion in total emnomic msts for Minnesota in 2004, $310 million (12 permnt) were related 
to medical servims. Commercial insurers pay the majority of these medical msts. However, a substantial 
burden also falls on public soura!S such as the Medicaid, Medicare, and Worker's Compensation 
systems. 

For the United States, the emnomic mst of motor vehide aashes in 2000 was$230.6 billion. Medical 
expenses tOtaled $32.6 billion and travel delay ac:a>unted for $25.6 billion. Public revenues paid for about 
nine permnt of all motor vehide aash msts; this mst tax pa)'ers $21 billion in 2000, the equivalent of 
over $200 in added taxes for every household. The failure of a substantial portion of the driving 
population to buckle up mst society $26 billion in easily preventable injury related msts.8 

Crashes pose a significant burden on government servia!S. Local and state governments respond to traffic 
aashes. The severity of a aash determines the number of responders and length of time personnel must 
spend at a aash site. The total mst for a aash mntinues to escalate as dean up o<n1rs, aash 
remnstruction and analysis are performed, and litigation against government entities responsible forthe 
roadway is fought. For instanm, the City of St. Paul reports that, in 2004, 58 permnt of its general 
liability daims were motor vehide aash related. In the end, the tax pa)'er bill can explode when aash 
victims are unable to pay for their medical care or bemme reliant on government programs due to the fact 
they are seriously injured and can no longer adequately provide for themselves and their families. 
Furthermore, the public mntinues to pay foraashesthrough higher insuranm premiums and medical 
msts. 

The Impact of Safety Belts 

Safety belts have been found to be highly effective in preventing death and injury due to aashes. The 
National Highway TrafficSafety Administration (NHTSA) has found that three-point safety belts in 
f rental positions are 45 to 60 permnt effective in preventing fatalities in f rental mllisions and 50 to 65 
permnt effective in preventing moderate-to-aitical injuries.9 Of those killed and seriously injured in 2004 
aashes, 52 permnt of fatality victims and 33 permnt of those seriously injured were reported as not 
wearing their seat belts.10 These figures exclude motorcydists, bicyd ists, pedestrians, and others involved 
in motor vehide aashes(MVC)forwhom safety belt use does not apply. 
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Minnesota's obserwd safety belt usage ratefor2004 was at 82 percent.11 This rate was two percentage 
points above the national rate of 80 percent.12 Correspondingly, Minnesota's MVC fatality rate of 1.00 
per 100 million vehide miles traveled in 2004 was below the U.S. rate of 1.44.13 Although Minnesota is 
faring slightly better than the national average, by improving the state's seat belt use rate substantial 
progress can be made in lowering the number of deaths and injuries that result from aashes. 

In order to gain a better understanding of medical out<X)mes pertaining to aashes, a Crash Outmmes Data 
Evaluation (CODES) project, funded by NHTSA, was implemented in Minnesota. Under CODES, 
individuals in Minnesota aashes during 2002 were linked with hospital emergency room and inpatient 
treatment information, the Traumatic Brain Injury Registry, and death certificatedata. The linked data are 
referred to in this report as the 2002 CODES dataset. The project represents a mllaborative effort among 
the Minnesota Departments of Health, Public Safety, and Transportation, and the Minnesota Hospital 
Association. · 

Medical Outcomes for MVCs in Minnesota 

This reportfoaises both on hospital charges and direct medical msts (DMC)for aashes that ocxur within 
the state of Minnesota. The impact aashes have on the state's Medicaid program is also examined. 
Information on hospital patients treated and released from both emergency departments and inpatient care 
ismllected bythe Minnesota Hospital Association (MHA).Becausetherearenot any personal identifiers 
mllected by the M HA, databases were I inked using software based on statistical theory known as 
probabilistic linkage. 

Hospital patient data mntain charges that were billed for the patient's initial hospital stay after a aash 
event ocxurred. The 2002 CODES dataset mntains 26,942 linked aash and hospital remrds with hospital 
charges totaling $171.7 million. These charges reflect charges inairred not actual charges paid, and 
indude such things as room and board, as well as lab, radiology and other ancillary charges. Charge data 
do not indude the following: 

Care received at medical dinics. 
First responder or ambulance transport data. 
Physician fees, such as surgeons, for patient care received while being treated at a hospital. 

• Presaiptions filled after leaving treatment. 
Data on Minnesota aashes wherethe victim(s) sought treatment at hospitals in a border state. 

For most people injured in aashes, there are relatively fewmsts beyond the initial hospital stay. 
However, certain types of injuries that required inpatient caremmmonly result in post-discharge CX>sts in 
the first and subsequent years. Examples of these additional msts may indude rehabilitation, nursing 
home services, medication and pain management. This study foaJses on two such injuries, traumatic brain 
injury (TBI) and spinal mrd injury (SCI), for which there aredata available about post-discharge msts. 

Motor vehide aashes are the leading cause of TBI. The National Institute of Neurological Disorders and 
Stroke reports that nationally half of all TBls are due to transportation amdents.14 For Minnesota, the 
Brain Injury Association of Minr:iesota reports that 32 percent of TBI are caused by MVC incidents. In a 
February 2005 letter to the Minnesota Senate Transportation Committee, the Brain Injury Association 
reported that the annual mst of aaite careand rehabilitation in Minnesota for new cases of TBI is 
estimated at $200 million. Using these figures, it can be deduced that TBlscaused by aashes annually 
mst Minnesota $64 million in aaite careand rehabilitation. 

5 



Special emphasis was plamd on oosts to the state's Medicaid system, but estimates of the oosts to 
oommercial insurers, other government payer sources, and Worker's Compensation were also calrnlated. 
For these payers, only the initial hospital charges were oonsidered because information was not available 
about the permntage of injured persons whose post-discharge oosts would be paid by each of these 
sourms. Therefore, the medical oosts forMVC-related hospitalizations foroommercial insurers, other 
government payer sourms, and Worker's Campen sation are underestimated in this report. 

Finally, an estimation of oost savings resulting from Minnesota upgrading its seatbelt lawfrom a 
seoondary to a standard enformment status is calrnlated. The oost savings for a standard (or primary) 
enformment lawwereestimated over a ten-year period from 2006 to 2015. A ten-yeartime period was 
chosen as the number of years to study to illustrate that the medical oosts resulting from MVCs oontinue 
to acaJmulate over time, but dearly they will not do so indefinitely. The average life expedancy for 
survivors of a TBI or SCI is more than ten years, so it can be reasonably assumed that some injuries that 
ocaJr in 2006 will oontinue to result in medical oosts in 2015. 

Data Sources and Methods 

Data Sources and limitations 

The primary data sourm for the analysis is the 2002 CODES linked dataset. Although the TBl/SCI 
Registry and the hospital discharge dataset have external cause of injury oodes (E-oodes)-forthe 
purposes of the analysis, only cases that linked to a aash report were used. 

Although the 2002 CODES dataset was found to be representative of the aash database the number of 
MVC ocaJpants sustaining a nonfatal hospitalized TBI in the 2002 CODES data set is 19 permnt less 
than the number of nonfatal hospitalized TBI hospital discharge data patient reoords that had E-CX>des in 
the range of E810-E819 (.0, .1, .8, .9), indicating MVC ocaJpancy. Thus, the 2002 CODES dataset under 
represents the total number of nonfatal hospitalized TBI patient reoords that were originally CX>ded as 
MVC ocaJpant injuries. In addition, the 2002 CODES linked dataset does not yet oontain TBI Registry 
diagnosis oodes, which identify an additional 26 permnt of MVC ocaJpant nonfatal hospitalized TBI 
when linked with the hospital discharge data. 

Defining Motor Vehicle Occupants Hospitalized by MVC~ 

For this report, reoords were filtered to only indude people who were motor vehide ocaJpants. 
Minnesota Department of Heath (M DH)staff estimated that less than one permntage point of all 
Minnesota aash victims are transported outside of Minnesota for hospital emergency care; however, the 
permnt of serious injury cases may be higher in border areas such as northwestern and southwestern 
Minnesota. Because there area number of Wisoonsin aash victims who are transported into Minnesota 
for hospital emergency care, Wisoonsin aash data were originally induded within the CODES linked 
dataset; however, Wisoonsin aash data were not used forthe report. 

An added oomponent to filtering vehide ocaJpants is by whether or not they were wearing a seat belt. 
Seat belt use was imputed for those cases where use was unknown. Lastly, oost savings were only 
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cal a.dated for those cases where the individual was not belted and the linked hospital rea>rd had an injury 
roded (versus a non-injury <X>ded). 

Definitions of TBI and SCI 

Because there areaedible data available about the long-term medical costs fortraumatic brain and spinal 
a>rd injuries, a foCJs of this report is to quantify a>sts associated with these types of injuries. The Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) has developed case definitions for TBI and SC I based on the 
World Health Organization's International Classification of Diseases, Ninth Revision (ICD-9) systems 
(Tables 1 and 2).1a 16 The case definitions used in this reportarebased on those published in CDC's 
Central Nervous· System Injury surveillance Data SUbmission Standards - 2002. 17 

Table 1. Case Definition for TBI 

ICD-9 code(s) Description 
800.0-801.9 
003.0-804.9 
850.0-854.1 
950.1-950.3 
959.01 

Fractue of the vadt or base of the skul 
Other and 1.11qualified and mutiple fractues of the skul 
lrtracrarial irjuy, including concussion, catusion, laceration, and hemonhage 
lrjuy to the optic ctiasm, optic pathways, and visual catex 
Head irjury, UlSpecified 

Table 2. Case Definition for SCI 

ICD-9 code(s) Description 
806.0-806.9 Fractt.re of the vatebral coll.ml wih spinal cord irji.ry 
952.0-952. 9 Spinal cord irjuy wthout evi:lence of spinal bone irjuy 

Table 3 outlines the case definitions, in terms of ICD-9 <X>des, forthe four levels of injury severity used in 
this report to determine the medical a>sts of SC I. These definitions were obtained from the National 
Spinal Cord Injury Statistical Center (NSCISC) and noted in a report from the Kentucky Transportation 
Center.18 

Table 3. Case Definitions for levels of SCI Severity 

liluy sevaity 

Htjl quadriplegia 
LON quadriplegia 
Paraplegia 
lncompete md:or 
function at any levEf 

Defimion 
lrjuy to C1-C4 
lrjuy to C5-C7 
lrjuy to T1-S5 

ICD-9 codes 
806.()().8()6.04, 806.10-806.14, 952.00-952.04 
806.05-806.09, 806.15-806.19, 952.05-952.09 
806 (.2-.7), 952 (.1-.4) 
806.8, 806.9, 952.8, 952.9 

Within the 2002 CODES dataset, 1,569 motor vehide occupants had a TBI diagnosis with hospital 
charges totaling over $30.4 million. A little more than one-third of all TBI caseswere not wearing a seat 
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belt and their charges mmprised 46 permnt of total charges. The average non-belted TBI had hospital 
charges that were 52 permnt greaterthan a belted TBI case. Of the65 individuals with a TBI that died, 52 
permnt were not wearing a seat belt. 

In respect to SCI cases, there were 45 oCOJpants with charges totaling just over $4 million. Forty permnt 
of SC I cases were not wearing a seat belt and their charges made up nearly 40 permnt of total charges. 
The average aarte care charge for an unbelted SC I case was $86,095 and the average for a belted SC I 
cases was $95,866. Of the four SCI victims that died, three were not wearing a seat belt. 

Medical Costs to Medicaid 

Hospital charge data indude mding for a primary or expected sourm of payment, sUch as Medicaid or 
mmmercial insuranm, as well as semndary and tertiary payment sourms. The primary payer was used to 
determine who would pay the first-year medical msts. Patient remrds with Medicaid as the primary 
payer sourm were selected. 

The model used to estimate MVC medical msts to Medicaid is partially based on methodologies used by 
Chaudhary and Preusser and the Kentucky Transportation Center; they utilized three categories of injury 
(TBI, SCI and other) and two time frames(first-yearmsts, which indude initial hospital charges and 
first-year post-discharge msts, and additional-year msts) .19. 2> 

To more aCOJrately calaJlate TBI msts to Medicaid, unbelted Minnesota aash victims who sustained a 
TBI and lived weredivided into threecategories: 1) inpatients discharged into inpatient rehabilitation; 2) 
inpatients who had a discharge status other than inpatient rehabilitation; and 3) patients who were only 
treated within the emergency room. For discharges that did not involve a TBI or SCI diagnosis, only the 
initial hospital charges weremnsidered (Table4). 

Table 4. Data Sol.Ices for Medical Costs of lllmes of TBI patients to Medicaid 

First Year Additional Year Type of illuy Initial hosptal Post-discharge Costs charaes costs 
1BI patien1s discharged from 2002 CODES Dataset Oaig Hospital Olaudhary and 
inpatient care fD inpatient Preusser 
rehabilitation 
1BI patien1s discharged from 2002 CODES Dataset Chaudhary and diaudhary and 
inpatient care fD a sla11.Js Preusser Preusser 
o1t'ler 1t'lan inpatient 
rehabilitation 
1BI patien1s discharged from 2002 CODES Dataset Not available Not available 
emergency room services 
SCI NSCISC NSCISC NSCISC 
01t'ler 2002 CODES Dataset Not available Not available 

Calculating TBI Costs to Medicaid 

Initial hospital charges were calrulated from the Minnesota 2002 CODES dataset. Initial hospital charges 
represent the charges that were billed to a payer, which are generally somewhat higher than the actual 
sum paid. Of the 1,569 vehide oCOJpants diagnosed with TBI, 60 cases had Medicaid listed as the 
primary payer sourm with charges totaling over $1.5 million. Of these60 Medicaid cases, 42 permnt 
were not wearing a seat belt; their charges mmprised 61 permnt of total charges to Medicaid. Non-belted 
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TBI cases with Medicaid as the primary payer source had charges on average that were 80 percent greater 
than belted TBI cases. 

To estimate post-discharge first-yearmsts forTBI patients, information wasused from two sources: a 
release by Craig Hospital and a report issued by the Preusser Research Group. Craig Hospital estimated 
that TBI patients discharged from inpatient rehabilitation have an average post-discharge first-year cost of 
$40,348. 21 Additional year <X>Sts are derived from a study released by the Preusser Research Group which 
calrulated average additional-year a>sts for TBI patients as being $26,871 a year.2'l 

With these definitions and assumptions, first-year and long-term medical <X>Stsfor Minnesota TBI aash 
victims from 2006-2015 were calailated. First-year a>st savings projections for the three TBI 
subcategories are shown in Table 5. 

Inpatient Rehabilitation Discharge 
The first-year <X>Sts to Medicaid for TBI patients that were discharged from inpatient care into 
inpatient rehabilitation were estimated as the following: 

CTBI s = H TBI + a* N ra 

in which 
CTBI s = TBI <X>Sts to Medicaid in first year 

H ra = the initial hospital a>sts to Medicaid for TBI patients 

N TBI =the number of unbelted TBI victims on Medicaid who survived 
hospitalization 

a = the firSt-year post discharge medical a>sts (estimated at $40,348 per TBI 
patient). 

Not Discharged into Inpatient Rehabilitation 
The first-year<X>Sts to Medicaid for TBI patients that were discharged from inpatient care into 
anything other than inpatient rehabilitation were estimated as the following: 

CTBI s = H ra + b* N TBI 

in which 

CTBI s = TBI a>sts to Medicaid in first year 

H ra = the initial hospital a>sts to Medicaid for TBI patients 
N TBI =the number of unbelted TBI victims on Medicaid who survived 

hospitalization 
b = the first-year post discharge medical CX>sts (estimated at $26,871 per TBI 

patient). 

Emergency Room Treated Only 
For TBI patients discharged from emergency room (ER) services, only initial hospital charges 
were used in first-year CX>sts. There was not sufficient evidence to project the number of ER 
treated TBI victims that will be in need of follow up care or the amount in which those services 
would cost. 
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To cala.date the additional-year a>sts savings to Medicaid, the same calOJlation was used for both of the 
inpatient TBI subsets (additional yearmst savings were not calOJlated for patients who received ER 
services only). Acmrding to the Craig Institute, the percentage of TBI patients on Medicaid will double in 
the year following injury. 23 To calailate mst savings for each additional year after the first yearthe injury 
event occurred, we used: 

CTBI L = (2N TB/* b} 

in which 
CTBI L = TBI a>sts to Medicaid in subsequent nine years 

N TBJ =the number of unbelted TBI patients on Medicaid who survived 
hospitalizatio n 

b = the first-year post discharge medical a>sts (estimated at $26,871 per TBI 
patient) 

The di red medical mst estimates to Medicaid for unbelted TBI patients are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5. 2002 Unbelted TBI Medical Cost Estimates to Medicaid (in 2002 dollars) 

First Year (2002) Each Sum 
Type of lnjl.fY N I ritial hospital Post41scharge Adcitional 10 Years 

charges costs Year Cost 
TBI patien1s discharged from 
inpatient care to inpatient 1 $95,716.02 $40,348.00 $53,742.00 $619,742.02 
rehabili1ation 
TBI patients discharged from 
inpatient care to a slatus other 8 $830,135.19 $214,968.00 $429,936.00 $4,914,527.19 
1han inpatient rehabili1ation 
TBI patients discharged from 

15 $34,488.99 NA NA $34,488.99 emergency room services 

Initial hospital charge data are from 2002 and addition al-year mst estimates are based on studies using 
pre-2002 mst data, with adjustments for inflation. Health care inflation rates for 2003-2006 were obtained 
from R-C Healthcare Management (through the Minnesota Hospital Association) and areshown in 
Table6. 

Table 6. Health Care Inflation Rates 2003-2006 

Year 

2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

Inflation Rate 

5.8% 
5.00.k 
4.5% 
4.2% 

Net Operating 
Reverue 
Historical 
Historical 
Projected 
Projected 

Using the figures from the last a>lumn in Table 5, Table 7 projeds a>st savings for unbelted TBI patients 
in 2006 dollars. 
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Table 7. -Unbelted TBI Medical Cost Estimates to Medicaid for lrjllies that Occl.lled in 2002, <Ne: a Ten
Year Period, Adjusted for Inflation 

&m 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Type of ll'jlJ'Y 10Years Inflation Inflation Inflation Inflation 

5.8% 5.0% 4.5% 4.2% 
lBI patien1s discharged fi"om 
inpatient care to inpatient $619,742.02 $655,687.05 $688,471.41 $719,452.62 $749,669.63 
rehabilitation 
lBI patien1s discharged fi"om 
inpatient care to a status $4,914,527.19 $5,199,569.n $5,459,548. 26 $5,705,227.93 $5,944,847 .51 other than inpatient . 
rehabilitation 
lBI patien1s discharged fi"om 

$34,488.99 $36,489.36 $38,313.82 $40,037.95 $41,719.54 emeraencv room services 

Calculating SCI Costs and Other Injuries to Medicaid 

NSCISC reports that average SCI msts per patient range from $201,273 to $682,957 in the firstyear and 
from $14, 106 to $122,334 in eadi additional year depending on injury· severity. The estimates of first-year 
SCI msts in Table 8 indude the initial hospital msts, thus the hospital diarges from the 2002 CODES . 
database were not used.~ 

Table 8. Averaga Yearly Expenses for SCI, by Severity On May 2004 dollars) 

lrjury severity 
H~ Qi.amiplegia 
Low Ql.Bdriplegia 
Paraplegia 
lncompete maor fin:tion at any leva 

First year 
$682,957 
$441,025 
$249,549 
$201,273 

Each slbseguent year 
$12'2,334 
$50,110 
$25,394 
$14,106 

Within the 2002 CODES dataset, there was only one SCI patient that was an unbelted, nonfatal vehide 
o<DJpant and Medicaid was listed as the first payer sourm. This patient suffered a high quadriplegia 
injury. Thus, the mst figure listed above for high quadriplegia first-year msts of $682,957 was used. 

In order to calaJlate the additional-year msts to Medicaid for persons who experiene2d a SCI in a given 
year, it was also neC2ssaryto estimate the number of injured persons whose long-term medical expenses 
would be paid by Medicaid. According to the Craig Institute, 25 peraant of all persons who experienm an 
SCI will bemme Medicaid patients.25 
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The additional-year ex>sts to Medicaid for SCI patients were estimated as the following: 

CSCI L =I {e, * 0.254 * Tcs;r~) 

in which 
CSCL L =the ex>st to Medicaid in each year subsequent to the injury 

e / =the average expenses in each subsequent year for each SC I severity level 
(Table8) 

Tceci>i =the number of unbelted MVC related SCI patients in eadl severity level who 

survived the initial hospitalization. 

Cost estimates forthe average long-term expenses to Medicaid for unbelted MVC SCI patients by 
severity categories are listed in Table 9. The last rolumn takes the equation for calmlating additional year 
ex>sts listed above and multiplies it by nine years. 

Table 9. Avsaga Long-term Expenses to Medicaid fcr2002 Unbelted MVC SCI Patierts by Severity (in 
May 2004 dollars) 

Each Subsequent Year 25.4% ofTotal Cost of SCI 
lniurv Severitv N Cost Per Patient Patients Over 9 Years 

Hgh Quadriplegia 3 $122,334.00 $838,966.57 
low Quadriplegia 4 $50,110.00 $458,205.84 
Paraplegia 7 $25,394.00 $406,354.79 
lncom cle1e mot>r function at anv level 1 $14.106.00 $32.246.32 

Total SCI chames $1 735.773.52 

For unbelted vehide ocaJpants that did not have a diagnosis of TBI or SCI, CX>St projections were 
restricted to the initial hospital charges and are referred to in this report as "other." There is no available 
research to project medical ex>sts post discharge of the initial hospital stay forthese injuries. Table 10 
captures the estimated first-year and additional-year ex>sts for SCI patients and other injuries. 

Table 10. Urbelted SCI and Other Patient Medical Cost Estimates to Medicad On 2002 Dollars) For One 
Year of hiuy Prevention 

Type First Year Additional Year 
of N Initial hospHal Post-discharge Additional Year Costs Over9 Sum 10Years 

injury c:haraes costs Cost Years 

SCI 
See 682,957.00 $192,863.72 1, 735,773.52 $2,418,730.52 

Table9 -
Other 205 902,495.00 NA NA NA $902,495.00 

Inflation adjustments weremade for SCI and other injuries as listed in the table below. Because SCI ex>st 
estimates were made with 2004 dollar figures, adjustments were only made to them for 2005 and 2006. 
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Table 11. 2002 Unbelted SCI and Other Medical Cost Estimates to Medicaid Qn 2006 Dollars) 

Type of 
injury 

SCI 
Other 

Sun 
10Years 

$2,418,730.52 

$902.495.oo I 

2003 
Inflation 

5.8% 

$954.839.71 I 

2004 
Inflation 

5.0% 

$1.002.ss1.10 I 

2005 
Inflation 

4.5% 
$2,527,573.39 
$1,047,697.871 

Calculating Cost Savings to Medi ca id by Increasing Seat Belt Use 

2006 
Inflation 

4.2% 
$2,633,731A7 
$1,091,701.181 

To calrulate a mst savings estimate to Medicaid by inaeasing seat belt use, the total estimated msts for 
unbelted TBI, SCI, and other injured whide oCaJpants werea>mbined from Tables 7 and 11. The total 
mst estimate to Medicaid, for injuries that oCaJrred in 2002, during the murse of 10 years is owr 
$10 million. 

Using 2002 CODES data, a weighted awrage effediwness rate of 52.04 percent was calrulated for 
prewnting nonfatal injuries. MAIS injury smres were not taken into a>nsideration when making this 
calrulation. To project a>st savings to Medicaid if all unbelted aash victims had worn their seat belt, the 
eff ectiwness rating of 52.04 percent was applied to the total a>st estimate of unbelted aash victims. 
Table 12 provides an estimated mst savings to Medicaid for injuries that would be avoided owr the 
murse of one year if Minnesota's seat belt use rate were at 100 percent. 

Table 12. Estimated Cost Savings to Medicaid for l!lllies Avoided the First Year After Minnesota's Seat 
Belt Use Rate was at 100 percent 

Total costs to Medicaid aver 10 years for 2002 
Lri>elted vehicle occLprts 
Safety belt effectiveness rate 
Estimated savinas if 100% seat belt use rate 

$10,461,669 
52.04% 

$5.440,067 

As of 2005, Minnesota's seat belt use rate is reported at 84 percent. Based on the experience of other 
states, the Minnesota Office of TrafficSafety estimates that Minnesota's seat belt use rate would rise 
from 84 percent to 94 percent if the seat belt law were upgraded to standard enforcement. Table 13 
indudes the projected total a>st savings to Medicaid if Minnesota had a seatbelt use rate at 94 percent. 
To calrulate savings at 94 percent, the expected percentage point inaease of 10 was divided by the 
rurrent non-belted use rateof 16 percentage points, multiplied by the total estimated savings at 100 
percent belt use, $5.44 million. The total direct medical mst (DMC)savings to ~edicaid for 
hospitalizations that oCaJr in 2006 alone would be $3.4 million over ten years. 

Table 13. Estimated Cost Savings to Medicaid for l!lllies Avoided the First· Year After Mimesota's Seat 
Belt Law is Upgaded to Standard Enfon::emenl: 

Estimated savings if 100% seat belt use rate 
Law upgrade expected belt use rate 

"ected cost savi with law 

$5,753,918 

13 

94% 
658 



The same reasoning can be applied to each year from 2006 through 2015 to arrive at a OJmulative 
estimated savings for the ten-year period. The savings for each year, assuming passage of a seat belt law 
upgrade to standard enforC2ment in 2006, are presented in Table 14 in 2006 dollars. For 2006, there 
would be $3.4 million in DMC savings. In 2007, the savings would be $4.2 million: $3.4 million in first
year savings plus one additional-year savings of $0.82 million from hospitalizations that OCQ.lrred in 
2006. For 2008, there would be $8.4 million in DMC savings: $3.4 million in first-year savings plus one 
additional-year savings of $0.82 million from hospi~li zations that ocaJrred in 2007 plus the total from 
2007. Overthe remaining years, the acaJmulated savings would be $16.8 million fof 2010 and $37.9 
million for2015. 

Table 14. Cl.lllulative Cost Savings to Medicad Over 10 Years if Seat Belt law Upgrade in 2006 

Cumulatiw Cost Savings to Medicaid 

$40,000,000 ..---------------------. 
& $30,000,000 .,._ __________ _ 
c 

! $20,000,000 --------

~ $10,000,000 -1---------l 

$0 .....,..._ __ ..__. 

2006 'l007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Year 

Cumulative Savings to Other Payers 

Other payer sourC2s, such as Workers' Compensati on, will benefit from a primary enforC2ment law. 
Aax>rding to the Minnesota Department of Labor and Industry, from 1995-1999 aashes aax>unted for 27 
per<2nt of on-the-job fatalities. Overall, on-the-job aash injuries (fatal and non-fatal) at the national level 
a>mprise about 6.5 perC2nt of all aash injuries.z Although "Workers' Compensation" was only listed as 
the primary payer sourC2 for one perC2nt of linked remrds, it is estimated that on-the-job aashes oOOJr at 
a much greater rate. 

Commercial insuranC2 is the leading payer sourC2 in Minnesota with 63 perC2nt of hospital charges. 
Because Minnesota has mandated no-fault auto-insuran C2 a>verage, vehide insuranC2 providers pid< up 
the first $20,000 in medical charges that are billed for aashes that oCXllr. Remaining medical charges are 
paid by other payer sourC2s, such as regular health insuranC2. 

The sea>nd leading group of payer sourC2s, with 19 perC2ntof total charges, is •Other SourC2s" which is 
mostly made of people paying their own bills or "self pay.9 The third payer group "Other Government," 
which does not indude Medicaid, is the primary payer sourC2 for 13 perC2nt of charges that ocaJr. The 
average "Other Government" hospital chargeswerefound to be 89 perC2nt greaterthan the average of all 
other payer sourC2S a>mbined (excluding Medicaid). Government payer sourC2s, induding Medicaid, 
werethe primary payer sourC2 for more than $16 million in hospital charges (or 18 perC2nt of charges that 
oOOJrred to vehide oOOJpants). One-third of charges were for unbelted oOOJpants. 
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Using a simplified version of the methods used for Mmicaid, savings were calrulated for the other major 
soure2S of payment. The results are displayed in Table 15. These figures a<n>unt only for charges related 
to the initial hospitalization because there is not information available to determine the number of injured 
oOOJpants forwhich these payers would bear the post-discharge and long-term aists. Therefore, 
rumulative savings outlined in Table 15 can be ainsidered minimum savings. 

Table 15. Cunulative Medical Charge Savings for 2006-2015 for Payer Sot.Ices (in 2006 Dollars) 

Payer 

Commercial Inst.ranee 
Other sources (self pay) 
Other Government (not incllxfing Medicaid) 
Workers' Compensation 

Savings in 2010 
(in millions) 

$40.01 
$11.88 
$7.15 
$0.37 

Savings in 2015 
(in millions) 

$80.01 
$23.76 
$14.30 

$0.75 

Effectiveness of Seat Belts in Preventing Injury and Medical Savings 

Seat belts improve an ocaJpant' s chance of surviving a potentially fatal crash by 45 to 73 ~roent. In 
moderate-to-serious nonfatal injuries, they reduoe the dlanoe of injury by 44 to 78 peroent.27 The 
effectiveness of belts varies depending on cirrumstan oes surrounding a aash event, such as the following: 

• Resulting injury severity (moderate-to-serious injury versus fatality); 
• Type of vehide in which the ocaJpant is riding (passenger car versus light truck); 
• Type of safety belt used (lap belt only versus lap and shoulder belt); and 
• Position of the ocaJpant in the vehid e (front seat belt versus rear seat). 

To determine savings, vehide ocaJpants who had an injury-related diagnostic aide were selected by the 
aiteria listed above. In addition, only vehide ocaJpants within a passenger car(induding SUVs) or a 
light truck were induded in these analyses. 

CODES data from 2002 revealed that only 24 peroent of vehide oOCllpant fatality victims meeting the 
above aiteriaweredischarged as deoeased from hospitals. Examining Minnesota's Fatality Analysis 
Reporting System (FARS) data, it was found that 58 peroent of 2002 fatalities were reported as dying at 
the soene of the aash.~ For the an people who died on the roadway or while in transport (59 peroent of 
which were unbelted), there is no medical charge data as these cases only linked to death oertificate 
reairds. 

Of those treated at the hospital, there were 18,512 OcaJpants with charges totaling $88.5 million. Twenty
two peroent of these people were not wearing a seat belt and their charges made up 36 peroent of total 
charges. On average, unbelted OcaJpants had dlarges 94 peroent greater than belted ocaJpants. 

Table 16 provides information on potential savings specific to unbelted vehide OcaJpant fatalities. The 
NHTSA efficiency rates estimate charges avoided and lives saved had all unbelted ocaJpants instead 
dlosen to serure their seat belt. In addition, an estimate is provided for charges avoided (in 2002 dollars) 
and lives saved over the aiurse of one year assuming that Minnesota upgraded its seat belt law and the 
belt use rate was at 94 peroent. 
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Table 16. Estimated Medical Charges Avoided (in 2002 Dollars) and Lives Saved Over One Year if 
Minnesota's Seat Belt Use Rate was at 100 and 94 Percent 

Veh- Nurmer To1al Estimated 
Estimated 

To1al NHTSA Lives ide Seating Position and Nurmer Killed & Aa.de 
Efficieni' 

Charges Saved if Type Belt Type Available 
Killed 

Hosp. Care Saved if 100% 
100% Treated Charges Raes Belted Belted 

Pass- Front, Lap/ 177 34 $1,029,94 45% $463,476.35 80 enger shoulder belt 7 
car Front, Lap belt only 1 0 $2,029 35% $710.19 0 

Back, Lap/shoulder belt 18 4 $155,551 44% $68,442.34 8 
Back, Lap belt only 7 3 $75,654 32% $24.209.32 2 

Light Front, Lap/shoulder belt 73 15 $581,299 60% $348,779.56 44 
Truck Front, Lap belt only 2 2 $29,201 50% $14,600.70 1 

Back, Lap/shoulder belt 5 0 $0 73% $0.00 4 
Back, Lap belt only 0 0 $0 63% $0.00 0 

Total Charges and Uves Saved at 100% Seat Belt Usage $920,218 138 

Total Charges and Uves Saved at 94% Seat Belt Usage $575,137 86 

Tables 17 and 18 provide information on potential savings spedficto unbelted whide om.ipants that 
survived and had a diagnosed injury. NHTSA efficiency rates estimate injuries prevented and charges 
avoided had all unbelted OOOJpants instead chosen to seOJre their seatbelt. Table 17 amtains data 
cxmcerning moderate-to-aitical injuries with a MAIS sa>re of 2 through 5. Table 18 contains data 
concerning minor injuries with a MAIS sa>re equal to one. Applicable NHTA efficiency rates were used. 
In addition, an estimate is provided for dlarges avoided {in 2002 dollars) and injuries prevented owr the 
course of one year assuming that Minnesota upgraded its seat belt law and the belt use rate was at 94 
percent. 

Table 17. Estimated Medical Charges Saved (in 2002 Dollars) and Nonfatal Hospital-Treated Moderate to 
Critical lnjuies (MAIS=2-5) Prevented Over One Year if Minnesota's Seat Belt Use Rate was at 100 and 
94 Percent 

Seating Position and NHTSA Injuries 
Nurmer Eflici:incy Prevented if Seat Belt Type 

1 Belted 
786 50% 393 

enger 5 30% 2 
Car 90 49% 44 

25 37% 9 
Light 247 65% 161 
Truck 4 55% 2 

6 78% 5 

3 68% 2 

617 

386 
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Table 18. Estimated Medical Charges Saved (in 2002 Doll~) and Hospital-Treated Minor lllllies 
(MAIS=1) Reverted Over One Year if Minnesota's Seat Belt Use Rate was at 100 and 94 Percent 

Veh- Seating Pomon and To1al Acule NHlSA Estimated Injuries 
ide Nurri>er Care Eflid:ncy Olarges Saved if prevented if 

Type Seat Belt Type Olarges 100% belled 100% belled 

Front, Lap/shoulder belt 1987 $3,887,714 10 $388,771.41 199 
Pass- Front, Lap belt only 10 $11,952 10 $1,195.19 1 enger 

Car Back, Lap/shoulder belt 267 $358,658 10 $35,865.84 27 
Back, Lap belt only 58 $66,473 10 $6,647.34 6 

Front, Lap/shoulder belt 494 $939,503 10 $93,95027 49 

Light Front, Lap belt only 32 $26,012 10 $2,601.19 3 
Truck Back, Lap/shoulder belt 25 $27,054 10 $2,705.37 3 

Back, Lao belt only 12 $8,552 10 $855.19 1 

Total Chanms and Mnr lnlurlAs Prevented at 100% Seat Belt Usaoe s532..sg2 289 

I Total Charges and IWnor !np!es Prevented at 94% Seat Belt Usage I mwo I 
In 2002, 906 people weretreatedfor motor vehide aash injuries who would not have required hospital 
carehad a seatbelt been worn. Another 138 lives would have been saved had all been properly belted. 
The e~$ and preventable hospital charges for these unbuckled motor vehide occupants in 2002 were 
more than $14 million. The estimated hospital charge savings for a 94 permnt belt use rate (from Tables 
16, 17 and 18) equals $8,931,724 (in 2002 dollars). To adjust for inflation, calallation rates in Table 6 
were used. The adjusted hospita I charge savings after one year of upgrading the seat belt law is 
$10,804,241 (in 2006 dollars). 

Using the same methods as applied for calrulating rumu lative cost saving for payer sources, cost savings 
werecalrulated for over all effectivene$ of seat belts. The results are displayed in Table 19. These 
figures ac:a>unt only for charges related to the initial hospitaliiation because there is no information 
available to determine the number of injured o<Xl.lpants forwhich these payer(s) would bear the post
discharge and long-term costs. The estimated rumulative medical cost savings for upgrading Minnesota's 
seat belt law to standard enformment would be $54 million by 2010 and $108 million by 2015. 

Table 19. EStimated Qmuative Cost SavillJS for Upgading Minnesota's Seat Belt lavv 

Cumulative Cost Savq,s Over10 Years If Seat Belt 
Law Upgrcnde In 2006 
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$100,000,000 +-------------=--D-1 

$90,000,000 +---------------tllllH 
ID $80,000,00 0 +-------------11111--,._-D-I i $70,0 00,000 
us $60,000,000 +---------111-------$50,000.000 .,__ _______ __. ______ ___ 

1 $40,000,000 +---------a---111---11111-
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$10,000 ,000 +--i..---111--:::111111-11111111111-
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I 11 Medicaid Ct.nu.dative Savings 11 Overall Curulalive Savings I 
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Conclusions 

I naeasing seat belt use fo Minnesota would have a direct impact on lowering medical a>sts to 
government payer sourms. A 1995 NHTSA study, Safety Belt Use Laws: An Evaluation of Primary 
Enforcement and Other Provisions, indicates that states with primary enformment safety belt laws 
achieved significantly higher belt use than did those with semndary enformment laws. Upgrading the seat 
belt law would be the most effective and efficient means of inaeasing seat belt use in Minnesota. Based 
on the experienm of other states, the Minnesota Offimof TrafficSafety estimates that, by upgrading 
Minnesota's seat belt law in 2006, the seat belt use rate would inaease from 84 percent belt use to 94 
permntuse. 

If Minnesota were to upgrade its seat belt law to a standard enformment law in 2006, the following a>st 
savings projections {in 2006 dollars) am be made using 2002 CODES linked data: 

After one year: 

Injuries prevented within the first year would save Medicaid $3.4 million over 10 years. 
Injuries prevented within the first year would save $10.8 million over 10 years to all payer 
sour ms. 

Cum.ilative cost savings from2006 -2015 by payer source: 

• Medicaid would save $37.9 million 
• Other government payer sourms, excluding Medicaid, would save $14.30 million 
• Commercial insuranm would save $80.01 million 
• Minnesota's Workers' Compensation Fund would save $0.75 million 
• Other sourms of payment, a>mprised principally of uninsured individuals paying their own 

medical bills directly, would save $23.76 million. 

The rumulative a>st savings over ten years for all payer sourms using a weighted average effectivens 
rate of 52.04 permnt is nearly $157 million. Medicaid a>st savings indude long-term medical a>st 
estimates for persons injured in aash who sustained TBI and SCI. A a>nservative rumulative estimate of 
hospital charge savings for upgrading Minnesota's belt law to standard enformment was projected to be 
$108 million by 2015. 
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Section 1 exempts a neighborhood electric vehicle from the definition of "motor vehicle" in the 
vehicle registration chapter. 

Section 2 exempts neighborhood electric vehicles from vehicle registration requirements. 

Section 3 defines "neighborhood electric vehicle" as an electrically powered vehicle with four 
wheels on the ground, weighing under 1,900 pounds, with a maximum speed of 25 miles per hour, 
and carrying a maximum of four people, including the driver. 

Section 4, Subdivision 1, authorizes a governing body of a county, city, or town to allow by 
ordinance the operation, by permit, of neighborhood electric vehicles that meet federal standards, 
on designed roadways that have a maximum speed of 35 miles per hour. 

Subdivision 2 provides that the ordinance must require vehicle insurance that is prescribed 
by law for motorcycles. The ordinance may provide that a permit applicant submit a physician's 
certificate showing the applicant can operate the vehicle safely. 

Subdivision 3 prohibits operation of these vehicles after dark, in bad weather, or during 
periods of low visibility. 



Subdivision 4 provides that a slow-moving vehicle sign is not required for a neighborhood 
electric vehicle. 

Subdivision 5 allows a driver to cross a street or highway that intersects a roadway 
designated for neighborhood electric vehicles. 

Subdivision 6 requires drivers of neighborhood electric vehicles to obey the rules of the road. 

Subdivision 7 exempts a driver of a neighborhood electric vehicle from the requirement to 
have a driver's license. Vehicle equipment laws do not apply to neighborhood electric vehicles, with 
the exception of the requirement of a rear view mirror. A neighborhood electric vehicle is subject 
to federal equipment requirements for low-speed vehicles. 

Subdivision 8 makes an operator of a neighborhood electric vehicle who cannot obtain 
liability insurance eligible to participate in the Minnesota Automobile Assigned Risk Plan. 

BB/KB:rer 
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,1 • .. 

Senators Koering, Murphy, Day, Ourada and Johnson, D.E. introduced-

S.F. No. 1811: Referred to the Committee on Transportation. 

1 A bill for an act 

2 relating to traffic regulations; authorizing local 
3 governments to permit low-speed neighborhood electric 
4 vehicles to be operated on residential roadways; 
5 · making clarifying changes; amending Minnesota Statutes 
6 2004, sections 168.011, subdivision 4; 168.012, 
7 subdivision 3a; 169.01, by adding a subdivision; 
8 169.045. 

9 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE:OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 

10 Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 168.011, 

11 subdivision 4, is amended to read: 

12 Subd. 4. [MOTOR VEHICLE.] (a) "Motor vehicle" means any 

13 self-propelled vehicle designed and originally manufactured to 

14 operate primarily upon public roads and highways, and not 

15 operated exclusively upon railroad tracks. It includes any 

16 vehicle propelled or drawn by a self-propelled vehicle and 

17 includes vehicles known as trackless trolleys that are propelled 

18 by electric power obtained from overhead trolley wires but not 

19 operated upon rails. It does not include snowmobi~es, 

20 manufactured homes, or park trailers. 

21 (b) "Motor vehicle" also includes an all-terrain vehicle, 

22 as defined in section 84.92, subdivision 8, that (1) has at 

23 least four wheels, {2) is owned and operated by a physically 

24 disabled person, and {3) displays both physically disabled 

25 license plates and a physically disabled certificate issued 

26 under section 169.345, subdivision 3. 

27 (c) "Motor vehicle" does not include an all-terrain vehicle 

Section 1 1 
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1 as defined in section 84.92, subdivision 8; except (1) an 

2 all-terrain vehicle described in paragraph (b), or (2) an 

3 all-terrain vehicle licensed as-a motor vehicle before August 1, 

4 1985. The owner may continue to license an all-terrain vehicle 

5 described in clause (2) as a motor vehicle until it is conveyed 

6 or otherwise transferred to another owner, is destroyed, or 

7 fails to comply with the registration and licensing requirements 

8 of this chapte~. 

9 (d) "Motor vehicle" does not include an electric personal 

10 assistive mobility device as defined in section 169.01, 

11 subdivision 90. 

12 (e) "Motor vehicle" does not include a neighborhood 

13 electric vehicle, as defined in section 169.01, subdivision 91. 

14 Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 168.012, 

15 subdivision 3a, is amended to read: 

16 Subd. 3a. [SPECIAL PERMITS.] Motorized golf· carts.!. 

17 neighborhood electric vehicles, and four-wheelL all-terrain 

18 vehicles operated under permit and on roadways designated 

19 pursuant to section 169.045 are exempt from the provisions of 

20 this chapter. 

21 Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.01, is 

22 amended by adding a subdivision to read: 

23 Subd. 91. [NEIGHBORHOOD ELECTRIC VEHICLE.] "Neighborhood 

24 electric vehicle" means an. electrically powered vehicle that has 

25 four wheels in contact with the ground, that has an unladen 

26 weight of less than 1,900 pounds, that is designed to and does 

27 operate at a maximum speed of 25 miles per hour, and that can 

28 carry no more than four· persons, including the driver. 

29 Sec~ 4. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.045, is 

30 amended to read: 

31 169.045 [SPECIAL VEHICLE USE ON ROADWAY.] 

32 Subdivision 1. [DESIGNATION OF ROADWAY, PERMIT.] i!l The 

33 governing body of any county, home rule charter or statutory 

34 city, or town may by ordinance authorize the operation of~ 

35 ill motorized golf carts, or four-wheelL all-terrain 

36 vehicles; on designated roadways or portions thereof under its 

Section 4 2 
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1 jurisdiction; and 

2 ·c2) neighborhood electric vehicles that meet federal motor 

3 vehicle safetx standard 500 under Code of Federal Regulations, 

4 title 49, section 571.500, on designated roadways having a 

5 maximum speed limit of 35 miles per hour or less under its 

6 jurisdiction. 

7 iE.l Authorization to operate a motorized golf cart, 

8 neighborhood electric vehicle, or four-wheelL all-terrain 

9 vehicle is by permit only. 

10 1£1 For purposes of this section, a four-wheelL all-terrain 

11 ·vehicle is a motorizedL flotation-tired vehicle with four 

12 low-pressure tires that is limited in e~gine displacement of 

13 less than 800 cubic centimeters and total dry weight less than 

14 600 pounds. 

15 Subd. 2. [ORDINANCE.] J.!l The ordinance shall must 

16 designate the roadways, prescribe the form of the application 

17 for the permit, and require evidence of insurance complying with 

18 the provisions of section 65B.48, subdivision 5 and~ 

19 (b) The ordinance may prescribe conditions, not 

20 inconsistent with the provisions of this section, under which a 

21 permit may be granted. Permits may be granted for a period of 

22 not to exceed one year, and may be annually renewed. A permit 

23 may be revoked at any time if there is evidence that the 

24 permittee cannot safely operate the motorized golf cartL 

25 neighborhood electric vehicle, or four-wheelL all-terrain 

26 vehicle on the designated roadways. · The ordinance may require, 

27 as a condition to obtaining a permit, that the applicant submit 

28 a certificate signed by a physician that the applicant is able 

29 to safely operate a motorized golf cart, neighborhood electric 

30 vehicle, or four-wheelL all-terrain vehicle on the roadways 

31 designated. 

32 Subd. 3. [TI~ES OF OPERATION.] Motorized golf carts and 

33 four-wheelL all-terrain vehicles may only be operated on 

34 designated roadways from sunrise to sunset. They sha~i must not 

35 be operated in inclemen~ weather or when visibility is impaired 

36 by weather, smoke, fog, or other conditions, or at any time when 

Section 4 3 
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1 there is insufficient light to clearly see persons and vehicles 

2 on.the roadway at a distance of 500 feet. 

3 Subd. 4. [SLOW-MOVING VEHICLE EMBLEM.] Motorized golf 

4 carts shaii must display the slow-moving vehicle emblem.provided 

5 for in section 169.522, when operated on designated roadways. 

6 Subd. 5. [CROSSING INTERSECTING HIGHWAYS.] The operator, 

7 under permit, of a motorized golf cart, neighborhood electric 

8 vehicle, or four-wheelL all-terrain vehicle may cross any street 

9 or highway intersecting a designated roadway. 

10 Subd. 6. [APPLICATION OF TRAFFIC LAWS.] Every person 

11 operating a motorized golf cart, neighborhood electric vehicle, 

12 or four-wheelL all-terrain vehicle under permit on designated 

13 ·roadways has all the rights and duties applicable to the driver 

14 of any other vehicle under the provisions of this chapter, 

15 except when those provisions cannot reasonably be applied to 

16 motorized golf carts, neighborhood electric vehicles, or 

17 four-wheelL all-terrain vehicles and except as otherwise 

18 specifically provided in subdivision 7. 

19 Subd. 7. [NONAPPLICATION OF CERTAIN LAWS.] ill The 

20 provisions of chapter 1717 are not applicable to persons 

21 operating motorized golf carts, neighborhood electric vehicles, 

22 or four-wheelL all-terrain·vehicles under permit on designated 

23 roadways pursuant to this section. Exee~e-£er-ehe-reqttiremenes 

24 e£-seeeien-%69.T97 

25 1!U_ The provisions of this chapter relating to equipment on 

26 vehicles is are not applicable to~ 

27 ill motorized golf carts or four-wheelL all-terrain 

28 vehicles operating, under permit, on designated roadways, except 

29 for the requirements of section 169.70; and 

30 (2) neighborhood electric vehicles operating, under permit, 

31 on designated roadways described in subdivision 1, but they are 

32 subject to the equipment requirements of Code of Federal 

33 Regulations, title 49, section 571.500. 

34 Subd. 8. [INSURANCE.} In the event persons operating a 

35 motorized golf cart, neighborhood electric vehicle, or 

36 four-wheel, all-terrain vehicle under this section cannot obtain 

Section 4 4 
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1 liability insurance in the private market, that person may 

2 purchase automobile insurance, including no-fault coverage, from 

3 the Minnesota Automobile Assigned Risk Plan at a rate to be 

4 determined by the commissioner of commerce. 

5 
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u Senator .................... moves to amend S.F. No. 1811 as follows: 

1.2 Delete everything after the enacting clause and insert: 

1.3. "Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2005 Supplement, section 168.011, subdivision 4, 

1.4 is amended to. read: 

1.5 Subd. 4. Motor vehicle. (a) "Motor vehicle" means any self-propelled vehicle 

1.6 designed and originally manufactured to operate primarily on highways, and not operated 

1.7 exclusively upon railroad tracks. It includes any vehicle propelled or drawn by a 

1.8 self-propelled vehicle and includes vehicles known as trackless trolleys that are propelled 

1.9 by electric power obtained from overhead trolley wires but not operated upon rails. It does 

1.10 not include snowmobiles, manufactured homes, or park trailers. 

1.11 (b) "Motor vehicle" includes an all-terrain vehicle only if the all-terrain vehicle 

1.12 (1) has at least four wheels, (2) is owned and operated by a physically disabled person, 

1.13 and (3) displays both disability plates and a physically disabled certificate issued under 

1.14 section 169.345. 

1.15 (c) "Motor vehicle" does not include an all-terrain vehicle except (1) an all-terrain 

1.16 vehicle described in paragraph (b), or (2) an all-terrain vehicle licensed as a motor vehicle 

1.17 before August 1, 1985. The owner may continue to license an all-terrain vehicle described 

1.18 in clause (2) as a motor vehicle until it is conveyed or otherwise transferred to another 

1.19 owner, is destroyed, or fails to comply with the registration and licensing requirements 

1.20 of this chapter. 

1.21 (d) "Motor vehicle" does not include an electric personal assistive mobility device as 

1.22 defined in section 169.01, subdivision 90. 

1.23 (e) "Motor vehicle" does not include a motorized foot scooter as defined in section 

1.24 169.01, subdivision 4c. 

1.25 (f) "Motor vehicle" does not include a neighborhood electric vehicle, as defined in 

1.26 section 169.01, subdivision 91. 

1.27 Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 168.012, subdivision 3a, is amended to read: 

1 
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2.1 Subd. 3a. Special permits._ Motorized golf carts, neighborhood electric vehicles, 

2.2 and four-whee12 all-terrain vehicles operated under permit and on roadways designated 

2.3 pursuant to section 169 .045 are exempt from the provisions of this chapter. 

2.4 Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.01, is amended by adding a subdivision 

2.5 to read: 

2.6 Subd. 91. Neighborhood electric vehicle. "Neighborhood electric vehicle" means 

2.7 an electrically powered vehicle that has four- wheels in contact with the ground, that has 

2.8 an unladen weight of less than 1,900 pounds, that is designed to and does operate at a 

2.9 maximum speed of 25 miles per hour, and that can carry no more than four persons, 

2.10 including the driver. 

2.11 Sec. 4. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.045, is amended to read: 

2.12 169.045 SPECIAL VEHICLE USE ON ROADWAY. 

2.13 Subdivision 1. Designation of roadway, permit. ill_The governing body of any 

2.14 county, home rule charter or statutory city, or town may by ordinance authorize the 

2.15 operation o( 

2.16 filmotorized golf carts-;-or four-whee12 all-terrain vehicles-;-on designated roadways 

2.17 or portions thereof under its jurisdiction; and 

2.18 (2) neighborhood electric vehicles that meet federal motor vehicle safety standard 

2.19 500 under Code of Federal Regulations, tide 49, section 571.500, on designated roadways 

2.20 having a maximum speed limit of 35 miles per hour or less under its jurisdiction. 

2.21 fil Authorization to operate a motorized golf cart, neighborhood electric vehicle, or 

2.22 four-wheelLall-terrain ve)licle is by permit only. 

2.23 .(fl_For purposes of this section, a four-wheelLall-terrain vehicle is a motorized2 

2.24 flotation-tired vehicle with four low-pressure tires that is limited in engine displacement of 

2.25 less than 800 cubic centimeters and total dry weight less than 600 pounds. 

2.26 Subd. 2. Ordinance. fil The ordinance mttH must designate the roadways, prescribe 

2.27 the form of the application for the permit, and require evidence of insurance complying 

2.28 with the provisions of section 65B .48, subdivision 5 mrl.:. 

2.29 (b) The ordinance may prescribe conditions, not inconsistent with the provisions of 

2.30 this section, under which a permit may be granted. Permits may be granted for a period 

2.31 of not to exceed one year, and may be annually renewed. A permit may be revoked at 

2.32 any time if there is evidence that the permittee cannot safely operate the motorized golf 

2.33 cart, neighborhood electric vehicle, or four-wheelLall-terrain vehicle on the designated 

2.34 roadways. The ordinance may require, as a condition to obtaining a permit, that the 

2.35 applicant submit a certificate signed by a physician that the applicant is able to safely 

2 
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3.1 operate a motorized golf cart, neighborhood electric vehicle, or four-wheelLall-terrain 

~·i,_2 vehicle on the roadways designated. 

3.3 Subd. 3. Times of operation. Motorized golf carts and four-wheelLall-terrain 

3.4 vehicles may only be operated on designated roadways from sunrise to sunset. They 

3.5 ~ must not be operated in inclement weather or when visibility is impaired by weather, 

3.6 smoke, fogL or other conditions, or at any time when there is insufficient light to clearly 

3.7 see persons and vehicles on the roadway at a distance of 500 feet. 

3.8 Subd. 4. Slow-moving vehicle emblem. Motorized golf carts ~must display 

3.9 the slow-moving vehicle emblem provided for in section 169.522, when operated on 

3.10 designated roadways. 

3.11 Subd. 5. Crossing intersecting highways. The operator, under permit, of a 

'.12 motorized golf cart, neighborhood electric vehicle, or four-wheelLall-terrain vehicle may 

3.13 cross any street or highway intersecting a designated roadway. 

3.14 Subd. 6. Application of traffic laws. Every person operating a motorized golf cart2 

3.15 neighborhood electric vehicle, or four-wheel.Lall-terrain vehicle under permit on designated 

3.16 roadways has all the rights and duties applicable to the driver of any other vehicle under 

3.17 the provisions of this chapter, except when those provisions cannot reasonably be applied 

3.18 to motorized golf carts, neighborhood electric vehicles, or four-wheelLall-terrain vehicles 

3.19 and except as otherwise specifically provided in subdivision 7. 

3.20 Subd. 7. Nonapplication of certain laws. @}_The provisions of chapter 171; are 

3.21 not applicable to persons operating motorized golf carts, neighborhood electric vehicles, 

'1.22 or four-wheelLall-terrain vehicles under permit on designated roadways pursuant to this 

3.23 section. Except for the reqni:rement5 of 5eeti:on 169.70, 

3.24 .(Ql_The provisions of this chapter relating to equipment on vehicles~ are not 

3.25 applicable to~ 

3.26 filmotorized golf carts or four-wheelLall-terrain vehicles operating, under permit, 

3.27 on designated roadways, except for the requirements of section 169.70; and 

3.28 (2) neighborhood electric vehicles operating, under permit, on designated roadways 

3.29 described in subdivision 1, but they are subject to the equipment requirements of Code of 

3.30 Federal Regulations, title 49, section 571.500. 

3.31 Subd. 8. Insurance. In the event persons operating a motorized golf cart2 

~.32 neighborhood electric vehicle, or four-wheel, all-terrain vehicle under this section cannot 

3.33 obtain liability insurance in the private market, that person may purchase automobile 

3.34 insurance, including no-fault coverage, from the Minnesota Automobile Assigned Risk 

3.35 Plan at a rate to be determined by the commissioner of commerce." 

3 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 
. ----··--- ·--- .. -·---·· ·---.. ··· ·----··· --- ---
Transportation Building 
:~95 John 1re/;;.r.rJ Boulevau 
Saint Paul. Mrnnesota 5~ 155· 188<J 

August 13~ 2004 

Goveruor Job: I ioevcn 
Offa~e of the Governor 
Siate of No1th Dako1,::: 
600 E Bouk:vard A venue 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0oo: 

Dear (fovemor Hoe\icn: 

We have reviewed YO'Jr le1ter of Juf.)C; 17 recorrur::e·:1ding that Minnesota sponsor kgislmion 
allowing tht 11se of low speed ve.hi;:-.les. A1tbi)ugh we ha.ve some com·,ern~ abou.t al}c.wing 
vehicles with a maximum speed of 25 mph to use teiads ·w.bcre the maxirmm.: speed limit is 35 
mp\ t.he 1\:finnesoi.a Departmeot of Transportari~n haE decideC. not to oppose (:i law chan2.e as 
loilg as certain conditions are met. We do no! feel it would be appropriate for om· department to 
propose the changes. 

We consulted with Minne.c;ota's Depa1iment of Public Safery and have the following 
recorrunendatior.s if someoD.e WQuJ.d like to pursue 1egisfa.tion ir. tliis area~ 

1. Such vehicles can be al~owed only in {£"t:as where the. speeo limit is less than 35 miks p;;::r 
hour. 

2. Only mdividuals with va.iid drivers' licenses can operate these vebic1es. 

3. The vehicles must be titled and registered. 

4. The vehicles must be equi;iped with the p:-optr safety eqt:ipmem (headlights, turn signah! 
safety bells. etc.). 

5. The vehic.l~s· would have to display a slow-moving vehicle e:n:blem. For go:f t;arts 
operated on pubhc roadways, this requiremcrnis zilready in Minnesota Stat;;ti;! 169.045 
Subd. 4. 

Althougf., this list is not meant to be c:xhc.usfrve; it nope.fuJly ,i\-·i11 prcvide you with an indication 
of Minnesota) s cone ems if this typi:: of legislatie>rJ is proposed. 

Thank yoi..: for your iu.ten·:st in Minn.esou;'s transportation syst~m! ind please do not :.i%itate to 
contact me if I can be of any further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

C'T~I~ 
Lt. Govemor!Commissjoncr 

c: Governor Tim Pa\vlenty 
Comrrtissioner Micf..acl Campion, Minnesota Depan:ment o.f:Pub1ii:: Safety 
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This bill amends the statute on prohibition of use of headphones in a motor vehicle, to allow 
the use of communication headsets by firefighters in fire trucks during emergency response. 
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01/20/06 REVIS OR 06-5158 

Senator Senjem introduced-

S.F. No. 247 4: Referred to the Committee on Transportation. 

_.l A bill for an act 
1.2 relating to traffic regulations; authorizing use of communications headset by 
1.3 firefighters operating fire truck in emergency; amending Minnesota Statutes 
1.4 2004, section 169.471, subdivision 2. 

1.5 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 

1.6 Section. I. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.471, subdivision 2, is amended to read: 

1.7 Subd. 2. Use of headphones in vehicle. {&No person, while operating a 

1.8 motor vehicle, shall wear headphones or earphones ~hieh that are used in both ears 

1.9 simultaneously for purposes of receiving or listening to broadcasts or reproductions from 

uo radios, tape decks, or other sound-producing or transmitting devices. This section shall 

1.11 not p1ohibit the ttse, ho~ever, of 

1.12 (b) Paragraph (a) does not prohibit: 

1.13 (1) the use of a hearing aid devices device by pe1sons in need the1eof a person 

1.14 who needs the device; or 

1.15 (2) the use of a communication headset by a firefighter while operating a fire truck in 

1.16 response to an emergency. 

Section 1. 1 
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This bill provides that the city of Willmar: 

0 is exempt from the· law that would otherwise require the city to repay the state 
airports fund for the state's share ofland acquisition costs; and 

• will not face reduction in funding from state airports fund to recover state's share; 

if, by June 30, 2011, the city of Willmar uses this amount to extend the ·Willmar airport 
runway and make other airport improvements. 
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02/16/06 REVIS OR RR/CG 06-6028 

Senator Johnson, D.E. introduced-

S.F. No. 2683: Referred to.the Committee on Transportation. 

1 A bill for an act 
1.2 relating to. aeronautics; prohibiting commissioner of transportation from 
1.3 requiring repayment by city of Willmar to state airports fund for costs related to 
1.4 airport relocation; prohibiting reductions of future funding from state airports 
1.5 fund; requiring city to spend money not required to be repaid for runway 
1.6 extension and other airport improvements. 

1.7 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 

1.8 Section 1. FORMER AIRPORT PROPERTY. 

1.9 Notwithstanding Minnesota Statutes, section 360.305, subdivision 4, or any other 

1.1 o law, the commissioner of transportation shall not require the city of Willmar to repay the 

1.11 state airports fund for the state share of acquisition costs of land that was previously 

1 1 ~ used for aviation purposes, and shall not reduce any funding from the state airports fund ~ 

1.13 to the city of Willmar in order to recover that share if, by June 30, 2011, the city has 

1.14 spent the amount that it would otherwise be required to repay to the commissioner for 

1.15 the following purposes: 

1.16 (1) paying the city's share of the costs of extending the runway at the new Willmar 

1.17 airport to a length of 6,500 feet; and 

1.18 (2) with money not required for the purpose of clause (1), making other 

1.19 improvements to the airport. 

1.20 EFFECTIVE DATE. This section is effective the day following final enactment. 

Section l. l 
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O'W'Nl=ll~ AND 
421 Aviation W(1I/. Frederick. MD 21701-4798 
Telephone (301) 695-2000 • Fax (301) 695~2375 

March 14, 2006 

Honorable Steve Murphy 
Chairman 
Senate Transportation Committee 
75 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd., Room 306 
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606 

Dear Chainnan Murphy: 

AOPA 3016952214 2/2 

On behalf of the more than 7,600 Minnesota members- of 407,000 members rmtionwide- of the 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA), we are writing to express our strong opposition 
to SF 2683, which prohibits the Commissioner of Transportation from requiring the city of 
Willmar to repay the state airports fund for the state share of acquisition costs of land that was 
previously used for aviation purposes. 

fund was authorized in order to allow Aeronautics Office of the Minnesota 
• 1"""'1!:l'l"t'l!l'IR""'11"1il of Transpo:rtation to assist local communities in the funding of general aviation 
airport projects. As such, we believe all proceeds disbursed from this account 
should be used solely for airport inftastructure projects and no other purpose. 

We are aware that the City ofWilJmar is developing a '~replacement" and to use the 
old airport property for an alternative use. 'While we are supportive of construction of the new 
airport, we very strongly all proceeds and funds that were received by the city from 
the state must be used for development of the new airport. If the city determines that they do not 
wish to reinvest these state into the new airport facility. the city should be required to repay 
the funds to the State of Minnesota so that these monies may be used to develop other general 
aviation in the state. As it is, there is seldom adequate funding availab]c each year to 
fulfill demand for aviation airport projects in Minnesota. Therefore, 
every doUar counts is critical. Every agency eligible for these funds shouJ.d be 
treated equaUy :and are required to follow established state requirements. There should be no 
exceptions. Any agency that does not follow these state requirements should be required to repay 
funds received from the state to the state or be restricted from receiving future allocations of 
airport .development monies. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of our comments. Should you have 
concerns, please contact AOPA's Great Lakes Regional Representative BiU 
7653. 

&:-~~·~-OwenM. Sw ne t r ... oO 
Manager, Stat & al Government Affairs 

cc: Senator Dean Johnson 
Raymond Rought, Director, Aeronautics and Aviation, DOT 
Bill AOPA Great Lakes Regional Representative 

questions or 
at (309) 692-

Member of JnfamationoJ Councfl of Aircraft Owner and Piiot AssoclaHons 



Senate Counsel, Research, 
and Fiscal Analysis 

G-17 STATE CAPITOL 

75 REV. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. BLVD. 

ST. PAUL, MN 55155-1606 
(651) 296-4791 

FAX: (651} 296-7747 

Jo ANNE ZoFF SELLNER 

DIRECTOR 

Senator D. Scott Dibble 

Krista Boyd, Fiscal Analyst ( 651/296-7 681) ~ A 
Bonnie Berezovsky, Senate Counsel ( 651/296-9191) f_').µ 
March 14, 2006 

This bill amends the statute on traffic-related penalties, requiring an additional fine for a 
moving violation conviction if the violation is committed while operating a mobile telephone. This 
fine shall equal the amount of the moving violation fine, but must be at least $25. 

Exceptions to the fine may be made if the telephone was being used to contact emergency 
services. 

KB/BB:rer 



02106106 REVIS OR RR/AY 

Senators Dibble, Ranum, McGinn, Jungbauer and Chaudhary introduced

S.F. No. 2642: Referred to the Committee on Transportation. 

A bill for an act 
1.2 relating to traffic regulations; doubling fine for moving violation committed 
1.3 while operating mobile phone; providing affirmative defense to doubled fine; 
1.4 amending Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169.89, by adding a subdivision. 

1.5 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 

1.6 Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 169 .89, is amended by adding a 

1.7 subdivision to read: 

06-5786 

1.8 Subd. 6. Violation committed while operating mobile phone. (a) A person 

1.9 convicted of a moving violation, which does not include a parking violation, a vehicle 

1.1 o equipment violation, or a warning citation, who, during the commission of the violation, 

1.11 was operating a cellular or wireless telephone, is assessed an additional surcharge equal to 

. i2 the amount of the fine imposed for the moving violation, but not less than $25. 

1.13 (b) It is an affirmative defense against a charge of violating paragraph (a) that the 

1.14 mobile telephone was used for the purpose of contacting the following in response to 

1.15 an emergency: 

1.16 (1) a first responder by use of a 911 or other emergency telephone number; 

1.17 - (2) a hospital, clinic, or doctor's office; 

1.18 (3) an ambulance service provider; 

1.19 ( 4) a fire department or law enforcement agency; or 

1.20 ( 5) a first aid squad. 

Section 1. l 



· III - Cell Phones and Driving 

Cell Phone$ and Driving 

THE TOPIC 
JANUARY 2006 

(];) 

In the United States over 200 million people used cell phones as of December 2005, compared with 
approximately 4..3 million in 1990, according to the Cellular Telecommunications & Internet 
Association. · 

Increased reliance on cell phones has led to a rise in the number of people who use the devices 
while driving. There are two dangers associated with driving and cell phone use. First, drivers must 
take their eyes off the road while dialing. Second, peopl~. can become so abs9rbed in their 
conversations that their ability to concentrate on the acfof drivin·g is severely impaired, jeopardizing 
the safety ofvehicle occupants and pedestrians. Since the first law was passed in NewYork in 2001 
banning hand-held cell phone use while driving, there has been debate as to the exact nature and 
degree of hazard. At first safety experts focused on the problem as part of the larger one of driver 
distractions in general. These can include anything that reduces driver concentration on road 
. hazards from drinking coffee to talking with anot~er passenger. ~0':%: there is increasing evidence 
that the dangers ssociated with cell- hone use outweigh those of other distractions. Safety experts 

so ac nowledgethat the hazard posed by cell phone conversations is not eliminated, and may 
even be increased, bythe use of hands-fre-e sets. - · · 

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 

11 Studies: In December 2005 the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) .and 
the National Center for Statistics and Analysis released the results of their National Occupant 
Protection Use Survey (NOPUS), Which found that in 2005, 6 percent of drivers used 
handheld cell phones, up from 5 percent in 2004. The survey also found that the jump was . 
most noticeable among women (up to 8 percent from 6 percent in 2004) and young drivers 
ages 16 to 24 (up to 10 percent from 8 percent in 2004). The percentage of men using cell 
phones rose from 4 to 5 percent over the same period. Finally, the survey found that the 
number of drivers using headsets rose from 0.4 percent in 2004 to 0.8 percent in 2005. The 
NOPUS is a probability-based observational survey. Data on driver cell phone use were 
collected at random stop signs or stoplights only while vehicles were stopped and only during 
9aylight hours. 

11 Motorists who use cell phones while driving are four times as likely to get into crashes serious. 
enough to injure themselves, according to a study of drivers in Perth, Australia, conducted by 
the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety. The results, published in July,. 2005, suggest that 
banning hand-.held phone use won't necessarily improve safety if drivers simply switch to 
hands-free phones. The study found that injury crash risk didn't vary with type of phone. 

11 A government study released in June 2005 indicates that the distraction of cell phones and 
other wireless devices Was far more likely to lead to crashes than other distractions faced by 
drivers. Researchers for the Virginia Tech Transportation Institute and the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) tracked 100 cars and their drivers for a year and 
concluded that talking on cell phones caused far more crashes, near-crashes and other 
incidents than other distractions. 

11 These findings seem to contradict an August 2003 report from the AAA Foundation for Traffic 
Safety that concluded that drivers are far less distracted by their cell phones than other 

http://www.iii.org/media/hottopics/insurance/cellphones/?printerfriendly=yes 3/14/2006 



III. -·Cell Phones and Driving Page2of4 

common activities, such as reaching for items on the seat or glove compartment or talking to 
passengers. The study was based on the analysis of three hour videotapes from cameras 
installed in the vehicles of 70 drivers in North .Carolina and Pennsylvania. · 

• Many studies have shown that using hand-held cell phones while driving can con$titute a 
hazardous distraction. However, the theory that hands-free sets are safer has been . 
challenged by the findings of several studies. A September 2004 study from the NHTSA found 
that drivers using hand-free cell phones had to redial calls 40 percent of the tfme, compared 
with 18 percent for drivers using hand held sets, suggesting that hands free sets may provide 
drivers with a false sense of ease. 

• A study from the University of Utah published in the winter 2004/2005 issue of Human 
Factors, the quarterly journal of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society, found that 
motorists who talked on hands-free cell phones were 18 percent slower in braking and took 17 
percent longer to regain the speed they lost when they braked. An earlier University of Utah 
study by the same ·researchers found that drivers talking on hands-free cell phones were less 
likely to recall seeing pe.destrians, billboards or other roadside features. 

11 A study published in the March 2003 issue of The Journal of Experimental Psychology: 
Applied, found that the distraction risk is as high for drivers who use .hands-free cell phones, 
as for drivers who use hand-held devices. · 

•. State and Federal Initiatives: The number of state legislatures debating measures that 
address the problem of cell-phone us.e while driving and .other driver distractions continues to . 
rise. According to the·National Conference-of State Legislatures, over two-thirds of states 
looked at bills that would restrict the use of cell phones while driving in the first part of 2005. 
Four states:.._ Colorado, Delaware, Maryland and Tennessee -- banned their use by young 
drivers in 2005. In May, the city of Chicago banned the use of hand held cell phones while 
driving, imposing penalties of $50 or $200 (the latter if the driver is involved in an accident). 

11 In October 2005 a Connecticut law banning the use of hand-held cell phones while driving 
went info effect. The measure goes further than some similar laws in other states and 
municipalities. Drivers in Connecticut can be fined $100 not only for using a cell phone, but 
those pulled over for speeding or other moving violations can be fined for other ·driving 
distractions such as putting on makeup or turning to discipline children in the back seat. In 
January 2004 New Jersey passed a bill prohibiting the use of cell phones while driving and in 
April of that year the District of Columbia (DC) followed suit. In New Jersey fines range 
between $100 and $250; in DC fines are $100. New York was the first state to enact such 
legislation in 2001.. Drivers there face fines of $100 for the first violation, $200 for th~· second 
and $500 thereafter. 

11 In June 2003 federal and state highway safety agencies issued new guidelines for reporting 
crashes caused by distracted drivers. The authorities are asking police across the nation to 
note whether a driver was distracted and the source of the distraction, such as cell phone, 
radio, passenger, or another vehicle. · 

11 Businesses: Businesses are increasingly prohibiting workers from using cell phones while 
driving to conduct business. In ~uly 2004, the California Association of Employers 
recommended that employers develop a cell phone policy that requires employees to pull off 
the road before conducting business by cell phone. 

11 Court Decisions: In December 2004 a civil case involving a car crash caused by a driver 
using a cell phone for business ·reasons was dismissed when the driver's employer, Beers 
Skanska Inc., agreed to pay the plaintiff $5 million. The plaintiff in the case being heard in 
Georgia's Fulton County Superior Court was severely injured in the crash. The suit is among 
the most recent of several cases where an employer has been held liable for an accident 
caused by a driver using a cell phone. See background section on Employer and 
Manufacturer Liability. 

http ://www.iii.org/media/hottopics/insurance/ cellphones/?printerfriendly=yes 3/14/2006 
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• In mid-October 2004 in the case of Yoon v. Wagner a Virginia jury awarded $2 million in 
damages to the family of a young girl who was killed by a driver using a cell phone at the time 
of the accident. The plaintiff also filed a suit againstthe driver's employer after it became clear 
through an examination of phone records that the driver had been talking to a client when she 
hit the girl. 

BACKGROUND 
Cell phones play an integral role in our society. However, the convenience they offer must be judged 
against the hazards they pose. Inattentive driving accounted for 6.4 percent of crash fatalities in 
2003 - the latest data available - according to the U.S. Department of Transportation. Inattentive 
driving includes talking, eating, putting on make up and attending to children. Using cell phones and 
other wireless or electronic units are also considered distractions . 

. As many as 40 countries may restrict or prohibit the use of cell phones while driving. Countries 
reported to have laws related to cell phone use include Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Botswana, 
Chile, the CZech Republic, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, HL!ngary, India, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Malaysia, the Netherlands, Norway, the Philippines, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, South Africa, South · 
Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, the United Kingdom and . 
Zimbabwe. Most countries prohibit the use of hand-held phones while driving. Drivers in the Czech 
Republic, Fran'Ce·,· the.~Netherlands·-and the United Kingdom may ... us,e.~c~lfphon:es])ut ·can.fre fined if 
they are involved in crashes while using the phone. Drivers in the United Kingdorrl' ~in·d Germany 

· also ccfn lose insurance coverage if they are involved in a crash while talking on the· phone. 

Supporters of restrictions on driving while using a cell phone say that the distractions associated 
with cell phone use while driving are far greater than other distractions. Co.nversations using a cell 
phone demand greater continuous concentration, which diverts the driver's eyes from the road and 
his mind from driving. Opponents of cell phone restrictions say drivers should be educated about the 
effects of all driver distractions. They also say that existing laws that regulate driving should be more 
strictly ~nforced. 

Employer and Manufacturer Liability: Although only a handful of high-profile cases have gone to 
court, employers are still concerned that they might be held liable for accidents caused by their 
employees while driving and conducting work-related conversations on cell phones. Under the 
doctrine of vicarious responsibility, employers may be held legally accountable for the negligent acts 
of employees committed in the course of employment. Employers may also be found negligent if 
they fail to put in place a policy for the safe use of cell phones. In response,. many companies have 
established cell phone usage policies. Some allow employees to conduct business over the phone 
as long as they pull over to the side of the road or into a parking lot. Others have completely banned 
the use of all wireless devices. 

In an article published in the June 2003 edition of the North Dakota Law Review, attorney Jordan 
Michael proposed a theory of cell phone manufacturer liability for auto accidents if they fail to warn 
users of the dangers of driving and talking on the phone at the same time. The theory holds that 
maker liability would be similar to the liability of employers who encourage or demand cell phone use 
on the road. Holding manufacturers liable would cover all persons who drive and use cell phones for 
personal calls. Michael notes that some car rental agencies have already placed warnings on 
embedded cell phones in their cars. 
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This bill amends the special plates for veterans law to authorize a special motorcycle plates 
for combat wounded veterans, similar to that currently available for passenger autos, pickup trucks, 
and recreational vehicles (RVs). 

The fee for a single motorcycle plate will remain $10. 

KB/BB:rer 



01/25/06 REVIS OR RR/PT 06-5545 

Senators Murphy and Vickerman introduced-

S.F. No. 2393: Referred to the Committee on Transportation. 

A bill for . an act 
I.l relating to license plates; providing for issuance of special motorcycle plates for 
1.3 combat wounded veterans; amending Minriesota Statutes 2005 Supplement, 
1.4 section 168.123, subdivision 1. 

t..5 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 

1.6 Section 1. Minnesota StatUtes 2Q05 Supplement, section 168.123, subdivision 1, 

1.7 is amended to read: 

·1.8 Subdivision 1. General requirements; fees. (a) On payment of a fee of$10 for 

1.9 ~ach set of two plates, or for a single plate in the case of a motorcycle plate, payment of 

1.1 o the registration tax required by law, and compliance with other applicable laws relating to 

1.11 vehicle registration and licensing, as applicable, the commissioner shall issue: 

1 (1) special veteran's plates to an applicant who served in the active ·military service 

1.13 in a branch of the armed forces of the United.States or of a nation or society allied with the 

1.14 United States in conducting a foreign war, was discharged under honorable conditions, 

1.15 and is a registered owner of a passenger automobile, recreational motor vehicle, or truck 

1.16 resembling a pickup truck and _having a manufacturer's nominal rated capacity of one ton, 

1.11 but which is not a commercial motor vehicle as defined in section 169.01, subdivision 

1.18 75; or 

1.19 (2) a veteran's special motorcycle plate as described in subdivision 2, paragraph (a), 

1.20 ~(f), (h), or (i), or another special plate designed by the commissioner to an applicant 

1.21 who is a registered owner of a motorcycle and meets the criteria listed in this paragraph 

and in subdivision 2, paragraph (a), ~(f), (h), or (i). Plates issued under this clause must 

1.23 be the same size as regular motorcycle plate~. Special motorcycle license plates issued 

1.24 under this clause are not subject to section 168.1293. 

Section 1. 1 
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2.1 (b) The additional fee of $10 is payable for each set of veteran's plates, is payable 

2.2 only when the plates are issued, and is not payable in a year in which stickers are issued 

2.3 instead of plates. 

2.4 (c) The veteran must have a certified copy of the veteran's discharge papers, 

2.s indicating character of discharge, at the time of application. If an applicant served in the 

2.6 active military service in a branch of the armed forces of a nation or society allied with the 

2.1 United States in conducting a foreign war and is unable to obtain a record of that service 

2.8 and discharge status, the commissioner of veterans affairs may certify the applicant as 

2.9 qualified for the veterans' plates provided under this section. 

2.10 (d) For license plates issued for one-ton tnicks described in paragraph (a), clause 

2.11 (1 ), the commissioner ~hall collect a surcharge of $5 on each $ ~ 0 fee collected under 

· 2.12 paragraph (a). The surcharge must be deposited in the vehicle services operating account 

2.13 in the special revenue fund. 

Section 1. 2 
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